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United States Soil 46 Quaker Lane

Department of Con: t .

Agnculture s.n:::"'m West Warwick, Rhode Island 02893
March 17, 1988

Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project Manager FA1

Environmental Evaluation Branch

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capital Street, NE, Room 7312
Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Ocean State Power Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Lister:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ocean State Power
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We reviewed
only the Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management
portions of the DEIS.

Erosion and Sediment Control

1. The vegetative practices should include temporary vegetative
protection for any excavated area, fill area or stockpile
that will be exposed and not disturbed for longer than 60
days.

2. The vegetative practices should also include permanent
seeding of all disturbed areas as soon as possible after
final grading.

3. The erosion and sediment control plan should include any
land disturbance activities including those at the power
plant, along the pipelines and at the intake structure.

4. The erosion and sediment control plan should include a

schedule for maintenance of all practices included in the
plan.

5. The DEIS did not provide sufficient information for us to
evaluate the specific practices included in the erosion and
sediment control plan. Assistance in reviewing the plan 1is
avallable through the Northern Rhode Island Conservation

District, 17A Smith Avenue, Greenville, Rhode Island 02828.

Tre Sou Conservation Service
'3 an agency of the
Depariment of Agrcuiture

FA1-1 Erosion and sediment caomtrol practices employed will be the respon-

sibility of Ocean State Power (for the plant site, water and oil
pipelines, and water intake structure) and Tennessee Gas Pipeline Campany (for
all gas pipelines). Regarding temporary vegetative protectiaon, OSP indicates in
its erosian and sedimentation cantrol plan for the plant that "... all areas to
be rough graded during the initial phase of constructian shall be seeded..."
(Section 8.2.2, Temporary Seadimg). similarly, Tennessee in its sadiment and
erosian canmtrol plan indicates that "temporary erosiaon camtrol measures such as
terraces and temporary seeding may be used until cleamp can proceed and the
area can be permaremntly revegetated" (Clearup and Revegetatian).

FA1-2 OSP states "All areas disturbed by canstructian will be stabilized with

permanent seading immediately following finish gradimg" (Sectian 12.0,
Permanent Stabilizatian). Similarly, Tennessee states “The right-of-way will be
limed, fertilized, and seeded. Revegetatian will be done in tion with
the landowner and/or the local Soil Cunservatian Service office" (Cleamp and
Revegetatian). Please see also the respanse to camment GIC10-7.

FA1-3 Please see the respase to camment FAl-1.

FA1-4 Regarding a maintenance schedule, OSP indicates "In general all erosian

and sediment control measures will be chacked weekly and after each
signifieant rainfall." Tennessee does not indicate a specific schedule for
maintenance; however, the duratiaon of construction in any one area is typically
shorter for pipelines than many other types of constructian. Tennessee states
in its Objectives that it plans to establish permanent erosian cantrol measures
and vegetatian as soon as passible and to ceseed as necessary to maintain
adequate vegetative cover.

FA1-5 OSP and Tennessee will be submitting detailed erosion and sediment

control plans for their facilities in Rhode Island to RIDEM. Addi-
tional details have been provided in the FEIS, as available. Camplete plans for
each facility are too voluminous to be incorporated in the FEIS. The offer of
review assistance by the Northermn Rhode Island Cormservation District is noted
and appreciated.
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FA1 (cont'd)

Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project Manager 2

Stormwater Management

1. The DEIS did not provide sufficient information for us to
evaluate the specific elements of the stormwater management 6
plan. Aesistance in reviewing the plan is available through
the Northern Rhode Island Conservation District.

2. The table on page 4-15 ehould be corrected. Although the

text indicates the values are runoff volumes, the table 7

actually shows rainfall depths. The table should also show
the unite.

Contact Stephen Davis at 401-828-1300 if you have any questions.

Sincerely.,

ROBERT J. KLUMPE
State Conservationist

cc:

James Newman, Director, Ecological Sciences Division, SCS,
Washington, DC

Victor Bell, Chief, Office of Environmental Coordination, RI DEM,
Providence, RI

Willard E. Bascombe, Chairman, Northern Rhode Island Conservation
District, Greenville, RI

Irene Winkler, District Conservationist, SCS, Greenville, RI

FA1-6 The Stormwsater Management subsectian in Sectian 4.1.2.1.2 ootains a

summary of the stormwater management plan prepared by the applicant
(Bachtel Eastern Power Qorporation, February 1987). Specific informatian
axceming the plan can be abtainad fram that dooment.

FA1-7 The indicated table includes runoff volumes in acre-feet. The text has
been revised accardimgly.
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Department of Energy FA2
Washingion, DC 20585

Aoril 25, 1988

RECEIVED BY
APR 25 1988

Envituiie s v
Ms. Lois D. Cashell Branch vation

Acting Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms., Cashell:

In reference to Docket No. CP87-132-001:

Enclosed are the Department of Energy's (DOE) comments on the
draft environmental impact statement (EIS) dated March, 1988, for
the Ocean State Power Project. We have provided page-specific
comments on a wide range of issues for your consideration.

As a cooperating agency, our primary interest is to assure that
the EIS adequately addresses DOE's involvement in the project as a
result of our responsibilities under Section 3 of the Natural Gas
Act (NGA) and Section 201 of the Fuel Use Act (FUA). 1In this
regard, the EIS must state that the DOE is a cooperating agency.
We also note that Tables 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 still do not include
DOE's actions regarding the NGA import license or the FUA
exemption.

The Draft EIS does not definitely state that Phase II of the Ocean
State project will burn natural gas instead of oil, or that the
proposed pipeline extension can carry enough gas to supply both
phases of the project. The Final EIS must address this issue
before the DOE can issue either a NGA natural gas import permit or

a FUA exemption for Phase II.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact
Ellen Russell at 586-9624 or Donald Henninger at 586-4597. We
look forward to working with you to complete the NEPA process.

Sincerely,

‘aymond P. Berube

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environment

Enclosure

cc: Lonnfe Lister,
Project Manager

U.S. DEPARIMENT OF ENERGY

FA2-1 Staff acoepts this coment; please see the revised Section 1.2 amd
Tables 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 in the FEIS.

FA2-2 Natural gas will be the primary fuel far both phases of the OSP plant,
as imdicated in Section 1.5 of the DEIS. Fuel oil would be used as a

backp fuel. Please see also cument GICB-68. The propo=ed 20-inch pipeline
fram Temmessee’s Main Line to the OSP plant will be sized to provide natural gas
to both phases of the OSP plant. New gas pipeline facilities, if any, on the
remainder of Tennessee’s systam to tramspart gas to the secamd phase of
the OSP plant are expectad to consist of additional looping and compression of a
magnitide similar to that gropossd for the plant’s first phase, and have similar
projected enviramettal GITHQIEI!B. The enwinr;am::e g:::qxxtas of

ine X and compressjon improvasss or phase have
Eégetes1 :z::qto be a significant determinamt of the overall enviranmetal
acoeptability of the project. Tus, looping and ampression improvements for
the second phase, which will be subject to ewirowesmal review by the FERC
Staff at the time they are specifically proposex], are not anticipated to jeopar—
dize envirommental decisians regarding the project that are made in respase to
current proposals.
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LOCATION
xecutive ry
Page ES-1

Sections 1.4, 1.6
Page 1-3 &8 1-17

Section 2.1.1

Page 2-2, lines 8,9

Section 2.1.1.3
Page 2-23

3rd paragraph from top

Table 2.1-10
Page 2-43

Section 2.1.4.1
Page 2-49, line 5

Figure 2.1-12
Page 2-81

Section 2.1.5.10
Page 2-94
1st paragraph

Figures 2.1-13,
2.1-14, and 2.1-15
Pages 2-95 - 2.97

Section 2.1.6.1.1
Page 2-111 and

Table 2.1-23, page 2-112

FA2 (cont’)

1

COMMENT
The concluding statements In the second and third
paragraphs regarding “"environmental acceptable®
are not appropriate for a DEIS and are best left
to the decision process. We recommend they be
deleted.

Facilities proposed under FERC Docket

Nos. CP87-131-000 and CP87-132-000, identified on
Page 1-3, are not listed on Page 1-17. What are
the facilities?

The unit of energy is not watts per hour, but
watthour.

Change PDEIS to DEIS.

The total solids add up to 5338 1b/day, not
5440 1b/day as given.

Change "lumins® to lumens.
Sites 7 - 12 are not mmbered on the legend.

It is not clear why only one site in Massachusetts
is chosen as an alternative for comparison with
the Sherman Farm Road location when there are two
sites (Ironstone and Quaker Road) that are ranked
higher in Tables 2.1-19 and 2.1-20.

The scales in these figures appear to be
identical. The text gives the Sherman Farm Road
site an area of 40 acres, Ironstone 310 acres,

and Bryant College 50 acres. VYet examination of
the figures shows the Sherman Farm Road site to

be approximately 1/3 the size of the Ironstone

(40 acres vs. 310 acres) and less than 1/2 the
size of Bryant College (40 vs 50 acres). Further-
more, the Bryant College site appears to be almost
twice the size of the Ironstone locations (50 vs
310 acres). Adjust the figures so they are all
the same scale.

Utilizing the WWTP effluent is ruled out because
of the poor water quality of the effluent. This
is pointed out in the table. The data in the
table, however, do not present the water quality
of the Woonsocket WWTP effluyent. Rather, these
data are from a 16 year old textbook, and are
general values only. Please present actual data
for the WWTP.

10

1"

FA2-3 Qoment noted; however, Staff believes that the vording is appropriate
in an EIS context.

FA2-4 Facilities proposead under FERC Oocket Nos. CP87-131-000 and CP87-132-

000 are included in CP87-131-001 and CP87-132-001, respectively. The
Oocket Nos. eéxding in "001" are the first amendments to those erding in "000."
All arrently proposed facilities are identified an page 1-17 of the LEIS.

FA2-5 Qomment acrepted; please see revised Sectian 2.1.1.

FA2-6 Qoment accepted ; please see revised Sectian 2.1.1.3.

FA2-7 Qoment accepted; please see revised Table 2.1-10.

FA2-8 Qoment accepted; please see revised Sectian 2.1.4.1.

FA2-9 Qomment accepted; please see revised Figure 2.1-13.

FA2-10 The intentian, as described an page 2-90 of the [EIS, was to select the

best altermative sites for camparison with the Sherman Farm Road site
propased by OSP. The study group included sites in both Massachusetts and Rhade
Island; an appropriate camparison would therefore be OSP’s Sherman Farm
Road site with the top-ranked sites in each state. To include additional,
lower-ranked sites in either state would not aid the camparison with OSP’s
propased site.

FA2-11 Figure 2.1-13 in the [EIS, the Sherman Farm Road site vicinity, shows

the plant limits as proposed by OSP, a total of appruximately 15 acres.
The figure has been modified for the FEIS (Figure 1.5-2) to include both the
plant area and buffer, a total of about 40 acres, for hetter amparison with the
altermative sites. Figures 2.1-15 and 2.1-17 in the FEIS, respectively the
Bryant College and Irunstone site vicinities, show the general areas within
which a 40-acre plant and buffer zane could be located.

FA2-12 No data an calcium, magnesium, sulfate, silica, or enspended solids are
available for the Waonsacket wastewater treatment plant (WWIP).




LOCATION

Section 2.1.6.1.1
Page 2-113
1st two paragr

9-M

Section 2.1.6.1.3
Page 2-115 to 2-117

Section 2.1.6.1.6
Page 2-120,
Last sentence

FA2 (cont'd)

2

COMMENT

Specitically, what parameters In the WRIP efTTuen tl 13

exceed the requirements of the OSP facility?

The data for the Blackstone River is presented as
an average. An average what? Please clarify.

Table 3.1-3 on page 3-15 presents actual data for
both the Blackstone river and also for the WWTP
effluent. These values are different from those
presented in Table 2.1-23. For example, the
average suspended solids concentration between
1983 ~ 1985 at the WWTP was 4.3 m/1, considerably
less than the 30 mg/1 given in Table 2.1-23, and
also lower than the 19 mg/1 given for the Black-
stone River. This suggests a very suitable water
quality for the Woonsocket WWTP effluent. Please
address the differences in water quality between
the tables.

As pointed out by the FERC staff, use of the WWTP
effluent would have a positive effect by
decreasing the amount of pollutants entering the
river. By not building an intake structure, the
negative impacts associated with the construction
will be eliminated, and no fish loss will occur
due to fish and egg impingement and entraimment.
Consider these points in evaluating WWTP effluent
for cooling.

Please see Chapter 19 (Municipal Wastewater Reuse
in Power Plant Cooling Systems) and Ch. 23
(Industrial Reuse of Wastewater: Quantity,
Quality, and Cost) in WATER REUSE (1982), E. J.
Middlebrooks, editor, Xnn Krbor Science
Publishers, Inc.. Avm Arbor, MI.

It is stated here that a dry cooling system would
have a much higher initial cost, requiring an
additional $20 million dollars. The data that is
presented on page 2-117, however, shows the dry
cooling system to be only $4 million dollars more
expensive than the proposed cooling system to
construct. Please correct apparent discrepancy.

A significantly greater expense associated with
use of the WWTP effluent has not been
demonstrated. Please show cost differences.
Include costs associated with the intake
structure.

| »

15

16

17

18

FA2-13 According to a prelinirary stidy done for QSP, an extensive pretreat-

ment system would be nEressary to use the treatment plant effluent for
ocooling water sakap (Bechtel Eastern Power Corporation, Jarmary 1987). Lime
would be added in a reactor/clarifier to remove and to reduce
hardness ions such as calcium and magnesium; this would also remove same
biological axygen demard and ooloring matter. Sludge underflow fram the
clarifier would be pumpad to a sludge thidener and vacmm filter for disposal.
The clarified effluent would be transferred to a rexarbanation chamber, where
carbon diaxide gas would be added to reduce the pH, producing additional calcium
carbonate sludge. The water would be @asupad to a chlorination chamber, in which
chlorine would cambine with ammnia-nitragen to form chloramines; organics and
color would also be further axidized. Effluent from the chlorination chamber
would be directad through multi-media filtars, which would remove arsperded and
organic materials fram the water. The filtered effluent would then be directed
to the demireralizer system. In spite of this pretreatment, the water would
still contain a high level of dissolved solids, so that it would be limited to
three cycles of ayxrentratian in the cooling tower.

FA2-14 The data are average ons cartaired in the samce dooument
cited in the table (Badrtel Eastern Power Oorporation, Jammary 1987).

According to this esource, the data vere summrized fram records of the U.S.

Geological Survey, Water Resources Division.

FA2-15 Table 3.1-3 contains water quality data from the Bladetane and Branch
Rivers. The table does not axtain data for Woomsochket WWIP effluent.

FA2-16 The positive aspects of using WWIP effluent for cooling water are
noted. @nstraction effects fram buflding an intake structure would be

avoided, as would fish loss fram intake effects. However, neither of these

&t‘ectsmunticipatsdtobeaoaignifimntattheinhkepoutmthemm:k

stane River as to cause serious deficiencies in the applicant’s

neqative aspects of WWIP effluent use appear to outweigh the positive asper_ts

for this particular applicatian.

FA2-17 Ommert aceEpted; please see the revised Sectian 2.1.4.3.3.

FA2-18 CQommert aceptad; please see revised Table 2.1-13.
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LOCATION

Figure 2.2-7
Page 2-140

Page 2-156
Figure 2.2-14

Section 2.2.4.3
Page 2-162
Section 2.2.4.4
Page 2-164

Figure 2.2-17

Pages 2-167, 2-168

Figure 2.2-18
Page 2-172

Table 2.2-5
Page 2-178

Section 2.2.5.2
Page 2-179

Section 3.1.2.13
Page 3-14

FA2 (cont'd)

3
COMMENT
Thange “Section 7™ to "Loop 7™. [

"Direction of Work" arrow appears to be reversed. |

What Class is wetland CA-187? Is this a lower
quality or higher quality (for example, in terms
of unique habitat) than the Nelson Swamp wetlands?
There is no reference for Tripp, 1987 in Appendix I
C, Literature Cited.

These two figures should be reversed, with the
portion depicting the first half of the RIE
preceding the map showing the final destination of
the RIE. This is the order in which the various

alternatives are discussed. The present order of
the figures is the reverse of the text discussion.

Two roads depicted in this figure are incompletely
identified. Both are named STREET. Please
identify these streets with complete names. Both
run directly associated with the Seaver Variation
(v-5).

This table 1ists a single perennial stream
crossing for the proposed route. Table 2.2-3,
page 2-152, however, 1ists three perennial stream
crossings for Loop 7. Section 3.2.6.2, page 3-87,
lists at least seven streams to be crossed by
Loop 7; one of these streams is given by a name
which does not appear elsewhere in this DEIS.
Please clarify these discrepancies.

It is stated that the permanent right-of-way
requirement for the Loop 7 alternative would
affect approximately 5X as much wetland as the
proposed route. Table 2.2-5, page 2-178, however,
shows the alternative route to increase the
affected wetland from 200 ft to 500 ft, with
s1ightly more than a doubling in the permanent
affected acreage. Where is the 5x increase in
affected wetland? Please clarify.

Show the location of Scituate Reservoir on a map. 1§

20

21

23

24

25

26

27

FA2-19 Commermt accepted; please see revised Figure 2.2-7.

FA2-20 Please see the revised Figure 2.2-14; however, the original "directian
of wark® arrow shown in the DEIS was correct.

FA2-21 Wetland CA-18 is a State—designated class II wetland of lower quality
than Nelson Swamp. Please see revised Sectian 2.2.4.3.

FA2-22 The correct citatian for Nathan Tripp’s eemoramm is NYDEC (1987) and
is listad in Apperdix C of the FEIS.

FA2-23 Compent accepted; please see revised Figure 2.2-20.

FA2-24 Oompert accepted; please see revised Figure 2.2-22.

FA2-25 Table 2.2-5 gresents anly data for the divergee frum the propased
route. Page 3-87 discusses several streams, anly three of which are
perennial. Please see revised Sectians 2.2.5.1 arnd 2.2.5.2.

FA2-26 The route, with existing right-of-way, involves 200 ft x 25 ft

= 5,000 ft°. altermative route, with new right-of-way, effects 500
ft x 50 ft = 25,000 ft“, or five times as mxch area. The imnrrease in width
needed for new right-of-way causes the difference, as indicated in Table 2.2-5,
footnote "c," of the DEIS.

FA2-27 Compert accepted; please see Figure 3.1-2 in the FEIS.
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LOCATION
TabTe 3.1-3
Page 3-15

Page 3-16/Table 3.1.4

Section 3.1.3.1.1
Page 3-36, 3-37

Section 3.1.5.2.3
Page 3-44
2nd line, 2nd full para

Section 4.1.2.1.2
Page 4-15
Tabular Data

Section 4.1.3.3
Page 4-22

Section 4.1.3.4
Page 4-24

Table 4.1-8
Page 4-26

Section 4.1.3.4
Table 4.1-8
Page 4-26

FA2 (cont'd)

4

COMMENT
Why are the parameters presented in this table |

different from those presented in Table 2.1-23,
2-1127

The MADEQE, 1986 reference in the footnote does
not appear in the Literature Cited section. Quinn
et al. 1986 is also absent from the Literature
Cited section.

Change quantity unit “mgpd* to “mgd* for 30
consistency with units used on Page 3-14.
Was an endangered/threatened species search

conducted? 3

Is "jellyfish® correct? 32

What do these numbers represent? There are no
units associated with these values. Please 33
clarify?

Has the “"baseline” for the area been triggered?
The baseline should be discussed in this section 34
with reference to PSD.

The text states that all predicted concentrations
are below the ambient standards. However, the
data in Table 4.1-8 is partially wrong, and the
1-hour levels of NO2 for both gas- and oil-fired
operation are equal to or exceed the NAAQS.

The Maximum Predicted Concentrations From All
Sources in Table 4.1-8 should be the ambient
background concentration plus all sources. The
given values of the maximum concentration for
1-hour NO2 do not include the Cranston Print Works 35
for either the Gas-Fired or Oil-Fired estimates.
When included, gas-fired operation 1-hour NO2
levels exceed the NAAQS. Please address.

In addition, the 0i1-Fired values of the Maximum
Concentration for S02 are merely the sums of the
ambient background concentration and the Cranston
Print Works. The S02 values associated with oil-
fired OSP are not included in the calculation of
the Maximum Concentration value.

FA2-28 The purprmees of the two [EIS tables are differemt. Table 2.1-23
presents water quality parameters important for the
suitability of a water samce for power plant use. Table 3.1-3 presemts water
quality parameters related to agquatic toxicology and other enviramental issues.

FA2-29 The Massachumects OBQE (1986) and the Quimn, et al. (1986), referemes
are fourd an CEIS pages C-8 and C-10, respectively.

FA2-30 Comest aceptad; please see the revised Table 3.1-4.

FA2-31 Throgh arwultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the

Rhode Island Department of Enviramental Maregemert (RIDEM), the FERC
Staff has determined that no emdargered or threatened species would be affected
by the propoeexi action. Staff has thus fulfilled its responsibilities wder the
€dargered Species Act.

FA2-32 "Jellyfish® has been correctad to "fallfish® in the revised Section
3.1.5.2.3.

FA2-33 The runoff values are reportad in acre-feet; this information has been
added to the revised Sectian 4.1.2.1.2.

FA2-34 The haseline for the area has not been triggered. There are no PSD
increment conaming sources in the area that would trigger a baseline.

FA2-35 The infarmation presetad in Table 4.1-8 of the [EIS is ocorrect.

Footnote "c" in the table inmdicates that the maximm predicted concen-
trations for both gas- and oil-fired operation were cbtained with all sources in
the area (i.e., OSP as well as the Cranstan Print Warks) modeled simultanecusly.
For the NDO_ analysis, the maximm l-hour impact from the Cramstan Print Works
alﬂttemﬁnnl-mh;nctoftmcspfaciutympmdictajmminm
different locations, with no imteraction between the two sources. Therefore,
the maximm predicted concentratian from all eoumces is the OSP impact plus the
ambient tackgramrd concentration. Staff notes that the 1-hour NO_ standard is a
dassadumetts, not a Federal, standard. The same explamation ’Spplis to S0,
anoetratians.
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LOCATIOI

Plge 4-26

Section 4.1.3.5.2
Page 4-29

Section 4.1.3.5.3
Pages 4-30 to 4-32

Section 4.1.3.6
Page 4-32

Section 4.1.5.1.1
Page 4-41
2nd paragraph

Section 4.2.1.4.3
Page 4-70
4th line from bottom

Section 4.3.3
Page 4-98
3rd paragraph

FA2 (cont'd)

5

CMHENT
nce July e rules have replace.
TSP standards. Sane discussion should explain my
TSP predictions are being compared with PN-10
regulations. Why are not PM-10 predictions
compared with PR-10 regulations.

The fogging and icing predictions made here are
quite serious. How do we evaluate those impacts?
Not such is said about those calculations after
they were presented.

It is stated that plume water deposition can be
expected within 4000 meters of the cooling towers,
Exsmination of Figure 4.1-2 (page 4-31) indicates
a such lower distance. Please clarify.

The text states that salts are a component of the
drift loss, and the maximum salt deposition was
predicted to occur approximately 2.6 km south of
the tower. Maximum drift deposition, however, was
predicted to occur within 200 meters, not 2.6 km,
of the cooling towers. Please explain the
differences in the maximum deposition distances.

Where is the nearest Class [ area?. (]

The text states that according to the OSP
Preliminary Plot Plan (Figure 2.1-5, page 2-31),
the 10-acre bog wetland will be outside the fenced
plant area. Examination of the figure, however,
reveals the southermmost portion of this bog to be

within the plant area. Please clarify.
Please explain what is meant by “chemical means" I
of anchoring the mulch.

Combined NOx emissions will exceed NAAQS. Please I
see comments concerning section 4.1.3.4.

37

41

42

FA2-36 The new 24-hour and anrual average PM10 standards are amnsidered to be

mare stringent than the TSP stamdards they have replaced. The campar—
isan of the predicted of Particulate Matter (PM) emissians with the P10
stapdards is highly axmervative, since P10 emissions would be less than PM
anissions. If the PM10 stardards can be met based an PM emissions, they can
certainly be met based an P10 amissions. The estimatian of PM10 emissions was
not made since the TSP impacts were gredictad to be imsignificant.

FA2-37 !hemmthndfoq;mgmdicmgmlysisparformdusingtmsacn

model (Sectian 4.1.3.5.2) has imlicated that fogging and icing poten—
tmlassochtuiwithtlncpemtimof@’spthxuimtcoolirgtwsystm
would be ansiderably less than ariginally predicted using the initial ecreening
analysis. The predictions of less than 5 hours per year are not amsidered
serious when comparaed with naturally eonrring fog and icing aditions during
the vinter matths.

FA2-38 Oomment acceptad; please see revised Sectian 4.1,3.5.3.
FA2-39 Please see the respase to cament FA3-19.

FA2-40 The nearest PSD Class I area is the Lye @rook Wilderness Area, 180
kilameters northwest of the propomed gite.

FA2-41 The plant fencad area and bog wetlands boundary referred to in the
cament are best compared using Fiqures 2.1-5 and 3.1-9. The bog
wetland is shown outside the plant fencad area, but within the plant leased
area. si:nepanntimofmems,wPhaspzwidedmmentgmdm
plans for the plant. Those plans and the potential effects of site grading an

wetlands are discussed in the revised Sectian 4.1.5.1.

FA2-42 (hemical means of ancharing milch refers to the use of asphalt eml-~
sions or latex bhased solutions that are sprayed over the milch mater-

ials, usually hay or straw. These serve to retain the milch in place until the

seeds germinate.

FA2-43 Please see the respase to camment FA2-35.
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COMMENT
Why does cooling water have to be delivered from
the Blackstone River in Rhode Island? The Iron-
stone site is located within 2 miles of large
pools of the Blackstone River in Massachusetts.
The cooling water pipeline in the Alternative Site
Analysis (Appendix D) extends for 5 miles into
Rhode Island. Why was this pipeline not
considered to run to the Blackstone River within
Massachusetts?

The reference for Demaine and Gutherie 1979 has no
source associated with it. From where can this
reference be obtained?

A11 the references for Ecology and Enviromment,
Inc. will be difficult to obtain. A company
address should be included (at least a city
location),

44

FA2-44 The reach of the Blackstane River in Massachusetts has a drainage area

of about 265 square miles, or about 64 percent of the river’s drainage
area at the USGS gaging statian in the City of Wooremacket. Assming that low
flows alang the river are proportional to drainage area, the 7Q10 flow of the
Blackstone River in Massadsetts would be 64 percent of 102 cfs or about 65
cfs. A withdrawval of 4.4 mgd (or 6.8 cfs, the estimated maximm plant reguire-
ment) would slightly exesd the screening criterian of 10 percemt of the 7Q10
flow. This criterian is not a hard and fast rule, but negative impacts asso~
ciated with this withdraval would prubably be more severe than those further
downstrean, would exterd upstream of the proposed intake site in Woarsocket, and
would negatively impact an additional hydroelectric statian (Rolling Dam)
located near the Rhode Island state line. ODwrestream reaches of the Blackstare
River have aderuate flow to service the plant; thus, the intake for the alterna-
tive Ironstae site was sited in Rhode Island, dowrstream of the confluence of
Branch River, to reduce negative impacts.

For the altermative of dry oooling at Ironstone, plant water demard would
dmpma;pmimtelyo75nqi A water intake an a large pool an the Black-
stone River in Massadumetts was evaluated for this altermative.

FA2~45 OCommett acoeptad; please see the in the revised Appendix C. The
can be abtained fram the Rhode Island Divisian of Fisheries
and Wildlife.

FA2-46 Camment acoepted; please see the entry in the revised Appendix C.
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400 RALPH PILL MARKETPLACE T T
22 BRIDGE STREET
CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 08301-4901

’ [T
Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project Manager APR &~ 188d
Environmentel Anelysis Branch L iun
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation T Braadn
Room 7312, 825 Morth Capitol Street, MN.E.
Washington, DC 20826 APR 19 1988

Dear Mr. Lister:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the proposed
Ocean State Power plant project, Burrillville, Rhode Island as requested.
These comments are submitted in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act; 16 U.S.C. 662 et seq. These comments supplement those
previously provided to the Economic Regulatory Administration on March 9, 1987
and to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on April 15, 1987, June 18,
1987 and September 17, 1987.

Need for Power -~ The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) did not
resolve the inconsistencies in power forecasts projected by MNew England Power
Pool (MEPOOL), the MNew England Governor's Council, and MNew England Energy
Policy Council. This is essential for the eslternatives analysis because the
New England Energy Policy Council forecasts a reduction in electricity
requirements based on energy efficiency, hence no need for additional
generation capacity during the period of analysis. However, both MEPOOL and
the Governor's Council projected a need for additional generation capacity.
The FERC did not attempt to distinguish between traditional desires for more
electricity as emulated by NEPOOL and actual needs in the study area in light
of the findings provided by New England Energy Policy Council. We believe
this should hsve been accomplished by the FERC as a prerequisite to proceeding
with the alternatives analysis.

LL-M

Alternatives

No Action - The no action alternative is based on an assumed need for
additional power in the region., This anslysis is almost exclusively contained
on one page, page 2-27 of the DEIS. It does not, in our opinion, form the
benchmark analysis from which comparisons of all other alternatives can be
made as intended by the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (%0
CFR 1502.1% and Question 3, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning WEPA).

Energy Conservation - The analysis for this alternative is contained on about
one-half of page 2-39 and is essentially, summarily dismissed as a reasonable
alternative, However, when the FERC was examining the need for power in the
region, they used the conservation projections made by the New England Energy
Policy Council to bound the discussion. We believe these alternative measures
should be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated in this DEIS. Energy
conservation should not be dropped as a reasonable alternative unless the FERC
can demonstrate convincingly that it is unreasonable. For instance, in the
absence of additional power supplies, or in the face of dramatic price
increases, what actions would New England power suppliers and consumers take
to resolve and/or adjust to the situation?

FA3-1 In its analysis of the need for power, the FERC Staff attamptad to

viewpoints and goals an sch issues as energy cymervation oppoctimities, the
potential for alternmative modes of germratian, alternmative fuels, and the
overall need for power in the stidy area. Several stidies were identified and
cited that collectively met the criteria for a diversity of views an need far
power; this diversity cannot be fully resolved. At most, the EIS can evaluate
the reasgmableness of the asaumgtioas used to predict energy reguiremTits and

disauss the likelihood that a nead for power will exist within the study time
frame. The pregymerarce of stidies indicates a need for power in the New
England area within the period erwisianed for the Ocean State Power Project.

FA3-2 The assessment of the no-actian altermative nead not be exhaustive to

provide a berchwmark for comparisan with the actian altermatives. Staff
believes the no-actian alternmative, as presemtad in the [EIS, provides that
bercimark.

FA3-3 Projections of the demand for electricity, such as those prepared
NEFOOL, incorporate in their analysis a reasanable estimate of the
reduction in demand that will aocur (or can be exaraged to accur) through
energy amservatian. The need-far-power stidy demwstrates that a need will
exist above redictions in demand due to erergy axservation. Public resistamre
and oost have been shown to limit the implementability of energy amservation
tachniques, barring severe power shortages or dramatic price ircreases.
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Alternative Generation - The FERC briefly examines a number of alternative
generation modes that are currently being utilized in the region. They
conclude that none of these generation modes are superior to the combined-
cycle technology chosen by the applicant and, therefore, dismiss all of these
in the evaluation of alternative sites. We are unaware of any provision in
the CEQ regulations that allows for the FERC to dismiss these reasonable
alternatives from further analysis in the EIS., This is critically important
because many of these various alternative projects are being proposed in New
England, including several in the State of Rhode Island. We have included
lists of cogeneration and small power projects being operated, constructed or [ 4
proposed in Maine and Rhode Island. Similar 1lists are available for the
remaining New England states. Thus, it is apparent from these lists that many
reasonable generation modes are available at a multitude of sites in New
England. Hence, the FERC alternatives analysis is not adequate.

Alternative Sites - The FERC analysis of alternative sites was limited to
those suitable for a combined-cycle project as proposed by the applicant.
Alternative generation modes were excluded from the siting analysis. We do
not believe that the FERC has a legitimate basis for this action.

With respect to the site suitability factors listed on pages D-8 and D-9, we
are concerned that the requirement to be close to a source of cooling water
unnecessarily restricts the range and number of potential sites for the
applicant’s proposal. Our reason for this concern stems from the availability
of dry cooling systems that preclude the requirement for cooling water,
Hence, the number of alternative sites for the combined-cycle facility has 5
been unreasonably restricted. In addition, since dry cooling systems are a
proven technology, they represent a practicable alternative to wet cooling
systems such as the present proposal. Given the availability of dry cooling
systems, the applicants' proposal would appear to fail the alternatives test
contained in the H404(b)l Guidelines because special aquatic sites including
wetlands would be affected by fill for the intake and pipeline.

At least two alternative sites, Sherman Farm Road and Buck Hill Road are
located close to Wildlife Management Areas (Black Hut and Buck Hill).
However, Buck Hill Road was not carried forward as a recommended site by the
FERC because of environmental limitations. On page D-37, the FERC identifies
sensitive receptors to include recreation areas. We believe Wildlife
Management Areas fall under this category because they are used for 6
recreational purposes such as hunting, bird watching, and hiking. Both Black
Hut and Buck Hill are within 0.5 miles of alternative power plant sites, On
page D-51, the FERC identifies the proposed power plants as objectionally
intrusive in areas that have, among other features, parks and wildlife
refuges, Thus, neither Sherman Farm Road or Buck Hill Road sites are
compatible with existing 1land uses as identified by the FERC in table D-18,

FA3~4 Ocean State Power promses to build a gas-fired, cambined—cycle, base-

load 500 MW power plant at a single location. Altermative generation
modes, including those dismissed in the comment, are not superior to the
proposea] technology in one or more of the following ways: overall enviromental
impact, plant size limitations, fuel availability limitations, and operating
characteristics limitations. Therefore, it was not appropriate to review these
techmologies in the altermative site analysis.

FA3-5 Dry ocooling is indeed a proven techmology, but may not autamatically

meet other criteria in the 404(b)1 quidelines (other significant
envirowmental crsepees, e.g., size and noise, cost, and logistics). In
general, considerations of overall enviramwental impact, aost, and logistics
strogly favor a wet cooling system for the propmeed site. Thus the siting
analysis emphasized wet cooling but did not preclude dry cooling.

FA3~-6 There are many reasans Wy same Sites are ranked lower or eliminated

and others considered. A power plant may be inaxsistent and incomr
patible with the recreation activities available at a park near a site, yet the
site can still remin enviromentally acceptable; however, it may not be the
best available site. Distances to sensitive receptars camrot be considered as
fatal flaws, but will assist in rating sites.
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On page D-52, the FERC specifically identifies the Buck Hill Road site as
being incompatible (=) with the nearby Buck Hill Management Area. Again on
page 2-79 of the PDEIS, and page 2-88 of the DEIS, the FERC states that a
power plant at the Buck Hill Road site would be inconsistent and incompatible
with recreational activities at the nearby Pulaski State Park, also adjacent
to Buck Hill Management Area. Unfortunately, the FERC did not use this
information to eliminate these sites from active consideration, We believe
siting these facilities close to wildlife management areas, parks and similar
public facilities should be oonsidered fatal flaws and, therefore, the Buck
Hill Road and Sherman Farm Road sites should be eliminated from further
consideration.

Alternative pipeline proposals - Natural gas pipeline construction is proposed
in 5 sections along Tennessee's Main Line (looping) and for the Rhode Island
extension from Tennessee's Main Line to the proposed power plant (new
alignment). Several wetlands would be adversely affected by the looping
project in New York and Massachusetts. Based on our review of the information
presented in the DEIS, we conclude that insufficient data is available for the
FERC or Corps of Engineers to find that these looping proposals comply with
the u404(b)l Guidelines, particularly Sections 230.10(a), (b), and (c). The
adverse environmental effects of these wetland alterations are clearly msore
than minimal on an individual basis. On a cumsulative basis we believe these
effects trigger 230.10(c); that is, they cause or ocontribute to significant
degradation of waters of the United S“"“il As an example, no consideration
is given to utilizing edditional compression facilities on Tennessee's Main
Line in New York and Massachusetts as an alternative to avoid wetlands.
Several wetlands such as Nelson Swamp, Papscanee Marsh and Leonards Pond are a
few examples where such an analysis should be provided in the EIS. The
Leonard Pond wetland system would apparently be crossed by loop 7 in Feeding
Hills, Massachusetts. However, because of the value of this wetland system,
the EPA 1is conducting an advanced 408(c) which will likely result in the
prohibition of the discharge of fill material. Hence, additional compression
or alternative routing may be required to avoid the Leonard Pond wetland
system, The DEIS lacks this 404(b)l Guidelines analysis for all of the
wetland crossings associated with the looping proposals,

The Rhode Island extension presents a slightly different problem in that this
pipeline could be constructed in or adjacent to existing natural gas
transmission lines, within or adjacent to electric transmission line ROW's, on
new alignment or some combination of the above, The DEIS does not contain
sufficient information on the nature of the resources impacted or the duration
of the impacts for the Service to determine which, if any, of the alternative
alignments are ecologically acceptable and in compliance with the 404(b)l
Guidelines ne of the critical ecological factors absent from the evaluation
in the DEIS 1is the effect of the various alternative alignments on

cont’'d

FA3-7 The Staff urderstands that Sectian 404 for dredge and fill

in wetlands would be met by a Natiawide Permit as described in 33 CFR
330.5(a) (12). Because most or all of the wetland crussings would camply with
the standard oaditions of the Natiawide Permit, and because Tennessee’s
anstruction gracedares would camply with the stardard management practices (33
CFR 330.6), no significant degradation to waters of the United States would
ocqur. The need for individual Sectian 404 permit authorization and any
additianal 404 (b) (1) Guidelines analysis will be decided by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. The CQorps has not acrepted the FERC Staff’s invitation to become
a cooperating agercy in this NEPA procesding, nor has it expressed any par-
ticular cancern regarding its permit by submitting comments on the
DEIS. Staff notes that an May 3, 1988, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service made
a request to the Corps’ New England Division Engineer to take Section 404
discretionary autharity over wetlards, to consolidate all its Section 404
activities regarding this project wder a single individual permit. As of May
1988, U.S. Army Qorps offices have issued 404 permits for wetland crussings at
the following: Ioop 1, Lloop 4, Ioop 5, and loop 7. Permits for Loop 6 and the
Rhade Island Extersian are delayed perding campletiaon of water crussing detailed
drawings to finalize the applicatian.

FA3-8 Additional compression in lieu of loop canstruction is not a practical
altermative in this project. Leonard Pard is not affected by Loop 7.
The purpoee of the Natiarwide Permit is to “allow certain activities to ocur
with little, if any, delay in paperwvork® (33 CFR 330.1) because it has been
that these activities would not result in significant impact if the
standard carditions are met. Please see the revised Sectian 2.2.4,

FA3-9 Please see the revised Sectian 2.2.4.6 and Figure 2.2-21, which shows

wetlands alang the proposad and altermative routes of the Rhade Island
Extensian. All impacts to wetlands alang the pipeline routes are expectad to be
of short duratian during castructian, because the natural grade and camsequent
hydrologic connections would be restored after the pipeline is in place, as
required by the Natiawide Permit. Where trees are cut for the right-of-way,
impacts are lang term. Formal applications for Sectian 404 Natiarwide Permits
are reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps office in Waltham, Massadhusetts,
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forest fragmentation. The pipeline routes on new alignment and perhaps some
of the alignments adjacent to existing "“overgrown" pipelines and other ROW's
would appear to cause considerable forest fragmentation. This impact would
occur in forested uplands, wetlands, floodplains and at small stream
crossings. Many species of migratory birds and mammals require large
contiguous blocks of forest for suitable habitat, hence they are referred to
as forest interior species. The proposed natural gas pipeline and several
alternatives would fragment large forested blocks into smaller ones which
would be unsuitable habitat for many forest interior species, For instance,
the veery and Louisiana waterthrush require contiguous forested blocks of
approximately 250 acres for suitable habitat. If the pipeline fragments
existing forested habitat into blocks smaller than 250 acres, these two and
other forest interior species will not use it for breeding habitat. This has
regulatory significance also because the veery typically breeds in forested
wetlands and the Louisiana waterthrush uses perennial stresms and adjacent
riparian zones as breeding habitat.

In asddition, the forest interior species typically will not nest within 200
meters of an opening. Hence, at every forested wetland and small stream
crossing made by the pipeline, a large area outside the ROW is rendered
unsuitable for these forest interior species, These kinds of impacts need to
be fully evaluated for all of the alternative ptpeltnes=| En additional
consideration that needs to be addressed involves the loss of existing uses in
wetlands, streams and other waters, The Federal (EPA) water quality standards
require that all existing uses in or on a waterbody must be maintained (40 CFR
131.12). The States of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New York have adopted
this requirement in their state water quality standards,. Thus, the direct
loss of habitat and the effects of fragmentation and edge creation on forest
interior and other species must be considered in relation to this State and
Federal regulation., As a minimum, it appears that those alternative pipeline
routes on new alignment or those that involve significant clearing adjacent
to existing pipelines and other ROW's may be precluded because they fail the
antidegradation provision of Federal and State water quality standards and
Section 230.10(b) of the Guidelines. In addition, these same alignments would
also appear to cause and/or contribute to significant degradation of waters of
the United States and, therefore, fail Section 230.10(c) of the Guidelines.

Cumulative Effects of Pipelines and other ROW's

We believe the FERC is required by CEQ and Clean Water Act Regulations to
evaluate the cumulative effects of its actions. In this case, the FERC should
identify the miles and acres of forest, shrub, old field, wetland,
agricultural and other lands that have previously been affected by natural
gas, electric, water and other transmission ROW's in the New York-New England
area, The cumulative ecological impact of these past actions should be
identified in the EIS to form a baseline from which to assess the incremental

10
cont'd
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FA3-10 Potetial impacts to those species of birds and mmmls protectad by

state and Federal legislation are aidressed in the DEIS. No official
lists of "forest interior species® or legislation protecting these species is
known to be in effect at this time. 6Gacaume the right-of-way width for a new
pipeline route is 50 feet, and looping requires an additional 25 feet when
parallel to an existing pipeline, the on in forest caropy is about
half that required for most electric traremission lines and coadays. Once
arstnction is aampleted, no impacts fram noise or human activity would ocour
exept for periodic clearing of woody vegetation regrowth.

The two eamples of "forest interior species® cited, the veery and Louisiana
waterthrush, do not in fact require forest canapy plots of 250 acres
as a prerequisite for bremling, acording to the Smithsanian series by Arthur
Cleveland Bent entitled Life Histories of North American Birds. The veery nests
in voods of 20 acres or less, in orchards, and in suitable woodlands near picnic
clearings. The vood warbler, or Louisiana waterthrush, nests on the edges of
streams or ponds. A stream crussing by a pipeline would not rerder habitat
unsuitable for nesting by these species.

FA3-11 No loss of uses is anticipated after arwtruction activities

are amplete. Nolaq—texmds;tadatim of waters is expectad. Short-
term impacts fram amnstruction will be mitigated by implementation of the
propxeed erosion control measures.

FA3-12 The FERC Staff disagress; the amlative ecological impact of all the
natural gas, electric, water, and other transmission rights-of-way in

New York and New England is in fact reflected as the nature of the affected

envirament upan which the impacts of this project are asmessad. The fact that

there have been profourd ecological effects fram past taman activities (includ-

ing farming, commercial and residential developmett, as well as transportation

infrastructire  awtraction) has no bearing on the impact of the proposed

act!.cn. By cmmarisan, the cumlative impacts of the OSP project would be

.
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cumulative impacts of the present proposal. We believe such an evaluation
will demonstrate that these pipeline and other transmission type projects have
had profound ecological effects in this region. It is also our belief that
this cumulative effects analysis will demonstrate that natural gas pipelines
alone have long since exceeded the “cause or contribute to significant
degradation™ threshold established in the 404(b)1l Guidelines,

Water Quality Impacts on the Blackstone River

The analysis of water quality and physical habitat in the Blackstone River due
to the withdrawal of up to 4.4 MGD has several shortcomings. On page 4=9 the
FERC correctly states that this oconsumptive water withdrawal would reduce the
physical habitat in riffle and other shallow water areas. No effort is made,
however, to quantify this habitat loss or to identify the functions and uses
that would be lost. After identifying this potentially significant impact,
the FERC then attempts to downplay the significance by stating that the volume
(6.8 cfs) represents less than 13 of total river flow during April-September.
This is not an acceptable or legitimate way to analyze or evaluate the effects
of water withdrawals on aquatic life in the Blackstone River, Blaokstone
has several hydroelectric dsms above the proposed intake, Some of these
projects have no minimum flow raquirements, others release 7Q10, some recently
licensed by the FERC are required to release 0.5 cfsm or inflow, and yet others
are essentially run-of-river. Due to these factors, and the potential for
industrial and munioipsl withdrawals and discharges, the stresam flow of the
Blackstone fluctuates considarably during the low flow season. The FERC should
have acknowledged this flow regulation problem and its relative importance,
Due to this manipulation, the 7Q10 type flows occur with much greater frequency
than under natural conditions; that is many times during the annual low flow
periods, hence the proposed withdrawal exacerbates ‘an already unacceptable
situation,

The same detailed analysis is necessary for the water quality parameters., The
FERC has conducted the low flow analysis based on assumed 7Ql0 flow
conditions. However, due to the manipulation of flows and timing of
industrial and municipal withdrawals and discharges, very different conditions
exist on the waterbody than those predicted by the water quality model., For
instance, on August 21, 1987, RIDEM measured D.O. levels of 3.4 mg/l in the
project area at a flow of 120 cfs, a flow slightly above 7Q10 (102 cfs). The
water quality model prediction on page MA-14 was 5.6 mg/l, an error of about
60%, thus the analysis in the EIS does not accurately represent the existing
situation, The effects of this water withdrawal must be analyzed based on
existing flow manipulations, taking into consideration the volume, quality,
timing and spatial considerations of discharges and withdrawals upstream and
downstream, Diurnal changes caused by photosynthesis and respiration alsc

need to be considered. We cannot accept the statement and implication that
reaeration over downstream dams will offset the consumptive withdrawal during

12
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FA3-13 Coment acteptad; please see the revised Section 4.1.5.2.

FA3-14 Water quality stamdards applicable to the Blackstane River are based an

statistically-determined low-flow criteria (7-day average low flow,
10-year renmrence interval, or the so—called "7Q10 flow®). This flow is deter-
nined fram records of actual mean daily discharges measurenl at goverrment gaging
stations (in this case, the 56-year flow record at the Blackstane River gage
located in the City of Wommsocket). Tus, the computed 7Q10 flow for the
Blachkstane River reflects actual river flow fluctuations that have aoourred over
the period of record, whether these fluctustians were caused by natural or man-
made conditions. Therefore, by using the comgputed 7Q10 flow in water quality
modeling, the effects of flow regulation associated with upstream hydroelectric
facilities has been taken into consideration. Since the aomgarted 7Q10 flow is
Geterniren by flow-fregqescy analyses of actual flow records, there is no reasan
to belijeve that "7Q10 type flows"™ oxur with any greater frequercy aon the
Rlacdstane River than under natural cxditiaons.

FA3-15 The applicant has recently ompletad two additianal water quality

mxdeling studies an the Blackstane River, canducted by Applied Science
Assaciates (ASA) and Ecology and Erwirament, which address toxic metals
cxrcentrations and dissolved axygen, respectively. The results of these mxiel
stidies have been summarized in the revised Section 4.1.2.1.2. The ASA study
addressed 7Q10 flows and 1Q10 flows represestting chronic and aaute aquatic
impacts, respectively.
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low flow. The net decresse in flow will result fn less capacity to satisfy
oxygen deaand from all sources, hence the D.0. will be lower than present
conditions on a psraistent basis in all downstream sections during low river
flowa, Tha 1apounded s=ections of the river downstreem frow the propocaed
intake would be the wmoat freqQuently and severely impacted, Both of these
physiosl snd chemical factors will adversely affect resident aquatic 1life and
hinder and/or prevent fishery agencies from proceeding with anadroeous fish
reatoration. We believe the FERC needs to oonduct an indepth reevaluation of
the direct and indirect effects of the proposed diveraion from the Blackstone
River with particular reference to the low flow perfod.

On page 8-14, the FERC incorrectly states that the Service suggests a minimuo
flow regime of 0.5 cfsm (208 cfs) at the proposed intake structure. This ia
the recommended flow prescribed by the Service for the Blackstone River end 1t
1s fully consistent with past flow recoamendations for this system. The FERC
has accepted thess minimuw flow conditions and the Coamission has made this
flow regime a lLicense condition (FERC #3063, Central Falla Project). Henae,
the Commission should be conaistent with pest practice and include the Service
flow regime aa a condition cf any license or permit that would enabie the
proposed project to be constructed and operated, The following conditions are
recommended: ‘lhe applicant (OSP) shall maintain an fnstantaneous minimum flow
of 208 cfs (0.5 cfsm)} 1in the Bleckstone River at and downstream from the
cocling and proceas water intake atructure. ¥hen flows {n the Blackatone
River drop below 208 efs at the proposed intake, the diversion of flowv to the
OSP facility shali cesas lmmediately snd shall not resume until flows rise
above 208 cfs. While this flow would provide for historical physfcal habitat
conditions, f{t may or may not be sufficient to protect resident and snadromous
fish and other aquatic 1life froe dissolvad orxygen and toxicity problems
present in the Bleckstone River, [fence, the FERC needs to evalvate these
issues in any subsequent EIS.

On page 8.12, the FERC atates that the Applicant (OSP) has sgreed to 1natall
instrean eeration devices or use other means to aitigate any reductions in
dissolved oxygen levels csused by §ts flow diveraion. We are unsvare of eny
provision in the Clesan Water Act that would allow for this concept to be
inpiemented. On the aurface this concept would appear to violate the
sntidegradstion policy contsined in EPA and Rhode Island wster Quality
standerds. We recoemend that this fasue be addressed in detail fn the FEIS,

Cooliag Tower Effects - On page 8-29 ground level icing i3 predicted to occur
up to JOO hours/year {(Bechtel, 1986) on West Ironstone Road, the north
boundary of the Black Hut Management area. However. on page B8-30 these
predictions are revised downward, by using a different model, to leas than S
hour s/yesr (C.T. Meftn, 1988). This 1s a difference of sbout 2 orders of
magnitude and atrongly suggesta that a major error exists in one or both of
these sanslyses, In addition to icing end fogging, these modelling
discrepancies are carried into the analyaia on cooling tower drift and other

1%
cont’d

1]

18

FAJ-16 Sectian 4.1.2.1.2 has ben vevisad to reflact the ISFWS recammendation

for a flow regime of 0.5 abic feet per exxxxd per spuare mile of
drairege area for the Blakstaw River. further recommendations in this cament
are hotex.

FfA3-17 The FEIS has been revised to imdicate several possible wears for
mitigating disaoclved axygen impacts (Sectian 4.1.2.1.2). These
nitigating meammres do not include instream seration devices. RIOEM will decide

whot measuces are appropriate.

FA3-18 The original cooling tower mdeling amalysis (@achtel Eastern Eoawer

Qorporation, Decemter 1986) ceportad in the EIA filed before the ©wrgy
fFacility siting @nard was itterded as a preliminary SCreening analysis, based on
a highly arservative axieling agmroach. The subsequent amalysis (C.T. Main,

Gaoratory for the Electric Fower REmmarch Irstitute. Tt is not wnmsual for a
sTernig mxieling approach to result in differences of up to two orders of
magnitide vhen axypared with a more refined mdeling approach. The rore recesit
analysis is considered to tetter cepre=snt moist cooling tower plume behavior at
the proposed OSP plant.
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plent emissions. l Another potential discrepancy may exist with cooling tower
plume water deposition patterns (figure 8,1-2) and cooling tower plume salt
deposition (figure 4,1-3), The DEIS does not account for the major
differences in the deposition patterns of plume water droplets and plume
salts. In sddition, maximum plume water deposition is expected near the plant
site, while maximum salt deposition is predicted approximately 2.6 kilometers
south of the cooling towers. The ecological effects of these cooling tower
emissions are dismissed by the FERC as being non-existent, minor and not
significant., However, these analyses were only estimated for heavy metals,
salts and chlorine using the C.T. Main data. No such analysis was conducted
for organic contaminanta present in the Blackstone River., Thus, this omission
needs to be evaluated in the S page M-d3, the FERC states that salt
deposition is more than two orders of magnitude leas than levels reported to
cause injury to plants. However, as we previously identified, the FERC has
acknowledged that the models employed to make these predictions yield results
that are 2 orders of magnitude apart. Thus, if the Bechtel model results are
used in the analysis, the FERC could reasonably conclude that salt deposition
would cause injury to plants. These issues need to be resolved in a
convincing manner in the subsequent NEPA documents.

Aside from the modelling issue, the FERC haa not evaluated the potential
impact of cooling tower deposition on areas that could concentrate these
materials. These areas would be wetlands, drainage courses and small streams
within the areas shown on figures 4,1-2 and 8.1-3., This area includes a large
portion of the Black Hut Management Area. It seeams reasonable to assume that
potential toxicity problems could result to biota in these systems because the
Blackstone River water 1is thought to exhibit chronic toxicity to resident
aquatic life during low flow periods. This same river water would be
concentrated many times in the cooling system before being released into the
local environs near the plant site, The FERC analysis assumed that these
contaminants would only exert an effect at the initial point of deposition and
did not evaluate the movement of these materials into the surface and/or
ground water system. Because of shallow soils and ledge outcrops in much of
this area, we would expect normal runoff to carry and deposit these
contaminants in the above referenced surface waters, These contaminant
pathways need to be carefully evaluated in subsequent revisions to this EIS,
We remain concerned that a variety of aquatic, wetland and upland species
could be subjected to either acute or chronic toxicity from materials
deposited from the cooling tower emissions.

Proposed Plant Site - The FERC evaluation of the effects of construction at
the plant site is limited to the footprint of the facility. As in the case of
the pipeline proposals, the FERC did not consider indirect and/or secondary
effects of these construction activities on forest interior species or those
intolerant of human intrusion and/or disturbance. In addition to eliminating

19
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FA3-19 The difference in the deposition patterrs ehown in Figures 4.1-2

(water) and 4.1-3 (salt) is a direct result of fundamental differences
in the behavior of water droplets of different sizes. Plume water depasitian
axnirs relatively close to the plant site, since the larger mass droplets tend
to fall out of the plume within a short distame. Salt deposition amurs at
greater distances, because the smaller diameter salt particles are carried
farther dowrwind within small, slowly evaporating water droplets. The smaller
the size of the drouplet carrying the salt particle, the farther dowrwind the
particle will be carried and eventually depasited. Bnissions of volatile
arganic ampamds (VOC’s) fram the cooling towers (i.e., fram the Blackstane
River water) were not corsidered to be significant (see Sectian 4.1.3.5.4).

FA3-20 Please see the response to comment FA3-18.

FA3-21 FERC Staff canaurs with the cammentor that cooling tower depasition

will be locally concentrated by drainage courses and the gramd-water
system. However, neither system is static and there should be limited potential
for ctaminants to acaumilate, except in very isolated areas. Normal flushing
should prevent the acmumilation of toxic levels of these substances, Studies
reviewed by the Staff (Ecology and Enviramment, October 1987a, b, and c)
indicate that taxicity problems fram amtaminant acommlation are unlikely.
Please see also the response to camment FA3-19.

FA3-22 No forest interior species are to be affected by plant

axstruction because the site is already bisected by transmissiaon line
and pipeline rights-of-way and has a large switchyard an it. Any "sensitive®
species that are intolerant of laman jntrusian would prubably leave the area.
Please see also the response to caomment FA3-10.
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one amall wetland and several acres of upland forest at the plant site, the
adjacent wetlands and uplands would be rendered as unsuitable habitat for
several sensitive species, These effects need to be considered in the site
evaluation process and in subsequent revisions to the EIS, We believe the
FERC should also evaluate the proposed water and oil pipeline routes to insure
that they avoid and/or minimize habitat fragmentation.

Time-of-Year Restrictions - We recommend that the FERC impose time-of-year
restrictions on the applicants with respect to vegetation clearing and
maintenance and other construction activities, Migratory birds and other
species of wildlife are vulnerable to disturbance during their reproduction
season and precautions are therefore, necessary during this critical period.
All migratory birds; their parts, nests or eggs; are protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U,S.C. 703. Migratory birds are vulnerable to
timber harvesting and ROW clearing, maintenance or construction activities
during the breeding-brood rearing season, normally April - June, Certain
construction activities and nearly all vegetation removal and/or control
practices should be prohibited during this time frame, In eddition, since
some species such as raptors nest early in the spring, we recommend that areas
proposed for vegetation clearing and/or construction be surveyed for raptor
nests, These subject activities should be prohibited from a zone 100 meters
around any raptor nest tree during the breeding-brood rearing season.

Topsoil Conservation - One of the Applicants (Tennessee) has proposed to
sequentially remove, stockpile and replace topsoil in certain agricul tur al
areas, The FERC has recommended that wetland topsoils be handled in a similar
fashion, We continue to recommend that all topsoil be sequentially removed,
stockpiled and replaced, We believe this is necessary in wetlands, upland
forests, old fields and other cover types because the topsoil contains a very
diverse micro flora and fauna, organic matter, available nutrients and a
proper soil structure and texture that is essential for reestablishment of
vegetation., In wild lands, the topsoil will contain native rootstock that may
help minimize the time needed for successful site revegetation. We,
therefore, recommend that the FERC make this a License condition for the gas,
oil and water pipelines and power plant proposals by Tennessee and OSP.

Segmentation Issue - We believe the FERC has created a segmentation issue with
respect to the future construction of 26 miles of pipeline looping to carry
the second 50,000 mcfd increment of natural gas to the proposed power plant
site. In addition, on page 2-189, the FERC makes a reference to the
Providence Project (CP87-75-000) that indicates that the Rhode Island
Extension and the Providence Project are closely related. We believe these
closely related issues must be evaluated in any subsequent EIS.

22
cont'd
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FA3-23 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act seeks to protact migratory birds from
intentional acts against birds, particularly those resulting from
hunting birds or trading in bird eggs or nests. FERC Staff is unawvare of any
instance in which the Act has been applied to right-of<way clearing or to any
other anstractian, agricultiral, or forest eanagement practices that could have
an incidental effect an migratory birds. Any eotential effects upan migratory
birds of the propased right-of-way clearing would be extremely limited and would
not result in any significant impacts to population size or species diversity.
Proposal anstraction timetables call for the majority of amstruction activ-
ities to be campleted between mid-May and the end of September.

FA3-24 Staff has recommended that topsoil be eegregated fram all ditch-line

eaavatian in cultivated lands and wetlands, where practicable. Staff
has also remmmesxhad that all other lands be seeded with amixtures appropriate
for revegetating disturbed soils. Please see also camment GIC10-4 and Staff’s
respanse.

FA3-25 OQommt noted; please see the respose to camment FA2-2; also see

comments SA7-1, GICB-68, and GIC10-14 for related disaussions. The
relatianship between the Providence Project and the propased facilities that are
the subjects of this EIS is disamsed in Sectian 2.2.3.1.
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Environmentally Preferred Site - The FERC identified an environmentally
preferable site approximately 3 miles east of the Applicants' preferred site
at Sherman Farm Road. The Ironstone Industrial Park site is located in a
soon-to-be abandoned gravel mine. It is adjacent to a major H-lane highway
and hence, has been subjected to human intrusion and disturbance. This site
does not contain any wetlands and hence would comply with the 404(b)l
Guidelines unlike the Sherman Farm Road site. While this alsost certainly is
not the only environmentally preferable site for the proposed power plant, it
is the most promising one identified by the FERC. We believe the FERC has not
fulfilled its NEPA obligations with respect to this siting question because
they have not chosen to utilize the planning and investigation opportunities
provided by this law and its implementing regulations. Unanswered questions
concerning the Ironstone site should not be left unresolved simply because of
unrealistic time constraints imposed by the FERC, the State of Rhode Island or
the Applicants. This DEIS simply is not complete without all of the relevant
information concerning the feasibility of the Ironstone site, and hence, the
document is therefore, inadequate.

Summary

Based on our review of the DEIS and other relevant information, we recommend
that the Buck Hill Road and Sherman Farm Road sites be deleted from further
consideration as potential locations for the proposed combined-cycle power
plant. We believe the proposed project is inconsistent and incompatible with
the existing land use on and adjacent to these Wildlife Management Areas.
Unresolved issues remain concerning the effects of cooling tower emissions on
flora and fauna in the identified deposition 2ones near the proposed plant.
The effects of water diversion from the Blackstone river on physical habitat
and water quality were not adequately evaluated in the DEIS, An 1indepth
reevaluation of this entire issue is warranted. The alternatives analysis for
natural gas pipeline looping segments and the Rhode Island Extension did not
provide sufficient information for an informed decision to be made concerning
which, if any, route was environmentally preferable, acceptable or in
compliance with pertinent regulations such as the Clean Water Act. The FERC
also left several unanswered questions standing with respect to the
environmentally preferable Ironstone site, hence the DEIS is incomplete. The
Fish and Wildlife Service does not agree that the proposed action has been
demonstrated to be environmentally acceptable or in compliance with pertinent
environmental regulations including NEPA. In the future, we expect to be
conducting a separate but interrelated review of the wetland aspects of this
proposal in accordance with applicable Section 404 regulations. These
interrelated actions should be taken into consideration by the FERC as this
planning process progresses,

If you should have any questions concerning these issues, please contact Mr.
Vern Lang of this office at 603-225-1411 or FTS 834-4411,

Sincerely yours,

/ﬁ»AxW

Enclosure Gordon E. Beckett
CC: RO/FWE Reading File Supervisor
EPA, Boston New England Area
COE

FWE: VLang:g1:4-15-88:834-4411

FA3-26 Additianal infaorwation has been received an the Irowtane site that
supparts Staff’s conclusion in the [EIS that Irowtane is an environ

mentally acoeptable site. A grambkater resamrce evaluation demmnstrated that

the develomment potantial is sufficiemt for local small users, but inadequate

for mmicipal supplies. In additian, dowirgradient gramdwater resamces are
not likely to became mmicipal water supplies.

The interstate transfer of water fram Rhade Island at Wormsacket to the
Iranstane site in Massadhumsetts would be required jf wet cooling towers were
used, hecanse adepate spplies could not be withdrawn from the Blackstane River
in Massachmects (see the respame to commest FAM-24). If a dry cooling system
were used, plant water would be reduced and would likely be
available fram the Blackstane River and potemtially from other sources.

Noise impacts fram a plant at Irastone would be expected to be samewhat
less than at Sherman Farm Road, but would also be perceived as significant by
local residents, especially to the west of the site away fram the faur-lane
higlsay. If dry cooling were used to reduce the impacts of withdrawals on the
Blackstane River, an increase in noise levels would be expectad. Hence, there
is a tradeoff of reducing water resamrces impacts and increasing noise impacts.

The small upland wetland at the Sherman Parw Road site that would be
directly affected by plant constructian meets criteria for a Carps of Engineers’
Natiawide Permit, as do the other wetlands affected by pipeline rights-of-way.
The larger wetland adjacent to the plant site is avoidable throxh modificatians
to the plant grading plan. Ironstane is, as notad by the commesttar, a highly
disturkexd site; it does however omtain wetlards. These wetlands would also be
affectad by Iranstane’s ancillary facilities—pipelines and transmission lines—
as shown in Table 2.1-27.

Staff notes that CEQ and FERC regulations implementing NEPA, as well as NEPA
itself, all require the evaluation of altermatives to consider ca=eqpemes to
the human and natural envirament. It is not reguired that the altemative with
the least impact be adoptad. Staff has evaluated nmerais altemative sites and
has determined that the Iranstane site is the enviramentally preferred site,
especially if a dry ocooling system is employed. However, Staff makes no
recomerdations that the Irastane site be selectad. Staff had determined that
the enviramental impacts of developing a power plant at Iranstane, Sherman Farm
Road, @ryant Opllege, or several other poterntial sites would be acreptable
osidering hman and natural enviramental issues and other consideratians,
including econamic costs.
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(sw ‘ UNITED STATES ENVIAONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
-v‘, REGION | FA4

J. F. MENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203

April 25, 1988

Lois D. Cashell

Acting Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Cammission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket No. CP87-132-001
Dear Ms. Cashell:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, we have
revjewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
proposed Ocean State Power Project in Burrillville, Rhode Island,
and associated natural gas pipeline facilities in Rhode Island,
Massachusetts, and New York.

According to the DEIS, Ocean State Power (OSP) proposes to construct
and operate a 500-megawatt (MW) natural gas-fired combined cycle
power plant; a 10-mile pipeline to transport up to 4.4 million gallons
a day of process and cooling water to the plant from the Blackstone
River; and a 7.5 mile pipeline for delivery of fuel oil for emergency
use in the event that natural gas is not available.

LZ-m

The DEIS also addresses the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company's related
proposal to build pipeline facilities including a total of 25.5
miles of 30-inch looping in five segments located adjacent to
existing gas pipelines in New York and Massachusetts; roughly 11
miles of new 20-inch pipeline in Massachusetts and Rhode 1sland;
additional horsepower of compression at 3 existing compressor
stations in New York and Massachusetts; and a new 4,500 horsepower
compressor station in New York.

As you know, our letters to FERC and the Economic Regulatory Adminis-
tration dated March 20, 1987, April 17, 1987, September 21, 1987,

and February 10, 1988 and our motion to intervene dated November 3,
1987 identified the principal issues of concern to EPA and recom—
mended ways that they be treated in FERC's EIS. We believe the

DEIS reflects considerable efforts by FERC's staff and their con-
sultants to be responsive to our concerns under the difficulties

of an extremely tight schedule.

We are nevertheless concerned from the staudpoint of EPA's areas
of jurisdiction and expertise that in several important respects
the DEIS leaves unresolved certain critical issues, discussed in
detail below, which in our view need to be resolved prior to a
decision granting approval for the project. We also believe that
the alternatives analysis is seriously flawed. These shortcomings
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For example, with respect to the physical effects of the proposed
withdrawal, the DEIS does not address whether shoreline spawning
habitat will be impaired or removed, and if so, the extent of the
impact. Reduction of spawning habitat could have an adverse effect
on the improving fishery resources noted in the DEIS.

The DEIS also states that the estimated lowering of dissolved oxygen
and the potential increases in some metals concentrations as a result
of OSP's water withdrawals will be minor. These statements seem to be
based on the relativity of one number to another rather than an eval-
uation of the biological effects that the changes might impart. Minor
changes in the numeric concentration of a specific parameter might
significantly change the impact that the parameter will have over

a long exposure period. Also, small changes in several parameters
might result in a cumulative chronic effect. Chronic stress

could result in an aquatic community that is more susceptible to

acute exposures. The DEIS does not make acutal estimates of

impact; it therefore is difficult to determine if the conclusions

of insignificance are valid. Our review is further impeded by

the absence of the October 1987 and November 1987 Ecology and
Environment water quality investigation reports which we requested

in our comments on the preliminary DEIS.

4. Zinc and mercury should be included in the estimates of metal
concentrations downstream of the Woonsocket wastewater treatment
plant as a result of water withdrawal from the Blackstone River

(Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3, pages 4-11 and 4-13). Also, hexavalent
chromium should be considered in addition to trivalent chromiun.

S. As we have stated on several occasions to both OSP and FERC,
we believe that there is a possibility that OSP's plans for zero
wastewater discharge are unrealistic based on our experience

with zero discharge proposals elsewhere in New England. In
addition to the potential need to discharge blowdown water, it
also seems possible that large volumes of cooling water might
need to be discharged. The likely choice for a receiving water
in this situation, based on the description of the Sherman Famm
Road site, would be a wetland area or small brook. Such a discharge
would require authorization under the Clean Water Act. As we '
have pointed out, federally approved water quality standards and
wetland protection regulations would likely prohibit or make very
difficult discharging into such receiving waters.

The DEIS does not evaluate the possibility of a discharge of water
from the proposed power plant. On page 2-39, the DEIS states

that "stormwater runoff and water from up to 24 hours of treatment
plant malfunctions would be diverted to a holding pond located

on the plant perimeter.” The DEIS does not address where the
water would go if treatment plant malfunctions are not repaired

in 24 hours or if heavy storm events cause overflow of the holding
pond. On page 2-41, the DEIS lists other options for handling
treatment plant malfunctions; however, the options only provide
relief for "several hours”. The DEIS also statec on page 2-4l
that in the event that malfunctions are extensive enough to
exhaust the options, plant operations "would have to be shut
down®". This conflicts with a statement on page 4-1060 under the

FA4 (cont'd)

cont'd

FA4-3 The FEIS has been revised based an recest infarmation to include a
discussian of chrunic and acute biological impacts. Please see the
4.1

FA4-4 Recent mdeling studies have included zinc and chromium; Table 4.1-2
has been revised to imorporate these data. The studies did not

include meraury.

FM-5 No ocooling water will be discharged to the ansite wetlands or to any

surface streams. Sectian 2.1.3.2.5 has been revised to indicate that
the holding pands will be designed to prevemt overflow, and will also be sealed
to prevemt gromduater contamination. The holding pand would be used for
temporary starage of plant wastewaters in the event of treatment plant malfunc-
tions, and would be able to store water fram up to 48 hours of plant operatian.
The water would then be recycled back through the treatment system as flows
permit. Stormwater runoff frum the plant area would be diverted to two ansite
detentian basins (which are campletely imkepreadernt of the holding pand) for
settling prior to offsite discharge. The statement aancemrmnirng discharges of low
qual ity water has been removed fram Sectian 4.3.5.
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~6- FA4 {cont'd)

alternative route should be investigated in more detail. Based

on information in the DEIS, the erosion problems associated with
the alternate route appear controllabte through stringent mitigation
techniques.

5. Construction techniques, as described on p. 4-84 and 4-85,
must be carefully followed to protect wetlands, especially topsoil
segregation. In the case of wetland soils, topsoil must not be
stored in other wetlands, or stored for more than 20 days before
returning to moiat conditions. A consultant should periodically
monitor this effort.

6. In general, the DEIS lacks a description of mitigation plans for
unavoidable wetland losses. Although the measures outlined in the
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Wetland and Water Crossing Plan would minimize
adverse environmental effects, nothing is proposed to compensate for
the loss of valuable habitat.

NOISE

In addition to significant noise impacts during construction (page
4~36 to 4-38), the operation of the power plant at the Sherpan

Farm Road site would cause substarntial increases ir. noise levels
over current very quiet ambient sound levels typical of rural
residertial areas. FERC concludes however that the operational
noise impacts are acceptable principally because of OSP's commitment
to an offsite Leq noise limitation of 55 dBA.

We are concerned about the basis for FERC's conclusion for several
reasons. First, though we agree that EPA's guidelines identify

55 dBA as appropriate for outdoor areas where people spend limited
amounts of time, the issue more relevant to a judgement of the
impact's acceptability is the extent of the change it will cause.
The DEIS indicates that two types of measurements were used to
determine current background levels: 1long term readings taken

over a 44-hour period and short term readings taken during 10-minute
time periods. The long term readings indicated maximum daytime
levels of 51-54 dBA and consistent nighttime levels of 43-44 dBA.
However, according to the DEIS, the threshold of the noise detection
equipment was 43-49 dBA. The short term measurements showed average
weekday readings of 44 dBA, and average weekend readings lower by

3 to 4 dBA. The average minimum readings for weekdays were 32

and for weekends 28 dBA. These short tetm measurements show

that the current sound levels are quiet, and that the long term
measurements, because of the limits of the measuring equipment,

do not give a fully representative picture of the background

levels.

In view of the quiet background levels, the 55 dBA limit proposed
by FERC and OSP allows a substantial increase in round-the-clock
noise, indeed greater than the 10 dBA increase limit required by
Massachusetts' "enforced noise guideline®. 1If FERC has relied on
the long tetm measurements to form its conclusion that a 55 dB3
limit is adequate mitigation, then we believe that the measurements
should be redone using equipment capable of measuring below 43

dBA. Such equipment is available, as indicated in the discussion

16

cont'd
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19

FA4~17 m‘ns;ee is expectad to follow its eropsed cznstnx;txcn Sechniques as

. Topsoil sagregation in all wtlards is a FERC Staff
mdatmn that Terressee dres not reressarily agree with. Howvever, ary
mitigation eeammres that Staff reuwerds, and which are then made a cordition
to certificate, must be complied with.

FAi-18 In most istages wetland habitat would not be lost: cather, new
habitat wvauld be formed, i.e., an earlier stage of saxrcession.

FA4-19 The pup=e of the anbient noise monitoring pragrames acxdxtad in

sypport of the OSP project were to donmert existing noise levels in
the gereral vicinity of the gropsad facility during both the quietest and the
noisiest periads of the day. The lo—terp mmasuramstts reprtal wvere admitted-
ly reufficient for dmmemring quiet-hour noise levels due to inxbkmuacies in
the irstrnumesttation {i.e., an uraa=ptably high thre=shold of 43 dBA). However,
the daytime noise levels of S1 to 5S4 ABA (L,,.) recorded at six loatlcns
sarrasxdirg the plant are cxwistent with ane and are typical of what
@an be eqprctad for this type of area. The @wrt-term mmacemEts (10-mirute
averagess) reporded in Table 3.1-7 indlcate that pinime exnd levels reordal in
the area were in the range of 25 to 36 dBA, typical of what ane would exgect for
this ared during qriet hmars. The equivalent eard level (L) measuremstts
ragad from as low as 37 dBA to as high as 46 dBA, with y and wveekerd
averages of 40 and 44 dBA, respectively. Minimm weekday and weelerd noise
levels (the basis for the Massadniartea [BRE quidelines) were abserved be 33
and 29 dBA, cespectively. Average !90 levels were 36 to 41 dBA.

An additional noise survey for the area was perform in July of 1987 (BEN
iaboratories, Inc., November 1987). Nofse level mmasuramstts were abtained
using an {netrumst capable of mmasuring noise levels well below 43 dBA and the
results vere ford to be consistent with thame cepartad in the CEIS. Daytime
average L__ levels were ab=erved to be in the raige of 44 to 46 dBA at laations
north ard Eth of the site. Nighttime levels were cemrted to
range fram 40 to 42 dBA north ard south of the si By-night acund levels
(Lmj were calculated to be 48 to 49 dBA.

The noise monitoring program corxctad for this project could have been
performad in such a way as to rovide more wmaful data for casertirg ainimm
noise levels in the area of the project site. The results are, bowever,
crsidered to be adeqbte to represent basmline noise levels and additiocel
noise stadies would not provide any significant edditioma) infarzation.

It should be notad that there are gresartly no nolse laws or regulatiors
that apply to the OSP project. The Massadusetes guidelines apply only to

facilities locating in and applying for ocperating pemits in GassacumEtts,
However, given the proximity of the OSP project to the Massadwisetesa border,
these guidelires have been considered. Please see revised Secrtion 4.1.4.2.
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of long term nolse surveys taken at the compressor station sites I 19
along the pipeline (see, for example, p. 3-73). cont'd

or reconsider the benefits of the Ironstone site from the standpoint
of noiss impacts.

AIR QUALITY

Although air quality impacts from the proposed power plant are not
likely to be significantly adverse, we remain concerned that the
EIS still does not respond to comments we made in our earlier
letters, most recently our February 1968 comment on the preliminary
EIS, as follows.

Further, FERC should require more stringent noise mitigation measures I 20

--Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for distillate ofl
(or even residual o0il) {s not a 0.5% S content limit as the EIS
indicates. Only if OSP accepts a limit under 40 tons of S02/year
in a PSD or some other federally enforceable permit could the
power plant evade the requirements of BACT and be allowed to 21
burn 0.5%5 oil. Also, the DEIS does not calculate annual SO2
emissions, apparently on the basis that oil firing will not
occur unless gas supply is disrupted; however, this alone does
not justify the assumption of insignificant annual SO2 emissions.

--The DEIS attempts to address our earlier comments and questions
concerning exactly what emission limits the New Source Performance
Standards impose on OSP's gas turbines. The response (p. 3-27) n
appears wrong, however, because the NSPS involves no “manufacturer's
rated fuel rate at rated load", and the data in the DEIS do not
support a 0.0136% (dry basis € 15% 02} limit.

In addition, EPA Region 11 has the following comments:

The EIS does not indicate the type of compressor engines proposed,
i.e. gas turbine or reciprocating engine. The type of equipment
used and the resulting emissions will determine the regulations

the source will be subject to. If the units are gas turbines

they will be subject to NSPS Subpart GG. If they are reciprocating
engines Subpart GG will not apply. All proposed sources are
located in attainment areas of New York. EPA needs to know what
the existing emissions are for all pollutants regulated under

PSD and the proposed changes in emissions in order to determine
PSD applicability. 23

In order for EPA to properly evaluate the impacts the applicant
should be requested to submit the following fnformation for
inclusion in the EIS:

--7'he type of compressors involved in the project.

-=-A list of the manufacturers of all the compressors involved in
the project.

--Estimated emissions from the compressors.

fA0-20 Noise mitigation emasures ceoommerdad by the Staff and aaepted by the
applicant are consistert with grevious FPERC fractice and with EPA noise
level quidelines for EMota<tion of public health and welfare. Staff dnes not
believe that mre strimget mitigation eeammres are reuirad. The Iromtons
site has =ame advantages over the Sherwan Farm Road eite with cespect to noise:
however, there are sensitive receptars mear Iromtase also. A cmpparisan of
noise impacts at these sites is provided in the revisad FEIS Sactian 2.1.6.

FA4-21 'Ihe applicant has sutmitted a FSD permit application repart (ircluding
ve BACT analyeis) to RITEM, and the BACT issue is aur-

mﬂyw&rtwlwbytmtapq(aeemms.\ﬁlﬁj It should be notad
that the reanlutian of the BACT issus for fuel oll sulfur axtert is a separate
pemmi tting isase that will be hardl ed by the State of Rhade Island. It has been
demyistrated that the applicant‘’s proposed BACT of 0.5 pervent sulfur-in-fuel
for its emergercy or staadby fuel will result in impacts that are well below all
applicable ambiant air guality lrremms and regulatias. The estimation of
amnl emissions for a standby fuel wauld anly be conjectage.

FAA-22 Cooment aarptad; please see revised Section 3.1.3.3.1.

FA4-2) The campressar engines Propxsad for use in all campressar statians will

be gas turbines manufactured by Solar Turbire, Inc. The emissians for
all affeatal capressar statiaw are ammarized in Tahle 4.2-3. Actual emis-
sions for compressors proposed for arwversion to full-time status are available
only fram 1-day tests, sSince these are new units that have apergtad for only a
shart time. Remults of these tests are gresssitad below:; the data gresentad in
Tahle 4.2-) regresent emissians for antinuas operatian.

2308 (12/8/87) 233 (2/26/88)
K)x 2.593 #/hr (11.36 t/y) 17.167 $/hr (75.19 t/y)
e 0) 2.277 4/hr (9.97 t/y) 4.05 $/hr (17.74 v/y)
Unhurved 2.488 #/hr (10.90 t/y)
hydraartores
i/r = pamds per haur t/y = tons per year
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--For the compressors now in part time service and proposed
to be brought into permanent operation, submit their actual
emissions for the past two year period.

ALTERNATIVES

We have reviewed the alternatives analysis with particular interest
because of the concerns we expressed in our February 1388 comments
on the preliminary DElIS. The alternative site analysis described
in the PEIS and Appendix D contains a considerable amount of
helpful information bu: i{s seriously flawed in our opinion and

is not responsive to the concerns expressed in our February

1988 letter. Our concerns are as follows:

1. Although the DEIS and Appendix D is replete with statements
as to the environmental advantages of the Ironstone site in
Uxbridge, the DEIS indicates that three unresolved issues

prevent the FERC staff from stating unqualified preference for
the site. These are: unansvered guestions about the potential
for groundwater impacts; QqQuestions as to whether Rhode Island
would permit the interstate transfer of water from the Blackstone
River:; and delays OSP would face if a new site is selected.

tle strongly believe that the first unresolved issue, whether there
would be adverse groundwater impacts at Ironstone, is an invalid
basis for rejecting the alternative site bscause the Council

on Environmental Quality regulations implementing WEPA clearly
require that the EIS be the vehicle for evaluating environmental
impacts at alternative sites. These regulations require that
information on alternatives be in sufficient detail to permit

an evaluation of their comparative merits. 40 CFR Section
1502.14. FERC bears the legal burden of having to evaluate

the groundwater impact in this EIS, particularly since the

issue is of sufficient importance in FERC's view to serve as a
disqualifying factor in the alternatives analysis.

The second unresolved issue, the policy questions about interstate
transfer of water, is equally invalid as a basis for rejecting
Ironstone. First, we do not agree with or even understand FERC's
unexplained assumption that water withdrawal has to occur in
Woonsocket, Rhode Island. 1In fact, the Ironstone site is located in
very close proximity to the Blackstone in Massachusetts. 1If the
flow at that location is significantly lower than at Woonsocket,
then the assumption might be correct. However, we are not awvare
that the flow is significantly lower at the Ironstone site, and the
EIS does not provide any information on this point.

Second, as the DEIS indicates, dry cooling Lechnology, an environ-
mentally preferable alternative to withdrawal from the Blackstone,
could be used at the Ironstone site without other nejative impacts
such noise. This would negate the need for withdrawal of water,

ititerstate or otherwise. Further, Appendix D (p. D-73) states that

23
cont'd
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26

FA4-24 Staff rotes that the Icrstae site was not, as irrorrectly etatad in

the comert, "rejectay’ by Staff as an alCerrotive site. There were,
hawever, wwesolved issies that prevented the Staff from stating an wxualified
evirquental Prefereze for Icastae. The potsrtial for grard-ater con-
tamiration at the Irtostae site was an isae in a cecent tezoning application
at the site. As noted in the ORIS, thexewasmmnthatxmwgofﬂusxte
from agricultaval to irdustrial use could caramise the aglifer. The Town of
Uiboridge, Maseachusetts, engegad a axwsultant to evsluate the gedltydrological
characteristics of the Icowtone site and to provide recommendations cazardirg
the Town’s lamd use plamirg for the site.

Staff has received ard reviewed a OOpy of the teport by the Town’g cwmsul-
tant (IEP, Inc., 1987). The xeport owcludes that the aguifer is not capable of
Sporting a large cowercial or mmiciral «aher @¥Ply, and further that any
ontaniretion of eurface water or ter at the Irorstane site cavot flow
toard or ratarge existing or propemsd prdxtion wells in Odridge, Massa-
dnsetts, or North Swmithfield, ®hade Island. Cotamination of piblic water
applies is not prohable. However, the cepart nowmes that the aguifer does
movide grasdvater discharge to the Irostae Reservoir and is capable of
sprorting wells that SWply Private residences ard small businesses. Por that
reason, the repurt recommends that if the Town elects to approve the zoning
change, it should impxEe relatively strict ocontrols on the types of imdustrial
activities that can be a@proved. Staff cotes that the recommended uses do not
specifically irclude or exclude an electric generating facility. Hovever, there
agp=ar to be no major impEdiments to incluwing sch a facility as a use allowed
by special permit.

FAG-25 Q@ noted: please see also the resxrws to commest FA2-44. Afrer

review of the [EIS text, Staff arsvurs that the amalysis that led to
siting the water intake in Woorsodet, &haie Island (rather than on a Massa-
drrsetes reach of the Bladetane River) was not completely explainad in the
text. The FEIS has been madified to include additiorwel information on this
issue in Section 2.1.4.3. It should be rotad that a water {ntake in Roorexciet
is also not the clasest Blackstoe River location for the Sherman Parw Road
site, but was selectad after consideration of river flow crditios, aquatic
effechs, ard requlatory caplexity.

FA%-26 The axvent on the virtues of dry cooling includes two aliscoeptions,

that dry cooling could be utilizad without negative noise impects and
that the need for water would be negatad, As deacribed in Section 2.1.4.3.3,
dry cooliyg has an ervirgmertal downside to balance ite advantages. First, dry
cooling toweras are ghysically much larger than corgarable wet cooliig towers,
amd would likaely be omre visible to area residentas. Secand, greater offsite
moise effects may ar due to the {Trerss amher of fans required for dry
cooling, even with egireering noise comrol tadwnigms. Overall moise impacts
at rorstane would be sxpewhat 1less than at Sherman Fare Road, but would be a
otentially significant issue. The maarest residence at Irostare is 2,200 feet
fram the center of the plant sise, comparad to 1,200 feet at Shervan Fara Road.
The total morber of residences within 0.5 mile of the Irastoe site (23) is
less than at Sherman Parm Road (40) (Table 2.1-26}). The developing neighborhood
west of the Iconstane site would be most significantly affectad by additional
noise of dry cooling, partially negating the benefit of greater distances to the
nearest residence.

Most of the plant’s water memds would be eliminated by the
ooling system. However, an offsite water pply would still be

use of a dry

reguired for
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®*Ironstone is a good site, but is at some disadvantage because
of the uncertainty of obtaining water supply from Rhode Island.
A dry cooling system would avoid the issue. Based on the

above considerations, Ironstone is the site with the least
environmental impact.® Third, as with the unresolved groundwater
issue, we believe that FERC is obligated by the CEQ regulations
to attempt to resolve the issue in this EIS; yet FERC has

ruled that it is beyond the scope of the EIS to do so. As
discussed above, we disagree with this approach.

Fourth, the fact that it is unknown at this time whether Rhode
Island would allow interstate transfer of water does not mean
that the state would not approve it. All that it indicates is
that FERC has apparently not sought resolution for purposes of
the EIS.

The third unresolved issue, project delays associated with sites
other than OSP's, is a highly inappropriate basis for rejecting
Ironstone, and reveals what we believe to be a serious flaw in
the analysis. 1If, as is apparently the case, FERC regards all
sites other than the one proposed by OSP as posing insurmountable
problems due to the potential delays involved in acquisition,
design, and permitting, the analysis is fatally biased since

it leads to the rejection of all sites except OSP's. This
renders the alternatives analysis a fruitless exercise contrary
to the CED regulations and NEPA.

2. The DEIS lacks an analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with alternatives sites. The absence of the groundwater
impact information at Ironstone is an example. The environmental
impact analysis of alternatives is required by CEQ's regulations.
Section 1502.14 states in relevant part that the EIS should
“present the environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives
in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing
a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker

and the public®"; and "devote substantial treatment to each
alternative considered in detail including the proposed action

so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.”

Although the DEIS does provide a significant amount of general
information about the alternatives and frank discussion of key
issues, the absence of the detailed environmental analysis is

a critical shortcoming. The shortcoming is highlighted by the

fact that FERC points to the absence of this type of information
(i.e., groundwater impacts and interstate water transfer issues

at Ironstone) as a primary reason for not stating unqualified
support for an alternative site.

3. We are concerned that the Quaker Road site was rejected from
final consideration since the DEIS indicates that it ranks higher
than the applicant's preferred site. The EIS should explain
FERC's rationale for eliminating this site, particularly in

view of its many apparent advantages.

cont'd

27

28

boiler makap water, NO_ amitrol, and general plant use. The water reguirement
(0.75 myd, 521 gmm, ar b ¥ cfs) could prabably not be met with ansite wells due
to low yields. Withdrawal of 0.75 myd fram a pool an the Blackstae River in
Massachusetts would be acceptable fram a water quality and quantity standpoint.
namption of the water ypstream fram the hydroelectric facility at Woonsocket
would redixse production by a emall but significant amount and require

power
ampersation for lost power.

FM-27 With respect to interstate transfer of water, FERC Staff has not stated
in the DEIS that such transfer would be a "fatal flaw™ or even a
significant impairmE to selectian of the Iranstane site. As summarized in the
revised Sectians 2.1.6.4 and 5.1.2, the mxhaniss for such a trarsfer exists;
Staff has disomsed this matter with the Fhode Island Water Remaurces HBoard.
There appear to be no tachnical or legal impediments to a transfer. However,
there have been no recent instances of such transfers, and approval would
presumahly require a policy decisian by the State. Thus, for the purpmses of
this EIS, the issue must remain unresolved.

FM-28 The siting analysis performed by FERC Staff was comducted without

cansideratian of gresent property ownership or the status of
design and permit approval an a particular site. BEwiramental issues, permit-
tability, and cost were cansidered.

Project delays were not cmsidered a basis for rejecting Iranstane or Bryant
Oollege in favar of Sherman Farm Road. However, this is ane of many factors
that should be cansidered in ammparing sites. NEPA provides for an evaluatian
of eaxnamics, as well as i an the natiral and hman enviromment, in
amparisons of altermatives. It is appropriate to include the econamic impacts
of delay in the smmary disamsian of the advantages and disaivantages of the
three final sites.

OSP’s desire to use prouperty owned by ane of its member partners, and its
efforts undertaken in parallel to the EIS proaess to abtain permits and ap-
provals faor develapment of that property, also deserve mentian in an EIS an
OSP’s propmsal. Sectian 5.1.2 has been revised far the FEIS to inanrporate
newly-received data and to more clearly specify those cansiderations that were
relevant to the siting evaluation process.

FA4-29 Comment notad; analysis of the envirammental effects associated with
altemative sites has been and newly-received data have been
incorporated in the revised Sectians 2.1.4.5, 2.1.6, 5.1.2.

FA4-30 Please see the response to campent FA2-10. The Quaker Road site was

evaluated and determined to have no identifiable advamtages over the
Iranstone site. Since Iranstane was superior to Quaker Road and was itself
campared to Sherman Farm Road, there is no apparent advantage in aomparing
Quaker Road to Sherman Farm Road. Also note that the Quaker Road site is
adjacent to the Ironstane site.
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We would be pleased to discuss these comments with you at your

convenience. Please feel free to call me at FTS 835-3414
617/565-3414).

Sincerely,

1Dl Wy
T

Elizabeth Biggins ram

Assistant Director for Environmental Review
Office of Government Relations and Environmental Review

(commercial
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

" Centers for Disease Control
Atianta GA 30333

Macch 22, 1988

FAS5
Nr. Lonnie Lister
Project Manager, Environasntal Analysis Branch (i .
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulatlon LAl 78 an
Room 7312 .
825 North Capitol St., N.K. T e OR

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear NMr. Lister: ‘

Thank you for sending the Draft Environsental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
“Ocean State Power Project.” We are responding on behalf of the U.S.
Public Health Service. WWe have reviewed the document and have no
comments to offer gt this time. ‘

Thank you for sending this document for our review. Please insure thet
we are included on your mailing list for further documents which are
developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (WEPA).

Sincerely yours,

P d T

Environmsntal Health Scientist

Special Programs Group

Center for Environmental Health
and Injury Control

CEM
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In the Matter of Tennessee ) FERC Dockets CPB7-131-06l,
Gas Pipeline Company ) .: £OR cga7—1“3g-001
(Ocean State Power Project) ) ve A=y A

COMMENTS OF THE MASSACHUSETTS SITING COUNCIL
ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SAY

The Massachusetts Siting Council requests the following
clarification with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
("DEIS") prepared by FERC in the above captioned proceeding:

In its “Comments of the Massachusetts Siting Council on
Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement™ in the above
captioned proceeding, the Massachusetts Siting Council
recommended that the DEIS consider the existing Algonquin Gas
Transmission Company right-of-way through Uxbridge,
Massachusetts as an alternative to the proposed oil pipeline
route. The Massachusetts Siting Council, which made this
recommendation on the basis of route length alone, has done no
investigation of the environmental impacts of routing the oil
pipeline along the existing Algonquin Gas Transmission Company
right-of-way. Therefore, the Massachusetts Siting Council does .
not endorse this alternative route.

Accordingly, the Massachusetts Siting Council requests SAl1-1
that the first sentence of the third paragraph in section
2.1.6.3 on page 2-122 of the DEIS be amended by striking the 1
word "suggested.” and inserting in its place the word "raised,”
such that the sentence reads:

A third alternative (OP-3), raised by the
Massachusetts Energy Pacilities Siting Council
staff, would be to tap into the Mobil Oil
pipeline at its intersection with Algonquin's
pipeline, about 0.6 miles northwest of Ironstone,
Massachusetts,

Respectfully submitted,

MASSACHUSETTS ENERGY FACILITIZS
SITING COUNCIL

By

Susar\ Fhllows Tierney
Executive Director

April 5, 1393

Commet acreptad; please see the revised Section 2.1.4.5.




Caecritive Offce of baciars momtal Sffoirs
Dporiment of Environmentol Juclity nginsering
S AUSSELL SYLVA Dission of Hie Duality Conteol
Commissioner One Winton Souet, RBosiin 02108

[t R

Aeril 22, 1968 -20EVED BY

APR 277 1888
Faderal Emrgy Regulatary Commission Re: Dokt NO. cnvitu.iconca wva.ndlion

825 North Capitol Strest N.E. CP87-132-001 Branch
, D.C. 20426

Garttl aman:
The Division aof Air Quality Comtrol of the Massachametts

the proposed
Arrillville, Fhode Islard. Thare are two areas of the proposed
project that we vish to ot on.

First, the project vill have adstaritial NOx emissions. Increases
in NOx emissions are of conomrn to the Ompartamt for three

SA2-1 o:mnmtmted:theisaaofmisaxmﬂywderzwiavbythestaw
of Rhode Island.

caxpoard
the role, if any, of NOx canrols in our czone comtrol program,
espacially in the aatext of NOX:NMDC ratics and projectad charges
given projectad regiawide and in-state increases in NOx
enissions.

o NOx is a prenmosar to acid depmsition. Massachmetcs is
ing an analysis of NOx emission tremds to detarmire if




9E-M

The Departmert is of the cpinion that the NOx emission limits
do not represent Best Available Qatrol Tectyology, and
that a more stringemt level should be chomen.

Sexxd, the facility is so close to the state line that its noise
anissians will impact Masmachmetes residents. The proposend
facility is not subject to the Ompartment ‘s noise regulatian.
However, sufficient infarmation should be provided to ehow how
noise emissions from the facility campare with the guidelines the
OEpartment uses for enforcing the regulation. We found the
discussion of the noise impacts to be vague and misleading.

For tadgrard noise levels, irstrumentation should be used that

regulation and the guidaline used for enfarcirg the regulation are
attached. Basad on the limited infarmation available in the CEIS,
it appears the project may have a significant impact on residents
near the facility.

Also, the CEIS says the rmarest residemts are 1200 to 3000 feet
fram the project property line. It is pomsible that new
residenses will be built mearer the project Amrimg aame point in
Oman State Power's effective life.

If you have any Questions caxermning these cmmmtts, please
azttact me at (617) 292 5630.

Very truly yours,

wr koot

vision of Alr Qumlity control

oc: Lomnie Lister
Project
Bwiramemral Amalysis Brach
office of Pipeline and Praixer Regulation
Room 7312
825 North Capitol Strewt N.E.
Washingtan, D.C. 20426

SA2 (cont’d)

SA2-2

SA2-3

Please see the cespmme to comment FA4-19 and the revised Section
4.1.4.2.

Staff notes this comment.
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310 CMR: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ENGINCERING

DEVINTTIONS: continued
a cardficats of rejectian.

AL CAN Al NG maans the coeting of fmo or three
metal cans.

LR A ST s e e o s s
of 8 comed or calls.

N means the coeting of any mstal
or glass parts to form o fusniture plecs.

12/31/83

. wood, (abric, plasuc,

Code .
37, 3, and 9. dafinition does not (nclude eutomobies and light
duty Gucks; mstal cans; flat metal aheets and etrips in the form of
rolls or cuils; wire for use In elxtrical wmachinery; metal fur-
aiture; large ap ; extariar of alrplane; eutomoblle reflnishing;
cus un’.:lnn—hn-mmu.uwmh
than 33 par ; ead, extariar of marine .

%ﬂﬁg—-q t or machanical devics propelied
mmm-m—w«wu-’my,umm

NATIONAL E!gle'l s‘l’A_lngD % HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS
) 8 vironments

Protectian Agency and contained (n the Code of rd.nl Regulstions,
revisions es specifisd (n the Regu-

be with NESHAPS must
n applicable procedures as pecified

in sald Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 61, or asendments
or by enother mathod which has besn demomstratsd to the

N R ERFORMANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) @sans Standards
i%mmm%mmuwm.us En-
vironamntal

Protecdan Agency and contalned (n the Code of Federal
Regulasians. Title €0, Part 60. and MI\I revisions as specilied
in the Regulach Any b a-pnnd-lmNSPs
must be cnductad In ecmrdance with oppua.bh procedures a8 speci-
fied In said Code of Federa) Regulations, TiUe 40, Part 60, or mmand-
mants Mu.wwm-r-und-mmmmmudw
the satiafacdan of the Departamnt @8 being equivalent.

NOISE means sound of sulficlent (ntensity and/or duration as o
Gause or contribute %0 a dl of alr pall

NON-ATTAINMENT Aﬁ* mmans any ares detarmined by the Adminis-
trator es one In W m ambient air concentrauon of a cntera
) ds a N ) Ambi Air Quality Standard.

ODOR means that property of gaseous. liquid. or solid unrms that
ool a physiologic respanse by the human sense of smell

Vol. 12 - 157

SA2 (cont'd)

310 CMR: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ENGINEERING

7.09: conunued

with twenty or more dwelling units, shall cause, suffer, allow, or

parmit emissions therefrom which cause or contribute to & conditon of

sir pollutton. Sad person shall notify the Deparoment In writing

twenty dsye prior 0 the initlation of said conswruction or demolition

operation. The (wenty day advance nouce period will be waived in the

event mmncy desplition Recessary 10 prevent a public bealth or
safery

(3) - No permon responsible for an area where constructdan or demo-
NHton has laken place ahall cause, suller, allow, or permit particulste
enissians therefrom to cause or contnbutls to a condition of eir pol-
luton by fallure to seed, pave, cover, wet, or otherwise treat said
area to prevent of par mauar.

(4) Mo permon shall cause, suffer, sliow, or permit the handling,
trenspartadon. or storge of any metarial in & manner thet resulls or
.y mm& :lr du rom Cause or contribute 0 a

(3) No persons responsible for any coestruction or demolition of a
structure that ins friable material shall fail o comply
with 310 CMR 7.09(2) and 310 CMR 7.02. (Natonal Emission Standards
for Hazardous Pollutants)

(6) Mo pnrnn lh‘ll cause, suifer, allow, or permit the operation of

that is not equipped with a
suitable dun colhcum or dust suppression tam which is maintained
in gaod opennting condition and is opers continuously while the
hmuu: oweeplng equipment is in use to prevent conditions of eir pol-

(7) 310 CMR 7.09(1) through 7.09(4) and 7.09(6) are subject o the
enfarcammnt provisions s pcdxahn 0 CMR 7.52.

1.10: _U_Noise

/31,8

(1) No parson owning, leasing, or controlling 8 source of sound shall
wilifully, negligently, or through failure to provide necessary equip-
ment, servics, or maintanance or to leke neces precautions cause,
sulfer, allow, or Permit unnecessary emissions (rom said source of
eound that may csuse noise.

(2) 310 CMR 7.10(1) shsll perwain to, but ehall not be limited to,
pralanged unattended sounding of burgular slarms. consuruction and
demolition equipment which charactueristically emit sound but which may
be fitted and d with such es es (o
suppreas sound Of may be operated :r 2 mANNer 50 a8 10 Suppress
sound, suppresssbie and preventable :naustrial and cmmerciai sources
of . and other man-made sounds that cause noise.

3 o am 7 10(1) shall not apply to sounds emitted during and
assaciated wi

(a) pnr-dn public getherings. or sporting events, for which
pernits have been issusd provided that said parsdes, public gath-
erings, orf sporting events in one Gty of town do not cause noise
in another aity or town;

(b) emergency police, fire, and ambulance vehicles;

(c) police, fire, and civil and nauonal defense activities

(d) domestic equipment such as lawn mowers end power Saws
between the hours of 7 A.M. and 9 P.N.

(4) 310 CMR 7.10(1) is subject to the enforcement provisions specified
n 310 CMR 7.52.

Vol. 12 - 188.4.5
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS |
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ENGINEERING SA2 (cont'd)
DIVISION OF AIR QUALITY CONTROL

Iroau ws-al DESIGN DATA SHEET FOR EQUIPNENT GENERATING MOISE I

[ A [mus APPLICATION REOUIREMENTS l

This Design Data Sheet is to be submitted together with Form DNS-3, Design
Data Sheet for Industrial and Comwercial Facilities, prior to the modification
or the installation of equipment (such as diesel engines, electric generators, or
turbines) which has the potential to cause a noise nuisance condition, or a sub-
mittal in response to a Department Notice of Violation citing a noise nuisance
condition, See Form DNS-3 for further guidance,

| 8 | PROJECT LOCATION

. Name of facility:

2. Location of Project Site:

| c | WOISE SDURCE

. Description:

2. Indicate operating schedule:

a. hours/day; b. days/week; c. weeks/year,

3. Comments:

| D I WOISE ABATEMENT EQUIPMENT

1. Manufacturer: s Model No.:

2. Describe type, location, performance characteristics:

| 3 l FULL OCTIVE BAND ANALYSIS

THE FOLLOWING COMMUNITY ROJSE PROFILES WILL REQUIRE THE USE OF SOUND PRESSURE
LEVEL MEASURING EQUIPMENT IN THE MEIGHBORHOGD OF THE INSTALLATION.

1. Lowest AMBIENT Sound Pressure Levels During Operating Hours of Nofse Source.

a. At property line:
"A" Weighted 3).5 63.0 125 250 SNO 1K 2K L3 8K 16k

b. At nearest inhabited building:
"A" Weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 SO0 1K 2K 4 8K 16k

THE FOLLOWING MOISE PROFILES ARE REQUIRED OMLY FOR A SURMITTAL IN RESPORSE TO A
DEPARTMENT NOTICE OF VIOLATION CITING A WOISE MJISANCE COMDITION. APPLICATIONS
FOR MEW EQUTPNENT CAN SKTP THIS SECTION AND G0 AHEAD TO SECTION F.

2. Neighborhood Sound Pressure Levels with Source Operating without Abatement
Equipment,

a. At property line:

“A" Weighted 1.5 63.0 125 250 500 1K K L3 8 16k

SECTION E IS CONTIMUED ON MEXT PAGE

DDS-8 10/26/84 PAGE 2 OF ¢
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(Section E continued) SA2 (cont'd)
2. b. At nearest inhabited building:

“A" Weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 S00 1K 2K 4K 8K 16k

—— — —— — s it gt sttt s it s,
— —— — —— — — ot i, s e,

——— —— —— — a— it —— mp— ittt it g,

— —— ——— ——— — — p— o— —— S—

3. EXPECTED Neighborhood Sound Pressure Levels after Installation of Noise
Tbatement Equipment.

a. At property line:
"A" Weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 500 1K 2K &K 8K 16k

— —

b. At nearest inhabited building:

“A" Weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 SO0 1K 2K 4K 8K 16k

—— —— et—— p— —— — s pp— it sttt et
—— —— — — — ——— q—— o——— — —— —

—— —— —— p— —— —— p— — i, sttt it

e — c—— — s oottt .

The Department may request that actua) measurements be taken after the install.
ation of the noise abatement equipment to verify compliance.

(Section E continued)
2. b. At nearest inhabited building:

A" Weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 SN0 1K 2k 4K BK 16k

— ——

— —— — — — i—— oo———

3. EXPECTED Neighborhood Sound Pressure Levels after Installation of Noise
Xbatement Equipment.

8. At property line:
*A" deighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 SO0 1K 2K 4K 8K 16k

— —— — — — —— o— c— — —
— — —— —— co— ——— o it st ettt apsmmmms

— em— a——

b. At nearest inhabited building:

*A" weighted 31.5 63.0 125 250 " 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 16k

— —— —— —— o— o— —— o—— — —— qott—

—— — o— — ot

| F I MAMUFACTURER'S NOISE PROFILE ON MEM swmcuq

The Department may request that actual measurements be taken after the install.
ation of the noise abatement equipment to verify compliance.

THE APPLICANT MUST ATTACH THE MANUFACTURER'S NOISE GENERATION DATA FOR THE EQUIP-
MENT BEING PROPOSED FOR INSTALLATION, THIS DATA MUST SPEC1FY THE SOUND PRESSURE
LEVELS FOR A COMPLETE 360° TURN AROUND THE EQUIPMENT, AND AT VARIOUS DISTANCES

| F [anaua:a's NOISE PROFILE ON MEM twmtuﬂ

FROM THE EQUIPMENT,
‘ 6 ‘ PLOT PLAN l

THE APPLICANT MUST ATTACH THE MANUFACTURER'S NOISE GENERATION DATA FOR THE EQUIP-
MENT BEING PROPOSED FOR INSTALLATION. THIS DATA MUST SPECIFY THE SOUND PRESSURE
LEVELS FOR A COMPLETE 360° TURN AROUND THE EQUIPMENT, AND AT VARIOUS DISTANCES

THE PLCT PLAN REQUIRED IN FORM DDS-3 MUST INCLUDE LOCATION OF THE NOISE SNURCE(S)
AND THE DISTANCES FROM THE SOURCE(S) TO THE PROPERTY LINES AND THE NEAREST INHAB-
ITED RESIDENCES, AS WELL AS INDICATIONS OF POSSIBLE FUTURE CONSTRUCTION AREAS.

FROM THE EQUIPMENT.
‘ 6 I PLOT PLAN I

DDS-8 10/26/84 PAGE 3 OF 4

THE PLCT PLAN REQUIRED IN FORM DDS-3 MUST INCLUDE LOCATION OF THE NOISE SOURCE(S)
AND THE DISTANCES FROM THE SOURCE(S) TO THE PROPERTY LINES AND THE NEAREST 1NHAB-
ITED RESIDENCES, AS WELL AS INDICATIONS OF POSSIBLE FUTURE CONSTRUCTION AREAS,

DDS-B 10/26/84 PAGE 3 OF ¢
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MAY 0@ 1088
Axil 25, 1968

Rameth P. Plumb, Sscretary

Puderal Prargy Regulatory Camission SA3

825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
sashingam, DC 20426

RE: Owman State Powar Project, [EIR

Dear Sscretary Plumb:

My staff has reviewad the Draft EnvirammsTral Ispact Reprrt submitted
describing the propmed project referermwd alove. Review of this DEIR
indicatea that, there is not sufficient information to review project
impacts to archasaclagioal or historic sites in the vicinity of the "Rhode
Island Extension®, Worcestar County, Massachusetts.

¥We undarstand that an ardustlmioal swrvey is undarwvay on this portion of
the project amd lock fanard to seeing the rasults of this survey included
in the FEIR. These commnts are provided in ampliance with Saction 106
of the Natioml Historic Pressrvation Act of 1966 (36 CFR 800), M.G.L. Ch.
9, 8. 26-27C, as mmmied by Chaptar 152 of the Acts of 1982 (950 OR 71)
and MEPA.

1f you have any questicns, plaase feal free to cmtact Peter Mills of my
staff.

Sincwrely,

G, 0. Pt%

: Brona Sison

Stats Archaeclogist
Director, Technioal Service Division
Massachusetts Histarical Commission

xc: Bill Aamxons, Twmaco Gag Transprration
Secretary Hoyte, MEPA Unit, EXEA
Dadorah Vralml, PERC, CRM Office
Bbard F. Smierson, R.1. H.P.C.

BS/Ay/ai

Massachusetts Historical Commission, Valerie A. Talmage, Exerusive Direcior, State Historic Proervasion Officer
80 Boylsion Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02116  (617) 727-8470

Office of the Secretary of State, Michael J. Connolly, Servewary

SA3-1 Staff recommends that FERC amdition Temnmessee’s cexrtificate to require
campletian of neressary cultural resources amrvey work. Appropriate
ar<ultation will be carried out as required wder Sectian 106 procedures.
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RECEIVED BY

OEPASTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ABD MARKETS APR 25 1368
1 WUOERS CIRCLE - CAMTAL PLAZA
ALBMANT NEW YORX 12235 EnVilLiinie e v wwdtion
Brancin
—um stnces
'%"’- April 22, 1988

SA4
RE: FERC Docket No. CP87-132-
001 Ocean State Power

Project DEIS

Secretary,

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Sst., N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Honorable Secretary:

This correspondence, with attachment, is submitted in
response to the Commission's (FERC's) invitation for comments on
specific environmental issues relative to the Ocean State Power
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statepent distributed by FERC
subsequent to Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company's application.

This Department's comments apply to two issues of concern:
1) the absence of gas pipeline routing alternatives or
deflections for looping where agricultural resource management
concerns warrant avoidance; and, 2) construction and restoration
mitigation practices relative to the agricultural lands which are
not avoided. The comments regarding these particular aspects of
the Draft EIS are provided in the attachment.

This Department hopes that the Commission in its review of

concerns will give serious consideration to the

comments and recommendations we are providing. We wish to

emphasize that our comments are guided by less than satisfactory

routing, construction, and rehabilitation experiences in recent
as well as earlier years.

First, with regards to construction and restoration
practices for agricultural 1lands affected by a transmission
pipeline route, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company (Tennessee), the
same company submitting the Ocean State Power Project
application, engaged in a FERC approved gas transmission looping
project (on an east-west axis) through portions of central New
York State. It was concluded in the mid 1980's. The practices
applied by FERC and "accepted" by Tennessee in that recent case
are about the same as the ones contained in the Draft EIS, Docket

(continued)

No. CP87-132-001. One of the most basic principles of
agricultural mitigation, the separation of soil layers and
substratum followed with the reconstruction of original soil
profile (during backfilling) to help assure a rehabilitated
vegetative root zone (and tillage freedom from the heavy
substratum clays and waste rock), was fully ignored on looping in
Madison County. The pollution of our glacial till crop soils
with substratum clays and waste rock is vividly evident on that
project's portion in Madison County, New York. Not only has the
disregard for those basic standards rendered adverse impacts to
the croplands and other fields of individual dairy farming
operations but, as a result of the lack of mitigative deflection
routing for such susceptible agricultural lands, the same
project's disregard for the reconstruction of soil profile was
rendered through the agricultural lands of the State University
of New York Agricultural and Technical College at Morrisville.
The minimum standards were not implemented.

Second, Niagara County (which contains the location of
proposed Loop No. 1 for the Ocean State Power Project) is
characterized by relatively flat terrain. Significant portions
of the county's agricultural lands are comprised of naturally
slow draining soils which are relatively shallow (30 to 36
inches) in depth over 1limestone bedrock. An earlier gas
transmission pipeline which was constructed through Niagara
County, approximately two decades ago, preceded the occurrence of
mitigative routing deflections and construction/restoration
practices as we know them today. That pipeline project, due to
its long term adverse impacts on agriculture has been and
continues to serve as one of the classic examples of worst-case
damages inflicted to the agricultural resource base and to the
application of soil and water conservation systems for farmland
resource management. That pipeline is operated by Tennessee:
and, that same pipeline right-of-way today is a significant
segment of Tennessee's proposed Loop No. 1.

The design and installation of subsurface systems of drain
lines as well as open outlet ditches requires detailed
engineering and substantial financial investment. Since the
effectiveness of drainage systems depends on their depth and
their gradient for gravity flow, Niagara's inherent limestone
bedrock is a very difficult and limiting factor with which man-
made drainages must cope. Both the location and the construction
of the earlier pipeline (noted above) have been clearly damaging
to agriculture. The location was i1l conceived because it failed
to avoid or otherwise deflect from farm fields with significant
drainage systems. The construction was poor because it: 1)
destroyed the drain lines which were located across its path and
2) the processes of soil and rock excavation, and backfilling
left the affected farms with extensive stone pollution and
useless, compacted substratum materials as the final surface of
the cropland. Although the soil resource destruction and waste-

(continued)




SA4 (cont'd)

rock pollution was not rectified, farmers have since had their
severed drainage lines re-engineered and reconstructed to cope
not only with the inherent bedrock level, but with the diameter
and depth of the existing gas transmission pipeline as well.

In citing these above cases it is not this Department's
intent to put a negative image on the subject project proposal of
the applicant. The purpose in apprising FERC of these recent and
earlier impacts is to offer the factual reasons why the attached
Draft EIS comments for the Ocean State Power Project are being
submitted and why most serious consideration of the same is

requested.
Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments and
recommendations.
Sincerely,
N
"LM-\QQﬁ*—
Kim Blot, Director
Division of Agricultural
Support Services
Attachment

cc: Malcolm Bishop, NYS DPS, Albany
Lonnie Lister, FERC project manager
Jeffrey Dietz, NYS DEC Region 9, Buffalo
Jeffrey Gregg, NYS DEC, Albany
John Lacey, NYS Agriculture 6 Markets
David Pendergast, NYS Soil ¢ Water Conservation Committee, Albany

M
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(gtter: Sacrwtary, FERC
April 22, 1988

FERC Oncket No. CFB7-132-001
Ocean State Paver Project
raft Bvircwsrtal Mpact Statemett
cossmtts of
New York State Ompartment of Agriculture & Martets

The comments of the NYS (epartmst of Agriculture & Markets are limited to two
issues of anmarm. They are:
1) the abmerca of gas pipeline routing altermatives (or deflections) for
loope affecting euscapRible agricultural lands in this State: ard

2) oconstruction and cestarstion Rmitigetion Ppractices relative to
agricultiural larxis.

The location of Lnop No. 1, in Niagara omsty, as illustrated {Fiqure 2.2-2}
and briefly describad in the Draft EIS shows insufficient attention given to
historic problems asaaciated with right-of-«ay excavation projacts in that area.
Agricultural drainage systams; the inherent swbstratum below the agrioultural
land surface; and, town drajnage systevs (exdisting and plamed) are irgortant
factors in lard and water caragement in Niagdra County. Relative to land ard
water cesaurce canagemeit issues in Niagara County, the route for portions of
Loop No. 1 is {nademudte in that the proposad pipeline, tough such portiors,
would exacertate rather than minimize adverse mpacts.

Claarly, the fact that a right of way for an earlier pipeline pro)ect
“exists” should not be generally viewed as a "plus" for the location of another
project, particularly vhen the earlier project due to its own envicommental 2
shotonirgs was  inedaquately couted. Today's envirormental stardards and
practices were sought, in part, due to the envirormental mistakes of earlie;

1

SA4-1 FERC Staff believes that ervirowsital impacts can be ainimized by
utiuzu‘q the existirg pipeline right-of-way for loop cxrstrnuction.

T™he impacts of opENIng up a new pipeline carridar would be substantially grester

than following the existing line.

SM-2 The oxstration pramdmes outlined in the revised Sactioe 2.2.3.2

and 5.2.3 (Planned and Recommsxded Mitigation Measires) address, in
gereral terms, prazdmes to be followed to prevent the prohlems associated with
drairage and loss of soil fertility. #ore details are aytaired in Termessee’s
Sedimestation and Exasian Qzreral Plan.




vr-M

SA4 {cont’d}

project locatians and practices. the [paft EIS should be revisad to reflect
this. It ehould derorstrate where portiare of pre existing right-of-way have
redered swh wdesirable impacts to the cemaurce base and to man's management
and operation of that resaurce base that the e@ganded use and mpacts of such
portions shauld be avoided: not repeated and vultiplied.

This OEpartes caorveds that due to the cirunic grohlers amd inherert
conditians in pottians of loop No. 1 the Draft EIS be isproved by including and
finally selecting from two added options.

They are:

1) Geterminirg altemative locations far deflecting mortions of loop No. 1
off of the intensive agricultural operations, by workimg in close
cmjurction with the Niagara Gty Soil & Water OFservation District,
the NYS Oept. of Riblic Service axd others; and others

2) Assignirg a larger size of pipeline, admpate to handle Tennessee's
project neais and thase of others being applied for (utilizing the sare
gas aaurce) and Geterminirg a rmuts vhich can cope with such a combined
applicant facility, avoiding additional pipel ses throuxgh that region.

Referving to Dpaft EIS discussion and {llustration of loop 5 (Madison
County) on pp 2-138, 2-162, and 2-163 the original and altermative routes
identify varratad oncern for the wetland cemaurce. The [oop 5 Altermate,
however, falls short of the fuller enwirarwmental good that it could accamplish
when its centerline for the NE-5W axis is located appcoximately SO0 feet east of
the roadway, through the upper portions of respective agricultural fields.
Consideration should be given to a more aastern shift of that ieg, downhill to
the edge of wxxis to avoid pipe trexhimg Throgh the fields.

B0 . itigati : o i | _

The Draft EIS diecssion on "Orairage Tiles" (4.2.1.4.1) is a generally
adecpuate dascription of potential relative impacts and a basic title repair 6
tecdwnique. One significant point which this Qepartrent stresses however, is that

2

cont‘d

SM-3 Staff oonsiderel altematives, but determined that following the
exigting line would cause the least impact. Alternu«tive coutes waald
be significantly larger.

SM-4 Please see the respyee %0 cammst SAS-1.

SA-5 for ecveral reasares jdentified In Sectimn 2.2.5.1, ard as stated on
page 2-177 of the DEIS, Staff does not believe that tlie altermative to
loop 5 is significantly superior to the propsai coute.

SA4-6 Staff has arsidered alCarretives to the proyossd route of 1oop 1 and
Getermined that paralleling the exigving pjpeline, as

create the least ewirowsrtal 5 Asmt:din'na'nessee's emsimmstml

plan, drain tiles affectsd by pipeline cxstnxction wuld be irepectad argd

repajired prior to backfilling the pipeline trench.
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SA4 (cont'd)

in such areas as partians of propmsed loop 1, vhare drainage is intensive,
@traardinary cansideration should bs given to the routirg avoidance or
deflection masures notad earlier; rather than “"blanket accsptance® of routim
through any areas of drain 1ines with the inacomrate assaption that they and the
distrbed lards can simply be cepaired and restored. This EIS improvesent
recammendation, clearly, is not interded to apply to "all farmland" in all
project loops in New York State. It is quite simply limited to site—specific
situations and conditions such as thame charactaerizing partiaons of Loop No. 1.

The Draft FIS disamsion an Soil Structure (4.2.1.4.2) relative to farmland
crossad by the (proposed) pipeline is not fully acuurate. A significant amount
of the potentially affectad farmlard under cultivation does pgt have a gravelly
(well drainad) subsoil — but rather danse subsoils, and-or a shallow depth of
s0il over badruck which would bs @cavatad and ripped or blastad.

Stripping of a minimm of about eight to ten inches of the upper soil is
recommended, and even despar stripping is appropriate wherever recommended by
respactive Soil and Watar Qonsarvation Districts.

In addition to parding of water as dascribed in the Dxaft EIS disaussion,
"water piping"® (or undergrard interception and furelling of water down the re-
filled trench) is a potantial problem of any pipeline through farmland in this
State deperding an basic factors of tarrain and soil. Disruption of the natural
subsurface drainage, and the axurrer® of "blowouts” when the water following a
buried pipeline re-surfacas and damdges croplands and farmstead cperations should
be rectified during plamnirg and construction by the judicious placement of
"trench dams" (or pipe collars), particularly where affected lardscape exceed thc
level to slight-slope condition.

rcermim s0il wetness and the effects of rutting, the Draft EIS ocovers
part but not all of the relative concerns. The stripping of the topsoil off cf
cultivated fields for the areas of trench and immediate construction is nct
represanted in Figure 2.2-13 (p. 2-149). Page 4-68, however, "suggests” this
(near the end of the top paragraph) by stating "... damage to the soil structure
below the plow layer in most well-drained soils would be less likely because the

3

cont'd

SM-7 Oommatt acreptad; please see the revised Sectian 4.2.1.4.2.

SA4-8 Staff has recoamnended that topsoil be segregated in all cultivated and

8 vetland areas. The appropriate depth of stripping will be determined
by Temnessee an a site-specific basis, amsidering recamendations fram local
soil and water axservation districts that will be repmstal by the pipeline
camparny.

SA4-9 Please see the disamsion of arstnuction gramimres in the revised
Sectian 2.2.3.2.

9
SA-10 As noted in the respuse to comment SA4A-8, Tennessee will segregate
topsoil for ditch-line exavation in all cultivated areas. The
axstnxction right-of-way will be restored using plows, disking, and res=ding
10 with appropriate seed mixtures.
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NIACARA COUNTY SOUL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

’ [/ amand 4487 LAKE AVENUE
2 c0atn teu LOCKPORT, NEW YORK (4094
Somasosntn, TELEPHONE: 434-4%48
Decemoer 3. 1337 REF.DOC CPB87-132-000

Ocean State Project
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Projec:

Ms. Lors D. Cashell

Federal Reqgulatory Commission
325 N. Capital NE

Washington, C[C audee

Dear Ms. Cashell:

The Niagara County Soi1l & Water Conservation District would like to
voice a faw concerns we have with the proposed Tennessee Gas Fipelina
Froject that we feel needs to be watched during construction and
reclamation wark. The following we feel need to be addressed:

1. Time of Congtructign: Our soils here in Niagara County are very
susceptible to compaction during wet weather, which affects drain-
age, air movement in the soil and ultimately causes lower crop
yields. We suggest the construction be limited to the summer
months for e<ample May through the end of September-.

We also suggest that as part of the reclamation process the soils
be subsol1lea or deep ripped to break up any compaction layer over
the pipeline and construction right-or-way.

a. So1l Flacement Qver the Fige: Our topsorl is very thin throughout

tha county, usually &" to 12" deep. The A and B s01l horicons are
very valuable to our farming needs anc thus need to be saved.

We suggest that the pipeline trenching be double trenched to save
out the A & & so1l horicons. The top 2 feet or so1l should be
trenched first and saved separately from the subsoil. Then wren
the =01l is placeo back over tne gpipeline the subsoil should be
placed first with the A & B horizon so1ls placed on top separately.
0o not mi1.: topsolrl horizons with the suosoil.

(0]

. Roghk Froblems: Some of tne area that tne pipeline goes through
will be shallow to bedrock. Fast e<periences with these pipelines
13 that they wera not placed deep enough 1n rock areas so that
normal farm practices such as plowing or drainage can be done.
Also rock fragments or large boullers were left on the soil
surface.

We suggest that the papeline be placed 1n all agraicultural areas,

including hay land and pastures, a minimum of 43" ot cover over the
pipe to allow for normal tarm practices and drainage needs. That
any large rocks of significant s1Ze be disposed of by burying,
hauling away to hedgerows or woodlots or by other suitable means.
They should not be left :n the fields.

q. frainage: Drainage 1s a very 1mportant practice in our county and
many Ot the farms have ex<tensive drainage systems, including
surface and subsurface drainage systams These can be sevevely
damaged or lost during construction if care 1s not used by the
contractors. ’

We suqQgest the following:

1. That ail pipelines under existing drainage ditches, be 1it,
large systems or small, on farm ditches or town ditches, be
buried at least 43" or more to allow for future maintenance
practices that are carried out b, many communities annually.

2. That during construction particular attention be made for
subsurface drainage systems and that proper repair procedures
be followed. ‘The contractor should locate and watch for these
underground tile systems before construction and during con-
struction. Landowner contact will need to be made for easier
location of these lines or check with our ot+fice records.

[0}

« That during reclamation procedures, these drainage systems be
regraded and shaped to the original condition or improved.

<. Ergsion Fotential: The area that the pipeline is planned does have
some erosion potential. We suggest that good erosion control
pi~ocedure be followed during construction and reclamation.

[ heveqatation of Site: After all disturbance activities are
comp leted, these areas be seeded down to suitable grass and lequme
mi ctures that f1t the particular so1l type, drainage conditions,
growing conditions and landowners preference.

To 1mprove growth potential of these sites lime and fertilizer
srould be used. Seeding shoulo be done as the prcocJect progresces
and not wait to do it all at once. Aiso all seeding activitiss
should be complated by September 13th. I+ later that 1t shouid be
accompanied by a nurse crop of ei1ther winter wheat oy rye grass but
no later then October 15tn.

7. isposal of Trees and Brush: This needs to be done according ti
landownei's desires.

©

Crop pamage: To reduce potential crop damage landowrers should te
made aware, well 1n advance ot planting time, of the location of
the pi1pe, ri1ght of ways and access routes. This can reduce
frustration for the lendowner and cost to the Gas Fipeline Company.

These ar2 our ma)or concerns for the agricultural communmity. GLue
office would gladly meet with the pigline representatives to discuss
tnese concerns and address them. Ma/be some arrangements can be made
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SA4 (cont’d)

for our oftfice to develop plans to reduce these concerns and male
landowner- contacts for the Gas Fipeline Company. Our office has a very
Qood rapport with many of the landowners in the county and can address

their concerns correctly.

Thank you for your time and please consider our concerns and
request when developing and reviewing tne construction plans and
reclamation procedures.

Yours In Conservation, .
Cilﬁlc“) l~12&=——

Richard Taillman

Distraict Manager

R73sb

CC: John Lacy, AQ & Markets
Steve Loleski, NYS DEC
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New York State Depariment of Environmental Conservation m

50 Wolf Rosd, Albany, New York 12233 m
N 4

Thomas C. Jorling
Commissioner
April 25, 1988
Lois D. Cashell RECE'VED BY
Acting Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. MAY 02 1888
Washington, D.C. 20426 ENViiuiinw. s =vansation
Branch
RE: Docket No.'s CP 87-131-001
CP 87-132-0Q1
SAS

Dear Acting Secretary Cashell:

The State of New York Department of Environmental Conservation ("DEC")
has reviewed the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (“DEIS") for the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company's Ocean
State Power Project (“OSP") application in the above referenced dockets.

In New York State this application involves the construction of four loops
of 30 inch diameter natural gas pipeline totalling 21.1 miles in length;
the expansion of a new meter station; the permanent operation of two
existing compressor stations, including additional compression at one of
those stations; and, the construction of a new compressor station. Our
comments and concerns are presented below.

1. Currently before FERC in Docket No. CP 88-94-000, National Fuel Gas SA5-1
Company has an application to construct a natural gas transmission line
along the right-of-way of which Loop 1 of OSP will become a part. The
National Fuel proposal would connect with Tennessee at Wheatfield, New 1
York. The application of National Fuel should be analyzed in conjunction
with the current application to determine whether or not these can be
combined.

2. The DEIS, lacks the following information, needed to enable
comprehensive review of the project.

a. Location maps for resources and critical areas such as regulated
wetlands, landfills, hazardous waste sites, and significant habitats, 2

b. A description of existing and proposed compressor station equipment; SAS-2

€. An analysis of loop routing selection and possible alternatives; and,

d. Construction-related controls such as construction 1iability, 3 SAS-3
environmental inspectors, landowner input, etc.

The referenced National Fuel Gas Campany application (Docket No. CP88-
94-000) is part of the TEMD Prouject, which is acurrently under review
by the FERC Staff. In its enviramental analysis of the TEMD Project,
Staff will amsider altermatives to the propused facilities. These
would irvolve either rerasting the propased 24-inch~diamPter National
Fuel pipeline parallel to the Temnessee pipeline, or the passible
gption of moving the gas through Termessee’s pipeline. Staff notes
that, an the basis of a preliminary modeling analysis, the 30-inch-
diameter pipeline propused as Ioop 1 in Temnessee’s project would be
capable of transporting the propased TEMD volumes without being looped
again. Therefore, approval of Tennessee’s Loop 1 as propused would not
adversely affect amsideratian of that pipeline as part of an alterma-
tive to the National Fuel proposal.

Staff has added this infarmation to the FEIS so far as has been
practical.

Camment acoeptad; please see revised Sectian 2.2.3.2.
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3. As for general mitigation of impacts incurred as a result of this
project, the DEC concurs, generally, with FERC staff's recommendations set
forth in the DEIS and offers the following additional recommendations and
clarifications:

a. Yhe total right-of-way (both construction and permanent rights-of-way)
through regulated wetlands and designated floodplains should be
allowed to revegetate completely, including woody vegetation. The
main purpose for maintaining a cleared right-of-way is related to
physical encroachment by future development. By their nature,
wetlands and floodplains are effective barriers to such encroachment
and the significent general environmental benefits of allowing their
total revegetation appears to far outweigh those of maintaining a
cleared right-of-way.

b. Going beyond FERC's recommendation, the DEC recommends (11ke
Massachusetts and Rhode Island) no herbicides or chemical growth
retardants be used on the rights-of-way and that upland rights-of-way
be maintained manually/mechanically over a two to seven year cycle.
Further seasonal nesting activity should be considered in timing the
clearing.

c. The rights-of-way which cross perennial rivers and streams classified
C(t) or better should be left in a vegetated condition for a distance
of 100 feet from each stream bank, until no more than seven days prior
to the actual stream crossing. Large trees can be cleared before that
time.

d. The concrete coating of pipe should not take place within 100 feet of
any stream, river or wetland.

e. In addition to segregating wetland soils, the same should be done for
cropland soils. Consideration should also be given to rerouting in
cropland areas possessing shallow bedrock and tile fields.

f. The applicant should specifically be directed to contact our
Department's Regional offices for approval of plans to conduct
hydrostatic testing. Names and telephone numbers of Regional staff
can be provided from my office.

4. As for site-specific concerns, the DEIS does not adequately address
the adjustment in proposed routing of Loop 1 around the former Lewiston
landfi1l, nor does it detail any studies or assessments made of the
landfill, particularly concerning groundwater contamination and groundwater
movement. Until this information is made available, DEC cannot adequately
determine the acceptability of this segment of Loop 1.

5. Loop 5, particularly that section crossing Nelson Swamp, clearly
requires special attention. As you are aware, New York State is proceeding
toward acquisition of parts of this wetland as an area of Unique Character,
due to its rich biological diversity including some documented rare plant
species. Once these lands are acquired, the subsequent conveyance of any

SAS (cont'd)

10

n

SAS-4 The NYIEC statement is imrorrect for the following reasans: (1) Rights-

of-+ay are legally defined areas where development restrictions are
impserd; the presemre or absence of vegetation in the right-of-way has no
bearing an this. (2) The reasan woody vegetation is kept from the right-of-way
is to prevent damage frum root systems to the pipe, pipe coating, and cathodic
prutection and to provide acess for maintenarce and monitoring activities. (3)
Flood plains and wetlands are not barriers to development; that is why there are
so many regulations established to protect them.

SAS-5 Redhring the use of pesticides, including berbicides, is amremtly a

national priority, the subject of considerable xgressional attentian,
and FERC Staff supparts this vhere practical. However, in hindsight Staff does
not believe this FEIS, which addresses ane project, is the appropriate regula-
tory tool for restricting maintenamce activities along existing Tewesses Gas
pipeline rights-of«way. Please see the respame to comment GIC10-5.

SAS-6 Tennessee proees to aaintain a 50-foot buffer between its stagirg
areas and any trout streams unless terrain comitions make this
impractical. WNew York may impase strictar requirements an its stream<crassing
permits if deemed nexessary.

SAS-7 Please see the respanse to Commwt SA5-6; the general buffer zane would
also apply to pipe caating.
SAS-8 Please see the respomes to commts SAM4-8 and SM-6.

SAS-9 The need for these was identified as one of Tennessee’s
responsibilities in Table 1.3-1 of the DEIS.

SA5-10 Please see the revised Sectiaon 3.2.5.1.3.

SA5-11 Qnly two plants are aQorently State-listad as rare. The botanist would

ar=ult with appropriate State agencies prior to surveying the right-
ofway. Please see the revised Sectian 4.2.5.3. The FERC Staff’s intemnt is to
minimize the impact of the proposal canstruction on any State-listed species. A
aomprehersive botanical eurvey is outside the scope of this EIS since no
mformdmtnsbea\prwidajﬂntaggestsoﬂarmspmiesmmi"
the area. Winter anstnxction is unlikely.
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SAS (cont'd}

We appreciate the opportunity to again comment on this application and
look forward to reviewing and commenting on the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. If we have raised issues that need further clarification we
hope that you will not hesitate contacting us.

Jeff Gregg
Senfor Environmental Analyst

. Marsh
. Concra
. Harvey
Gerstman
Silliman

cCt

x;xr—:—

bce: Chad Covey
Jeff Oeitz
Al Coburn
Dave Stout
Russ Twaddell
Nate Tripp
Jim Economides
Dick Popp
John Cole
Herb Sodher
Andy Davis, DPS
Rfuss Lura, Madison County Planning Oept.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

R L
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

L—v\l [ : M
e

. SA6
Pl o . )
Tenhessee Gas Pipeline ) Docket Nos. CP87-131-001
Compeny ; CP87-132-001
STAFF COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT AT
OF PUBLIC SERVICE .
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK ON SN
DRAFT ENVIRGNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Braricn

Pursuant to the Commission's public notice issued in the
captioned proceeding the Department of Public Service of the
State of New York (New York) hereby submits its comments on the
Ocean State Power Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
prepared by the staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission.

This proceeding involves an application by Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company (Tennessee) to provide 50,000 Dt of firm
transportation service for Ocean State Power from the United
States Canadian border near Niagara, New York to the facilities
of Ocean State Power in Burrillville, Rhode Island. 1n order to
perform this transportation service, Tennessee seeks authority in
Docket No. CP87-132-000 to construct approximately 33 miles of
30" pipeline looping, 28 miles of which is proposed to be
constructed in New York, and in Docket No. CP87-131 Tennessee
seeks authority to increase the capacity of its Niagara Spur

Line, located entirely within New York, by adding additional

compression and increasing the operating pressure. Thus,
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although the instant proceeding does not involve service to New
York consumers, the Public Service Commission of the State of New
York has a substantial interest in this project due to the fact
that the vast majority of facility construction related to the
proposed services would occur within New York.

1. New York staff notes that Tennessee has not yet sought
the necessary regulatory approvals from the Public Service
Commission of the State of New York relating to facility
construction proposed in New York. In this respect, Table 1.3-1,
entitled "Environmental Permits and Approvals Required for OSP
Plant and Related Pipeline System Improvements,"” at pages 1-4 to
1-7 of the FERC Staff DEIS does not refer to the Public Service
Commission of the State of New York and the Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need required under
Article VII of the Public Service Law, Section 120, et seq.,
which is the only State regulatory approval needed for the
facilities to be construction and operated within the State of
New York. In addition, Table 1.3-2, "Relevant Federal and State
Regulations Affecting the Proposed Project” neglects to mention
the Article VII Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and
Public Need for major utility tranemission facilities and its
implementing regulations (16 NYCRR Parts 85, 86 and 87).

2. New York DPS staff is currently reviewing an Article |

VII proposal by National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation (National
Fuel) in NYPSC case B88-T-022 (FERC Docket CP88-94-000) to

construct facilities over a route which corresponds, in part,

SA6~-1 Comment awceptad, please see the revised Tables 1.3-1 and 1.3-2,

SA6-2 Please see the respame to commert SAS-1. Additionally, FERC Staff

reviewed altermative routes far loop 1 that avoided all wetlands
ennuntered by the propoead route. These routes were not deemed practicable
because of their imreased length and cost, and greater sociocultural and
enviramental impacts. Staff believes that parallel looping alang the exdsting
Niagara Spur Line creates the least enviromertal impact of passible alterma-
tives reviewed.
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with Loop 1 of Tennessee Gas' Niagare Spur project. National

Fuel's propoasl is to tranaport gam on the ssme line as the

Tennessee propossl at the Niagare River, to e point on

Tennessee's right-of-way at Beser Road, before changing direction

to & eoutherly route (M.P. 230B-106+B.34 to approximate M.P.

230B-105+6.0).
Although, at thle stage, no determination hse been reached

8s to which route ie environmentelly preferable, the New York

ataff will coordinate jta review emong several projects jin the

area. Conejderstione under review include combining

righta-of-way and facility construction to mitigate any potential

environmental impacte. No diacuesion of alternative routea for

Loop No. 1 appears in the DEIS. Accordingly, New York ataff

euggests that FERC etaff give further coneideration to potential
alternative routee in connection with Loop No. 1.

. New York eteff suggeets that the Nelson Swamp located
on Loop S can and should be avoided by the routing alternative
identified in Figure 2.2-15.

Long-term impacte to “Imperiled-

and "Critically lwperiled* epeciea, as well as to the “rare

natural community"” at thie location reedily cen be avoided by

routing outeide the wetland.

4. The djecussjon on page 4-80 regarding Permanent

Operation Noise, Section 4.2.4.2, refers to “Noiee

guidelines/recommendations set by New York and Masaachusette in

Section 3.2.4.5*, This section cannot be found in the DEIS and

inedvertently may have been omitted.

In any event, Tennessee has

SA6 (cont'd)

2
cont'd

SA6-3
3

ShA6-4
4

For the reasys dismrssal in Sactinan 2.2.5.1, Staff does not believe
the altermative mrte is preferable.

Commt acceptad, please see the revised Section 3.2.4.5.
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not yet aubmitted itas applicetion to the New York Public Service
Commission for approval of its proposed compression facilitiesn.
Hew York reserves its right to comment on noise guidelines and | cont'd
recommendations upon revlew of Tennesaee's Article VII
application.

The discusslon in Section 4.2.1.4 on Soila (including SA6-5 Tenressee’s ¢ropeal oxstraction and restoration praoedmres  include
irg cotaurs to origimal caditian or to a cadition corsidered

Please see the revised Saction 2.2.3.2. The FERC Staff

Dralnage, Soil Structure, Erosion and Re-vegetation) and Section an impcovement,
believes that the impacts wauld not be aignificant.

4.2.6 on Sociocultural Resources (including disruption of farming
activities) neglects to provide any dlpcussion of construction

impactes on surface drainage. The topography of Loop 1 is such

thet slight disruption of surfsece grade or subsurfece drainage

5
patterns can have significent adverse effecta on areas well
beyond the right-of-way. Consideration should be given to
large-scale drainage influences and mitigation needa. Also,

compensation for damaged crops or reduced crop ylelds due to

96-M

drainege problems created by construction should be considered.
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Robert A. Simpeon

Acting Counsel

Public Service Commission
of the State of New York

3 Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

April 25, 1988

Respectfully submitted,

THE STAFF OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF PUBLIC SERVICE OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

Richerd A. Solomon

1 l - E ‘}'i
Alessandro

v
Wilner & Scheiner

Suite 300

1200 New Hampshire Ave. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Its Attorneys

SA6 (cont'd)

CERTIVICAYE_CF_SURVICE

I, David D'Alessandrv, &5 kereby certify that I have this dey
served a copy of the forsgoing Gocumnnl bl first cless mail,
posteyge prepsid, upen ell interested parties in this proceeding.

. !
Dav ‘Alessandro

Washington, D.C.
April 25, 1988
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M Department of Environmental Management

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION SA?7
Y Haye's Street
Providence, R.1. 02908—5003

April 22, 1988

Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project Manager
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Environmental Analysis Branch, Room 7312
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: Ocean State Power Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

Dear Mr. Lister:

The Department of Environmental Management has had the
opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) document prepared for the referenced
project. The document has responded to most of our
earlier comments, but fails to provide detail on some
specific issues previously identified, or noted in this
review.

We have provided a listing of comments on the DEIS
document by specific page reference noting our concerns or
request for clarification. Also attached are the
Department's comments relative to the overall project
status which was presented at the April 14, 1988 Public
Hearing. The focus of the Department's concerns have been
placed in the area of various unresolved water issues, and
alternatives to avoid or minimize impacts. The need for
greater detail on other potentially impacted resources
including mitigation has been noted as follows.
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Mitigation of construction impacts should
not be considered as long-term mitigation,
or in lieu of minimizing impacts which could
be avoided.

Statements concerning wildlife that are
based upon acreage losses alone are not
comparable. Not only is the specific
habitat unit affected important, but also
its interspersion with other habitats, and
the quality of the affected habitat.

It is stated that the hydro plant at Rolling
Dam is inadvertently operated so as to cause
intermittently low and high flows
downstream. The FEIS should further explain
how this intermittent operation and
irreqgular flow pattern may affect the
proposed OSP intake.

Based upon the rural nature of the area,
shouldn't equipment that was capable of
detecting below 43 dBA have been utilized in
the studies of ambient conditions.
Additionally, as pointed out at the Public
Hearing held on April 14, 1988, concerns for
extreme wind conditions that would influence
the results of the noise studies should be

explained, possible necessita a complete
set of new data be °¥Sliﬂ£9aj£*¥%b' did the
traffic counts take into account the vehicle
classification?

The National Heritage Corridor in Rhode
Island (Blackstone River Park) is proposed
to connect with the Massachusetts Blackstone
Heritage Park and extend to Providence. It
should be noted the Blackstone River Bikeway
is a nineteen mile bike path proposed from
Woonsocket to Providence, and is being
developed in conjunction with the Blackstone
Linear Park System, which is a continous
corridor along the River. The cited portion
of the Linear Park represents only one of
may phases of development proposed along the
entire length of the Blackstone River in
Rhode Island. Recommendations made at the
Public Hearing to investigate an alternative
water pipeline route along the railroad bed
adjacent to the River, should consider these
park proposals.

SA7 (cont'd)
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SA7-18 Please see the resprses to aomments FA3-7 and FAM-12. Staff notes

that avoidarce is a primary means for minimizing impacts, but other
mitigatian strategies are ameptable if effective in reducing overall impact.
Staff has repeatedly found that looping alang existing rights-of-vay, with
appropriate mitigation, narmally has less overall impact than arxstractian of
new rights-of-way, even in sensitive areas such as wetlamis, QFBTtion
mitigation in many cases can tius be amsidered lag-term mitigatian, and may be
preferable to avoidarce alternatives.

SA7-19 The relatiamship of Nelson Swamp to arrarding habitat is explained in

Sectian 2.2.5.1, not just the acreages. Land disturhamce to construct
new right-of-way was believed to affect more wildlife than use of the existing
right-of-+ay.

SA7-20 Further imvestigatian by the FERC Staff indicates that the hydro

facility at Rolling Dam is licerserd as a rumof-the-river facility.
Pus, it is not permitted to alter existing stream flows. The text has been
revised acoordingly (Sectian 3.1.2.1.2).

SA7-21 The data abtainel during the original noise amrvey (Vaname Hangen

arustlin, Inc., 1987) would have been more useful for
existing noise levels in the vicinity of the propmsed plant site during the
quiet hours of the day if an irstrnment with a lower noise threshold had been
used for the lag-term measirements. Short-term asasurements recorded with a
different instrument during the survey illustrated that quiet hour noise levels
wauld be substantially below the 43 dBA Instnmert threshold, as low as 25 to 36
dBA, deparding an the time of measumeamernt.

SA7-22 The engineers at Vanasse Hargen Brustlin, Inc., respmsible for making

the noise level weasuremernts have indicated that all of the short-term
measurements were axuhxctad during weather caditions that would not have
significantly biased the results. Onsite wird were amsidered low enoucgh
that a wind scTeen was not required. Althowh vind spead measurements at the
Worcester, Massachmsetts, airport were appraximately 15 mph during the measure-
ment period, it is likely that wind speeds in the site vicinity were considerab—
ly lower, since the area is heavily wooded. This has the effect of reducing
wind speeds near the gramd (below 100 feet). Wind speed measurements at
mmicipal airports are typically higher than in areas due to a lack
of surface abstructions to wind flow. It should also be noted that a wirdscreen
does not eliminate wind noise, but rather it reduces noise associated with
turtulence around the microphare in very windy or gusty conditions.

SA7-23 The traffic aouts did not take o account the vehicle classifica-
tian.

SA7-24 Staff notes this ocammert.
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4-22

4-32,
4-43 and
4-51

4-32

The specific details of erosion and sediment
control plans and practices to be followed
should be identified, with emphasis added
that OSP will implement and carry out as
proposed.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service criteria
for minimum aquatic baseflow (0.5 cfs/square
mile of watershed) should be considered in
evaluating impacts to aquatic life.

The impact to the DO level has generally

been agreed upon as 0.3 mqg/l, and should be
cited (carey,_l1l9 e specific means of
mitigation wi e subject to further

sampling, and will require development of
consent agreements where other parties may
be involved, which will be subject to review
and approval of the Department. If these
mitigation measures prove to be ineffective,
it should be noted that the requirement of
plant shut down has been indicated as a
condition of the mitigation based upon the
current proposal.

Will flows from proposed detention ponds be
metered into the receiving streams, and will

settling of particulates be considered in
the design? entification of how no
negative impacts tc downstream receiving

waters wil achieved needs to be
explained. | Also, will these downstream
waters receive any of the overflow from the
zero discharge system in event of failure?
A contingency for a RIPDES wastewater
discharge permit should be included.

It should be noted in the EIS that the PSD
application is stll under the Department's
review, and that a final determination on
the BACT analysis is pending approval and
further recommendations that may be
stipulated.

Although other sources of emissions have
been noted, they have not been included in
cumulative impacts as consideration of
interacting sources.

A final determination on the impact of
dissolved salts is pending recommendations
on the Air Quality permit.

Statements concerning VOC emissions have not
been backed up with data. If no data is
available, it shoud be noted as such.

SA7 (cont'd)
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SA7-25 Qomplete details-=dfavirms and explanatory text regardirg erosion and

sediment control practices—have been included in plans sutmitted to
RIDEM by OSP. Staff has reviewed the plans and included in the FEIS sufficient
detail to evaluate their appropriateness and effectiveness.

SA7-26 Please see the resparse to camment FAI-16.

SA7-27 Comment aaxpted; the text has been revised aocordimly (Section
4.1.2.1.2).

SA7-28 Staff notes these potential requiremefts; please see the revised
Section 4.1.2.1.2.

SA7-29 Flows from proposed detention pands will be metered. The pands will be
designed to achieve settling of particulates.

SA7-30 UDetamtion ponds will be designed so that peaak discharges will not
eoeed gre-project axditions.

SA7-31 There will not be an overflow from the zero discharge system in the
event of a failure. Please see the respame to cammernt SA7-5.

SA7-32 Staff notes this cammernt.

SA7-33 Cmment notad; anly the most significamt souraes in the area were

modeled. No significamt ons betwesn the emissions fram the
proposed OSP facility and any of these souraes were predicted in the modeling
analysis.

SA7-34 Staff notes this comment.

SA7-35 Omment acceptad; please see the revised Sectian 4.1.3.5.4.
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4-40

4-47

4-47 and
4-50

4-100

4-105

Noise impacts at the intake structure pump
house must consider the presence of the
Blackstone Linear Park and River Bikeway
proposed in this area which could be
negatively impacted by excessive noise
levels deterring recreational uses.

An evaluation of alternative designs or
measures to avoid wetland impacts including
adjacent buffer areas needs to be provided.
Design modifications including steep slopes
or use of retaining walls should be included
in the analysis.

Specific construction measures and erosion
control practices to be utilized to reduce
impacts to the Blackstone River would be
subject to DEM review and approval of the
Freshwater Wetlands Application.

Statements concerning minor impacts to fish
habitat are not justified based upon
findings concerning DO levels presented in
the E ¢ E studies.

The Blackstone Linear Park as noted earlier
is a continuous corridor along the
Blackstone River, although being developed
in segments. In addition to visual and
recreational impacts, noise associated with
the pump house must be identified.
Appropriate mitigative measures should be
detailed in the FEIS to address these
concerns.

If alternate pipeline routes are considered
to minimize impacts to residences, other
associated impacts to natural resources
affected should be quantified as well.

Conclusions stating no significant effects
on aquatic ecosystem will result are not
justifiable unless appropriate mitigation is
provided. Furthermore, mitigation measure
should be identified in the FEIS concerning
the handling of low qualjty waters that
would be discharged from the zero discharge
system during failure.

As indicated in the PSD application, only a
limited number of hours of operation are
allowed using fuel oil as a back-up in the
event of an interruption in the supply of
gas. An extended use of o0il would change

SA7 (cont'd)
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SA7-36 Coment acceptad; please see the revised Sectian 4.1.4.2.

SA7-37 The plant grading limits are presestly anticipated to encroach appraxi-

mately 10 feet an the wetlardd to the east of the plant due to plant
grades. Staff has included a candition that OSP use design modificatians to
avoid this ecroadwmstt.

SA7-38 Staff notes this coment and adawwledges this requirement.

SA7-39 Staff umderStands that RIDEM will require aeratian to increase dis-
solved axygen in arder to meet State water quality starndards.

SA7-40 Please see the respame to comment SA7-36.

SA7-41 Eotattial impacts to natural resmuarces as well as impacts to residences
are dismuseed for alternmative water and oil pipeline cautes in the
revised Sectian 2.1.4.5.

SA7-42 Mitigation for low DO levels addressmes the first part of this camment

an aquatic impacts. Also (as noted in the respamse to camment SA7-5),
no overflow discharges of low quality waters are anticipated during a system
failure so no mitigation is mecessary.

SA7-43 Caoment noted; foutnote "f" in Table 2.1.9 points out that the yearly

limitation an fuel oil cambustiaon would be appradmately 1,500 hours
per year in arder to limit VOC emissions to 100 tans per year. All othar
pollutants have been addressed for both gas and oil cambustian in terms of
ampliance with applicable PSD increments in NAAQS.
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the results of the analysis in regard to
meeting allowable emissions of VOC's and
other pollutants.

5-4 Detailed information concerning all
mitigation measures to be utilized to

compensate for impacts to affected resources

should be provided in the FEIS document.
Both short term construction measures, and
long term mitigation to compensate for
impacts over the duration of the plant life
including ancillary features, should be
thoroughly identified for the proposed
action.

The Department thanks you for the opportunity to
comment on this document. We are available to meet with
your staff and consultants to help provide guidance in
resolutions of major issues, or further define
clarification on information requested.

7jl cerely,
\llw. %’ ’M
Victor A. Bell

Chief

VB/sw
L17VB

cc: M. Grant
E. Szymanski
D. Hartley
J. Malachowski
E. Higgins-Congram
V. Lang

SA7 (cont’d)

43
cont’'d

Mitigation disaissions in Sectian Five have been exparded in the FEIS
to include fuller descriptions of the mitigation measures to be
employed and recommended to be employed, and their effectiveness. See also the
respanse to camnents FA4-32 and FA4-33.
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HISTORICAL PRESERVATION COMMISSION HEOEWVED RY

Old State House
150 Benefit Strect

Providence, R.I. 02903 APR UB 1588

(401) 277-2678

Efviv. ioina cealadlion
ranch

1 April 1988

Mr. Kenneth F. Plumb, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, NE
washington, DC 20426

Re: Ocean State Power Project DEIS
Dear Mr. Plumb:

The Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commission
has received the above-referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, and our staff has
reviewed it accordingly. Our comments are as
follows.

The Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commission
is concerned that the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement does not contain sufficient information
on cultural, specifically archaeological, resources
to identify ir full the potential effects of this
project; and missing information may also be needed
to consider what constitutes suitable mitigation if
adverse effects cannot be avoided.

The first instance involves the cemetery on the
Sherman Farm Road site (pp. 3-60; 4-57). This
cemetery was not identified in the Phase I
Archaeological Survey but was discovered
afterwards when the property was being cleared.
This office has not yet received any documentation
on the cemetery beyond an informational telephone
communication. Based on our experience with rural
cemeteries, there is a reasonable possibility that
the cemetery contains unmarked graves. Therefore,
any decision on enfencing the cemetery should be
preceded by an archaeological definition of the

cemetery's boundaries.

SA8

SA8-1 The FERC Staff understards through more recent comminicatian with the

cammentar that the cemetery would not be affected. In a letter to FERC
dated June 21, 1988, the Deputy Directar of the Rhade Island Historical Preser—
vation Comissian stated that his office had received an archeologic delineatian
of the cemetery site. The letter further stated that the Qammissian has
determined that a sufficient buffer area has been established around the
cemetery to ensure its greservatian as an histaric site.
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Mr. Kenneth F. Plumb 2 1 April 1988

The second instance involves the potential impacts
to cultural resources posed by the proposed water
and oil pipeline from the Blackstone River to the
power plant area. The Rhode Island Historical
Preservation Commission recommended a Phase I
survey along the proposed route or routes to gauge
the potential impacts to the six National Register
sites and districts on or near the route, as well
as to any as yet unidentified resources. (See
attached letter 9-17-88.) It is our understanding
that this Phase I work should be done prior to the
iss.ance of the EIS for all alternatives; yet we
received no report for such a survey. The
reconnaissance work of a Phase I survey should not
be considered as mitigation; rather it is the basis
for determining whether the project will have an
effect on cultural resources that needs to be
mitigated.

A third issue of great concern is the alternatives
study, where cultural resources were not included
among the environmental factors. On what basis did
the analysis of the sites' suitability exclude
consideration of cultural resources? Such a
procedure is in direct conflict with the
requirements of the National Historic Preservation
Act and the Procedures of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look
forward to resolution of these outstanding
matters.

Very truly yours,

Edward F. Sanderson

Executive Director
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Ers:cc
Enclosures

cc: Brona Simon
Deborah M. vrabel

SA8 (cont'd)

SA8-2 Please see the resjose to cammet GICB-51.

SA8-3 A ailtiral resnmrces study was not included in the initial site
screening because cultiral resnrces are not cosidered a major siting
impediment. In general, the sites stixlied are all large enocugh so that cultural
resagee areas culd be avoided. Qultural resnmrces wvere cosidered for the
final detailed evaluation of alternative sites. Staff has examined RIHFC files
to oollect information an cultuiral resamces in the vicinities of the
altemative sites; this information is included in the revised Section 2.1.6.4.
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McGREGOR, SHEA & DOLINER
ATTOAMIZYB AT iAW, PC
27 SCHUOL STRIET-SVITE 300
BOETON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108
{817 227-7209

GREGON | \PRE0A RALPH . WILLMER
DONNA ) YORHEES
wvuu‘u. DOLWER POLLY §. BEIKOE
£ WO Envirevneriy) Pasvers

Owrmal
- April 22, 1988

Lois D. Caghell, Acting Becretary Gic1

Pederal Energy Regulatory Commission
923 North Capitol Street, N.E,
Washington, 20426

RE: Draft Bnvicromnmental Tmpact Stat=ment for Ocean 8tate Power's
Proposed Combined Cycle Power Facility and Tennessee Gas
Company ‘s Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities
Docket No. CP87-132-001

Dear Becretary Cashell:

Oon behalf of our cliente, the Concerned Citizens of
Burrillville/Uxbridge, we suomit the following comments on the
above referenced Draft Eavironmental Impact Btatement ("DEIS®)

repsred by the Federal Bneryy Regulatory Commission ("FERC").
81ear1y. much effort went into the preparation of the DEIS.
However, we identified dseficiencies in the document, the magni-
tude of which dictate the preparation of a supplemental DEIS.
The DEIS, as it is. does not satisfy the purposas of NEPA, nor
does it comply with the CEQ rogulaticns for EIS preparation.

89-M

) THE DEIS DOES NOT INCLUDE A RIGORDUS EXPLORATION OF ALL
REASONABLE SITE ALTERMNATIVES

PERC began its siting analysis with an extensive search GIC1-1 Praximity to cooling water was not a factar in the initial identifica-
involving approximately eighty sites. Howaver, even these sites tian of 82 sites. Imdesi, excluling consideratian of cooling water

do not represent all reasonabla alternatives for the purposes of supply fram the Pussible Site evaluatian has em=setially no effect an the list
of 6otential Sites. Sectian 2.1.6.1.3 of the [EIS (FEIS Sectian 2.1.4.3.3)

NEPA, since one of the siting criteris wae the proximity of the
site to a coolin? water source. This unnecesaarily limits the provides a detailed discussian of the advantages and disadvamtages of dry
n

siting options since dry cooling technology exists - a technology cooling systems. See also the respase to commert FA4-26. Dry oooling is
which also eliminates all impacte related to water withdrawal 1 generally not preferable to wet cooling unless there are significant technical
from the Blackstone River &nd the cooling tower plumes. From an or enviramental impediments to wet cooling. A siting analysis should include a
environmental perspective, then, the dry cooling technology has reasanable suite of sites that could utilize the preferred cooling system, as
clear advantagee over the proposed wet cooling o{stm. Thus, was dane for the CEIS. Thus, there is no need (or requirement) to evaluate less

reasonable alternative nites farther away from the proposed preferable cooling taechmologies.

cooling water supply regulire examinstion in Lhe DEIS pursuant to
NEPA.
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MoGREGOR, SHEA 8 DOUNER -2- GIC1 (cont'd)

The DEIS does identify a promising site elternativas; that
is, the lronstone site alternative in Uxbridge, Massachusetts.
It is among the three sites coneidered to be most suitable
following PERC's site alternatives analysis. The eite analysis
starts out strong, identifies some reasonable alternatives,
notably the Ironstone site, and then the analyeis stops. A few
suggestions sre piopoced as to why the Tronstone site does not
deserve further study. Thsse reasons are the following:

1) an aquifer underlays the site that is a potential water
supply;

2) a soning change would be needed;

3) the potential uncertainty of transporting the cooling
water source across the state border; and

4) the delay in changing sites.

We submit that none of thesve reasons precludes the use of the
Ironstone eite.

firat, on behelf of the Uxbridge Planning Board, 1EP, Inc.,
an environmental planning and engineering firm, evaluated the
proposed soning change. Spezifically, IEP inveatigated the
sQuifer potential at tie site. This investigstion and ita
results wers includad in a report to the Planning Board entitled
"Site Suitability Asseesment of Ironstone Induatrial Park,*
Decerber, 1987,

The report concludes that, “...the aquifer is not capable of
supporting a large commercial or municipal water supply..." Also,
"chenging the zoning uses frcm agricultural to induetrial does
not directly impair or dsgrade any natural resources considered
nacessary to the public hLealth, safety, and welfare of the
citizens of the Town of Uxbridge and a zoning change should not
be ruled out. An industrial park on this site is reasonably
compatible with adjacent usss and does not represent greater risk
than the adjacent land uses.”

Second, therc has been no indicatior that a soning change
would hot be granted. The major inpediment was removed with
1EP's report. Furthermore, one Selectpsrson from Uxbridge spoke
at FERC's Agril 14, 1939 Publiic Rearing in favor of the OSP
facility heing corgtructed st the Ironstone site.

Transporting cooliny water across the Massachusetts border
wus described as the primary berrier to use of the Ironstone
site, yot the likelihood of approval for such transport was nhot
investigated at all). 1Yhis i35 whero the siting alternatives
analysis fails substautfally. The DEIS concedes that the

GIC1-2 Cumment noted; Staff concurs that none of the reasans stated would
preclude the use of the Irunstane site.

GIC1-~3 Camment noted; the referenced repart has been reviewed by Staff and

appropriate revisians have been made in the revised Sectians 2.1.6.3.1
and 5.1.2. Aceptaxe of the amclusians of the repart by the Town should
reamve a major impediment to a zaning change for the property. Staff notes that
the Town’s can=ultant recammended that if a change from agricultural to indus-
trial zoning is enactad by the Town, relatively strict ootrols should be
impeed to protect the gramdater resamce at the Irastane site. The recom-
merderl uses allowed by right, uses allowed by special permit, and prohibited
uses are oriemted toward light imlustry, mamfacturing, and research and
develomment facilities. The allowed uses, either by right or special exception,
at present do not appear to include an electric generating facility. This
cotrasts with the F-5 (Farming) zoning at the Sherman Farm Road site which the
Burrillville 2aning Board has determined allows by special exception the

proposed power plant.

GICl-4 Cament noted; please see the respyses to commemnts FA4-26 and FA4-27.
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McGREGOR, SHEA & DOLINER -3- GIC1 (cont'd)

Ironstone site is envirormentally superior to the preferred
SBherman Farm Road site in many respects, including land use
compatibility, wetland impacts, upland clearing and buffer area. w:t,d
Therefore, & more rigorcus snalysis of the Ironstone site, with
or without a wet cooling system, i3 required in the DEIS.

The final suggested problem with changing the OSP facility
was a predicted two-year delay in gaining the necessary approvals
for the facility. However, given the DEIS analysis pertaining to
when additional electricity wil)l be needed, f.e. the mid to late 5
1990°'s, such a delay ssems i{nconseguential., This delay would be
even less significant with tha implementation of energy conserva-
:lon measures which were completely dismissed from considerstion

n the DEIS.

In any event, such a dslay would be the result of r
planning on the part of OSP. The noomlngl¥ most convenient and
least expensive site was chosen, irrespective of the environ-
mental conseguences. In fact, the Sherman Parm Road site rated
nowhere near the top under the DEIS criteria used to narrow the
1ist of alternative sites. Many very promising sites rated high
above the Shersan Farm kosd site, including the Stoney Brook
site, but were dropped without explanation. The public should 6
not pay tor such poor planning in the form of unnecessary envi-
ronmental and health impacts. Tnerefore, comgleigon of an
a ate siting anslysis §s imperative, with a rigorcus explora-
tion ang objective erefuat{cn of sall rcamonable alternatives as
EQ regulations. &0 CFR 1502.]14(a). without such an
analysis, the DEIS will be nothing more than a justification for
OSP's previously chosen site.

1XI. THE DEIS ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAI CONSEQUENCES I8
INCORPLETE AND, IN PART, INACCURATE

With a complete siting alternatives analysis, many impacts
predicted to occur at the SBherman FParm Road site would be shown
to be minimized or even avoidecd at other sites. Por instance,
noise, fogging, lighting and land use incompatibility impacts
could easily be avoided at a site such as Ironstone.

The DEIS does attempt tc analyze and describe the environ-
mental consequences of siting the proposmsd facility at the
Sherman Farm Road site and of constructing the proposed natural
gas pipeline. However, the DEIS falls short of this goal in
several instancea.

A, Land Use Compatibility

The DEIS tails tc discuse the inconsistency of the propcsed 7
project with Burrillville's Comprehensive Community Plan pursuant
to 40 CPR 1502.16/c). Thia Plan "reflects a carefully studied

GIC1-5 Comment notad; please see the respanse to comment FM-28 regarding
approval delays, and to camment FA3-3 regarding energy axmservatian.

GIC1-6 Comment notad; commentaor appears to confuse OSP’s siting decisians with

the irdeperddt analysis performed by FERC Staff. As described in the
respanse to comment FAMM-28, Staff’s analysis was caoncted without considering
presamt property ar the presemt status of design and permit approval
an a particular site. When evaluatad an its merits, the Sherman Farm Road site
Fromsal by OSP ranks near the top wder the DEIS criteria (tied far third out
of eleven sites), and the overall differences between the top sites are not

substantial.

The selectian raticnale far the altarmative sites that were amyared to
OSP’s proposerl Sherman Farm Road site is described in Sectian 2.1.5.9 of the
DEIS and in respanse to comment FA4-30. Only ane site that ranked higher than
Sherman Farm Road was excluded fram the final camarison. It was not included
because it is near, and rankai lower than, the Iramstane site in Massadhreccs,
and its inclusian in the final comparisan would not further the analysis. Stovy
Brook is discussed an page 2-104 of the CEIS.

Staff believes that the altermatives analysis meets the intent of 40 CFR
1502.14(a).

GIC1-7 The Burrillville Compreharsive Cmmmnity Plan (1966) is a relevant

plaming dorument, but it is more than 20 years old. The Burrillville
Zaning @oard has already gramted a special eaeptian to the F-5 designatian.
This actian displays a sense that cartrolled econamic growth is now acoceptable
to the cammmity.
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estimate of future requirements showing how development in the
community should proceed in the next twenty years... The aite
for the proposed facility is in a rural residential area, de-
acribed by the Plan as & valuable public asset affording a sense
of open space. The Plan calls for the area to maintain its rural
density with "not more than one family per five acres of land.*

Pailure to discuss thic plan in the DEIS violatee the CEQ
regulations and artificizlly minimizes land use compatability
impacts at the Sherman Farm Road site.

8. Hoipe Impacts

Attached is an evaiuation of the Venayse, Hangen, Brustlin,
Inc. report entitled "Evaluation of Base¢line Noise Conditions,®
prapared by Mr. John Murstorae, an engineer with GTE. Nr.
Muratorae describes scveral flaws in Vanasse-Rangen's study.
Specifically, the instrurentation used foc long term measurement
was not capable of reading noise levels below 433dB. Any reading
which would have been bLelow 433B was simply counted as if it were
4348 in calculating background@ noise levels. This leads to an
artificially elevated estimate of background noise lsvels.

To compensate for this flaw, gshort term meagurements were
made with a more seasitive Instrument. Unfortunately, theas
short term measurewmeits were made for only 10 minutee at each
location and none of the measurements were made at night. See
"Evaluation of Baseline Nciss Conditions,” Pigure S. Even 80O,
background ambient reidings as low as 250B were recorded on
several occassions. Had nightime readings been taken, even lower
smbient sound levels would probabhly have been recordsd.

Moreover, PERC's DEIS Scope reQuires that the E1§ “"ignore
the fact of the etate buundary and address environmental 1mpacts
independently of the Rhode: Island/Massachusette line." Yst
Massachusetts' noise standard is only mentioned briefly. No
effort is made to achieve thie standard under any project alter--
native. 1In other words, not only is the noise assessment faulty,
but no steps wore taken to minimize noise impacta in compliance
with NEPA and s0 as to achieve the Massachusetts noise standerd.

A eupplementa? DEI3 must repeat the baseline noise assess~
went with appropriate instrumentation and prior to re-vegetation
of the area. Alsc, construction of rthe OSP facility at the
Sherman Parm Road aite calls for the clearing of 16 acree.
Whether the baseline noime analyeis will still be accurate
following thie clearinyg activity must be assessed., Very likely,
it will not be accurate. Maans to minimize projected noise im-
pacts and to satisfy the Massachusetts noise standard must be
evaluated. This ia not an imposaible goal given that other
facilities have committed to achieving .o0ilse levels much lower

GIC1 (cont'd)

10

GIC1-8 Please refer to the respanse to camment FA4-19. With regard to the

passibility of ambient nighttime noise levels being lower than 25 dBA,
previous experience in rural quiet areas indicates that this is not likely to be
the case. Typical quiet haur noise levels in cemote wilderness areas are an the
order of 25 to 30 dBA, not including such narmal noise produwcing sources as
insects and the rustling of leaves. See also Apperdlix E of the FEIS.

GIC1-9 CQommernt noted; please see the revised Section 4.1.4.2 for additianal
discussion.

GIC1-10 Please see the to cament FAM-19. With regard to noise levels
after site clearing, OSP has agreed to FERC’s mitigation measure
(Section 5.1.3.2) to conduct a post-uastnxction noise monitoring survey to
ensure that offsite noise levels attrihutable to the operation of the facility
do not exead an L, of 55 dBA at the nearest residence. The Staff further
recamends that corftive action be taken if this level is ocexiad.
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than 08P'e proposed levels, including NEA's combined cycle co-
generation plant in Bellingham, Massachusetts.

Ce. Wetland Impactso

In requests for prepsration of the DEIS currently under
review, both CPA Regicn 1 and this officCe requeested detailed
wetland delineations for areas potentially impacted by this
gro osal and an ossescment of each alternative pursuant to the

048(b)(1) Guidelines. 1In responss, the DEIS includea a sketchy
delineation of the subject wetland areas. None of these wetlands
are formally asseseed as to their value in terms of flood
control, protection of groundwater and surfacewater supplies,
wildlife habitat and seversl other inte:ests. The minimal infor-
mation provided is ingufficiant to assess the project under the

404(b)(1) Guidelines.

Furthermore, the 404(b)(1) Guidelires are not even mentioned
in the DEIS let 8lone the analysls previously requested of
projsct alternatives. If such an analyss did occur, the S8herman
Farm Road site would emerge as the leas: appropriate site since
“no discharge of drsdged or f£ill materisl ahall be permitted if
there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge
which would have les: adverse impact on the agquatic ecosystam, so
long as the alternative does not have o:her significant adverse
environmental conseqQuences.” 40 CPFR 230.10(a) As discussed in
the DEIS, the S8herinan Farm Roued sitc is the only site where
wetlands will be jimpacted. "Practicabls alternatives” to the
Sherman Parm Roed site described in the 404(b)(1) Guidelines do
exist and are indentified in the LCEIS. Therefore, under the
404(b) (1) Guidelines, the project as propcesed would not be allow-
able at OSP's preferred site.

At the Ironstone site, no wetlands would be affected.
Furthermore, by withdrawing water from the Blackstone River near
the Ironstone site and Ly tapping the Mubil pipeline .€ miles
away from the site, minimal, it any, wetrland impact would result.
8ee DEI1S, pg. 32— nally, an alternative gas eupply route has

en proposed by the Algonquin Gas Transmission Company which
would eliminate ths need for the entire 11 mile pipeline to the
OSP site at Sherman Farm Rosd. 1Instead, 3.4 miles of looping
would be reqguired fur Lhis alternetive. 8ince the Algonquin
pipeline also passes aGlacent to the Ironstone site, this alter-
native would alsc be applicatle to that location.

The cumulative impact to watlands resulting from power plant
and pipeline conztruction f{e substential, requiring evaluation
under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. We do not belisve that the
abbrevieted Natiouwide Permit program is intended for major
projects such as that propused. A full 404 analysis of project
alternatives must be pert of & supplemental DEIS.

GIC1 (cont'd)

10
cont'd
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14

GIC1-11 Please see the revised Sections 2.1 and 2.2 and the
comments FA3-7 and FA3-8. The U.S. Army Qorps of Engineers will
determine campatibility of the project with Natiawide Permit requirements.

GIC1-12 Please see the respome to comment GIC1-11. The area of wetlands to be
filled at the Sherman Farm Road site is less than 1 acre and is
therefore less than the minimm size coveral under Army Qorps permit require-
ments, Also, all other sites cosidered would require transmission line

upgrac=s, which could affect wetlands.

GIC1~-13 Flease see the responses to comments GIC12-1 and FAd4-14.

GIC1-14 Please see the respmse to camment GIC1-11.
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D. Secondary Impacts Of The Proposed Project

If the OSP facility is constructed at the Sherman Farm Road
site, FERC must examine the possibility of any further plans for
expansion of the facility in the future. Otherwise, all of the
environmental analyses conducted thus far will underestimate the
effects of the total project.

Also, on page 2-78 of the DEIS, FERC mentions the need for a
switching station which will require ten acres of land area.
However, no discussion of this portion of the proposed project is
provided in the DEIS. The DEIS is clearly inadequate without
discussion of this substantial component of the proposed project.

III. THE DEIS DOES NOT EXPLORE THE USE OF ALL PRACTICABLE
MEANS TO RESTORE AND ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT AND TO AVOID
OR MINIMIZE ADVERSE EFFECTS

CEQ regulations require that federal agencies "shall to the
fullest extent possible ... use all practicable means ... to
restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and
avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their action
upon the quality of the human environment.® 40 CFR 1500.2(f).
The DEIS, however, does not examine all such practicable means
and, therefore, is inadequate in terms of enabling federal
agencies to evaluate accurately the proposed project and to act
accordingly.

Some of the gaps in the DEIS's analysis of impacts and their
mitigation involve the proposed cooling water system and the
siting of the power facility. These gaps have been discussed
above. Generally, though, the DEIS does not fully analyze the
reasonable alternatives set forth since it incorrectly presumes
that the use of a dry cooling system is infeasible.

This presumption not only precludes a complete site alterna-
tives analysis, but it eliminates a significant opportunity to
avoid completely the large number of impacts associated with the
use of cooling water.

The DEIS not only fails to minimize environmental impacts
through an appropriate siting analysis, but it proposes vague
mitigation measures without exploring alternative means for
enforcing them. OSP and Tennessee Gas could possibly incorporate
the proposed mitigation into their respective proposed projects,
and the revised projects could be described in the Supplemental
DEIS.

It is important to consider that the DEIS concludes that the
Sherman Farm Road site will not involve significant adverse
impacts with the proposed ritigation. This is highly inappropri-

GIC1 (cont'd)

15

17

18

19

GIC1-15 OSP has not, to Staff’s loowledge, proposad the passibility of future
ion of the Sherman Farm Road site beyand the presemtly

two units. With specific respact to Staff’s enviramsantal analysis, no doar

ments have been filed by OSP that indicate more than two units are envisioned.

There is ample praedent for limiting the enviramsental analysis of the groject

to the two units proposed.

GIC1-16 The discussion of switching stations on page 2-78 of the DEIS is in

reference to the ecreening of passible sites. Evaluation of potential
switchim station laatios and their c¥Burxctian and operaticnal effects was
not a determirant at the passible and potattial site evaluation levels.
Switchim stations were imrodxced to the analysis for the final, three—site
aparisan in Sectian 2.1.5.10 of the [EIS.

GIC1-17 Cmmmaxt noted; several commentars noted deficiencies in the DEIS or

minthid:it:mndbeiqnwui. Staff has ansidered all vertal
and written comments in preparation of the FEIS, and taken specific actian an
all relevant and astantial issues raisad.

GIC1-19 Commertt noted; please see the respumses to comments FA4-32 and FA4-33.

Staff first notes that an impartant factar in amsidering the relative
merits of the Sherman Farm Road, Irastone, and Bryant College sites is that
anly the Sherman Farm Road has a specific development proposal by an applicant,
including the applicant’s proposed mitigation. Thus, in arder to make a site
camparison, the Staff developed cancepts for the altermative sites, including
Staff’s preferred mitigation. In fairmess to Sherman Farm Road, it shaild be
cmpared to Irastone and Bryant College as if Staff’s preferred mitigation were
to be impased there also. Second, Staff agrees with the commentar’s statement
that, because Staff’s recomended mitigation is not part of the proposad
project, it should not be ansidered in evaluatimg the overall acoeptability of
the project until the FERC or the EFSB impese them as carditions to their
respective authorizations. The Staff’s reamendd additional mitigation

measures are imterded to further reduce the enviramental impacts, The authar-
izing agencies may, or may not, impase amy or all of the reanmenks weasures.
0SP’s and Tennessee’s views of Staff’s recommendatians are clearly presentad in
their comments an the DEIS (GIC8 and GIC10).
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ate and results in a flawed comparison of the relative merits of
each alternative. Simply put, the proposed mitigation is not a
part of the proposed project and should not be considered in
assessing the proposed project, especially since it may or may
not be implemented.

IV. THE DEIS DOES NOT INCLUDE INFORMATION AND ANALYSES
REQUIRED BY FERC'S SCOPE

The DEIS is missing an accurate wetland delineation and
valuation, plant lighting impacts have not even been discussed,
let alone mitigated, and no full description of the Blackstone
wildlife Management Area has been provided. Such a description
should have included the flora and fauna in the management area
as well as detailed long-term, cumulative impacts. In addition,
only a very sketchy health impacts assessment regarding cooling
tower plume effects has been provided in a report referenced by
the DEIS. All of this information was required by FERC's own
scope.

FERC's scope also called for a complete environmental
assessment of impacts to the Blackstone River resulting from
cooling water withdrawal. While water quality parameters were
analyzed to some extent, only a brief discussion of habitat im-
pacts during low flow conditions is provided. Further, aeration
of the River is proposed to mitigate for water quality impacts
resulting from the cooling water withdrawal. While this may
elevate DO levels, it does nothing else to improve water quality.
In addition, it represents an additional, unjustifiable altera-
tion to the Blackstone River environment.

At one point in the DIES, FERC claims that approval of a
site will be based on resolution of the water supply issue - but
that this water issue is beyond the scope of the DEIS. We could
not disagree more strongly. The DEIS examines numerous impacts
to the Blackstone River and at the project site - all related to
the the use of cooling water. It is certainly within FERC's DEIS
scope to explore how such impacts could be minimized or avoided.
In fact, NEPA requires the use of all practicable means to avoid
or minimize impacts.

V. NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make
decisions that are based on a complete understanding of the
environmental consequences involved with a given project. Only
with this understanding can public officials take actions that
protect the environment. Unfortunately, the DEIS before us does
not provide the necessary understanding of environmental conse-
quences for public officials to take action, especially due to
its inadequate alternatives analysis, impact assessment and
mitigation proposal.

19
cont’d

21

22

23

GIC1-20 A scoping sty was caxhxctal by Staff to identify potentially signi-

ficant enviramental issues related to the propused project. The items
referred to in the coment—wetlands, plant lighting, effects an the Black Hut
Wildlife Management Area, and health effects fras the cooling tower plume—vere
same of the potetially significant impacts identified. Each received a
subseguentt  evaluation by Staff and coverage in the [EIS at a level of detail
amemaate with the significance of the potential adverse effects. Oommemts
received from several parties regardirg the OEIS coverage of certain issues
resulted in eqanded analysis and coverage for the FEIS.

GIC1-21 Section 4.1.2.1.2 has been revised to indicate several passible DO
mitigation mmasures that could be employed. Staff disagrees with the
ammments that mitigation is "unjustifiable.®

GIC1-22 Water aypply issues were the subject of several ammemts.
axditians that may be placed
to

GIC1-23 The progress of an EIS frum the draft stage, through the commett
process, to the preparation of the Fimal EIS typically imvolves
anstantial agacy and public cammet, imxrporation of new data, and revisians
to analyses. This has been the case for the OSP EIS. Most if not all [EIS’s
have inadequacies and deficiencies that are correctad in the FEIS; the OSP [EIS
is not an exsption. FERC Staff has revievad this commestt and others reguesting
that a supplemestal EIS be preparad. Staff has concluded that the [EIS was
adenuate to provide meaningful analysis, that aubstantial charges to the
promsed action that are relevant to ewvirgEEtal cowems have not amrred,
and that new ciramStances or infarmtion relevant to enviramental coxerms and
bearing an the propased action or its impacts have not been significant. staff
amncludes that a supplemestal [OEIS would not materially add to an wxderstarding

of the envirawemtal ayeagEwess of the OSP project.
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Therefore, preparation of a Supplemental DEIS must occur
pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii) and 1502.9(c)(2). With the
correction of deficiencies in the DEIS, not only would this
result in a meaningful analysis of the project, but new site and
technology alternatives would likely arise. A Supplemental DEIS
would allow full opportunity for public and agency evaluation of
a complete impact analysis with potentially new alternatives that
should have been considered originally.

VI. CONCLUSION

FERC concludes that both construction of the OSP plant and
the Tennessee gas pipeline facilities, with the mitigation
measures recommended by FERC, "would have a limited adverse
environmental impact and would be an environmentally acceptable
action." DEIS, pg. ES-1. This conclusion is premature at best,
given the outstanding information and analyses needed for an
adequate EIS.

Moreover, this conclusion is erroneous in that it is
conditional upon implementation of FERC's recommended mitigation
measures. In addition, the mitigation measures are not part of
the proposed projects and should not be factored into any assess-
ment of whether significant adverse environmental effects will
occur. OSP has already stated publicly that at least two of the
measures are unacceptable to them. Also, no mechanism for
enforcement of these measures has been proposed as part of the
OSP and Tennessee Gas projects.

All of the above-stated reasons compel FERC to prepare a
Suppelemental DEIS. We maintain that without the preparation of
a Supplemental DEIS, the very purpose and intent of NEPA will be
contravened.

Sincerely,

Y

,W%VW~
Donna J. Vorhees
Enclosure
cc: Lonnie Lister, FERC Project Manager
Mr. Carlos Riva, Ocean State Power
Mr. Robert Bendick, MEPA Unit
Ms. Elizabeth Higgins-Congram, EPA/Region 1
Mr. William Lawless, ACOE
Mr. Gordon Beckett, USFWS
Mr. Edward Burke, RI/EFSB
Senators Kerry and Kennedy
Charles O'Connell,
Concerned Citizens of Burrillville/Uxbridge
David LaFerriere,
Concerned Citizens of Burrillville/Uxbridge
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23
cont’d

24

GIC1-24 Qummemt noted; FERC Staff is obligen to gresemt its aaclusians in the

DEIS so that its position is clearly stated. It is implicit, given
that the [EIS is a draft doment, that Staff’s arclusions are tentative
perding the ampletion of analyses for the FEIS.

As also discussed in respome to camment GIC1-19, the Staff’s recommerded
nmitigation measures in addition to those proposed by or acoeptable to an appli-
cant are intendad to further redxe enviramental and are not an
integral part of an assesswment of whether significant adverse enviramental
effects would ooaur.
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COMMENIS 10
EVALUATION OF BASELINE NOISEZ CONDITIONS
PROPOSED POWER PLANT
BURRILLVILLE, RI for OSP
by VANASSE, HANGEN, BRUSTLIN, INC.

1. Long-Term Noise Monitoring Program - Page 6 of the above report.

"It should be noted that the instruments utilized are not
capable of detecting noise levels below 43 or 44 dB. Noise levels
below these are referenced to the instruments threshold value (43 or
44dB)".

Study conducted on Sunday 11/23/86
Midnight to 11:00AM - 54% of the readings were at or below
Noon to 11:00PM - 42% of the readings were at or below thres.

CONCLUSION: Survey only proves that noise levels are higher in the
daytime than at night, which is intuitively obvious.

Other uses of the study data are jnyalid due to the
high percentage of minimum values.

2.a Short-Term Noise Monitoring Program-Page 8 of the above report

Extract from Bruel&Kjaer's Measuring Sound Guidelines

"When measuring noise outdoors, precautions should be taken
against wind which can cause extraneous interfering noise as it
passes the microphone. Wind screens should be used whenever there
is a noticeable breeze.” Since the report did not reference wind
conditions or the use of any wind screens, I contacted the National
Ocecanographic and Atmospheric Administration office in Worcester,
Ma to obtain wind conditions for the reading dates.

12/4/86-TH - 15,0 MPH avg -- 53.2 avg Leq
12/6/86-SA - 11.5 MPH avg -- 50.5 avg Leq
2/6/87- FR - 7.7 MPH avg - 44.4 avg Leq
2/7/87- SA - 8.9 MPH avg -- 43.2 avg Leq
2/10/87-TU - 20.5 MPH avg -- 51.6 avg Leq

Note: ground was snow-covered on 2/6,7,10/87
Station 9 was tested twice to determine effect of snow cover

12/4/86 - 15.0 MPH avg -- 53 Leq
2/6/87 - 7.7 MPH avg -- 45 Leq

GIC1 (cont’d)

GIC1-25 Please refer to the respanse to camment FA4-19.

GIC1-26 Please refer to the respanse to camment SA7-22.
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2.b Correlation of data contained in Table 3 (page 9) "Summary of
Short-Term Noise Readings, Weekday" and Data Sheets included as
Appendix B - "Short-Term Noise Readings” revealed inconsistencies:

Table 3 Data Shects

Station 1 period 9:42-9:52AM 3:44-3:54PM
12/4/86 min dB(A) - 38 (+8) 12/4/86 30
LS50 - 45 (+2p 39
L10 - 53 (+8) 45
Leq - 55 (+13) 42
max dB(A) - 75 (+11) 64

note: increase of 3 dB doubles noise

Station 2 period 10:03-10:13AM 4:23-4:33PM
12/4/86 min dB(A) - 45 (+1) 12/4/86 44
L50 - 51 (+4) 47
L10 - 57 (+6) 51
Leq - 52 (+5) 47
max dB(A) - 66(+6) 60

Station 3 period 10:24-10:34AM 4:08-1:18PM
12/4/86 min dB(A) - 37 (+8) 12/4/86 29
Ls50 -45 (+7) 3s
L10 - 57 (+18) 39
- 49 (+14) 35
max dB(A) - 64 (+3) 61

Discrepancies evident in data recording and/or transcription,
including indications of interference in the noise readings due to
wind effect, indicate that a new study to bascline ambient noise,
which is crucial in determining the environmental effect of a new
noise source mMust be performed.

27

GIC1-27 The data presamtal in Table 3 of the Vanasse Hargen Brustlin, Inc.,

repart are not incoxsistent with the data sheets. Two sets of mea-
suremenmts were made an 12/4/86 at stations 1, 2, and 3. The earlier measureo
ments (i.e., at 9:42 am, 10:03 am, and 10:24 am) are listed in Table 3 and the
data shests are included in the repart. The later measurements (i.e., at 3:44
pm, 4:08 pm, and 4:23 pm) are not listed in Table 3, but the data sheets are
included in the repart.
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3. Per Bruel & Kjaer's Measuring Sound Guidelines: “"Leq, the
equivalent continuous dB(A) level is an excellent criterion for
studying long-term trends in ambient nois.. llowever it does not
reveal complete information about the quality of an environment
because human response is partly dependent upon the range of noise
level variation. This is best described by Ln values, which is the
dB(A) level exceeded N% of the time.”

Page 12 of the VHB study and page 5 of the BBN Labs Report #6592
references an “average” (quotes are from report) of 44 dB(A) Leq. =
However, L90 (the dB(A) level exceeded 90% of the time) would be
much more representative of the actual environment and in fact, is
the criterion used by the Mass Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering. L90 values are not included anywhere in the report. For
reference, the L90 would be a lower dB(A) or noise level than the
L10.

4. While reading the VHB study, I noted that 11 of the total 21 noise
monitoring stations were located at the edge of the pavement or on
roadside. Since none of the affected residences arc located on the
roadside, and most average about 100 feet from the road, I
conducted an informal noise survey in our front yard on Aldrich St
(Rt. 98). Using a GenRad model GR1988 Precision Integrating Sound-
Level Meter and Analyzer borrowed from GTE, my employer, the
following readings were taken on Sunday 4/7/88:

Wind conditions - 14.0 avg MPH - no wind screen used

29
TIME LOCATION Lega max dB(A) Traffic count
4:35-4:45PM roadside 53 88 12
4:46-4:56PM 50' back 43 70 14
4:59-5:09PM 100’ back 43 73 17

The meter was set to automatically time a 10 minute test, and
calculate the A-weighted Leq and max dB. The point here is that
transient sound (traffic) is attenuated quite rapidly by the distance
from the source and noise measurements would be more meaningful
if taken at the point where they will be/are actually experienced.

GIC1-28 By definition, an L sound level is an average of the total sourd
amqymddbyaﬁ:s&mtwtheﬂnpdajo!hmt. For
an instantanens sound level reading, the L sourd level vould be equivalent to
the sound level. Fartypialmieelev&uuundbemmals
to 3 period,anlbosaIdlmlvunabewmdmtAIystomdB\lss
than the I, sound level.” Hence, for a typical or average L__ of 44 dBA, the
%md@amdtomﬁm“tozsdm. e

GIC1-29 The purpase of the shart-term monitorimy program was to provide

additional dmmentation on noise levels at a variety of locations in
the general vicinity of the plant site. The locations of interest included
accessible areas adjacent to and removed fram ruadays, as well as same ansite
areas. For the monitoring results presentad in Tables 3 and 4 of the Vanasse
Hargen Brustlin, Inc., stidy, monitoring etations 1 through 8, 4A, amd 16 (10
sites) were located at the right-of-way line adjacent to the ruadays. The
other 12 monitoring sites wvere laated a minimm of 50 feet fram any ruadvay.
Stations 8A through 8D were laated 50 to 200 feet from the roaday (Route 98)
and noise levels at those stations were abservad to atteruate quickly to a level
5 to 8 dBA less than dhservad at ruadside station 8. Station 9 was laated
within the site area and was vell reamved fram any roadsay. Stations 9% through
15*%, also located away fram ruadayys, were monitared in the presence of snow
cver., The results of those mm=sirements indicated the eqertad result of
reduced noise levels when snow cover is present.
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Staff rotes these arxrerrs and camments; please see the respanse to
cammestt GIC3-2.
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GIC2-3 Please see the respanse to camment GIC3-2.

GIC2-4 Staff believes that it is generally enviramentally preferable to

install new pipelines parallel and adjacent to existing rights-of-way.
This is because paralleling existing rights-of-way involves permanent commitment
of less land, and enviramettal impacts are proportionally less. However, such
routing is preferable anly if no significant adverse would oarr that
could be avoided by following an altermative route. Additional infarmation can
be found in the revised Section 2.2.4. The compersation program is disomsed in
the respase to camment GIC3-2.




Z8-M

GIC2 (cont’d)

< /.M....{/ Gl
GTE Tl

'M/; /2 ‘,,4
/j}%,;“z% e

M/"?—M

~ 92 Lo ,a/zw/z///-«(?k 5

cont’d

GIC2-5 Staff notes that at least ane hamxmrer believes that he would be

affectad by developmesit of the Irunstare site.

GIC2-6 CQotamination caused by oil leakimg or spilling from an umdergroum oil

pipeline is addressed by Fhode Islard General Laws Title 46, Chapter
12, which requires remediatian for contaminatian of ground waters of the State.
Fhode Island Oil Pollutian Qztrol Regulatiaons (pramilgated under the authariza-
tian of Fhode Island General Lawvs 46-12, 42-17.1, and 42-35) also regulate
releases of oil with the pptantial to cartaminate grouxdater wells.
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Stamped: Received By

Apr 25 1988 GIC2
BEnviramental Evaluation (typed version)
Branch

P.O. Bax 214

Slatersville, RI 02876

F.E.R.C.
825 Narth Capital st., N.E.
Washirean, D.C. 20426

Re: Doc. No. CP87-132-001

Dear Secretary:

I am sutmitting my comments on the above referenced project as I was not
able to speak at the hearing held in Woamocket, R.I. on April 14th. There were
sO many speakers that I was unable to stay until my name could be reached on the
list.

I don’t disagree that there is a need for additional power generation and
obviously the local officials are all in favor of the project because of the tax
benefits as well as other monies that OSP has already paid or pramised the local
towns.

My cxcern is that it cartainly appears that the property owners in the area
of the propasad plant are not receiving a fair deal. As the [EIS states the area
wvhere the plant is prommead is a rural areas vhere hames are located on fairly
large vooded lots in a quiet area. My brother and I own appraximately 100 acres
adjacent to the propased plant. We have been working with the town of Uxbridge
for several years to gain approval to sell buildimy lots on a portion of the
property. Even thoumh the OSP people keep saying that property values will not
be affected I question there wisiom. I have dane appraisals for over 20 years in
my job with U.S.D.A. and I have not found property adjacemt to any such facility
as the one being propased to not be affected.

Not anly will the noise and visual affects be a problem for us but our
property will feel the majority of the affects of the plume fram the plant. Much
of the year the prevailing vinds are southwest which will direct the plume
directly towards our property which is also at a higher elevation.

OSP has made a token offer to the Burrillville residents to offset any loss
in property value but nothimg has been even propased in either Burrillville or
Wbridge to compermate property owWners other than bane—owners. Mitigation
measure #15 should be amergded to include all property owners not just residents.

We have already been severely impactai by the Algonquin Gas Co., A.T. & T.,
& Tern Gas Co. easemernts as well as the Boston Edison Co. purchase which art our
property in to and don’t need ancther utility reducing the value of our property.
They should either stay out of the area or ampensate the abutters either by an
outright purchase of any affected property or at a minimm compensate all
affected property owners for any loss of value.

There are two other areas of the DEIS that should also be looked at more
closely. The [EIS states that the Irunstane site would not affect property
owrers as to visual or noise pollution. Our hame farm is located directly acruss
the reservoir fram the altemative site and most definitely would be affected.

The other area of concern is the oil pipeline. The promsed line will
through N. Smithfield in areas that are entirely residemtial and rely on u:ln;
water. A high presure oil pipeline through such a thickly settled residential
area would became a major problem if there vere a leak. I attemded the Bur
rillville zanin meeting last night and they have put a axdition on their zoning
ewmeption that the pipe be a double wall pipe in Burrillville. The pipeline
should either be routed away fram the residential areas in N. Smithfield or at a
minimm be of double wall Cwstruction. We have a landfill that is on the EPA
Superfund list because of the groumdsater cartamination problem on one side of us
and do not need a oil pipeline an the other side.

Sincerely,

James N. King
c.c. lonie Lister Proj. Mgr.




April 18, 1988 ncuEIVED BY
APR 2% 1988

ENVic. i cone, cvaiudlion
Branch

Refererce Docket NoCP87-132-001

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capital Street, N.E.
Washington,D.C. 20426

GIC3

To whom it may concern:

I am a resident of West Iroristone Road, Harrisville, Rhode Island.
This is the proposed location of the Ocean State Power Project.

After reading the D.E.I.S. and attending all of the hearings, including
the one on April 14, 1988 with members of F.E.R.C, I feel I must write
to you to express my concerns and those of my family.

There are many things in the D.E.I.S. that concern me. The first one is GIC3-1 Staff rotes these coxerns and campents, Iranstane may be perceived as
the very obvious conclusion that the Sherman Farm Road site is by far a better site envirawmentally (Section 2.1.6.4); however, Sherman Farm
the worst site available to 0.S.P. The statement "will negativiely impact Road is still rated as an acceptable altermative. Please be assured that a
qQuality of life" is found in almost every area that was studied' The thoraxgh search was aamxctal to assess the impacts and altermatives and that
Ironstone site however has little or no effect on quality of life of which they were reportad thraghout the DEIS. FERC Staff does not disagree that land
I place a very high priority. The Sherman Farm Road site has the most residences use, fogging, icing, lighting, and noise may be parceived by rearby residents as
within half a mile - twice as many as alternate sites. having a locally significant impact, but these are within legal limits.

On page 5-1, you state that the construction of the proposed power plant
at the Sherman Farm Road site preferred by 0.S5.P would have sigri ficant 1
effects on water use and local land use, and would effect protected wetlands.
You also state that construction cf the plarit at this site would be cor-
veniert for 0.S.P.

G8-M

Items such as fogging, icing, lighting, and noise would be perceived by local
residences to be severe.

Yau alsc state that on page 5-2 that residents in the immediate vicinity of
the proposed site would suffer a loss in property values. Under mitipative
measures ori page 5—-6, #15 states that a "buyout"” plan or some comparable
compensation program be establised for local land cwners.

There are mary other issues, which were brought up in the meetirg cr
April 14,1988 that I will riot go into, but would ask that they be studied
in full by F.E.R.C.
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GIC3 (cont'd)

I believe that F.E.R.C. should be looking at the facts and these facts

all point to the Sherman Farm Road location as being unacceptable as
compared to the Ironstone site or an appropriate industrial sate.

To put a major industrial site in the middle of a rural,residental neighbor-
hood surrounded by wildlife refuge areas should not even be considered when
the only major reason for choosing the site is for the convenience of the
company building the project.

1 would in particular, like to address the “buyout" issue. Eight years ago
wa moved to Burrillville because of the local beauty, quiet, and natural
surroundings. This, we felt was the best environment we could offer ocur
daughter to grow up in. Our daughter was only two years old then; now she

is ten and her quality of life will never be the same again! When we

built our home,we put everything we had into making it a nice place to live
as a family. If Ocean State Power does pet the permit to build this plant,

I very strongly request that a full buyout plan be develooed and /or cheoice
of compensation for loss of guality of life and reduction of property values.
This plan should be very similar to the plan developed by AR.E.S., who is alsc
trying to build a similar olant in Woonsocket, R.I. I feel A.E.S. should

be complimented on the way they went about their project plans ~ OUT IN THE
OPEN, and with full cooperation towards all affected residences.

I propose that Ocean State Power be required as part of the permit process

to offer to purchase outright all affected properties within the boundries

of West Ironstone Road, Douglas Pike, and Sherman Farm Road,not only the
abbutting property owners, but on both sides of the street. For 100X of

fair market value based upon a formula which would give a true figure of
worth before announcement of the power plant. Besides this purchase price,

a sum of money should be given to each property owner for moving expenses,

and disruption of life and family. My figure would be estimated at approx-
imately $10,000. Again, I refer you to the A.E.S. proposal. I alsoc believe
that all property owners be given a choice, good for up to 2 years after

the completion of the project (if approved) to accept the buyout plan or to stay
and be compensated for quality of life disruption and loss of property values.
These amounts should be determined by independent appraisers by both 0OSP and
landowners and an impartial arbitrator if no agreement can be reached.

To stay in my home, which I designed and built, and do not want to leave,

a settlement in the tens of thousands of dollars would be necessary, I
believe I would loose almost $30,000 in property value if this plant is built.
My home faces the plant site, and your artist’s rerdering on page 2-30 could
have been taken from my picture window!

Please take into consideration that if we have tc move, or elect to move,
there is much more that money at stake.

1 - Trying to find another appropriate home of the same caliber
as the one we now have.

2 -~ Higher mortgage interest rates, and closing

costs that we would have to pay.

points charges,

3 - Most affected would be our caughter,
and has met all her friencs here. 7o leave,
means that she would have to change schools,

who has grown up here
possibly the area,
loose her *riends

and affect her life dramatically at a delicate age.

1
cont’d

GIC3-2 Oocean State Power has proposed a an plan that it believes is
equitable for this situatian. OSP will provide a total of $300,000 to
the Towns of Burrillville and Uxbridge for developmat of a value
stabilizatian plan. Additional funds to be made available through other
myetary offers made by OSP could be used if meressary. OSP argues that there
would be no dimimtian of property value; see Ocean State Power comment GIC8-20

for additional informatian.

The FERC Staff takes no positian an the sufficiency of the "camperwatian plan”

the "property value protectian plan® propoaed by AES (described in Appendix F).
The Staff’s rexmmedatian has been retaired but modified. The Staff believes
that local residents should be adaguately campeywated for property value losses
that result from praximity to the plant. The AES Riverside plan (see Appendix F
to the FEIS) is exemplary, in staff’s opinian.
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I do not believe that you would allow 0.8.P. to be licensed with out
addressing these concerns.

The article in the Woonsocket Call on April 14, 1988 in which 0.S.P. and
Burrillville Town Council have approved a $200,000 buyout plan for affected
landowners was a shock, not only because the 6200,000 wouldn't even purchase
one home, but that as property owners, we were not even approached or
consulted on this agreement. This is only another instance of a total dis-
reguard for the landowners affected by this power company.

I urge you to please consider all of the facts presented here and at the
meeting of April 14,1988 and to take the proper action to put this power
plant where it belongs, in a INDUSTRIAL AREA and to mandate as part of the
licensing procedure a fair and equitable compensation plan.

I would like to also thank you, in closing, for the fine work on the D.E.I.S.
and to please consider a supplement to the D.E.I.S. to address the issues
brought up at the April 14, 1988 meeting.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to address my concerrns to your staff.

Please fewl free to contact me at anytime for any information or clarifications.

Sincerely, - !
Chuta Q- fihack

Genmifpr D-Ksa D

Stephen F. Koback

Paula A. Koback

Miss Jennifer D. Koback

114 West Ironstone Road
Harrisville, Rhode Island 02830

cont'd
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RECEIVED BY

APR 28 1989 BOX 129 K
Envituinnciaa: cvawation ALDRICH ST.
Branch UXBRIDGE, MA. 01569
APRIL 22,1988
MR. LONNIE LISTER GIC4

PROJECT MANAGER
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION BRANCH
OFFICE OF PIPELINE AND PRODUCER REGULATION
ROOM 7102
825 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.E.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426
DEAR MR. LISTER:
1 HAVE ENCLOSED A PLAN OF THE IRONSTONE INDUSTRIAL PARK
TO BE DEVELOPED IN UXBRIDGE OFF RT. 146. THIS PLAN WAS PRESENTED
TO THE PLANNING BOARD IN EARLY APRIL, AND ALTHOUGH IT IS NOT
FINALIZED, IT DOES GIVE THE BOARD AN IDEA OF THE 280 ACRE

SITE.

I WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT ON A PERSONAL NOTE REGARDING
COOLINd TOWER PLUME SALT DEPOSITION. 1 HAVE BEEN OPERATING
A CHRISTHAS TREE FARM ON MY 8 ACRES FOR ABOUT &4 YEARS.
CURRENTLY 1 HAVE OVER 2500 TREES IN THE GROUND, AT VARIOUS STAGES OF
DEVELOPMENT. THIS REPRESENTS A CONSIDERABLE INVESTMENT IN BOTH
TIME AND MONEY. PAGE 4-32 OF THE DEIS STATES " THE MAXIMUM
ANNUAL SALT DEPOSITION RATE WAS PREDICTED TO BE 39 KG/KHZ/HO
AT APPROXIMATELY 2.6 KM SOUTH OF THE TOWERS[FIG 4.1-3]."
MY PROPERTY FALLS BETWEEN 1000 AND 2000 FT. FROM THE SITE.
MY CONCERN IS THE SALT DEPOSITION ON THE YOUNG SEEDLINGS.
A WHITE SPRUCE GROWS TO 6 FT. TALL IN 7 TO 10 YEARS.
USING THE CONVERSION FACTOR OF 0.00894 TO GET LBS./ACRE,
I CAN EXPECT TO HAVE OVER &4 LBS. OF SALT FALL OVER EACH ACRE

OF MY PROPERTY PER YEAR. CARRYING THIS OUT OVER THE 10 YEAR

GROWING CYCLE, 1 CAN EXPECT TO HAVE BETWEEN 28 AND 40 LBS.

GIC4-1 Receipt of the site plan is acowledged and appreciatad. Figqure
2.1-17 is based on this doomment. Please see also the respyse to
comnent FA2-11.

GIC4-2 The maximm predicted plume salt deposition of 39 lq/k-z/ln, was
fredicted to occur over a very emall area 2.6 kilameters south of the
project site, or about 8,600 feet sar@r=arthemst of the laferriere property.

ocooling tower operatian. The predicted aram) average salt deposition illus-
tratad in FEIS Figure 4.1-2 ehould be regarded as an approximfte represatation
of what might cocour. The most importamt point this figure demonstrates is that

impact The predicted directian of the
impact should not be cansidered to be precise. The predicted salt depasitiaon
rate Qn the vicinity of the laferriere property is illustrated to be less than 1
k/xm”/mo, which equates to less than 0.1 1b/a/mo or 1 lb/a over the 10-year
growing cycle. Please refer to Section 4.1.5.1.2 for a disamsion of the
effects of cooling tower drift an vegetatian. The deposition rate cansidered
toxic to vegetation is more than 35 times greater than that predicted to occur
an the laferriere property. It ehould be noted that the term "salts" does not
rmexesmarily refer to sodium chlaride, hut to a mmber of ampourds that may be
present in the river water and are ianic or crystalline in natuare. With regard
to the cmsistercy of FEIS Figures 4.1-1 (plume water depositian) and 4.1-2
(plume salt depasitian), please refer to the respame to comment FA3-19.

&
;
;!
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OF SALT DEPOSITED ON MY TREES.

1 HAVE SPOKEN TO A NUMBER OF TREE GROWERS AS WELL AS THE
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND AND UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
FORESTRY DEPARTMENTS. MR. DAVID WALACE, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
OF PLANT PROTECTION [401-295-0612) AT U.R.I., AND DR. G. SMITH
[413-545-2665]) AT U.MASS. , HAVE BOTH STATED THAT I SHOULD
BE "“VERY CONCERNED". I WOULD HOPE SOME FUTHER MODELS COULD
BE WORKED OUT TO HELP ME WITH THIS PROBLEM .

AS YOU KNOW, THE PLUME WATER DEPOSITION FIGURE ON PAGE
4~31, AND FIG. 4.1-3 ON PAGE 4-33 DO NOT SEEM TO
COINCIDE.BECAUSE OF MY PROXIMITY TO THE PROPOSED FACILITY,
1 FEEL SALT COMBINED WITH OTHER EMISSIONS , COULD SEVERELY
DAMAGE MY TREES.

1 WANT TO THANK QOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY YOUR AGENCY
HAS GIVEN US. I KNOW THERE ARE MANY DIFFICULT QUESTIONS
THAT MUST BE ANSWERED, AND IT 1S IMPOSSIBLE TO PLEASE
EVERYONE. YET I HOPE YOUR AGENCY WILL BE FAIR, AND

UNDERSTAND THE PREDICAMENT OF THE CITIZENS.

VERY TRULY YOURS,

DWYE 7

DAVID P. LAFERKIERE

GIC4 (cont'd)

cont'd
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New Englang Power Service Company

" 25 Research D
NewEngiand Power Service v, Massachusets 015820089

Wesorough
Tol. (617) 368-90 11
:‘:‘..,E' April 22, 1988

RECEWED Y

Mr. Lonnie Lister i Ve

Project Manager

Environmental Analysis Branch APR 25 1388

Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation ) ztion

Room 7312 Envnu.....s. é;-c;m.umlo
r

825 North Capital Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Comments on the Ocean State Power Project GIC6
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lister:

We are pleased to have the opportunity to comment on behalf
of New England Power Company (NEP) and our affiliates regarding
the Ocean State Power Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
NEP's interests in this project are manifold. NEP's affiliate,
Narragansett Energy Resources Company is a 20 percent equity
participant in the Ocean State Power project. NEP has agreed
to purchase 26 percent of the power produced by the first OSP
unit, and is currently negotiating to purchase power from the
second unit as well. This power will help NEP supply the needs
of three affiliated retail subsidiaries, which include The
Narragansett Electric Company, which serves over 300,000
customers in 27 communities in Rhode Island.

The Commission and its consultant, Dames & Moore, have
produced a comprehensive and thorough DEIS in a very timely
fashion. We are very pleased that the DEIS concludes that it
is prudent to pursue a building schedule that would result in
the availability of both OSP units in the early 1990s. The
need for OSP power becomes increasingly apparent in view of the
unabated load growth and the continuing uncertainties in New
England's electric energy supply. We are also pleased that the
DEIS concludes that the use of the Sherman Road site is an
environmentally acceptable choice. We trust that the quality
and thoroughness of the DEIS will make possible the expedient
preparation of an FEIS so that FERC will be able to move
forward on the authorization for pipeline construction in June
of this year.

A New England Electrnic System company
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Although the environmental analysis is generally
comprehensive and accurate, some of the mitigation measures
suggested seem unrelated and unsupported by the underlying
analysis. Of particular concern are some of the mitigation
measures involving the impacts of the plant on the area which
will immediately surround it. We appreciate the desire to
limit the plant's impacts on surrounding properties. However,
some of the mitigation measures suggested are directed to the
policy decision involved in deciding if the plant should be
located at the Sherman Road site, and not to the plant's
physical impacts. In doing so, the measures overstep the
bounds of the NEPA process.

Of particular concern is mitigation measure No. 15 (DEIS GIC6-1
page 5-6) in which the FERC staff recommends that OSP be
required to "develop a buy-out plan or propose some comparable
compensation mechanism to compensate local residents who would
be most significantly affected by the plant”. This measure 1
does not demand further environmental mitigation, but rather
demands mitigation of speculative economic effects that may
result from the construction of the plant. We believe the
measure is inappropriate for an environmental impact statement
and should not be included in the FEIS. Our reasoning follows.

NEPA is "not a vehicle for the airing of general policy
objections" but is "addressed to the end of protecting human
health and welfare only through the means of protecting the
physical environment”. Olmstead Citizens v. U.S., 793 F.2d
201, 204 (8th Cir. 1986). To construct the plant at Sherman
Road, OSP required a zoning change, which had to be enacted by
local elected officials. This decision has now been made in
OSP's favor. The zoning decision reflects a local legislative
balancing of the general welfare of the community and the local
impacts of the plant. With this policy decision now in place,
the mitigating measure is even more inappropriate. "The
political process and not NEPA provides the appropriate forum
in which to air policy disagreements" Met. Edison v. PANE, 460
U.S. 766, 777 (1983). The buy-out plan measure is plainly
directed to the policy decision of locating the plant and not
to its physical impacts. It is therefore outside the scope of
NEPA.

Several residents stated at the public hearing on the DEIS
(held April 14, 1988) that they had relied on the area's zoning
when they moved there. Unfortunately, this reliance is
misplaced. There is no right in a landowner to a particular
zoning designation. See Steel Hill Development vs. Sanbornton,
469 F.2d 956, 961 (1st Cir. 1972). Almost any local zoning
change results in some parties experiencing economic losses and
others experiencing economic gain. Other agencies, including
FERC, constantly make decisions locating facilities necessary
for the general welfare of the larger community, but having
locally adverse impacts. Not all impacts from these decisions
can or should be mitigated. Such decisions can have massive
impacts on property values before rising to a level of
compensable interference with individual property rights. To

Please see the respanses to camment GIC3-2.
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deserve compensation, offsite impacts must rise to the level of
a nuisance (private interference) or a taking (government
interference). Even if the zoning change to allow the OSP
plant did rise to such a level, the residents recourse would be
against the municipality and not Ocean State Power. NEPA
should not be used as a vehicle to shift purely economic
burdens of the political decision making process onto one who
benefits from a democratically made zoning change.

Further, the DEIS does not reach a conclusion on the
relative impacts and benefits of the plant that is contrary to
the local policy decision. Other allowable uses of the
property, which would not require an EIS, could have similar or
more severe impacts. There is no suggestion that any of the
property near the plant site will become unuseable. The DEIS
states at p. 4-101 "adverse socio-economic effects of the
project are not believed to be significant. The major problem
with these effects is they would be concentrated in relatively
small areas in the vicinity of the plant site and the .
pipeline corridors. The compensating beneficial economic
effects of the project would be distributed over a much larger
area." The speculative economic impacts addressed by the
proposed mitigation measure are not sufficiently related to a
significant impact on the physical environment that they should
be cognizable under NEPA. They result from a policy decision
which should not be influenced or subject to reconsideration as
a part of the Federal NEPA process.

We acknowledge that Ocean State Power has elected to pursue
an agreement with the towns affected (Burrillville and
Uxbridge) to provide certain funds to be used at the towns'
discretion for stabilizing property values that may be affected
by the plant. Although this would apparently satisfy the
proposed mitigation measure, this action does not contradict
our position that the measure involves issues outside the scope
of the NEPA process.

We also suggest that the proposed mitigation measure would
set a very harmful precedent for future FERC activities. Many
projects under FERC jurisdiction (e.g., gas piplines,
hydropower projects) would be impossible to site if localized
offsite economic impacts are to require mitigation through
compensation. By providing FERC control over these projects.
congress has recognized the need to look beyond the local
impacts and to consider regional and national needs in
balancing the negative impacts and benefits of these projects.
If FERC takes the position that there may be no locally uneven
impacts it will abdicate its essential role.

We wish to thank FERC for this opportunity to make our
position known and despite the above objection, we again

GIC6-2

Please see the respanse to camment GIC3-2.
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express our thanks for your efforts in producing what is
generally a fine document.

Sincerely yours,

P 0 YL

Mark E. Slade
Attorney

GIC6 (cont'd)
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April 19, 1988

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETORN RECEIPT REQUESTED

National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation

Q7
10 Lafayette Square cz’fc'..
Buffalo, New York 14203 ‘:7‘,':'
=l
Attn: David Weitz, Legal Counsel "g'%’;
c
Tennessee Gas Pipeline -

485 Sunset Drive
Hamburg, New York 14075

Attn: A. J. McDermott, Right of Way Agent

New York State Public Service Commission
Three Bmpire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223

Attn: Administrative Law Judge Furlong

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

Re: PERC Docket CP-87-132-001: Tenneco
PERC Docket CP-88-94-000: National Fuel
PSC - Application by NFG for 20-mile gas line
in Niagara County (T-88-022)
Our FPile No. 66/14,413

Gentlemen:

We represent Niagara Recycling, Inc., 2321 Kenmore
Avenue, Kenmore, New York 14217. Niagara Recycling, Inc. is an
affiliate of Browning-FPerris Industries, Inc. In 1983, Niagara
Recycling acquired the shaded portion of the property located on
the attached site plan consisting of 68.08 acres in the Town of

Lewiston, County of Niagara, New York for a proposed sanitary
landfill.

65 :6 WY 92 MdY B3
1134938 31 40 31447

[s)cRIF]
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GIC7 (cont'd)
April 19, 1988
Page -2-'

As noted on the attached s;te plan, the northerly GIC7-1 Please see the respanse to comment SAS-1.
portion of the property is presently bisected by a 50-foot
right-of-way for an existing 20-inch underground Tenneco high
pressure gas pipeline. Our client's plans for the property will,
of course, have to take into account Tenneco's rights pertaining
to that right-of-way.

Tenneco proposes to construct an additional high
pressure gas pipeline across the property. National Fuel also
proposes to construct an additional high pressure gas pipeline
across the property.

We understand that both the proposed Tenneco line and 1
the proposed National Fuel line follow the route of the existing
Tenneco pipeline to the east of Porter Center Road. We also
understand that the existing Tenneco gas pipeline, the proposed
Tenneco gas pipeline and the proposed National Fuel gas pipeline
are located at approximately the same point on the shore of the
Niagara River to the west.

We suggest that if it is indeed necessary to have three
high pressure gas pipelines carrying gas from approximately the
same point to approximately the same point, that the three
pipelines all be located within a single right-of-way to minimize
the detrimental effect to the various parcels which they cross.

96-M

We would like to have notice and an opportunity to
appear at any hearings before either the PSC or FERC, the purpose
of which is to hear evidence concerning the proposed route of
either the Tenneco line or the National Puel line.

Very truly yours,
2 2

A

Allan R. LYIpm

ARL/ejw
Enclosure
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OCEAN STATE POWER .
110 TREMONT STREET. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02108  TELEPHONE (617) 451-1103  TELEX. 95.1459

GICc8

April 25, 1988

Lois D. Cashell

_ECEIVED BY
Acting Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 25 1988
825 North Capital Street, N.E. APR 9
washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Docket #CP87-131-01 and #CP87-132-002

Dear Secretary Cashell:

Ocean State Power is pleased to submit the enclosed comments on
the “Ocean State Power Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement”.

Sincerely,

collins, Director
nvironmental Affairs

JOC: 3h

Enc.

cc: L. Lister, PERC
C. Riva, osp
W. Butler, D, S&M

Ref: MDOS002

OCEAN STATE POWER
110 TREMONT STREET. BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02108  TELEPHONE (617) 451.1103 TELEX 95.1459

April 25, 1988

Ocean State Power Comments
on the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s
"Ocean State Power Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, March 1988*

Docket Nos. CP87-131-001
CP87-132-001

I. INTRODUCTION AND QVERVIEW

Ocean State Power is pleased to submit these comments in
response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on the Ocean State Power Project, Docket Nos.
CP87-131-001 and CP87-132-001. These comments are in
addition to the comments made by OSP at the April 14
hearing in Woonsocket, Rhode Island. A copy of those
earlier comments is attached.

Approach

In the comments presented herein, OSP first addresses
those areas describing environmental consequences of the
proposed action, presented in Section Pour of the DEIS as
having a significant environmental impacts, and upon which
there is new information. Our goal is to demonstrate
that such identified impacts, while they may remain in the
category of “significant,® should not be considered major,
and certainly can be mitigated.

OSP then reviews the DEIS Section Pive “Conclusions" and
provides comments as to those areas where OSP does not
believe the evidence supports conclusions of adverse
impacts.

Next, OSP reviews the alternative sites and proposes
additional information supporting the Burrillville site as
the preferred alternative. OSP then comments on each of
the suggested mitigation measures.
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Pinally, OSP provides additional information in response
to comments made by others on the DEIS during the DEIS
review period.

Qverview

OSP believes that the analyses undertaken in support of
this Environmental Impact Statement identify the need for
additional electric power, and that such need should be
met in the surest and swiftest manner appropriate. OSP
believes that the evidence and analyses support the
conclusion that environmental consequences of a combined
cycle power plant such as proposed by OSP will have
minimal environmental impacts and that what impacts will
unavoidably occur can be readily mitigated.

OSP further believes that the alternative siting analyses
support the conclusion that the alternative sites
considered represent the universe of reasonable
alternatives and, furthermore, that neither of the two
primary alternative sites are clearly environmentally
superior to Sherman Parm Road, and that the latter does
not present any insurmountable environmental impacts. OSP
believes that the record demonstrates that local
environmental impacts and state and local environmental
concerns can be addressed and aitigated appropriately at
the state and local level.

OSP remains firmly convinced that the record demonstrates
that the Burrillville site is the one which will result in
the needed production of power with the most certainty and
in the most timely fashion, while at the same time
presenting no significant adverse environmental impacts.
At a minimum, no alternative site has been shown
environmentally preferable to Burrillville, and in terms
of existing infrastructure and availability of necessary
permits, i.e. expense and time factors, it is clearly
superior to other sites. OSP believes that the final EIS
should accurately reflect the following facts in support
of that conclusion:

o the Burrillville site has been a utility nerve
center for decades; it is a large site,
crossed by high voltage powerlines, a gas
pipeline and a large existing substation,and 1
thus is exceptionally well positioned relative
to fuel supply and available electrical
transmission lines with capacity for Ocean
State’s 500 MwW;

Staff rotes these camments, but ahserves that the gas pipeline referred
to is not proposed by OSP for delivering fuel to the plant; a new

11-mile natural gas pipeline to another trunk pipeline is proposed.
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o the Burrillville site now has strong local GICB-2 Staff notes and generally agrees with these comments, recognizing of
governmental support and has fully addressed aourse that they are based in OSP’s self-interest.
local concerns through agreements with the
appropriate Town Councils regarding both taxes
and contributions for community education,
civic projects and neighborhood property value
stabilization, and through the recently 2
completed zoning approval of the OSP facility.

o this site presents the fastest and surest
route to obtain the environmental and siting
approvals necessary to construct a facility
which the region is depending on to meet
regional energy needs;

o to shift to another site at this stage,
without a finding that the Burrillville site
presented insurmountable adverse environmental
impacts, would significantly delay needed
power production while adding to its cost, and
finally,

o the regional need for pover greatly exceeds
the 500 MW that OSP can produce, other good
sites will be necessary for additional power |
generation, and perhaps some of the
alternative DEIS sites can in the future fill
that role.

2
8
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
SECTION 4, DEIS

Water Quality and Ouantity

The DEIS states on page 4-9 that under a worst case
scenario, "the maximum water withdrawal would be nearly 7%
of the 7Q10 flow, and over 32% of the minimum daily flow
record over a 56 year period at the Woonsocket Gauge."

The minimum flow of record is based on nearly 50 years of
data between 1929 and 1985. However, the recorded flows
over this S56-year period are not representative of present
day flows due to the discharge during the past 12 years of
treated wastewater from the Upper Blackstone Water
Pollution Abatement District Wastewater Treatment Plant.
This plant, which went on-line in August 1976, has a
design capacity of 86 cfas (54 mgd) and an average
discharge of 54 cfs (35 mgd). Because the source of
municipal water which is treated at this plant and
discharged to the Blackstone River is largely from
reservoirs and water supplies outside the Blackstone
River drainage basin, this discharge represents a
substantial supplement to the river’s normal low flow.
This supplemental flow is reflected in the flow data
recorded at the gage in Woonsocket. For example, the 7Q10
flow calculated over the period of 1976-1984 is slightly
over 111 cfs, or 9% higher than the 56-year 7Q10 flow rate
(102 cfs). In addition, from August 1976 to September
1986, river flows below the 56-year 7Q10 of 102 cfs have
only been recorded on 6 days, which is approximately 0.16%
of the 10-year period. The lowest flow recorded since
August 1976 was 35 cfs. (Ecology and Environment, April
20, 1988, memorandum attached).

Examination of the daily flow data also indicates that
nearly all of these extreme low flows were isolated l-day
occurrences, and did not exhibit the pattern of gradual
flow reduction which might be expected if the low flows
were caused by drought conditions. Rather, it is likely
these isolated low flows resulted from the temporary
ponding which was reported in the EIS to occur at some of
the upstream hydroelectric facilities. If these
facilities adhere to "run-of-river" restrictions, the
occurrence of these l-day extreme low flow excursions
would likely be reduced.

Additional water quality studies prepared for OSP
demonstrate that the water quality impacts of OSP on the

GIC8-3

GIC8-4

GIC8-5

Staff notes this comment.

Staff concurs with this comeent.

The results of the two indicated studies have been immrporated in the
FEIS (Sectian 4.1.2.1.2).
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Blackstone River are indeed insignificant. These studies
include: “"Effects of Ocean State Power Water Withdrawal
On Dissolved Oxygen in the Blackstone River,” Ecology and
Environment, February 1988, and "Assessment of Potential
Impacts of Ocean State Power Water Withdrawal on Metals
Levels in the Blackstone River," Applied Science
Associates, February 1988. Both studies were submitted to
FERC by OSP on April 6, 1988.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
(RIDEM) has agreed with OSP that the impacts of OSP‘s
planned withdrawal on heavy metal concentrations are
insignificant and that no mitigating efforts are
necessary. OSP has agreed with RIDEM to mitigate its
dissolved oxygen (D.O.) impacts on the Blackstone River,
as may be necessary. RIDEM does not propose to limit
OSP’s ability to withdraw water from the Blackstone River
because OSP has agreed to mitigate the DO impacts. (RIDEM,
March 29, 1988 letter, attached).

Alr Quality

The DEIS at page 4-24 states: "The maximum percent
consumption of any standard by the OSP Project is 16% for
the gas fired configuration and 13% for the oil fired
configuration, both for the Massachusetts l-hour NO
Standard." OSP suggests the following sentence sho&ld be
added to that paragraph: “For Federal and Rhode Island air
quality standards applicable to Ocean State Power, the
highest impact on a percent basis when firing natural gas
is 0.6% for the annual standard and a 5.2% impact on the
three hour SO2 standard when firing oil.

Sound Qualjity

The DEIS finds on page 4-39 that the projected total
operating noise levels demonstrate “that the facility
would comply with both EPA and the FERC recommended
operational guidelines.” The table on page 4-37 should be
modified to incorporate the 2,000 foot sound impacts of
the plant. The Bolt, Barrineck & Newman Environmental
Noise Impact Report (November, 1987 attached) on the plant
noted that at 2,000 feet the operational noise impact
based on existing ambient noise will be Leq 42 decibels
and Ldn 48 decibels. This demonstrates that the sound
levels attenuate quickly as distance from the plant
increases.

Ecology

5
cont'd
GIC8-6 Commert acnepted; please see the revised Sectian 4.1.3.4.
6
GIC8-7 Commextt acoepted; please see the revised Table 4.1-11.
7
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Page 4-4]1 of the DEIS describes the filling of a small
perched wetland located in the center of the plant site.
The wetland area lost is described as a .52 acre area
"plus a state jurisdictional boundary of S50 feet resulting
in a total wetland impact of approximately 1.5 acres." A
®jurisdictional buffer zone" is not a wetland. A
jurisdictional buffer zone allows the DEM to review
activities near a wetland. In any event, the Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management has determined that
the small, perched area is not a wetland subject to State
review. This half acre area is comprised of two smaller,
distinct, one quarter acre areas that are not connected by
any defined wetland area. As such, they qualify for
nationwide permit status under Corps of Engineer
regulations. Thus, there is not expected to be any
significant wetlands impact related to the plant
construction itself. Temporary wetlands impacts will occur
as the oil/water pipelines are constructed across a narrow
wetland area in the southeast corner of the plant.

Minimal wetland impact will also occur during construction
of the water intake structure on the west bank of the
Blackstone River.in Woonsocket, as described on paged 4-42
of the DEIS. These wetland crossings will be protected by
erosion and sedimentation control plans.

Land Use

The statement on page 4-51 in the first paragraph that
"present use of the site for electricity generation is a
nonconforming use with P5, Parming, though it is
compatible with the existing transmission line right of
way and switching station*, is incorrect. The
Burrillville Zoning Officer, by way of a letter of
November 6, 1987, found that the power plant would be an
allowed use by special exception under Burrillville zoning
regulations 11-5.1 Section 4, Number 12, allowing such
uses as a sewerage plant, incinerator, or solid waste
disposal facility as an allowed use by special exception
in an F-5 district.

Furthermore, the Planning Board of the town of
Burrillville on December 9, 1987, recommended that the
zoning regulations be modified specifically to add an
electric generating facility as an allowed use by “special
exception” in an P-5 area. The Burrillville Town Council
subsequently did amend the town'’s zoning regulations
specifically to include an electric generating facility as
a permitted use under a special exception in an F-5

area. Finally, a special exception was granted by the
Burrillville Zoning Board on April 19, 1988, for the

The has been corrected in FEIS Sectiaon 4.1.5.1.1 to show that
the small wetland is 0.52 acre and not subject to RIDEM jurisdiction.

GIC8-9 Repemt actions by the Rurrillville Plamning Board (regarding allowed
uses of the OSP site in an F-5 zaned area) and the Zaning Board
(granting a spacial exveptian far the OSP plant) are notad. Section 4.1.6.1 has

been revised to reflect these actians.
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construction of the Ocean State Power Facility at the
Sherman Farm Road site. This zoning approval issued with
findings of fact upon receiving testimony in a
quasi-judicial hearing, must be given significant weight
in FERC'’s determination whether the OSP facility will
cause any significant adverse environmental impacts to the
community. A transcript of the Zoning Board Hearing and
findings will be forwarded as soon as it is available.

¥Water Supply Constraints

The DEIS makes the statement on page 4-53 that, "however,
whether OSP’'s withdrawal permit would constrain industrial
development along the Blackstone River cannot be assessed,
since no one knows the type and the number of new
industries that might locate along the river, much less
thie amounts of water they may require.* The DEIS states
later that the water withdrawal has no significant impacts
on water quality of the Blackstone. The question here is
simply one of water supply. It should be stated that a
reduction in the flow from a current 7Q10 in the
Woonsocket area of 102cfs to a 7Q10 level 4.4mgd (6.8cfs)
lower would not constrain industrial development on the
river. Industry has for years been able to locate and be
permitted under both Massachusetts and Rhode Island
regulations at 7Q10 levels of 95cfs upstream of the OSP
intake where the drainage basin is less but still adequate
for industrial use of the Blackstone River. Thus, the OSP
withdrawal of Blackstone River water should not present
any significant constraint on future industrial
development.

At the bottom of page 4-53 the statement is made that "if
no constraints on withdrawal are enacted, withdrawal under
low flow conditions could impact canoeing and the
aesthetics of viewing the river.* River water quality
modeling has predicted river height and width under
withdrawal conditions both with and without the OSP
withdrawal. The maximum impact is expected to be on the
order of a 3.7 inch decrease in width and a 3.4 inch
decrease in river depth under maximum low flow
conditions. A letter report by Ecology and Environment
presenting those impacts is enclosed. (Ecology and
Environment, December 9, 1987). We doubt these decreases
would materially affect aesthetics or canoeing.

If unusual or unpredictable low flow conditions occur as a
result of inadvertent temporary ponding upstream on the
river, any aesthetic impacts would be most correctly

cont'd

10

GIC8-10 Staff notes this comment.
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characterized as related to those upstream events of I
ponding and not related to the OSP withdrawal.
Hater and Ol Pipelines

The statement is made on Page 4-54 that “"rerouting the
pipeline to follow the transmission line right of way to
Route 102 would avoid the expected negative impacts along
Douglas Pike." OSP comments that the construction impacts
of the water and oil pipelines should be localized and of
short duration. The pipeline construction should proceed
at a rate of about 300 feet per day. Thus, the noise
impact in front of houses along Douglas Pike, is expected
to be of short duration. All Douglas Pike construction
would be completed in a two month period of time.
Rerouting the pipeline to the transmission line right of
way would simply move the socioceconomic impacts to a
different set of land owners, i.e. to those abutting the
transmission line right of way. This is discussed further
in our comments on alternate pipeline routes.

Trangportation

The DEIS states on page 4-55: "Residents along Sherman
Farm Road would bear the greatest impact of construction
activity since access to the site would be from Sherman
Farm Road."*

A traffic study was undertaken for OSP by ERT and is
contained in the "Ocean State State Power Project
Alternative Site Analysis, Volume 2, Supplementary
Assessment of Major Alternative Sites," pages 51-54. The
FERC has a copy of this report. The ERT study presents
the level of service for Sherman Farm Road, State Route
98, that is expected to result from traffic related to
construction of the OSP facility. Baseline traffic counts
were taken in 1987 and were increased by 5% per year to
account for nonproject related background growth in
traffic. The capacity analysis performed for peak hour
periods for Sherman Farm Road indicate that the road will
operate at a level of service "B* during the construction
phase of the facility development.

Level of service is generally expressed as a range of
"A-F* with "A" representing the best conditions and "F"
representing the worst. Between these two extremes, a
level of service "C* represents a condition of stable
operation with occasional delays and backups in
intersection areas. Level of service "C" is generally

considered a desirable standard for peak hour operation.

10
cont’d

n

12

GIC8-11 Pleam see the respowse to comment GICB-3J4. Staff disagrees that
. would simply ehift the sociceconamic impacts to a
different set of hmtt:ﬂtzs

GIC8-12 Traffic analysis comhxted by O0SP’s ansltant was reviewed during

tion of the DEIS. FERC Staff does not disagree with the results
of that analysis, which indicates that roads near the Sherman Farm Road site
would operate at acceptable levels of service during both aconstraction and
oparatiaon of the OSP plant. These acreptable levels of service notwithstarirg,
the additian of trucks and amstruction warkers to rural, local roads will have
an adverse effect an the character and safety of these roads.
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Thus, by this traffic analysis, the construction impacts
related to transportation should be considered a minor,
acceptable impact.

Additional testimony on traffic impacts has been presented
to the Burrillville 2Zoning Board. The Zoning Board’s
approval of the plant after examination of such evidence
should be given great weight.

The statement is made at the bottom of page 4-55 that "the
character and safety of West Ironstone Road would be
adversely impacted by any construction activity along the
road.” OSP disagrees that the occasional use of West
Ironstone Road by construction equipment or construction
employee traffic will create an adverse impact on
character and safety for the West Ironstone Road. The
Findings of Fact of the Burrillville Zoning Board add
credence to OSP’'s observation that traffic impacts are
likely to be minimal.

Health Effects

OSP does not agree with the statement at page 4-62 of the
DEIS that the health effects of 345KV lines which will be
utilized by the OSP Project are reasonably similar to
those emanating from 765KV lines. We are aware of no
evidence equating effects of the two. While we are not
convinced there are any adverse effects on health from
765KV lines, to the extent one can extrapolate at all, it
is reasonable to believe the electro magnetic field under
345KV lines would be less, and hence have less potential
for health effects than undera?765Kvline. In any

event, OSP would like to reiterate at this point that
apart from the intertie to the existing substations, no
new transmission lines will be required for a 500 MW plant
built at the Sherman Farm Road site.

12
cont’d

GIC8-13 Staff rotes this comment; please see the revised Tramsmission Line

subsactian of Sectian 4.1.6.6. Also note that virtually no authority
in the field believes that the wark stixlying health effects fram high voltage
trarsmission lines is complete. There appears to be no widely acrepted evidence
that firmly establishes any deleterious effects to healthy individuals caused by
Extra High Voltage trarsmissian lines.
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III. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED
ACTION - SECTION 5, DEIS

The statement is made on page 5-1 that "construction of
the proposed powerplant at the Sherman Farm Road Site
preferred by OSP would have significant effects on water
use and local land use, and would affect protected
wetlands.* Ocean State Power does not agree that the
proposed site would cause significant effects on water
use, local land use, or that it would cause significant
effects on protected wetlands. The detailed comments
presented below address each of these issues.

Hater Uge

The DEIS finds on page 5-1 that the plant’s use of 4
million gallons per day “would not by itself be a
significant consumptive loss...* This finding goes on
however, to state that this use pay preempt other
potential users of the water.* (Emphasis added) There is
no rationale presented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement which supports the concern for preemption of
potential new uses of the water. As stated earlier, as
can be seen by public and private use of the Blackstone
River currently upstream of the Woonsocket intake station,
where river flow is much lower, downstream from OSP's
intake structure, given minimal volume of OSP’'s withdrawal
relative to total river flow, there will be no adverse
impact on potential future users effect either.

OSP does not believe that there keep will be any limits on
the use of Blackstone River water keep during low flow
periods by Rhode Island’s State Department of
Environmental Management. The enclosed letter of March
29, 1988, from the Department of Environmental Management,
Division of Water Resources, indicates that a 401 Water
Quality Certificate will be granted the OSP project, once
OSP demcnstrates that any necessary third party assistance
in mitigating desolved oxygen impacts will be available.
OSP is now engaged in discussions with the City of
Woonsocket in this regard and expects to obtain City of
Woonsocket approvals and contracts within a short period
of time. A Bechtel Corporation report identifying readily
avajlable DO replenishment techniques is enclosed.
(Bechtel "Blackstone River DO Replenishment, April, 1988).

GIC8 (cont’d)

"

GIC8-14 Staff notes this comment.
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capacity of the road network in the plant vicinity.” On
this point OSP also wishes to refer the FERC staff to the
Traffic and Analysis Study performed by ERT discussed
above. There in a section reviewing transportation impacts
of the powerplant, particularly pages 5-1 to 5-7, the
traffic impacts are demonstrated to be minimal and
insignificant. The minor reduction in level of service
from a current level of A to B during construction when
service level "C" is generally conaidered acceptable is
not a significant impact.

Noise related to the construction of the powerplant will
be controlled to every reasonable degree by the use of
good construction practices and the use of all required
mufflers on heavy equipment. Furthermore, OSP believes
that the construction noise impacts would be relatively
similar, and minor, for any alternative site.

Testimony presented at the Burrillville Zoning Hearing
stated that construction activities will generally occur
only between 7:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. during week days and
that there are no current plans for weekend activities.
Nor will night deliveries of equipment or materials occur
except as an unusual and very infrequent event. Any
nighttime or weekend construction should be an unusual
event, for example, only such as the need for a
continuous concrete pour. Thus, the noise during
construction is reasonable both for the activity being
undertaken and by its timing when virtually all people are
awake and may already at work; it is being mitigated to
the most reasonable degree possible.

o ifi ce

The statement is made at the top of page 5-2 that
“analyses of operational affects from noise,
nightlighting, and cooling tower fogging and icing have
shown that these would not be severe, but would be

cejv by local residents.” (Emphasis
added). OSP comments that perceptions of local residents
do not in and by themselves create a significant
environmental impact. Indeed it is one of the purposes of
the final EIS to disabuse misperceptions. The action of
the Zoning Board of the Town of Burrillville in its
approval of the special exception allowing the OSP
facility to be located at the proposed site must be
considered important evidence of community perception that
whatever these effects may be, they will be sufficiently
minor so as not to present an unacceptably deleterious
impact on the neighborhood. The findings of fact by a

GIC8 (cont’d)

16
cont'd
GIC8-17 Staff notes this camment.
17
GIC8-18 Comment notad; however, Staff maintains that same operatiaonal effects
that are not significant enviromental impacts would be perceived as
significant by local residents. Such perceptians calvot be igrored in an
enviraomental evaluatian.
18
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impact than OSP’'s to immediate residential neighbors.
(See, "Bffect of Resource Recovery Plants on nearby
Property Values," C.S. Konheim and S.N. Koehler, June
1986. See also, "A Study of the Impact of Resource
Recovery Facilities on Surrounding Residential Property"
prepared for the Palm Beach County Solid Waste Authority
by J.R. Price, March 10, 1986.) The conclusions of both
of these separate reports are that the waste-to-energy
facilities have not had a negative influence on
neighboring property value.

There is no evidence presented in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement that there would be any loss of property
value occasioned by OSP’s plant. Contradictory or, at
least, less certain statements than that on page 5-2 are
found elsewhere in the DEIS. The Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, page 2-104, states Only that "property
values pay be adversely affected by the construction of

a powerplant, but the significance is difficult to
determine."” (Emphasis added) The Draft continues that
"assuming that the greatest impact would be on
residential properties, effects coyld be most

significant at the Sherman Farm Road Site which has the
highest number of nearby residences." (Emphasis added)

Ocean State Power has made the commitment to be a good :
neighbor, and has expressed this commitment through a good
neighbor policy through which OSP will provide the towns
of Burrillville and Uxbridge with funds for student
scholarships and civic projects. During construction,
each community will receive $50,000 and $75,00 during the
first and second years, respectively. Once the plant is
operational, OSP will provide each community with $100,000
per year for scholarships and civic projects for a period
of twenty years.

These funds will be administered by local citizen boards
in each community. In Burrillville, the $30,000 per year
earmarked for civic projects will be administered by the
OSP Burrillville Community Foundation. The Foundation
will be managed by a board comprised of town council
members and appointees, local representatives to the state
assembly, and one representative of OSP.

It was the opinion of Burrillville’s Town Council that
this board of local citizens and officials would be best
able to address local concerns over property values and
the desire for a property value stabilization program for
the area adjacent to the proposed plant. Although OSP
does not believe that property diminution will occur, at

14

GIC8 (cont’d)
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GIC8 (cont’d)

the Town Council’s request, OSP has agreed to provide the
amount of $200,000 to fund such a program.

Ocean State Power will also provide the Uxbridge Community
Foundation with funding of $100,000 to provide a property
value stabilization plan for its community.

Thus, both a mechanism and funding exist in the local
cosmunities to address concerns regarding potential
impacts on nearby residential values. In the unlikely
event that any property value diminuation should occur,
and in the even more unlikely event that the $300,000
specifically provided for property value stabilization
proves insufficient to compensate the few home owners
affected, the local Poundations have considerable
additional funds available through the OSP contributions
for civic projects which could also be used for property
value stabilization.

OSP continues to believe (1) that the minimal
environmental impacts of the facility will not cause
property values to decline, (2) that the considerable tax
benefits offered by the facility will at a minimum enhance
desirability of Burrillville housing sufficiently to
assure that no diminution in property value for area
residents should occur, and (3) that the locally
administered property maintenance program provides more
than sufficient additional assurances at the local level.
Finally, as discussed more fully below, OSP strongly
objects to the Federal encroachment in local government
perogative regarding zoning and land use development
decisions that a federally required property value
stabilization plan would occasion.

ernativ v d men

In the comparison of alternative sites, the question is
presented as to whether or not there is another site more
environmentally appropriate for the location of a gas
fired combined-cycle generation facility such as OSP
proposes to develop at the Sherman Farm Road Site. OSP
believes that some of the alternate sites reviewed present
a reasonable location, but not a superior one, for a SOOMW
powerplant such as that proposed by OSP.

As demonstrated in the DEIS, there are no truly
significant environmental or socioeconomic impacts
resulting from the operation of the OSP plant. The
location of the plant in a relatively rural area (such as

13

cont’d

GIC8-21 Staff generally agrees with these comments, recognizing of aamrse their

basis in OSP’s self-interest.

21
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exists at @ach of the three compared gites) is equally
acceptable.

The Burrillville site meets all minimum environmental
criteria for location of a gas fired powerplant. It also
offers a number of significant economic and other
advantages over alternative sites. 1In Burrillville, the
Town Council, the Town Planning Board, and the Town Zoning
Board have each found that a powerplant such as OSP
proposes can appropriately be located at the Sherman Farm
Road Site without deleterious impacts to the neighborhood
or the community. As a result of these actions, the
Sherman Farm Road site presents the clearest, straightest
avenue to approval.

OSP’s comments on the DEIS conclusions relative to
alternative sites can best begin with a review of the
Comparative Analyses Table presented at pages 2-98 through
2-101 of the DEIS. :

At page 2-98, under the issue of “Sjte Development and

, there should be added a new
initial category entitled "Zoning." In that section,
Sherman Parm Road should be designated as currently

for an electric generating facility. The

Ironstone Site should be designated as zoned agricultural,
with a note that the Town Council is currently reviewing
restrictions on use because of an existing on-site aquifer
are that it earlier turned down a request for the zoning
category OSP would need.

In the “Wetlands" category , the Sherman Farm Road
description should state that less than one half an acre
of wetland is impacted.

In the "Near Site Impacts" category, in the Sherman Parm
Road description the statement that blasting is expected
to be noticeable should be deleted. Testimony has been
given at the Burrillville Zoning Board hearing that
blasting will not be noticeable off site. Modern
techniques of blasting will result in minimal noise. The
statement that blasting may impact horse breeding nearby
should also, therefore, be deleted, since the noise
occasioned will not impact this property. The statement
“will decrease quality of life during construction* should
also be deleted as totally subjective. There is no
definition or criterion presented to define “quality of
life", therefore it is not possible to determine how or by
how much such a feature might be affected. Similarly, the
statements regarding quality of life for the Ironstone and

16

GIC8 (cont’d)

21
cont’d
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GICB-22 COument acceEpted; please see the revised Table 2.1-26.

GIC8-23 Cumment accepted; please see the revised Table 2.1-26.

GIC8-24 Fur the purpmses of this EIS, Quality of Life can be defined as
addressing the rural residential nature of the area and the

that will be perceived as significant by the residemts who live near the site.

Qaxcernim the traffic category, even thaxgh a level of service is rated "B," it

does not mean that there will be no impact an the neighborhood.
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GIC8 (cont'd)

Bryant College descriptions should be deleted. “Quality
of life* is not a helpful standard of comparison.

As to the category entitled "Traffic®, the Sherman Farm
Road site review should state: -"Construction traffic will
be at a "B" level of service, thus minimal impact is
expected.” All statements regarding quality of life
should be deleted under all sites here as above.

As to the category of "Visibility", the statements
following the first sentence presented under each of the
descriptions of each site should all be deleted. Very
simply, no significant visibility impact should occur
during construction at any site.

The next major heading for the comparative analysis is
titled “Plant Operations.* Under the "Noise" category,
the last sentence under the Sherman Farm Road description
relating to negative impacts on quality of life should be
deleted. On its face, the statement does not agree with
the first sentence: °“Noise impacts are not expected to be
significant.” PFurthermore, the findings of fact of the
Burrillville Board of Zoning should be given great weight
in the determining that the Ocean State Powerplant will
not negatively affect quality of life.

As to the Ironstone site, considerable discussion is found
throughout the DEIS regarding the opinion that noise
impacts will be insignificant there because of the current
sand and gravel operations. The statement is also made
that the sand and gravel operations should soon be
discontinued. Whatever "advantage" the Ironstone site has
because of the noise that currently exists at the site
would soon no longer exist.

Under the "Traffic" section as everywhere else, comments
related to quality of life should be deleted.

Under the category "Visibility", the statement that the
pristine nature of night skys is expected to be somewhat
impacted should be deleted. Testimony presented at the
Burrillville Zoning Board notes that the nighttime
lighting of the facility will be minimal and will be so
directed so as to have minimal to no impact on night sky.

As to the "Property Values" category for all three sites,
the statement should be made that values of neighboring
property are not likely to decline.

24
cont’'d

24

27

GIC8-25 Qumment acceptad; please see the revised Table 2.1-26. Staff notes,
however, that the nearest sensitive noise receptor to the Irarstane
site is considerably farther away than at the proposed site.

GICB-26 This camment is notad; however, Staff believes there will be same
impact to the night sky, particularly from the cooling tower plume.

GIC8-27 Please see the respase to commemt GICB-20. Staff does not believe it
te aor possible to state that property values are not likely to
decline.
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Under the "Traffic" category, the statements regarding the I 24
quality of life should be deleted.

A new principal section of comparative analysis should be
added to the Table 2.1-21. This section should be titled

ct’ , and the first category for
comparison should be "Property Ownership." Under the
Sherman Parm Road Site the statement should be made that
the property is currently owned by an OSP investor owner.
Ironstone should be described as privately owned with the
same, private ownership delineated for the Bryant College
site.

A second subcategory should be entitled "Permits and
Approvals". Under Sherman Parm Road, it should be noted 28
that the area is currently zoned for an electric
generating facility and that a tax agreement is signed
with the Town of Burrillville. It should also be stated
that all applications for state and local licenses and
approvals have been submitted and are now under review and
many granted or issued. Under Ironstone, it should be
noted that the 1ocal government acceptability of an
electric generating facility or any industrial facilities
on the aquifer is now being studied by the Town after
having turned down an earlier request for rezoning to
industry use and that the area is currently zoned
agricultural.

Another subcategory "Right of Way Acquisition* should be
added. In this category, the Sherman Parm Road site
should be listed as not requiring any new ROW. Por the
Uxbridge site, it should be noted that acquisition of a
new transmission line right-of-way and switching station
property would delay the project by at least two years.
The same statement should be made under the Bryant College
site.

An additional category of °“Ancillary Facility Costs"
should also be included. For Sherman Farm Road the cost
of oil/water pipeline should be included; for Ironstone,
the additional ancillary facility costs for cooling water
pipeline, new right-of-way, expanded right-of-way, and gas
transmission pipeline should be included; for the Bryant
College site, the additional cost for ancillary facilities 30
for cooling water pipeline, expanded right-of-way, and gas
transmission pipeline should be included. Under the
Ironstone and Bryant College discussions, the additional
statement should be made that loss of investment tax
credits would increase costs to rate payers by 30 million
dollars if plant start-up were delayed by one year.

18

GIC8-28 Staff notes this suggestion; however, these points are covered else-
vhere in the doamernt. i

GIC8-29 It has been noted in the text that Ocsan State Power does not have
eminent damain authority; this reasan should not be used by OSP as a
substitute far good faith effarts to abtain easements by aaquisition.

GIC8-30 Ancillary facility costs are presentad in DEIS Table 2.1-18. Oosts for
Sherman Farm Road have since been added for amparative purpmees;

please see the revised Table 2.1-23. The issue of the investment tax credit and

sapert ratepayers’ oosts have been addressed elsewhere in Sectian 2.




ILL-M

GIC8 (cont'd)

Alt ative Facilities and erations

This portion of the OSP comments reviews the alternative
facilities and operations presented in the DEIS at pages
2-106 through 2-123. The areas reviewed are cooling
water, alternative air pollution control equipment, and
alternative oil and water pipeline routes.

Cooling Water

In the DEIS discussion on alternatives to cooling water,
the Slatersville Aquifer and the Slatersville Reservoir
are both reviewed. The hydraulic interconnectedness of
the Slatersville Reservoir, the Aquifer and the Branch
River means that all three must be considered as the same
water source. Page 2-10 notes that plant water demand
would require as much as 47% of the 7Q10 flow of the
Branch River. The Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management has stated that any use of the
Branch River which would impact it by 10% of the 7Q10
would be unacceptable. Therefore, it is highly unlikely
that any use of the water resources of the Slatersville
aquifer or reservoir would be permitted at any level of
withdrawal approaching 0.9 million gallons per day.
Furthermore, any reduction of flow from the Branch River
amounts to a equivalent reduction in flow from the
Blackstone River as noted on page 2-108.

Rry Cooling

OSP continues to believe that the disadvantages of high
initial cost, high operating costs, impact on plant
efficiency and reliability, and the size of dry cooling
systems as well as the potential for increased noise make
a dry cooling system inappropriate for the Sherman Farm
Road’s site. Furthermore, the water requirements of
between 0.75mgd and 1.0mgd needed even with dry cooling
would require that a water pipeline be built to the
Blackstone as no closer source of water exists that can
readily provide the water requirements without any
significant environmental impacts.

The wet cooling system proposed for the Burrillville site
has no significant environmental impacts on the immediate
environment at the site nor does it have any significant
impacts on the Blackstone River. The potential for icing
and fogging has been demonstrated to be minimal, using the
more sophisticated C.T. Main modeling. The water quality

impacts have likewise been demonstrated to be minimal, and
even this minimal impact on dissolved oxygen in the

GIC8-31 FERC Staff cnamrs with these comments regarding the Slatersville

Reservoir.

31

GICB-32 Staff generally agrees with these commemts. Dry cooling would be more

ocampatible with the Irastae site.

32
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Blackstone River will be mitigated by agreement between
OSP and Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Managemeént.

Alternative Air Pollutjon Coptrol Equipment

In anticipation of comments relative to the issue of best
available control technology (BACT) for control of
nitrogen dioxide, OSP has included an OSP letter reviewing
this issue. (OSP, March 11, 1988, letter to D. McVay,
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management).
This letter presents the argument that the risk inherent
in requiring a baseload powerplant to utilize a control
technology which has no operational reliability record
outweighs the insignificant net air quality benefits
related to reducing OSP’'s air quality impacts to a level
below six tenths of a percent of the ambient air quality
standard.

Alternative Qil and Water Pipeline Routes
OSP believes that there are significant technical
difficulties, significant property acquisition
difficulties and significant environmental impacts related
to the alternative oil and water pipeline routes suggested

on pages 2-122 through 2-125 of the DEIS to avoid impacts
along Douglas PFarm Road.

The attached letter from Tenneco Gas Transportation
Company reviews the technical difficulties of co-locating
gas lines with the OSP oil and water lines within a
overhead transmission right-of-way. (Tenneco, April 19,
1988, letter R. Lyons to N. Collins, OSP.) Basically, it
would be extremely difficult to assure cathodic protection
of the pipelines if they were installed in the same trench
due to the DC and AC currents in the area.

Along the transmission line right-of-way, from Route 102
to the OSP site, there are approximately 30 abutting
landowners. Co-location of the pipelines by either same
or separate ditch construction would create an additional
burden on these abutting landowners. Construction impacts
would not be limited only to the additional construction
equipment and activity necessary for adding the oil and
water pipelines to the now proposed gas pipeline route,
but could also require significant additional clearing of
right-of-way for separate trenching.

Separate trenching may be necessary to avoid the cathodic
protection system interference or as a result of pipeline

20

32
cont'd

GIC8-33 Staff notes this campent.

GIC8-34 These ammemts are notad. Nevertheless, Staff believes that there are

altermative routes that are enviramamtally preferable to the proposed
rartes. Please see the revisad Sectian 5.1.2 and the respases to commmts
GIC8-11, GIC8-15, GIC8-18, amd GICB-29. while akitioml oosts would be
incurred and wetlands would be affectad, the FERC Staff believes that such
amstructian can be done without causing significant, lang-term adverse impacts.
It is axiamtic that amstructian of a pipeline within a paved roadsay will have
minimal impact an wetlands. The impact an the day-to-day activities of peaple
during the constructian period waild be mxch mare evident. As ane commentar has
pointed out, Rarte 146A is the busiest road in North Smithfield. Any increase
in traffic delays could have a significant effect an the movemant of fire and
rescue vehicles.
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construction at different times. Separate trenching would
require additional right-of-way acquisition from existing
landowners and could be expected to require additional
clearing. A minimum of 25 feet of additional clearing
would be required if ditch construction area were
available on the same side of the right-of-way as the gas
pipeline now intends to follow. If it was determined that
it was necessary to trench the oil/water pipeline on the
opposite side of the right-of-way from the gas pipeline,
then a greater amount of right of way would be required
and currently uncleared area would need to be cleared.
Acquisition of new right-of-way may also be necessary to
assure that future right-of-way use by Blackstone Valley
for future electrical transmission lines was not

impaired.

A significant impediment to OSP routing through private
property is the lack of eminent domain authority. Existing
easements owned by Blackstone Valley Electric Company are
limited to easements for the overhead transmission line
and can not be applied to a transmission of oil and water
for the Ocean State Power project. Purthermore, Tenneco
expects to be reduired to condemn and take by eminent
domain a significant portion of the right-of-way necessary
for its gas pipeline. OSP cannot be expected to be able
rapidly and reasonably to negotiate with 30 landowners and
obtain 100% approvals for the additional construction of
an oil and water pipeline through private property.

The suggestion that the water and oil pipelines follow
Tenneco'’s route is further complicated by the fact that
timing of regulatory approvals and construction for the
extension of the gas pipeline to Providence may be
different from those for OSP.

A potential for significant adverse environmental impacts
relative to the suggested alternate routing is also
indicated. The transmission line right-of-way area from
Route 102 to the plant crosses wetlands areas readily
identified on USGS maps. There would be wetlands impacts
at the unnamed stream that crosses Joslin Road as well as
at Tucker Brook and at the wetland marsh area indicated

at the crossing of Ironmine Road. In contrast, the
Department of Environmental Management of Rhode Island has
determined that the proposed pipeline route has no impacts
on wetlands.

The same technical, property acquisition and environmental
issues are presented with the suggested alternative of

bringing in a separate oil pipeline from the north.

34

cont’d
GIC8~35 Please see the respawme to comment GICB-34.

35
GIC8~36 Please see the respame to comment GIC8-34.

36
GIC8-37 Please see the respae=e to comment GICB-34.
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Furthermore, OSP believes there would be a considerable
increase in cost associated with trenching and
construction for a separate right of way for the oil
pipeline. This cost would be greater than any saving of
pipe material due to a shorter pipe route.

In summary, the alternate pipeline routes suggested would
move the impacts from the owners of houses abutting
Douglas Pike to those property owners abutting the
right-of-way. Yet impacts to Douglas Pike abutters are
not onerous or long lasting. Access to and from houses
for residents along Douglas Pike will not be significantly
interfered with. Through traffic may be re-routed, but
residential traffic would not be denied ingress or
egress. Purthermore, the construction along Douglas Pike
should occur at a construction rate of approximately 300
feet per day, with direct construction impacts affecting
any single owner only for a very short duration.

GIC8 (cont'd)

GIC8-38 Please see the response to camment GIC8-34.
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IV. MITIGATIVE MEASURES

In the comments that follow, OSP addresses the FERC
mitigation measures suggested on pages 5-4 through 5-8 of
the DEIS.

OSP will continue its coordination with the Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management regarding the
effects of the plant operation on water quality and
quantity.

Mitigation Measure 2.

OSP intends to continue to cooperate with the Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management regarding required
environmental monitoring programs.

i eas

OSP intends to conduct appropriate chemical analyses in
accordance with EPA and state regulations to determine if
the solid or semi-solid waste produced through the plant
water treatment system should be considered a hazardous
waste. The enclosed Bechtel letter demonstrates that a
suitable disposal facility is available if these wastes
are determined to be hazardous. (Bechtel, letter of April
13, 1988)

Mitigation Measure 4.

OSP does not intend to establish a contingency plan to
provide backup water supply. OSP believes there will be
no restricted withdrawal of water from the Blackstone
River. Use of groundwater or water from the Branch River
would not seem to provide an appropriate backup or
supplementary supply, as discussed elsewhere in our
comments .

Mitigation Measure §.

OSP intends to install such noise suppression devices as
necessary so that noise attributable to operation of the
proposed facility does not exceed an Ldn of 55 dB(A) at
the nearest residence. OSP intends to meet this guideline
level at the plant site, the water intake and any pipeline
booster station. OSP intends to undertake a post

41
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GIC8~39 Staff notes these comuents.

GIC8-40 Staff notes these cmmetts; please see the respase to cammestt SA7-6.

the
withdrawal of river water. The FERC
are imposed, it would be prudent and
have developed an
The Slatersville aquifer

GIC8-42 Staff notes this comment.
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construction sound level survey if necessary to verify
that these goals are achieved.

Mitigation Measure 6.

OSP will generally be able to meet the spirit of this
mitigating measure, however, OSP cannot agree to confine
all construction and operating noise generating
activities above an Leq of 55 dB(A) at the property line
to weekday daylight hours. As presented in testimony to
the Burrillville Zoning Board, OSP intends to limit
construction activity to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m. except for those unusual circumstances where
construction hours must be extended for activities such as
a continuous concrete pour that might continue beyond the
normal work day hours. In light of this testimony,
Burrillville Zoning Board approval was granted without a
specific limit on construction activity hours.

FERC considerations in recommending mitigation measures
concerning particularly local impacts should give
considerable weight and deference to the Burrillville
Zoning Board decision and findings of fact in areas of
local environmental impact.

M t 1.

OSP believes it meets the spirit of this mitigation
measure as construction activity for the OSP facility is
intended to be limited to a Monday through PFriday 7:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. schedule. However, OSP cannot agree to
an absolute restriction to these hours as some activities
may need to be performed during other times. As with
Mitigation Measure 6, approval by the Zoning Board of
Burrillville was granted without a specific limit on
construction activity.

Mitigation Measure 8.

OSP cannot reasonably be expected to schedule blasting and
steam blows during construction so as to avoid the
breeding season for horses. As stated elsewhere in these
comments, the "blasting" in fact should not be

noticeable. OSP does intend to notify the horse farm
operator prior to conducting steam blow activities and at
the beginning of the construction excavation period when
general blasting is expected.

Mitigation Measure 9.

GIC8 (cont’d)

42
cont'd

GICB-43 Staff notes this comment.

GIC8-44 The rexmmerdatian has been modified to recognize that certain activ-
ities, such as axtinms caxcrete pours, may extend beyod 5 p.m.

GIC8-45 Commet noted; Staff has revised the conditian to say that such

schadul ing shall be dane "as reasanably possible.® However, Staff
believes that QSP’s camnitment to notify the horse farm owner is too general,
and so has also modified the conditian to reguire notificatian priar to conduct-
ing "each anurreme of* such activities.
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OSP intends to notify abutting land owners and residents
prior to the beginning of blasting activities on site.
However, as blasting activities are not expected to create
any significant noise offsite, the notice to abutting land
owners and residents will be limited to a general notice
at the beginning of the on-site construction excavation
period.

Mitigation Measure 10,

OSP is required under Rhode Island law to implement the
sediment and erosion control plans included in its Rhode
Island Wetlands Alteration Permit Application. OSP
intends fully to comply with this requirement.

Mitigation Measyre 1].

OSP has presented its site clearing and grading plan to
the Burrillville Zoning Board during hearings on the
zoning application for the OSP plant. The Burrillville
Zoning Board found that sufficient existing vegetation
existed with the presented clearing and grading plan to
create a visual barrier.

i tio sure .

OSP presented to the Burrillville Zoning Board its site
clearing and grading plan maximizing existing vegetation
on site as a visual barrier to the plant. No requirements
for screen plantings were made by the Burrillville Zoning
Board in its review of the planned construction of the OSP
facility. OSP will retain the maximum undistributed
vegetative buffer practical consistent with OSP’'s proposed
plot plan, construction lay down requirements and existing
structures. In some directions this will considerably
exceed 100 feet. No additional screen plantings were
required by the Burrillville Zoning Board to replace any
vegetation during construction.

Mitigation Measure 13.

OSP will fully comply with State of Rhode Island
requirements for soil and erosion control at wetland
crossings.

Mitigation Measure 14.

Evidence regarding construction equipment traffic was
presented to the Burrillville Zoning Board in testimony in
hearings on the OSP zoning approval. Testimony was

cont'd
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presented that the primary route for construction traffic

will be the Sherman Farm Road. The Zoning Board chose not ‘q

to restrict construction equipment traffic to Sherman Farm cont'd

Road.

Mitigation Measures 1J5. GIC8-49 Please see the respyme to commert GIC3-2.

OSP strongly opposes any Federal government suggestion of
a "buy out*" plan to compensate local residents as both
unnecessary in fact and inappropriate as a federally
recomménded mitigation.

OSP has undertaken to test the thesis, both in fact and in
theory, that a powerplant of the nature it intends to
construct will diminish the value of neighboring
residential properties. We attach the April 20, 1988,
result of this investigation by William E. Coyle, Jr. and
Associates, licensed Rhode Island and Massachusetts real
estate consultants. In reviewing any apparent changes in
the local real estate sarket in immediate proximity to the
proposed powerplant for the years 1986 to date, Coyle and
Associates reports no noticeable affect.

“Further, we have reviewed data in our files concerning
powarplant sites in nearby Massachusetts. Our data shows
that in the immediate areas surrounding these sites, there
was little or no effect on the market value of the
surrounding properties.*® 49

€CLl-Mm

OSP sees as unnecessary the establishment of a "buy-out”
mechanism absent a showing of property value diminution;
no such showing has been made here.

OSP also believes establishment of such a formal mechanism
is inappropriate as a matter of policy, because it has the
potential to set a precedent whose ramifications would
carry widely into other situations, where utility or
public facilities such as highways, airports, low income
housing, schools, fire stations, water treatment
facilities, pipelines, etc., were to be sited.

We have attached a legal study of the matter done for OSP
by the Providence Rhode Island law firm of Tillinghast,
Collins and Graham. (See also, the attached opinion
letter by the Deputy General Counsel of the Counsel on
Environmental Quality).

In summary, the Tillinghast, Collins & Graham study makes
the following points:

26
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1. While both Rhode Island and federal courts,
interpreting respective constitutions, have found that
otherwise permissible land uses can go too far and rise to
the level of a taking of property, the standard is whether
the action has deprived the property owner in question of
o stanti of the beneficial use or value
of his property. Diminution in value or even prevention
of the most valuable use of property is not sufficient to
prove a claim of inverse condemnation. This is especially
so in the case of a "constructive,” as here, opposed to a
"direct, " taking. :

2. This standard, applied to the facts of OSP’s case,
would make it virtually impossible for adjoining land
owners to argue, once the OSP plant is built and
operating, that the governmental actions opening the way
for the facility’s construction at this site constituted a
taking of their property requiring compensation.

Given the state of the current law, OSP therefore
vigorously opposes attachment by FERC to its approval of
the project of any formal condition going beyond
requirements of current law. We think such an action
especially inappropriate because of the precedent it
would create for other public projects. As observed by
the U.S. Supreme Court Justice Holmes nearly 70 years ago
in Pennsylvania Coal Co. vs. Mahon (cited in

attachment ), government "hardly could go on if to some
extent values incident to property could not be diminished
without paying for every such change in the general law."
The same applies to the public benefits generated by OSP.
To require a formal "pay-back" or "buy out” mechanism for
alleged diminution in property values around this or any
other plant, pipeline, elementary school, fire station, or
highway or airport for that matter, would be to open
Pandora‘’s Box to a never ending stream of alleged “taking*
litigation by speculative neighbors.

Lest it be thought that OSP is being unduly harsh towards
its immediate neighbors, we point out that, as recently
announced (see attached press release) and discussed at
the public hearing on this DEIS, OSP has voluntarily
agreed to provide a total of $300,000 for local
Foundations, the trustees of which will include local
residents and officials, to address diminished property
value concerns by those owning homes around the plant. To
go beyond the voluntary approach to a more formal
"mechanism” required by the federal government as a
condition of operation, as the DEIS suggests, is to invite

speculative claims delaying and even preventing publicly

cont'd
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beneficial projects like OSP, a result negating over a
hundred years of careful judicial balancing of exactly
these competing policy considerations.

Mjtigatjon Measure 16.

OSP intends to undertake no construction related
activities that would effect the family cemetery at the
Grove Hollow site and intends to protect it by a fence
separating it from plant facilities by a distance of
approximately ten meters beyond any existing gravestones.

Mitigatjon Measure 17.

OSP does not believe that the construction of water and
oil pipelines will affect cultural resources. The
pipeline is to be constructed only on already disturbed
areas within existing roadways. Nevertheless, OSP will
undertake any Phase 1 survey required by the Historical
Preservation Commission of Rhode Island if such is deemed
necessary by that agency.

Mitigation Measure 18 and 19.

OSP does not intend to modify the current route of the oil
and water pipeline from its intended route along the
Douglas Pike. Technical issues as well as property
acquisition environmental and cost issues have been raised
which OSP believes demonstrate that the preferred Douglas
Pike route remains the most acceptable route.

jtigation Measure 2

OSP intends to coordinate with property owners to provide
visual screening of the facility to the extent practical
and necessary, consistent with existing and planned uses
of properties owned or held in easement by third parties.
OSP intends to provide a considerable visual buffer as
described in Mitigation Measure 12. OSP, however, cannot
ensure that third parties abutting or ner the plant will
protect’ existing vegetative buffers.

49

cont’'d
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GIC8~-50 Staff notes this cament; please see the respanse to cament SAS-1.

GIC8-51 The Rhode Island HPC has indicated to the FERC Staff that it will

canduct field visits at the locatians of the promsed pipelines to
assess the need for, and level of detail required in, any cultural resource
surveys nexessary. In aaxrdance with Section 106 of the Natianal Historic
freservation Act and 36 CFR 800, it is the FERC’s respansibility to determine
the effects of the ing an cultural resources that are an, or eligible
for listing an, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Staff
would review the RIHRC’s rexmmendatians and the results of any cultural
resairce Surveys performed. If any of the proposed oil or water pipelines would
cross sites or historic districts that are an or eligible for the NRHP,
the Staff will seek the camments of the RIHPC and the Advisary Council an
Historic Preservation.

GICB-52 Please see the respanse to camment GICB-34.

GIC8-53 Comment noted; the wording of Mitigation Measure 17 (Section 5.1.3.2)
has been revised in recognition that OSP has limited cantrol over the
actions of third parties. Please see also the respanse to GIC8-53.
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v. N E _RE DING DET

This section reviews existing comments on the draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The comments addressed in
this section include public comments made regarding (1)
the potential for PCB’s in the gas fuel line, (2) the
suggested alternative of routing the water and oil
pipeline along the Providence and Worcester railroad line,
(3) comments made by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the
U.S. Department of the Interior, (4) concerns regarding
the gas supply for the full-sized 500MW operation of the
OSP facility and (5) comments regarding spill prevention
and control.

PCB Comments

In response to concerns raised in public comments
regarding the potential for PCBs in the gas stream,
Tennessee Gas Pipeline has submitted a informational
letter to OSP. (Tennessee Gas Pipeline, letter April 19,
1988.) This letter reviews how Tennessee at the request
of the Environmental Protection Agency in 1981 checked its
entire pipeline system for PCBs. Engine crank cases,
pipeline drips, meter stations and used oil tanks were
checked. Not one single engine or gas compressor was
found to contained PCBs. Tennessee was also able to
obtain testimonial letters from the engine and oil
manufacturers that the oil Tennessee used never contain
PCBs. Monitoring at pipeline drip meters did find PCBs.
Because Tennessee never used PCB oils in its natural gas
compressors, it can only be assumed that the source was
interconnects in the northeast with other companies that
did use PCB oil. Tennessee has continued to remove,
analyze and properly dispose of pipeline liquids from the
drip stations and filters on its system in a timely
fashion. Tennessee Gas Pipelines states that where PCBs
have been found in the Northeast, the PCB concentration in
their pipeline liquids has steadily declined and most of
the sample points have either dried up or are now well
below the 50 part per million level.

road R wa ommen

Comments have been made by the Town of North Smithfield
requesting that Ocean State Power consider the use of the
Worcester and Providence Railroad Right-of-Way as an oil
and water pipeline route. OSP agrees that the ability to
route the water and oil pipeline along an existing
railroad right of way would avoid traffic impacts on
public roadways. OSP is actively pursuing the engineering

GIC8-54 Staff notes this commert; please see the revised Sectian 2.2.3.3.

GIC8-55 Commatt noted; FERC Staff codxtal an analysis of the Providence and
Worcester Railroad right-of-way as an alternative water pipeline route.

The caxerns epressad in

this commet vere cansidered in Staff’s analysis.
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feasibility of routing the pipeline along the existing
right of way. OSP notes that while engineering
difficulties may or may not appear in the efforts to route
the pipe along the Providence Worcester Railroad line, the
acquisition of property presents the same difficulties as
were identified in earlier discussions on the acquisition
of property at power transmission line rights of way.
Ocean State Power does not have eminent domain powers and
cannot condemn and take properties. OSP must negotiate
and be granted an easement for the oil and water pipeline
along the existing Providence Worcester Railroad bed and
beyond the railroad bed to where a hookup to Route 102
could be made. Of particular concern is the land at the
end of the actively used railroad bed where there is a
portion of abandoned right of way for which ownership is
unknown. The ability to obtain approvals for easements
for the water and oil pipeline with all property owners in
a timely fashion is uncertain.

Because of the above concerns, while OSP will maintain a
good faith effort to attempt to route the pipeline to the
degree possible along the existing Providence and
Worcester Railroad line, OSP cannot accept a mitigation
measure or license approval from any government agency
that would require that OSP utilize the railroad line
right of way. OSP does not believe that the impacts of
construction in public roadways are so onerous as to be
totally unacceptable. The pipeline routing will be
reviewed by the Rhode Island Energy Facilities Siting
Board. Furthermore, to specifically require the project to
utilize the railroad right of way would give the right of
way owners an untenable bargaining position against OSP.
OSP must maintain its current ability to utilize the
existing public roads and highways.

ish a Wi ice Co
Need for Power. In comments submitted April 15th, Mr.

Gordon Beckett of the Pish and Wildlife Service commented
on his impression that the draft environmental statement
did not adequately deal with the inconsistencies in New
England power need forecasts, particularly New England
Energy Policy Council’s forecasts. We disagree,
believing that pages 2-25 and 26 of the DEIS does
undertake the necessary resolution. As is pointed in
pages 2-18 and 19, the Energy Policy Council had as its
goal to try to point out how much energy could be saved by
energy conservation under the best circumstances, an
originating principle somewhat unrealistic. Further, we
point out that the Rhode Island Energy Board, which has

30

cont’'d

GIC8-56 Staff generally agrees with these respanses to the Fish and Wildlife
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expertise in this matter, held a public hearing and
received evidence on this very subject last Autumn and has
decided that more electricity generation capacity is
needed for Rhode Island as soon as is possible. The other
studies referenced by the Fish and Wildlife Service and
discussed in the DEIS do include and encourage energy
conservation and various load management techniques,
however, they simply do not believe that these measures
would be sufficient. In short, we believe that the need
for power is adequately demonstrated, as well as
adequately analyzed and discussed in the DEIS.

\'4 . The Fish and
Wildlife Service comments go on to suggest that the "no
action alternative,” based on the presumption that there
is no need for additional power, has been inadequately
discussed. Pish and Wildlife states that the no action
alternative as presented is unfairly skewed because it
assumes a prior finding for the need for more power.
Therefore, it is easy to say that the no action
alternative is improper.

What we have stated above applies here as well. We think
that the fundamental precept behind the need for Ocean
State Power is demonstrated by virtually every study that
has recently been made, and by the record electrical peaks
experienced in the immediate past winter. Therefore, it
is entirely appropriate that the discussion at 2-27 of the
"no action alternative" is reasonably brief.

Energy Conservatjon. The FPish and Wildlife Service

complains that the issue of energy conservation is
allegedly discussed only very briefly on page 2-49, and
that is an inadequate analysis of the subject which is an
alternative to more power generation.

The simple answer is that throughout the preceding pages,
of the DEIS the question of whether energy conservation,
load management, and other comparable measures would be
adequate to cover New England’s power needs has been both
implicitly and explicitly part of the discussion. All of
the energy studies referenced in these pages acknowledge
the importance of energy conservation, examine it, and
have determined that its use would not be sufficient to
deal all immediate future power needs. It is not
necessary for this impact statement to duplicate all of
those studies, but simply to reference them and discuss
and compare their analysis, which is done. Further, the
Rhode Island Public Utility Commission’s hearings on the
issue of need discussed above also covered the question of

cont’'d
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energy conservation, and came to the same conclusion as
did virtually all of the refeenced studies, i.e., that it
was an important component of an energy plan, but not
sufficient itself to deal with future needs.

asur ) on. The Fish and
Wildlife Service comments (page 2) state that the DEIS
does not adequately discuss other modes of power
generation. Attached to the letter is a list of power
purchase agreements for wood fuels, as well as a list of
power projects making use of oil, hydro power, coal, and
the like. (Why nuclear power was omitted was unclear).

The DEIS does recognize these alternate forms of power
generation. All have their environmental pros and cons.
However, OSP believes that gas is likely to have less
environmental affect than coal, oil, and nuclear as well
as in some instances hydro power. Wood burning of course,
although available in the State of Maine because the
extensive forest and timber industry there, raises other
environmental impacts issues. The DEIS finds none of the
reviewed alternatives clearly environmentally superior to
OSP. This review of electrical power generation has been
adequately done by the above referenced studies including
review of the most efficient means of power generation.
The Rhode Island need hearings also addressed the issue of
efficiency, and came to the conclusion that OSP’s proposal
was worthy of support. Since this specialized body
specifically dealt with the subject, and is the
appropriate place for such a discussion, the DEIS needs
simply to note that fact. The EIS process cannot be
expected to recreate all learning.

Dry Cooling. The Fish and Wildlife Service comments made
a point that site suitability is allegedly artificially
restricted because of the refusal to move to a dry cooling
tower system. According to the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s analysis, use of a dry cooling system would
greatly enlarge the potential pool of sites. However,
this is not true. Sites were examined all over southern
New England, and included the piping of water from
distances far from the potential sites. Further, even a
dry cooling system requires some water. Sites examined
did include the possibility of the pumping of the
underground aquifers. Most importantly, however, the
impact statement does discuss, and OSP has extensively
studied, the issue of dry versus wet cooling.

verse Cumulative fect on Wetlands of Pipelines
Looping. Fish and Wildlife Service comments that

cont'd
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allegedly the individual and cumulative effects of looping
on wetlands is unacceptable and that the Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company should instead add compression on its New
York and Massachusetts main lines rather than loop in
upper New York State.

While this matter is properly answered from a technical
point of view by Tennessee Gas, we would state that in
OSP’s opinion, neither the individual or accumulative
effects of this looping on wetlands are great. As is
pointed out in the impact statement, wetlands recover very
fast from pipelines being placed in them and the
protective measures to be taken as outlined in the DEIS
would appear adequate where wetlands do have to be
transgressed by the pipelines.

e R ~Wa . Pish and Wildlife
states that the right-of-way should follow more closely
existing rights-of-way rather than fragmenting forests in
new routes with adverse wildlife effect on forest interior
dwelling species of birds and animals.

OSP responds is that to a very great extent the pipelines
do follow exiting rights-of-way, including highways.
Regrowth can take place over virtually all of the
right-of-ways to some extent, including woody plants.
Furthermore, the number of sensitive *“interior dwelling*
species is limited and the impacts are far from certain.

1 e cts

~-of-Way. The FPish and Wildlife Service suggests
that the DEIS is deficient because it hasn’t analyzed the
entire cumulative impact of every sort of right-of-way
for public utilities in New England.

The simple response is this well beyond what is required
in this project’s BIS. The cumulative impact of the
particular rights-of-way involved in the OSP project are
adequately assessed. In fact, one advantage of the
Sherman Farm Road site, is that it does not need as many
new rights-of-way as other sites, especially for
transmission lines which are already present there.

Proposed plant Site - Construction Damage on Adijacent

Property. The Fish and Wildlife Service suggest that
the DEIS is deficient because it doesn’'t deal with the
allegedly adverse effect on wildlife of construction at
the site of the plant other than “the foot print of the
facility" itself.

33
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The response is that it certainly is true that where the
plant is actually being constructed habitat will be
destroyed, but the effect of this construction on nearby
areas is short and certainly long term impacts diminish as
one moves away from the actual construction site.

Time of Year Restrictions. The Fish and Wildlife Service
suggest that because of the breeding habits of birds and
animals, every effort should be made to avoid habitat
destruction activity during the spring.

OSP’s response is that the relative impact is too small to
warrant modifying construction schedules. The suggestion
of such a limitation does not reflect the balancing of
interests that a lead agency must undertake and present in
the EIS process.

) ng . The Pish and Wildlife Service
urges that FERC make a precondition that everywhere there
is excavation, topsoil conservation should take place,
including in wetlands. OSP'’s response is that it is
generally in agreement with this observation, subject to
Tennessee’'s Gas Company'’s comments on wetlands’ topsoil,
and both the difficulty and lack of need for separation
under some circumstances.

Seqmentatjon Issue. The Fish and Wildlife Service

suggest that the impact statement doesn’t adequately deal
with gas supply for Unit 2 of OSP, thereby creating a
“segmentation issue-.

The succinct response is that the same infrastructure
would be used for gas for Unit 2 as for Unit 1, and all
piping in new right of way has been sized accordingly.

Any additional facilities required for transporting Unit 2
volumes would be limited looping or compression most
probably built at existing sites and rights of way with no
significant environmental impact. Therefore, this impact
statement fully covers significant environmental impacts
from both Units 1 and 2.

Providence Project. The Fish and Wildlife Service

suggest that the Providence project of Tennessee Gas
should be covered in this same impact statement. However,
the bringing of gas to Providence is a separate matter
from OSP, and there is no need to cover it in this impact
statement.

Wildlife Management Areas. The statement is made by the
Fish and Wildlife Service that the siting of a gas fired

60
cont'd
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power plant “close’ to wildlife management areas, parks and
similar public facilities should be considered fatal flaws
and that, therefore, the Buck Hill Road and Sherman Farm
Road sites should be eliminated from further
consideration.” Ocean State Power does not agree.

While there are no Federal level criteria for excluding
either the Buck Hill Road site or the Sherman Farm Road
site as potential environmentally sensitive areas, at the
State government level there exists sound reasons for
excluding the Buck Hill Road site from consideration.
Materials are enclosed from the Natural Heritage Program
of the Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Management. In that letter the Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management makes the following statements
regarding the Buck Hill area:

(It) is not only botanically significant,
but....highly utilized for recreational purposes
including camping (George Washington and Buck Hill
Scout Reservation), hunting, fishing,and hiking
among others. I would recommend that this Site No.
1 (i.e., Buck Hill), not be considered for this
power plant project, not only because of a close
proximity to Dry Arm Brook, but also because
potential impact of significant wildlife and plant
species as well as the recreation in this area. On
the basis of what I know of these sites I have
listed, this seems by far the most inappropriate
location for a power plant.

As regards the other sites including the Sherman Farm Road
site, the Department of Environmental Management stated
"no state endangered species of plants or animals are
known to occur on or in the vicinity of these areas."

Hetland Habitats. The FWS also comments that the
consumptive water withdrawal by OSP would reduce the
physical habitat in ripple and other shallow water areas
and that no effort is made to quantify that loss or
identify the functions and uses that would be lost. The
potential for habitat loss has been assessed by Ecology
and Environment, Inc. and it

has been determined that minor reductions in water depth
and river width are not expected to have any substantial
affect on the availability of aquatic habitats or to
affect wetland vegetation. (Ecology and Environment
December 9, 1987 letter from C. Ferris to N. Collins,
OSP) .

GIC8 (cont'd)

cont'd
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). Flow. The FWS comments that the FERC should have
acknowledged a river flow maintenance problem on the river
and its relative importance. The FWS comments that the
7Q10 flows occur with much greater frequency than under
natural conditions. This issue has been also addressed by
Ecology and Environment. Ecology and Environment finds
that the addition of the upper Blackstone Water Pollution
Abatement District Waste Water Treatment Plant in
Worcester, Massachusetts in 1976 represents a substantial
supplement to the river’s normal low flow, because the
waste water is drawn primarily from reservoirs and water
supplies outside the Blackstone River drainage basin. For
example, the 7Q10 flow calculated over the period of 1976
to 1984 is slightly over 111 cfs or 9% higher than the 56
year 7Q10 flow rate of 102 cfs. In addition, from August
1976 to September 1976 river flows below the S6 year 7Q10
of 102 cfs have been recorded on only six days, which is
approximately 0.16% of the ten year period. This
significantly and strongly contradicts the FWS perception
of a river flow problem.

The lowest flow recorded since 1976 was 35 CFS and
examination of the daily flow data indicate that nearly
all extreme low flows were isolated one day occurrences.
Ocean State Power intends to cooperate with existing
industrial and public users of the Blackstone River to
review the issue of occasional inadvertent ponding. OSP
believes that this effort will ultimately lead to
enhancement of run of river natural flow conditions.

Water Qualjty. FWS also comments that the water quality
impacts related to the OSP withdrawal of water from the
Blackstone River will adversely affect resident aquatic
life and hinder or prevent fishery agencies from
proceeding with anadromous fish restoration. However, in
preparing this statement the FWS had not reviewed the most
current water quality modelling studies undertaken and
sent to them by copy of the April 6 letter submitting the
same studies to the FERC. (Telephone conversation with V.
Lang, FWS principal author of the comments by N. Collins
April 19, 1988.) These more recent studies should suffice
to respond to FWS comments in this regard.

The FWS comments that the offer of mitigation of any
potential reductions in dissolved oxygen levels would be
not allowed by the Clean Water Act and would violate the
anti-degradation policy contained in the EPA and Rhode
Island water quality standards. The modeling studies
demonstrate that any dissolved oxygen depletion in the
Blackstone River is indeed insignificant. Dissolved
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GICB-65 Please see the respamses to commatts FA3-13, FA3-14, FA3-15, FA3-16,
and FA3-17.
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oxygen levels remain above EPA guidelines for protection
of aquatic resources. Neverthelesa, although it would not
be required under federal standards and guidelines, OSP
has agreed with the State Depsrtment of Environmental
Management to provide such mitigation as is necessary to
assure that not even minimsl depletion of dissolved oxygen
occurs in the Blackstone River. Thus, there is also no
need for OSP to be required to maintain the FWS suggested
instantanecus wminimum flow of 208 cfs in the Blackstone
River.

Cooling Tower Effects. FWS makes the comment that the
difference of two orders of magnitude found in two
different air quality modelling studies undertaken for the
OSP cooling towers suggests “"that a major error exists in
one or both of these analyses.” This is not the case. It
is not at all unusual for a screening modeling approach
such as initially undertaken by Bechtel in 1986 to assess
potential impacts of cooling tower effects, when compared
to much more sophisticated modeling such ass undertaken by
C.T. Main in 1988, would result in predicted differences
of two orders of magnitude.

The FWS also suggests that "another potential discrepancy
may exist with cooling tower plume deposition patterns” in
the figures for cooling towsr plume and salt depositions.
The FWS does not understand why maximum plume water
deposition is predicted near the plant while salt
deposition would be predicted 2.6 kilometers further away
from the plant. 1In actuality the plwere water deposition
occurs closer into the plant because of its larger
particle size and the weight 8imply causes it to fall out
closer into the plant. On the other hand, salt deposition
is the result of the water particlea evaporating and the
much smaller salta being csrried farther down wind. The
fact that significant conservatiam has been utilized in
the data presented in the C.T. Main wmodeling should be
noted. For example, the C.T.Main wodeling presumes that
there will be twenty cycles of concentration in the
cooling tower whereaa the plant is currently designed for
only seven cycles of concentration, thus a threefold
conservatism exists in this regard.

Contaminant Pathways. FWS comments that contaminant
pathways related to concentration of surface waters and
wetiand areas need to be carefully evaluated in subsequent
revision of the EIS. OSP believes,given the above
discussion on the extreme conservatism incorporated in the
modeling undertaken and the sophistication of modeling
undertaken, that there is no significant potential for

GIC8 (cont’d}
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GICB—66 Please see the responses to camments FA)-18, FAI-19, axd FA3-20.

GICB~67 Pleaxse see the I'EOUSe to commest FAI-2).
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GIC8 (cont'd)

concentration of contaminants in surface waters and
wetlands. Purthermore, any salt tends not to readily
leach from soils and those that do would be diluted by
rain water. Pinally, the maximum impacts predicted in the
sodeling do not reflect an area-wide impact. An area-
wide impact would be significantly below the maximum
impacts.

as 1 r

The DEIS states at page 1-3, that "(it) should be noted
that Tennessee’s current proposal in Docket No.
CP87-132-001 is for transportation of 50 million cubic
feet per day (MMcfd) to fuel OSP Unit 1 (250 MW). While
this impact analysis of the OSP plant covers both Units 1
and 2, (500 MW) the PERC Staff assumes that an additional
50 MMcfd would be needed to fuel Unit 2 once it is
constructed.* OSP confirms that the fuel for Unit 2 will
be another 50 MMcfd of gas and that OSP has an option to
purchase that fuel from the same supplier of Unit 1.
Transportation of the fuel will be through the existing
Tennessee Pipeline system.

All impacts described in the DEIS and state and local
permits sought are for a two unit 500 MW generating plant
with natural gas as the primary fuel. The Rhode Island
extension of Tennessee Pipeline system will be sized for
130 MMcdf, including 100 MMcfd for OSP and 30 MMcfd for
Providence. To the extent any new facilities are required
to transport gas for Unit 2, they are expected to be
limited to additional looping and compression at existing
sites and right of way with insignificant environmental
impacts.

Spill Prevention and Contxol

Concerns over potential oil and chemical spills are
addressed in the enclosed "Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan* for the OSP plant.

38
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cont’'d

GICB-68 Staff notes these camments.
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GIC8 (cont'd)

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
FOR OCEAN STATE POWER COMMENTS
RE: DOCKET NO. CP87-131-001 AND CP87-132-001

Ocean State Power Comments, Public Hearing Statement
on the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, April
14, 1988.

Ecology and Environment, April 20, 1988 memorandum
on potential effects on future Blackstone River uses
to N. Collins, OSP from C. Ferris.

BBN Laboratories, Inc. "Ocean State Power Project
Environmental Noise Impact," November 1987.

Ecology and Environment, Letter of December 9, 1987,
regarding OSP withdrawal impacts on wetlands and
aquatic habitats, C. Ferris to N.Collins, OSP.

R.I. Department of Environmental Management, March
29, 1988, Letter regarding water quality impacts on
the Blackstone River from E. Szymanski to N.
Collins, OSP.

Bechtel Power Corporation, "Blackstone River
Dissolved Oxygen Replenishment Alternatives for the
Proposed Ocean State Power Generating Facility,"
April 1988.

William E. Coyle, Jr. and Associates, April 20, 1988
letter on property values from W.E. Coyle, Jr., to
C. Loewen, OSP.

Konheim & Ketchum, "Effect of Rsource Recovery
Plants on Nearby Property Values," by C. Konheim
and S. Koehler, June, 1986.

Callaway & Price, Inc., "The Impact of Resource
Recovery Facilities on Surrounding Residential
Properties, " prepared by J.R. Price for the Palm
Beach County Solid Waste Authority, March 10, 1986.

Ocean State Power, Press Release "Ocean State Power
to Provide Funds to Town of Burrillville,"” April 13,
1988.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

REF:

Ocean State Power, March 11, 1988 letter regarding
BACT from N. Collins to D. McvVay, RIDEM.

Tenneco Gas Transportation, April 19, 1988 letter
regarding Co-location of Water, Oil and Gas
Pipelines, from R.E. Lyons to N. Collins, OSP.

Executive Office of the President of the United
States, Council on Environmental Quality, letter of
December 10, 1987 reviewing EIS adequacy and
authority of FERC to condition construction of the
OSP plant, from L.L. Schwartz, Deputy General
Counsel to L. Aitken, CCUB.

Tillinghast, Collins & Graham, April 11, 1988 legal
memorandum on Zoning Action as a Taking or Inverse
Condemnation.

Rhode Island DEM, National Heritage Program, letter
of July 22, 1987 regarding OSP Siting Alternatives
and Endangered Species Impacts from C. Rathel to

P. Marajh, ERT.

Ocean State Power, letter of April 7, 1988 regarding
Routing Along RR Right of Way from N. Collins to
J. Connery, North Smithfield Town Council.

Tenneco Gas Pipeline, letter of April 19,1988
regarding PCBs from T. Matthews to N. Collins, OSP.

Bechtel, letter of April 13, 1988 regarding Waste
Material Expected from OSP Operations, from R. K.
Vassar to C. Riva, OSP.

Bechtel Eastern Power Corporation, "Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasure Plan” for OSP Plant,
April 1988.
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April 22, 1988

e

Mr. Lonnie Luf.er. Project Manager +&ECEIVED BY

Environmental Analysis Branch

Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation

Room 7312 APR 25 1988
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20426

REF: Docket No. CP87-132-001
Dear FERC Staff:

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the DEIS. I
have presented issues of concern to you at the Public Hearing in
Woonsocket, RI. I would like further to submit followup and
additional concerns about the report. I cannot emphasize stongly
enough that all issues must be in detailed order before any
action is taken on a FEIS. Your mitigative measures must be
substantiative so that enforoement is assured. Statements like
“should®, “should be" or "will® etc. carry no authority. You
must review the wording of all the mitigative measures and put
some "teeth" into this meaning and expected results,

1) Routing of "Tennessee Gas Pipeline” across SARAVARA Property.

In my original "Scoping Comments®™ to you I requested the
opportunity to present course changes across my property to
reduce the impact of the project on my future land plans,

Since that request I have met with Tennessee to discuss
alternate routes. They have verbally indicated to me their
ability to accommodate my proposal. However nothing
presented to FERC or myself to date represents our discussed
solution,

Variations of their original course have been drawn up but
they do not reflect our field meetings - Mark Dunn, the ROW
agent for Tennessee, explained to me on the phone that an
error was made and he would get back to me in March - I am
still waiting for his return,

My request was never addressed in the DEIS under
"Alternatives Considered®, (See 2.2.4 pgs. 2-162 through
2-189)

I have displayed and provided cooperation with Tennessee. I
met with them on three occasions at the site and have spoken
with them numerous times on the phone.

GIC9

GIC9-1 FERC Staff has aaxdictad a review of alternative gas pipeline routes in

the immediate vicinity of the Sherman Farm Road site, including verhal
and written camments by Mr. Saravara and written respomes by Temessee to
Staff’s Data Repasts. The results of this review were usead to prepare the
revised Section 2.2.5.3 and Fiqure 2.,1-6.




8EL-M

2)

3

GIC9 (cont’d)

I expect my requests be addressed in the EIS as per our field
meeting. A definitive plan should be provided to all parties
involved. See Exhibit 1

The Straw that Breaks the Camels Back,

In my original “Scoping Comments”, I requested an alternate
approach to the OSP be provided through the use of existing
utility corridors by intercepting these corridors a mile or
so from the OSP site.

My property already has numerous corridors crossing it
perpendicular to Douglas Pike. Any Tennessee proposal would
substantially ruin any profitable reward through future
development.

I am in a very unusual position. Not only will the OSP plant
change the quality of life and substantially reduce property
values, but the Tennessee Gas Pipeline just takes it all,

The economic impact of Tennessee on my life's investments
cannot go unnoticed. Since no other course was selected,
outside the "Wagon Wheel® effect its economic impact on my
land must be studied.

As the DEIS indicates on page 3-58 "Visual and Aesthetic
Factors": The pristine character of the area is broken by
several transmission line, gas pipeline and ATET cable

rights-of-way,

If FERC selects to continually chop up the area, I would
expect compensation from big business before the "Tree
Cutting Ceremony"™ begins,

Alternate Route of Tennessee on the Existing Boston Edison
Corridor.

I requested in my letter to FERC no new clearings be cut
across Douglas Pike st the OSP Plant area.

The report conclusion on page 4-96 states:

"Mr, Saravara believes that no new corridors should be cut
across Douglas Pike., The FERC Staff has considered
recommending that the Tennessee pipeline into the OSP plant
parallel the Algonquin pipeline, but now believes that this
would increase the visibility of the plant. The FERC Staff
recommends, however, that Tennessee install visual barriers
at the proposed crossing of Douglas Pike to help maintain the
wooded character of the area which would be most heavily
impacted by the proposed power plant."”

Note that in the report it was interpreted that I requested

cont'd
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4)

5)

GIC9 (cont’d)

the Tennessee Gaa Pipeline run parallel to the Algonquin.
That was not my reasoning. If the pipeline can cross the
Boston Edison, it can travel under the Boston Edison.

GIC9-2

There are just two pole structures between the OSP plant and
where they would intersect Boston Ediaon from the King's
property. These structurea are 80-100 feet high. This
provides substantial clearanoce for any construction activity 2
under the lines.
The advantages are:

8. The route would be more direct.

b. Reduce clearing of forest by about 2,000 feet,

¢c. Less costly to the King property through the loss of
valuable roadside.

d. Better land planning

e, Makes sense

See Exhibit 2

OSP Mitigative Measure § 20 and TGC Mitigative Measure ¢ 16

As the DEIS indicates on page 3-58:

"The pristine character of the area is being broken by
several transmisaion lines.”

I commend the FERC Staff for addressing the visual barrier
issue,

In several places the DEIS mentions the visual impact of the
OSP plant and TGP on the neighboring properties around the
proposed project site,

GIC9-3

This opportunity to reduce or even eliminate the view of the
plant and pipeline from passersby and neighbors is a great
achievement. 3

But the measures need more definition. A study must be done
that provides site distance information and the types of
vegetation. Screening shall be established beforehand, along
with a maintenance program,

To extend this condition to both sides of Douglas Pike is in
the best interests of all parties,

Former Leon Benkosky Property

My original "Scoping Comments"™ to FERC indicated the
intention of Boston Edison to clear the former Leon Benkosky
property. Again on December 2, 1987 I forwarded the FERC
Staff a detailed map of their devious intentions,

Your department was not my only contact. I have gone to

great efforts by earnestly requesting several parties not to
remove the natural vegetation barrier on the OSP plant side

Staff notes this comment; this altermative is among those addressed in
Section 2.2.5.3 of the FEIS.

Camertt noted; Staff has considered visual issues, both in its assess-
ment of altermatives and in its recommended canditians.
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6)

GIC9 (cont'd)

of Douglas Pike,

My contacts were made months before the FERC study and more
recently in February of 1988.

The response was always the same, "We can do with our land
what we please™, WNo one was interested in being able to help
reduce the impact of the OSP project or even in being good
neighbors,

I have asked the following to stop or delay the cutting of
the trees at least until DEIS came out:

Carlos Revis OSP

Paul Tongus osP

Boston Edison ROW agent

Boston Edison Personal Relations
Logger hired by Boston Edison

All refused to delay action knowing FERC was studying the
issue.

I even tried to purchase the land 30 I could maintain a
natural barrier., They would not sell,

Their action is a window into the future.

They want to drive us out.

It is essential now more than ever that additional studies be GIC9-4 Comment noted. As in its respame to cament GICB-53, FERC Staff
undertaken to understand the full extent of all future abeerves that caditions can be imposed anly upon those parties

actions on the existing natural barriers. directly associated with the Ocean State Power project. Third parties are
beyord the reach of these carditions. FERC Staff, where possible, has included

If the utilities companies and OSP are deceitful this early the inability to conditian the activities of third parties in its evaluatian.

in the process, FERC's mitigative measures must include
detailed provisions towards obtaining a permit.

The OSP project is forcing me to provide their visual barrier 4
with my property, further restricting my benefitting toward
future development.

It is an expense that I cannot afford.

See Exhibits 3, 4 and 5

Noise - Mitigative Measure # S

Two steps must be taken to strengthen this measure.
1. Section 3.1.4,2 of the DEIS reads as follows:
"3.,1.4,2 Applicable Noise Standards

At present, no noise standards or guidelines are enforced

by the State of Rhode Island.
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GIC9 (cont'd)

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has an enforced noise
guideline that limits average property line noise levels
generated by an industrial/commercial facility to 10 dBA
above the existing noise levels., This ;uidcline excludes
impact-type noises such as blasting."”

Based on the input received at the DEIS hearing,
additional studies are easential in order to meet the 5
Massachusetts guidelines.

2.) On page 3-39 of the DEIS under noise, it is indicated
that OSP proposes to limit noise "to 55 dBA at the site
property line", yet the atatement you present in the
mitigative measure itself mentions "at the nearest noise
sensitive areas (such as residences).” 6

This is totally unacceptable. The site property line has
to be the zone line for the standard and this property
line must be the one OSP has proposed to FERC.

The area is agricultural and I have property where I
propose to place a home in the future. Because of the
layout of the land, the measure, as it is written now,
would wipe me out.

Night Lighting

My concern to FERC about night 1lighting have not been
addressed.

The sky will become a huge frosted light bulb with the
dissipation of cooling water in the air.

No where does the report mention measures imposed on OSP to 7
reduce lighting within set standards.

The number of lights, intensity, necessary reflectors
distance off the ground, etc are essential to the neighboring
homes and land development potential from an aesthetic point
of view,

The impact this plant will have on the night time must be
studied.

Mitigative Measure # 12 OSP

A 100 foot buffer for a plant this size is totally
inadequate. 8

My wife and I have a 14 acre parcel of land that has
development potential for our future "nest egg". On this

parcel exists a prime home site within 400 feet of the OSP
plant,

GIC9-5 Please see the respanse to camment FA4-19.

GIC9-6 OSP has agread to limit noise attributable to the operatian of the

propused facility to an L. of 55 dBA at the nearest residence, and is
therefare amsistent with FERC poﬂly for jurisdictianal noise emitting facili-
ties. This is equivalent to an L__ of 48.5 dBA at the clasest residence, which
is approximately 1,200 feetsmthegfthemofmeplante;xipum At the
rmrestpn:pextylim (760feetaa.|thofthea=mar), the L _ would be apprux-
imately 53 dBA. The EFSB may require a lower noise limitati3A if it deems this
appropriate.

GIC9-7 OSP has claimed that the facility will have ™minimal to no impact an

the night sky"” (camment GICB-26); Staff believes that night lighting
at the plant will be samewhat noticeable to nearby residents. Effects of this
will be reduced or mitigated in several ways. The 100-foot-wide, forestad
buffer will help to conceal the lighting. OSP does not intend to illuminate the
site perimeter; artdoor lighting will generally be limited to roadmys and
equipment requiring maintenance. The light fixtures will be shielded, high-
pressure sodium lamps that will be directed toward the areas to be lit.

GIC9-8 Camment noted; Staff believes that a 100-foot buffer is a sufficient

width that, if forestad, would provide an adequate visual barrier to
the plant. Staff has also reviewed Commentar’s Bdhibit 6, which shows the 14-
acre parcel that lies between the ATST and Boston Bdison rights-of-way, and
conairs that if houses were to be aystnxctal an that parcel, they would be very
close to the plant site.
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10)

1)

GIC9 (cont'd)

The area i3 one of a mature forest stand with little
understrong growth. The former Leon Benkosky land had a
natural 150 foot buffer between my property and the OSP
plant., This no longer exists., Boston Edison wilfully
removed the natural buffer. Further studies and steps must
be tsken to remedy siting of the OSP plant in an actively
growing residential/agricultural zone.

I welcome the opportunity to meet with you at my property
site.

Release upon Abandonment Clause for Tennessee Gas

In the original "Environmental Report®™ aubmitted by Tennessee
Gas Pipeline Company, Docket No. CPB7 - Exhibit F-IV, pg. 30,
Sec. 3-3, it is indicated that the U.S. Department of
Transportation by Federal code would be allowed to have all
the inactive or abandoned rights of way return to their
natural states,

Forever is a very long time. I request that FERC require the
TGP draw into all easement agreements a "Release Upon
Abandonment™ clause. This would prevent abandoned lines from
becoming a burden to real estate transactions in the future
and would bring property back to a useful state without the
legal hardship it could impose if it is no longer in use.

Purpose of TGP Easement

Tennessee has applied for a "Convenience and Necessity
Permit"™ to transport natural gas. As a landowner I have no
intention to grant an easement for as they put it “any
substance that can be transported through a pipeline™. The
permit should only be issued for the substance that is
necessary to transport at this time - natural gas. It is
totally out of order to grant a permit for unknown substances

Buyout - OSP Mitigative Measure No. 15

The siting of the OSP plant in an agricultural/residential
area 1is not in like character with the neighborhood. A
Buyout or compensation plan for the change in the quality of
life and economic hardship it would impose on its neighbors
is absolutely essential.

Mitigative measure No. 15 clearly indicates compensation is a
necessary part of the project.

However, it is far too weak to be effective. The plant is
going to be a money making machine, Restraints that have to
be imposed after the permits are issued will only force the
weaker parties to lose.

10

n

12

GIC9-9 Please see the respame to camment GIC9—4.

GIC9-10 A release—uypor-abamamEm clause is a matter for negotiation between

the lamiowrer and Temnessee. If and when Temessee proses to abardon
these facilities it must apply for such authorization fram the FERC wuer
Section 7(b) of the Natural Gas Act. An erw: review would be under-
taken at that time and appropriate asditions my be attached.

GIC9-11 A Oertificate of Public Oxwenience and Necessity ismsxd in the

wauld allow Temmessee to trarspart anly natural gas. The
fact that the propossd easemert agresment presamtal to the cammentor suggests
that other aistaxes could be tramsportad has no bearing on the authority
artained within the Qamission certificate, which is to trarsport natural gas.
The mtter is ane for negotiation between the two parties. It should be noted
that water would be used to hydrustatically test the pipeline prior to puttimg
it into service.

GIC9-12 Please see the respome to cmment GIC3-2,
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13)

14)

GIC9 (cont’d)

We will hardly be in a position to obtain a fair compensation
settlement after the conatruction begins., The measure must
be detailed and appraised before the permitting process is
activated. It must also include the hardship on undeveloped
land. My wife and 1 do not wish to fatten the coffers of OSP
with all our life'a inveatments. They are not using the land
in like character to the neighborhood decide the financial
impact NOW.

The Effect of Water Runoff on Proposed Pond Project on

Saravara Property

On page 4-15 of the DEIS it ia indicated the developed
conditions of the project aite will increase offsite runoff
703 above existing levels,

I currently have a pond project on file with the Uxbridge
Conservation Commission. The design of the syatem and
project could be jeopardized with their increased flow. 1 do
not expect any additional levels of water flow on or across
my property as a result of the OSP project. I want
asaurances that the project will not reduce my ability or
increase the coat to me of using my land. n

See Exhibits 6 and 7

Blasting - Mitigative Measure No. 9 OSP

As a direct neighbor to the site, I expect a before and after
evaluation of the effects of blasting on my well and building
structures, The home I have rests directly on ledge. Any
shock vibration will be transmitted directly into chimneys 14
and foundations. It could be very tempting for blasters to
use excessive charges to speed up the excavation process.
More detail and protection must be put into this measure.

My well is a high producer at 60 gpm, very unusual for the
area. I don't want to lose it. 15

See Exhibit 8

Use of the TGP Easement to the Property Owner

If an easement must be granted to TGP, it is absolutely
essential that we both benefit from the use of the land., I
am not interested in having a non-productive 2 1/2 acres as a
result of this corridor. Therefore, if I cannot continue to
reap the reward of forest product production, I expect to use
the land for other suited agricultural use (for which it was
intended). Therefore the property must be removed of all
rocks and stumps, the area leveled and spread with loam to
provide me the opportunity to plant Christmas trees,
blueberry bushes etc. other shallow root system crops. FERC
must ensure that the two uses of the property can

coexist, but I, as a landowner, cannot be expected to burden 16
the expense of bringing the land back to a useful, productive
agricultural state. I shall expect FERC to direct TGP to

GIC9-13 Total runoff volume fram the OSP site would increase by 70 percent, due

to the replacement of existing forest vegetation in portions of the
site with grass cover, paved areas, and rooftops. Rmoff frum storms will be
directed to detention basins, which will tamorarily store excess runoff and
release it over time. These basins, designed to RIIEM criteria, should prevent
negative impacts to dowrnstream receiving waters, including the pand project
proposed by the commentor,

GIC9-14 Mudern tachnigmes allow rock blasting to be dane in clase praximity to
GIC9-15 buildings and other strwtres while caming little or no damage.
Using procedmes such as mltiple-row blasting with short-delay
ignition can emsure proper 1 and €ragmentation of rock without umeces-
sary thraw or significant vibration. When blasting wark mist be carried out
clase to buildings, casideration of gramd vibration is often the primary
factar determinirg blast design. Research has shown that pegple mormally react
stragly to the miisame effect of gramd vibration at levels significantly
btelov those needed to cause damage to well-tuwilt structmes (Lagefors and
Kihlstram, 1978). The Staff notes that most states, including Massadchmsevtcs,
Rhode Island, and New York, have strict regulations regardimg the handling and
use of explosives and the licensing of blasters. The blaster is liable for amy

he may cause. The nearest house is abaut 600 feet frum the groposed
plant fence line (1,400 feet in the case of the aummentor). Because major gas
pipeline, electric transmission line, and switching station facilities are much
claser to the site, due care wauld need to be exercised in blasting operations.
The camentor may request that the blaster perform such evaluation, but the
Staff believes that requiring a monitoring program is unnecessary.

GIC9-16 Please note the revegetation techniques described in Section 2.2.3.2 of
the FEIS.
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GIC9 (cont'd)

provide me with a program/policy that will leave the land
fertile and compatible with crops similar to those mentioned.

Plume

Plesse note Exhibit 9. The direction of the Plume is
directly over my ownership. This land has strong development
potential. The profits of OSP are partially being made at my
expense. I expect FERC to be the lead agency through studies
and controls and enforceable measures to assure justice is
served in this obviously destructive predicament I find
myself in.

Respectfully submitted,

K JJ-yJ;\fj Yz csim

Wayne J. Saravara

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 North Capital Street, N.E.
Washington, DC 20426

16
cont'd

17

GIC9-17 The isopleths of plume water and plume salts deposition shown in

Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 do not represent a visible cooling tower plume.
Rather, they are amservatively estimated patterms of the ground-level deposi-
tion of plume water and plume salts that may ocour after the facility becames
operatianal. Baoept for areas immediately adjacent to the oooling towers
(within a few lurdred feet), plume water and salts deposition should not be
perceived in the vicinity of the saravara property. For additional information,
please see the respanse to camment GIC4-2.
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BAY STATE FORESTRY SERVICE

Leverert Road
Shutesbury, Mamachar 01072

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to notify you that Boston Edison Co. will
be clearing an additional 150 ft. of width along ROW # 1)
from Uxbridge to Mendon MA. This cutting will take place
only on properties owned by Boston Edison Co. As an
abbuttor on record to the property in question, you are
hereby being notified of this action. If you would like
further information or if you have any questions, please.
ggntzct Dana Batley of Bay State Forestry Service at 617-
9-6339.

Sincerely,

L

Dana Batley

GIC9 (cont'd)

Telephone
(413) 2537514

Exh Y

800 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

yay 2069

'ﬂ,r_;»lf}

June 26, 1985

Mr. Wayne Saravara
Douglas Turnpike
Uxbridge, MA 01721

RE: Property of Boston Edison Company
Transmission Line 13, Parcel 2
Uxbridge, MA

Dear Mr. Sarvara:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation on June 24th, please find
enclosed hemwith a print of a plan showing, outlined in orange, the
land owned in fee by Boaton Edison Company, and situated on the south-
westerly side of Douglas Turnpike in Uxbridge. You inquired relative
to the possibility of purchasing the land situated northerly of and
outside of the Company's transmission line corridor, all as shown out-
lined in purple. Total acreage contained in thia excess land is 2.70+.

If you are interested in purchasing said property, kindly submit a
letter to the undersigned stating therein a firm non-binding amount you
would be willing to pay for a good marketable title to said acreage.
Once received, we will submit said offer to one of our independent
appraisers for his review and comments.

Please be advised also that Boston Edison Company pays no brokers
commission to anyone, thus if you are acting as a broker in behalf of
some other persons, any commission due you for any services rendered
will have to be paid by others as no remuneration will be made by said
Company.

Very truly yours,

!,‘ p

Johny 3. Bartle
Real Estate Department

JJIB/mfs
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GIC9 (cont'd)
OCEAN STATE POWER
10 TREMONT GTREET, BOSTON, MASBACEETTY 02108  TELEPHONE (817) 451-1103  TELEX: 851459

August 13, 1986

Representative Richard T. Moore
House of Representatives

State House

Boston, MA 02133

Re: QOcean Stats Power

Dear Representative NMoore:

I am writing in response to your letters of July 22 and
July 29, 1986 concerning certain questions which have been
raised about the proposed electric generating facility to be
located in Burrillville, Rbode Island. Although the project is
currently in the preliminary design and engineering stage, we
have attempted to answer questions and provide information as
completely as we can at this stage of the development of the
proposed project. Those questions which we cannot answer in
full at this tise will be ansvered in more detail as information
is obtained and developed.

In direct response to the questions raised in your letter,
we submit for your information the following:

1. Q. Why is Boston Edison clearing its right of way to the
Burrillville site?

A. We have no knowledge whether Boston Edison is
clearing its right of way to the Burrillville site.
Any such clearing has no relation at all to the
proposed project.

2. Q. What will be done with sevige from the plant?

A. With respect to sewage from the plant, the proposed
design of the plant provides for a wastewater
clarifier system to treat any and all wastewater
generated at the facility. The residue which remains
after this treatment will be taken by truck from the
site to a properly licensed landfill for disposal.

It is expected that not more than two truck loads of
residue per day will be so transported from the site.

3. Q. Will construction activity be conducted during normal
business hours or otherwise?

A. Although the final construction schedule has not been
prepared, it is expected that construction activity
will occur normally during the hours of 7:00 A.M.-
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m ¢ GIC9 (cont'd)
ORDER OF CWDITIONS
UETLANDE PROTECTION ACT
G.L. C, 131, 8. &0
SITY/TON___IIXYRRIDGE. PILE VROER __ 312-L6
T0: MAME Waypa & Jean Sardvard. Aboass__Douglag Pike

Uxbridge, Mass, 01569

CERTIFIED MAIL NUMBER

PROJECT LOCATION:
Tess Douglas Pike u_Acre Parcel Westerly Side

Racorded at Reglatry of _Worcester » Book_ 64LL8L » Page .
Certificate (if registered)
RECARDINC:
“"""Fatice of Intent deted__ Septenber 9, 1985
and plens titled and dated September 9, 1985
THIS ORDER IS ISSUED ON(date) October 21, 1985
N
Pursuant to the suthority of G.L. c. 131, s..40, the __ UXBRIDGE
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

has reviewved your Noctice of Intent and plans
iderit1fied above, and has detarmined that the ares on vhich the proposed vork i{s to.be
done t ore of the interest( lisced {n G.L. c. 131, s. 40,

The Cbhﬁﬁvim tb?o?fgsﬁlf hereby ordere that the following conditione ere
nscessary to protect said interests and all work ghall be performed in strict accordance
vith thea and vith the Notice of Intent sod plane identified above except where such
placa are modified by esaid coudicions,

.’ S

A e T

: a /M
XQ/MMM
. 79 P LI '

pl

SSUED BY_IBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Charles R. Smith, airman

. L]
X3 e

on thie 20 449 of 47 Sedens 49737, before me personally

sppeared Charles B. SE:PL to wme
koowvn to be the person descri in,snd who executed, the foregoing instTumant
and scknovledged that he exacuted the same as his free act and deed,

Lt \22 : /& '//M)A(/ My Comaiesion expiras #/

DeTac on Dotren Line AD BMIT 70 TE Issuer oF IS Oroer PRIR To (venceent
oF HorK,

TO___UXBRIDGE CONSERVATION ssuing Authority)
PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT THE ORDER OF CONDITIONS FOR THE PROJECY AT DONGTAS PYKF
FILE NABER _ 312-48 | HAS BEEN RECORDED ‘AT THE RECISTRY OF _WORCESTER

ON (DATE) .

1f recorded land, the insttument number which tdentifies this transaction is
1f tegistered land, the documant number vhich identifiee this traneaction is

Signed w-& A\ ez

Apglicapt




TEL. 40) . 766-2832

35
A & ] WELL CO.

P. O. BOX 698
SLATERSVILLE, RHODE ISLAND 02876

June 27,

Wayne Saravara
Douglas Turnpike
soLD ro____~uxhridxﬂ+_uass

WATER SYSTEMS

'E:l\u\oa* E?

245 Lt. of drilling and 13 Pt. of 6" pipe.

Well Log:
Drilled 245.Pt.
Bedrock 5 Pt.
Cased 13 Pt, of 6" pipe
Well made 60 GPM

\
§§

6vL-M

INTEREST AT THE RATE OF 1¥1% PER MONTH WL EE ADDEO
TO ALL UNPAID BALANCES AFTER JO DAYS.

735

‘:’3

I -

/'\

8ase Map Source USGS 7

“Quad..

Chevachet, RI

1975 and UxLricige, Mass..

Contours ~ ka km? mo
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FIGURE 4.1-2
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA GIC10
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) Docket No. CP87-)31-001

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company ) Docket No. CP87-132-001
COMMENTS OF
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPANY
ON THE

DRAFT ENVIRORMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company (Tennessee) submits
these comments on the Ocean State Power Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Staff of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Staff).

The DEIS is a complete analysis of the environmental
consequences of the proposed projects, and Tennessee strongly
supports its fundamental conclusion: that construction and
operation of the Ocean State Power plant and associated
pipeline facilities will have a limited adverse environmental
impact and would be an environmentally acceptable action.
Nonetheless, Tennessee does disagree with certain of Staff'’'s
recommended "mitigative measures,” because they are

unjustified, or beyond the Commission’s jurisdiction.

I.
GENERAL COMMENTS

The DEIS is a voluminous document that required well
over one year of preparation from the date the project was
Noticed by FERC. During the preparation of the DEIS, Tennessee
responded to dozens of detailed data requests submitted by
Staff. Staff has conducted field surveys to inspect
Tennessee's proposed route, alternate routes, and existing
facilities, including recently-completed pipeline
construction. Tennessee also notes that Staff has thoroughly
considered various issues raised by appropriate agencies,
individual landowners, and other concerned citizens.

Tennessee has been responsive to concerns raised by
the Staff and others. In particular, the route design of the
Rhode Island Extension has been extensively modified to
mitigate impacts to landowners and the environment.

As a result of Staff‘'s intensive analysis, and project !
modifications/improvements developed by Tennessee, most
potential points of contention were resolved prior to
publication of the DEIS. Revertheless, Tennessee is not in
agreement with Staff on some issues, and presents its rationale

in the following comments.
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GIC10 (cont'd)

II.
MITIGATIVE MEASURES

Staff has analyzed a number of alternatives and
proposed extensive mitigative measures in the DEIS. In some
cases, Tennessee has accepted Staff's recommendations regarding
route changes and construction practices, in order to minimize
impacts. Tennessee has also submitted extensive routing
rationale to FERC in opposition to certain alternatives which
Tennessee believes are unreasonable. Tennessee supports
Staff's decision not to recommend the Loop 5 Alternative, the
Loop 7 Alternative, and various alternatives along the Rhode
Island Extension. Tennessee's rationale for opposing these
alternatives has been well-documented in previous
correspondence with Staff and is incorporated by
teference.ll Tennessee does object to several of Staff's

recommendations, as explained below.

1/ Correspondence from Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company to FERC
dated: April 20, 1987; June 3, 1987; October 5, 1987;
November 4, 1987; November 12, 1987; December 11, 1987;
and February 2, 1988.

-3 -

GIC10~1 Staff notes these commemts.
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GIC10 (cont'd)

Mitigative Measure #1

"Tennessee shall not operate the proposed facilities
unless: (1) OSP has implemented or agreed to implement the
FERC Staff‘'s recommended mitigating measures contained in
Section 5.1.3 of this DEIS, or (2) the Economic Regulatory
Commission attaches these mitigating measures as conditions to
its permit granting Permanent Exemption from the requirements
of the Fuel Use Act."

Response

Terinessee opposes this condition because it is an
improper attempt to assert control over nonjurisdictional
activities and because it seeks to appoint Tennessee -- an
interstate pipeline company -- as an inspector over electric
power plant construction.

FERC cannot use its conditioning power under Section
7(c) of the Natural Gas Act to accomplish indirectly what it is
without jurisdiction to do directly. Further, neither FERC nor
ERA has any jurisdiction over the construction of electric
power plants; nor do FERC or ERA have any responsibility for or
jurisdiction over environmental permitting of electric plant
construction. 1In this case, these responsibilities vest in
agencies of the State of Rhode Island. FERC thus is without
power to require those agencies to adopt particular conditions.

FERC is, of course, required by the National
Environmental Policy Act to review the environmental impacts of
construction and operation of the Ocean State plant. Further,
FERC can -- as in the DEIS -- gyggest mitigative measures that

would, in its view, reduce the environmental effects of

construction and operation of the plant. FERC could even deny

GIC10-2 This camwent is noted; the wording of the Staff’s recommendation has

been modified. However, the Staff disagrees that the FERC carpot use
its certificate corditioning power to impase measures to mitigate impacts that
are inextricably related to a jurisdictional project.
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GIC10 (cont'd)

a certificate outright on environmental grounds if the agencies
with jurisdiction -- here the State of Rhode Island -- 4did not
adopt these or similar mitigative measures. But FERC cannot
use its Natural Gas Act conditioning power to usurp state land
use and environmental permitting functions exercised with
respect to nonjurisdictional facilities.

Tennessee's second concern arises from Staff's awkward
effort to assert jurisdiction where it has none. With no power
to issue or enforce environmental permits.for construction or
operation of power plants, Staff suggests that Tennessee be
prohibited from operating tens of millions of dollars of
pipeline facilities, which are constructed in full compliance
with all environmental and other conditions, if Ocean State
does not implement or agree to implement Staff‘'s "mitigative
measures.® Staff provides no analysis of how this blunderbuss
prohibition is in the public interest. As a practical matter,
if Mitigative Measure No. 1 were imposed and upheld, Tennessee
will not agree to begin construction of facilities absent Ocean
State‘'s agreement to comply with mitigative measures.

Tennessee requests the Commission to clarify that, once it has
obtained this agreement from Ocean State Power, Tennessee will
have completely satisfied this condition without regard to how
Ocean State implements its agreement. Tennessee is not in the
business of constructing electric power plants and FERC cannot

appoint Tennessee to be an environmental inspector for electric

power plant construction.

cont'd
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Mitigative Measure #4

“The proposed Rhode Island Extension shall follow the
route modification identified as the Seaver variation on Figure
2,2-18 of the DEIS."

Respopse

Tennessee strongly opposes Staff's proposed Seaver
Variation (V-5) because the variation would increase the
environmental and aesthetic impacts of the pipeline project,
because it would unfairly shift the burden of environmental
impact from one landowner (Mr. Seaver) to another, and because
the impact of Tennessee's current proposal on Mr. Seaver's
property is relatively small.

To help visualize Tennessee's concerns, Tennessee has
attached to these comments an aerial photo (Attachment 1)
showing the relevant portion of the Rhode'lsland Extension,
Property lines have been overlaid on the photo, and the
affected properties identified. Also shown is Tennessee's
latest proposed alignment. This alignment differs slightly
from the proposed alignment previously submitted to Staff in
this detail: the proposed route has been further shifted to
the east to keep impact to Seaver's property to a minimum.
This slight modification was developed by Tennessee in response
to negotiations with Mr. Seaver subsequent to Tennessee's last
correspondence with Staff regarding this matter.

Representatives of Tennessee presented Mr. Seaver with a

drawing indicating this alignment on February 12. The enclosed

GIC10-3 Staff has reviewed this cament and a letter received by Mr.
Seaver (commert GIC13), and arcludes that the aligmmert shift to the

west side of Seaver’s property, as propused by Staff, would best serve the
interests of Seaver and Olson. However, in consideration of Fotter, their
neighbor to the sarth, Staff has moved its preferred aligwent to the north side
of Maple Street, as shown on the revised Figure 2.2-22 in the FEIS. As initial-
ly shown on Figure 2.2-18 in the [EIS, the pipeline easewert would have emoum-
bered eutter’s property on its entire frontage with Maple Street. The Staff

that variation V-5 would cause any greater envirommental or aesthetic

disagrees
impact than the propused aligrwent.
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GIC10 (cont'd)

photo clearly shows the existing homes along Maple Street --
these homes were not indicated in Figure 2.2-18 of the DEIS,
nor were impacts to these existing homes addressed.

1) variation V-5 increases the environmental and
aesthetic jmpacts of the projact, Staff notes that the
V-5 modification would be sbout 250 feet longer (and cost
$24,000 more) than the proposed route. This 250 feet would be
in wooded acreage. This in itself represents an increased
environmental impact. Note however that Staff‘'s proposed
modification entails 300 feet of clearing and construction
along Maple Street, creating a significant visual impact to
residents and passersby.

2) This variation unfairly shifts the increaszed burden
of environmental impact from one landowner to meighboring

landowners without consideration of their interests. Staff's
V-5 modification unfairly and unreasonably shifts the burden

from Seaver to his neighbors, Potter and Olson. Staff states
that "V-5 would significantly reduce the loss of ... aesthetic
quality that would occur from bisecting the (Seaver) property
with the proposed pipeline.® Tennessee must agree that
avoiding the Seaver property will eliminate the loss of
aesthetic quality to that property, but must urge Staff to
consider the much greater loss of aesthetic quality on the

Potter property created by clearing 300 feet of frontage along

Maple Street.

3
cont’'d
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Tennessee has spent considerable time negotiating
with landowners in order to develop a route which will minimize
impacts to these individuals. Both Potter and Olson have
stated that they have plans to subdivide their properties, and
thus Tennessee has attempted to route the line to maintain the
maximum development potential of these properties. Staff's
proposed modification fails to take this into consideration.
Nowhere in the DEIS does Staff indicate that it has either
consulted with these neighboring property owners or that Staff
has fully considered the increased impacts the V-5 variation
would have on the Potter and Olson properties.

As the owner of an existing home on the south side
of Maple Street, Potter clearly will perceive greater impacts
from construction than Seaver or Olson. Tennessee's proposed
route already parallels Potter‘'s east property line for over
1300 feet. Staff's modification would impact an additional
300 feet of Potter's frontage along Maple Street, resulting in
the removal of a significant portion of the wooded buffer
between Potter's home and the street. Tennessee asserts that
this impact to the existing Potter home is unnecessary and
unwarranted. If Staff continues to recommend the
V-5 variation, Tennessee urges that this alternate be modified
such that the pipeline would parallel Maple Street on the north
side rather than on the south side, to minimize further impact

to Potter. Seaver would retain sufficient acreage for homesite

development .

cont’d
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GIC10 (cont'd)
The impact to Olson‘'s property, while less severe,

is nevertheless significant and must be considered. Olson has
indicated his intention to subdivide his property into
additional house lots that would run basically west to east.
Access to these lots would be provided by a road built along
Olson's west property line. HNote that Olson provided for this
by retaining a S50-foot strip of land when he s0ld the 2.5-acre
parcel to Seaver. Tennessee has worked with Olson to develop
an alignment that will protect his ability to develop his
property. In fact, Tennessee has obtained a right-of-way
agreement from Olson for the proposed pipeline. If the route
is modified by Staff, Tennessee is not confident that it will
be successful in re-negotiating this agreement with Olson.
Furthermore, Staff's proposed modification will
impact the property owner west of Olson. Since Staff has not
specified exactly where the line would be placed near Olson's
western property line, it is schematically indicated on the
enclosed photo as being on the property line. However for
practical purposes the line would be placed on one property or
the other. Paralleling this property line at less than a
25-foot separation will require that Tennessee negotiate a
right-of-way agreement with both Olson and the adjoining
neighbor on the west. Tennessee is not confident that a

right-of-way agreement can be successfully negotiated with this

adjoining property owner.

cont’d
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GIC10 (cont’d)

Tennessee has attempted to negotiate in good faith
with all the affected landowners along the proposed route, and
has extensively modified its alignment to minimize adverse
impacts to landowners, including Seaver, Olson, and Potter.
Olson has signed a right-of-way agreement, and Potter has
indicated a general acceptance of Tennessee's proposed route.
Therefore, Tennessee believes that it would be unfair and
unjustified to shift additional impacts to these neighboring

landowners. Tennessee believes that this action is unwise and

unwarranted.
3) Tennessee's current pipeline aligpment will not
have a significant impact on the Seaver property. The DEIS

states that "Mr. Seaver has expressed a concern that approval
of the proposed route would severely limit and constrain the
use of his property for its intended use as a homesite.”

(pp. 2-171, 2-173). However, this statement is
unsubstantiated. Tennessee asserts that it is without
foundation. The Seaver property is approximately 2.5 acres in
size, with a frontage of over 300 feet. Tennessee's proposed
route closely parallels Seaver's east property line north from
Maple Street, to avoid adversely impacting the development
potential of the property. The portion of Seaver's property
west of the pipeline is approximately 1.5 acres in size, with a

frontage of 275 feet. Note also that this western portion

fronting on Maple Street is fairly level, but that the back

cont'd
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GIC10 (cont'd)

portion on the northeast side of the property drops off fairly
sharply in elevation. (This is shown in Figure 2.2-18.)
Clearly the western side of Seaver's property is the prime area
for siting a residence. 1In addition, homes in this area are
typically built near the road, not set back in the woods,
partially in response to the demands created in removing snow
from driveways to maintain access. 1In this regard, the western
portion of Seaver's property is again clearly more suitable for
siting a home.

During our negotiations, Tennessee has received no
information from Mr. Seaver that he intends to site a home on
the sidehill portion at the back of his property. Logic
dictates that the western portion fronting onto Maple Street is
the preferable homesite. This property will still be in full
compliance with local zoning requirements -- utility easements
are considered as property for meeting lot size and frontage
requirements. The 1.5-acre portion to the west of the pipeline
is clearly sufficient for residential development -~ compare
the size of even the largest homes on the enclosed photo. And
the l-acre portion above and east of the pipeline will still be
suitable for various residential land uses -- only on the
50-foot easement would the placement of structures be

prohibited. Thus, the presence of the pipeline will have very

limited effect on uses of the land.

cont'd
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Tennessee therefore maintains that the proposed
route will not significantly limit or constrain Seaver's
intended use of his property as a homesite.

In sum, Tennessee has extensively modified the
proposed alignment of the Rhode Island Extension in response to
legitimate concerns raised by landowners, relevant agencies,
and FERC Staff, and Tennessee believes that its curreatly
proposed alignment represents the best possible route. Any
route, however, involves trade-offs of various kinds; one
concern must be weighed against another and a judgment
rendered. Even if the resulting compromise is in reality
equitable, it will not be perceived as such by every individual
involved. In right-of-way acquisition, it is essential that
each landowner‘'s concerns are considered, but it is not
essential that every affected landowner be totally satisfied
with the final route alignment: this is an impossible goal.
Congress was aware of this impossibility when it empowered FERC
with the authority to grant the Right of Eminent Domain.
Otherwise, any project determined to be in the best interest of
the public could be stopped by one landowner who opposed the

project.

Mitigative Measure #6

*Topsoil shall be segregated in all wetland areas
crossed by the proposed pipeline facilities to the maximum
extent practicable, unless the appropriate state or local

-12 -

cont'd

GIC104 Please see the responses to commmts FAJ-24, SA4-8, and SA4-10. Staff
disagrees that it has overstated the impacts of corstruction in
wetlards., Staff does agree that topsoil segregation may be impractical or not
enviramentally preferable in same ciramBtames, such as where the spoils pile
auld not be cartained within the cleared right-of<@ay. This recommerdation is
not an "edict," but the Staff’s opinion on an ewiramentally appropriate

action; EPA, USFWS, and NYDEC agree.

With respect to defining wetlands, these are lands trarsitional between ter-
vestrial amd aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near the
surface, or the land is covered by shallow water. For the purpmses of this
recamendation, wetlands mist have one or more of the followirng three attri-
tutes: at least periodically, the land supports predaminamntly bhydroghytes; the
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permitting authority specifically grants Tennessee relief from
this requirement.*

Response

Tennessee objects to this recommendation for the
reasons stated below.

Tennessee believes that the Staff has overstated the
impacts of construction in wetland areas, with or without the
use of topsoil segregation. While some short-term disturbance
is inevitable, Tennessee has found that wetland areas
revegetate well within a season or two following construction.
Staff implies that wetland construction without topsoil
segregation creates greater environmental impact than wetland
construction using topsoil segregation, but presents no
supporting documentation. Tennessee believes that topsoil
segregation in wetlands provides minimal environmental
protection, if any. In some instances, topsoil segregation may
even increase environmental impacts associated with
construction, due to the additional right-of-way width
requirements, temporal length of the construction period, and
increased movement of earth-moving equipment.

Tennessee is required to obtain wetland permits from
various local and state bodies prior to construction. These
individual permits will stipulate numerous site-specific

construction procedures tailored to the existing environmental

conditions and any special environmental sensitivity. Where

cont’d

sutstrate is predaminantly undrained tydric soil; and the substrate is nonsoil
and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water at same time during the
growing seasan of each year.
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appropriate, these permits may include a condition that topsoil
be segregated in certain wetlands. Tennessee would comply with
any such requirements imposed by local or state permits. This
permitting process is adequate to protect sensitive wetland
habitats. Local wetland boards, familiar with the
characteristics of individual wetlands, are well-qualified to
determined where topsoil segregation is needed. It is
therefore unreasonable to impose upon Tennessee the requirement
that “"topsoil shall be segregated in all wetland areas unless
the appropriate ... state or local permitting authority
specifically grants Tennessee relief from this requirement.”
These local and state authorities may interpret Staff's
recommendation as a strict federal edict, and may be reluctant
to waive topsoil segregation, even in those cases where this
procedure is unnecessary and unwarranted.

Finally Staff's recommendation, as stated, is overly
broad in that it is not limited to any specific wefland areas,
regardless of sensitivity. There is no justification for
requiring topsoil segregation in every area that meets some

definition of the word “"wetland".

Mitigative Measure #9
*No herbicides shall be applied in or adjacent to any
wetlands affected by the proposed project.”

cont'd

GIC10-5 Staff has recnsidered this rexmmedation and determined that, since

it would apply only to the facilities proposed in this project, the
restriction would be largely ineffective. Staff hopes that Tennessee will
azttime its amorent practice of not using herbicides in New York as well as
Massadnsetts and Rhode Island.




€91L-M

GIC10 (cont’d)

Reasponse

Tennessee objects to Staff‘'s recomuendation as being
unreasonably restrictive. Tennessee does not have any program
to use herbicides for maintenance of right-of-way in Northeast
wetlands. However, the Environmental Protection Agency has
approved certain herbicides for use in wetland areas, and can
be expected to license additional herbicides for wetland use as
they may be developed during the life of the pipeline
facilities. Federal and state laws permit the application of
these materials under carefully controlled conditions. Indeed
these materials are routinely applied by private individuals,
comuercial firms, and state and federal agencies involved in
land management. Despite this widespread use, Staff has
presented no evidence to support its implication that herbicide
application in wetlands creates more environmental impact than
other means of vegetation management. Nor does Staff limit
this proposed herbicide ban to sensitive wetlands, but merely
refers to “"any wetlands.® In this regard, Staff’'s
recomuendation is unreasonable and overly broad.

Tennessee has stated its commitment to comply with all
federal, state, and local laws and regulations concerning
herbicide application, including any that restrict the use of
herbicides in wetlands. Tennessee asserts that any further

restrictions imposed by Staff would be unjustified.

- 15 -

cont’'d
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Mitigative Measure #12

"Tennessee shall avoid construction within Papscanee
Marsh (Loop 6) between April 1 and June 30 to avoid disturbing
the suspected breeding site of least bittern, a New York State
listed special concern species.”

Response

Tennessee objects to this restriction because it will
adversely impact the scheduling of construction activities.
Tennessee expects clearing and grading to be underway well
before June 30. If Tennessee is required to postpone
construction activities in Papscanee Marsh beyond June 1,
additional mobilization of workers and equipment will be

required, and construction costs will increase as a result.

Mitigati M g14
"Tennessee's right-of-way restoration shall comply

with the specified seeding mixes, rates, and dates, and with
the use of mulch, as shown in Table 4.2-1 of this EIS.*"

Response

Tennessee objects to this measure for the reasons
detailed below.

1) Staff's recommendation is overly restrictive. By
specifying precise seed mixes, Staff has created an inflexible
revegetation program that is unresponsive to site-specific
conditions encountered in the field (including unseasonable

weather conditions). Staff has also failed to address the

GIC10-6 The Staff’s rexamusdation has been modified; please see the revised
Sectian 5.2.3.2.

GIC10-7 The Staff’s remmertkd seeding is based an the experience of

the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Coservatian Service, and an
its own many years of professional experience in right-of-way restoratian. The
seed mixes recommended by Staff are both widely available and adapted to a rarge
of cxditions encamtered along the pipeline route. While it is recognized that
usually several seed mixes can be used in any given set of canditions, Temessee
did not identify its preferred species mix in respanse to Staff’s data ceguest.
The Staff believes that it is meresmary to specify the seed mixes to be used
before certification, with the exeption of any differemt species specified by
landowrers, to ersure that adapted species are used.

Staff does not abject to Termessee’s use of perernial ryegrase in the
recommended seed mixes., "Lim" ryegrass (as opposed to Pernfine or
Citation) provides a rapid cover, and in the event that seeding ocurs within
the narrow window between fall germination and winter docrancy, it would provide
additional ervsion protectian. However, this grass provides anly short-term
ocover; it is therefore important that the seeding rate be low ewuxh that it
does not compete with the peremnial species in the mix during germination and
establishment. The recammended seed mixes have been modified to include "Linn"
peremial ryegrass at a rate of 5 pourds per acre (Table 4.2-1).

Staff notes that page 13 of Temnessee’s plan identifies a few commn species
used in right-of-way restoration, but does not identify any seed mixes, ar
explain how they would be applied. Staff does not cbject to Temnessee’s
propasal to change seed mixes based an specific requirements from landowrers,

Staff suspects that the SCS official in Hampdeh Couty was referrirg to the fact
that deertamue is susceptible to campetition from other species during germina-
tian. This is the main reason why it is anly seeded in carbination with other
rmonaggressive species, such as trefoil. However, ance established, Tioga
deertague aompetes extremely well with other species in very acid, sandy and
gravelly soils, and may be the anly species that will produce acceptable stards.
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possibility that some components of the recommended seed mixes
may not be available when needed: in this situation, it may be
necessary to substitute similar planting materials. Tennessee
asserts that the final decision on seed mixture is most
appropriately made by company personnel in consultation with
appropriate authorities shortly before revegetation commences.

2) Staff's recommended seed mixtures are deficient in
several respects. While Staff has taken into consideration a
number of the significant variables involved in right-of-way
revegetation, Staff has nevertheless overlooked several
considerations critical to good revegetation. Staff has also
made certain recommendations which are impracticable. Based
upon extensive experience in the field of right-of-way
restoration, Tennessee submits the following comments on
Staff's recommendations.

In each of its recommended seed mixtures, Staff
has failed to include quick-germinating species such as
perennial ryegrass, despite the fact that Tennessee
specifically mentioned the use of ryegrass in its Sediment and
Erosion Control Plan and its April 20, 1987, response to
Staff's Data Request NHo. 22. This type of planting material is
very useful for right-of-way restoration. If revegetation
cannot commence until fall, germination of Staff‘'s recommended
seed varieties may not occur until spring, but ryegrass

germinates rapidly, stabilizing the soil surface and minimizing

erosion potential until other species can become established.

cont’d

The gra that Terr prefers will not tolerate acid conditions as well as
Tioga deertangue. Also, the mix is too high in tall fescue, which does not
tolerate high acidity, and too low in redtap, which fairs better. In deference
to Termmessee, the seeding table has been changed to specify tall fescue (at a
lower rate), and a higher peraettage of red top. Rirdsfoot trefoil has been
added to improve langevity of the stand. The Staff stramly suggests that Tioga
deertangue be seedad in acid soils where the above mix fails to produce an
acoeptable stand.

Flatpea has became a species of choice for rights-of-way because of its ability
to suppress woady growth. A good stand of flatpea will significantly reduce the
need to mow the right-of-wdy, thereby reducing maintenae costs and the
disturbance fram mowirg. Staff does not agree that it
has critical germination requirements or that it reguires specialized seeding
equipment, Flatpea has been sueasfully established by hydrasesdim over a
slightly ramghanad surface. The mix was not intanded as a requirement, but as a
recomendation mainly to help Tervessee reduce maintenane costs. Because of
Termessee’s abjectian to this mix, it has been removed fram the table.

The Staff disagrees with the contentiaon that the recommergation is urmexcessary,
based an Temnessee’s past performarre, Altm.xmtormemstpaxttlnstaff
believes that Tennessee’s recent revegetation work has been ademate, it is
always pesible that individual projects will deviate fram the minimm prac-
tices. For eample, during Staff’s September 21 and 22, 1982, inspectian of
right-of-way restoration alang portions of the NESP project (Oocket No. CP80O-
65), Staff abservad that many areas were bare and ercded same 6 to 9 manths
after amstnuctian. Staff’s opinion was that the failure was caused by seeding
at the vrang time of year, and by the lack of milch and runoff diversians an
slopes. Temessee persamel informed Staff that the eruvsian prublems would be
correctad. However, in Staff’s opiniaon the were avoidable with proper
revegetatiaon practices. As stated previously, Temmessee did not provide any
informatian on seed mixtures. Staff believes this recommerdation is mecessary
to ersure that adequate seeding practices are used.
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This rapid revegetation also provides an aesthetically pleasing
appearance, which landowners appreciate. Staff has apparently
overlooked the benefits of establishing vegetation shortly
after construction: on page 4-70 Staff notes that *it is more
economical to seed while the right-of-way is being cleaned up
than to wait for the best seeding season,” but fails to note
that this procedure also reduces erosion potential and may
provide winter browse for wildlife.

Tennessee believes that, with the inclusion of
ryegrass, Staff's first seed mixture (trefoil, fescue, redtop)
would be adequate for general use. This seed mix is similar to
the conservation mizxes referred to in Tennessee's Sediment and
Erosion Control Plan.

Staff ‘s second seed mix (trefoil, reed
canarygrass, redtop) was developed for use in a wet area, and
should be appropriate for this purpose. Note however that some
landowners and land-managing agencies dislike some of the
characteristics of reed canarygrass. Tennessee will offer
affected landowners the option of using an alternate seed mix
if they object to this seed mix.

Tennessee is apprehensive about Staff's third seed
mizx (trefoil, deertongue), due to the fact that a single grass
species is used on an area Staff describes ai sandy and
extremely acid. Tennessee also notes that no optimum seeding

date is presented for this mixzture. Tennessee consulted with

- 18 -

cont'd
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the U. 5. S0il Conservation Service in Hampden County regarding
the recommended seed mix; an SCS representative indicated that
deertongue is slow to establish, and does not compete well with
other grasses. The following seed mix was suggested by SCS as
an alternative that would establish more quickly: 50 pounds of
tall fescue and 2 pounds of redtop per acre. Tennessee has had
good success with these materials on acid soils and supports
this alternative seed mix.

Tennessee believes Staff‘'s fourth seed mix
(flatpea, fescue, redtop) is inappropriate for widespread use,
although it may have specific uses. As Staff notes, flatpea
has very critical germination requirements. The seed must be
buried to a depth of one to one-and-one-half inches. This is
not compatible with typical right-of-way revegetation equipment
or procedures. Staff also correctly notes that there is only a
limited optimum seeding date for flatpea. This severely limits
its usefulness for right-of-way revegetation.

3) staff's recommendation is unnecessary. Tennessee
has many years of experience in revegetating rights-of-way
following construction, and is committed to establishing
vegetation on these disturbed areas. In the past, Tennessee
has consulted with appropriate agencies and other knowledgeable
sources in the development of suitable seed mizes. Tennessee
believes that this process has worked well, as evidenced by its
recent construction projects in the northeastern United

States. Indeed Staff has presented no evidence that

- 19 -

cont’d
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Tennessee‘'s past revegetation practices have been less than
sufficient. Tennessee asserts that the seed mixture
information previously submitted to Staff is adequate to ensure
good revegetation, therefore mitigative measure #14 is

unnecessary.

Mitigative Measure #16

"Tennessee shall install and maintain visual barriers
of natural vegetation where the proposed gas delivery pipeline
for the OSP plant crosses Douglas Pike to help maintain the
wooded character of the area.*

Response

Tennessee notes that the pipeline alignment turns
sharply either side of Douglas Pike, in suci a way that there
will be no long views down the cleared right-of-way. Therefore
visual impact will not be significant. However, Tennessee is
willing to install and maintain visual barriers along Douglas
Pike, to the extent that the bases of large woody specimens are
not closer than 10 feet from the pipe. This provision is
intended to prevent tree roots from damaging the protective

pipe coating or interfering with the pipeline’s cathodic

protection system.

cont'd

GIC10-8 Comment noted; Staff appreciates Temnessee’s sensitivity to the
importanre of visual impact mitigation.




691-M

GIC10 (cont’d)

III.
OCEARN STATE POWER PLANT MITIGATIVE MEASURE
OSP Mitigative Measure No. 15:

"OSP shall develop a "buyout®” plan or propose some
comparable compensation mechanism to compensate local residents
who would be most significantly affected by the plant. This
plan should be acceptable to the Energy Facilities Siting

Board, the Burrillville and Uxbridge town councils, and the
affected landowners.*”

Responsge

Tennessee is not directly affected by this proposed
mitigating measure; it was not proposed as a condition of
Tennessee's proposed construction. However, Tennessee is
strongly opposed to the precedent that Staff's proposal would
set for sny company or entity involved in construction
projects. The only justification for this proposal is a
concern that "net benefits would be unequally distributed
throughout the local community unless some compensation is
provided to residents in the immediate vicinity of the power
plant.” (DEIS at p. ES-2)

First, Tennessee is unaware of any provision in either
the Natural Gas Act or the National Environmental Policy Act
which authorizes the Commission to act as a social welfare
agency redistributing the net benefits associated with
construction of nonjurisdictional facilities.

Second, Tennessee is concerned that the Commission's

proposal might subsequently be advanced in pipeline

- 21 -

GIC10-9 Please see the respanse to compent GIC3-2.
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construction projects, where the Commission dosg have
jurisdiction. If so, however, the FERC would then be
interfering with the jurisdiction of state and federal courts
to determine, in condemnation proceedings, fair compensation
for a taking of private property for public good.

Third, the Staff's proposal, as drafted, would appear
to preclude any construction of public facilities that might
affect private landowners. By requiring a plan to be
acceptable to local town councils "and affected landowness,®

Staff appears to contemplate a world in which pipeline, power

plant and transmission line construction can take place with
acquiescence from all individual landowners. Yet it was cont'd
precisely because utility construction cannot obtain the

agreenment of all affected landowners that state and federal

statutes -- including the Ratural Gas Act -- provide a right of

0LL-m

eminent domain.

The Staff‘'s proposed compensation system is of great
potential significance, and yet has been suggested with
absolutely no analysis of its impact either to this project or
as it might be extended to other projects that might require
federal approval. Tennessee strongly urges the Commission to

delete Staff’'s proposal to require a "buyout” plan for

landowners.

- 22 -




IVv.
TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS
Tennessee has identified the following minor

typographical/editorial errors in the DEIS.

* page 2-127, Section 2.2.1, line 5: "proposed by OSP"

should read “proposed by Tennessee."

’ page 2-130 (Table 2.2.-1): the notation *"(b)" should
appear under the “Length® column for both

*Station 233" and "Hew Sherman Road Meter Station."®

* page 2-157, Section entitled *Stringing®: The second
sentence is incorrect as stated. The following
statement should be used instead: “Where the supply,

schedule, and location permit, the pipe would be

LZL-M

transported directly from the rail car to the
right-of-way. The pipe will be placed along the
right-of-way at the side of the ditch.*®

N page 3-84, Section 3.2.6.1, par. 2, line 2: "Hudson"

should read "Riagara.”

V.
NREED FOR ADDITIONAL FACILITIES
The DEIS analyzed the impact of construction and

operation of both Unit 1 and Unit 2 of the Ocean State plant,

GIC10 (cont'd)

10

n

12

13

14

GIC10-10 Commertt acoeptad; please see the revised Section 2.2.1.

GIC10-11 Comert acreptead; please see the revised Table 2.2-1.

GIC10-12 Commertt acreptad; please see the revised Section 2.2.3.2.

GIC10-13 Comment acreptad; please see the revised Section 3.2.6.1.

GIC10-14 Comment noted; please see the respanse to comment FA2-2.
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but only analyzed the pipeline facilities needed to transport
the 50 MMcfd for Unit 1 of OSP. Staff noted on pages 1-3 that
it is not possible at this time to state exactly what
facilities Tennessee would need for firm transportation of the
Unit 2 fuel requirement, nor whether Tennessee would even be
involved in supplying fuel for Unit 2. Staff expressly states
its intention to conduct an appropriate environmental analysis
if and when Tennessee files an application for transportation
of fuel for OSP Unit 2. This procedure will permit Unit 1
construction and operation to proceed without undue delay,
while still providing sufficient opportunity for environmental
review of the pipeline facilities needed for transporting
Unit 2 fuel.

Ocean State Power has contacted Tennessee for firm
transportation of Unit 2 volumes, and Tennessee has initiated
facilities design work for this project. These facilities have
not as yet been established, but Tennessee notes that this
expansion would include additional looping (primarily alongside
existing rights-of-way) and/or compression on its Niagara Spur
line and its 200 Mainline, upstream of the Rhode Island
Extension; no additional facilities will be required on the
Rhode Island Extension to provide service for the Unit 2 power
plant.

These facilities will be similar to the looping and
compressor facilities analyzed under the OSP proposal, and will

be subject to appropriate Staff review. Furthermore, these

- 24 -

14
cont’d
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facilities will be constructed in accordance with Tennessee's
construction specifications, including those in its Sediment
and Erosion Control Plan, and will comply with Staff
requirements as set forth in the Certificate. Consequently,
Tennessee believes that the proposed facilities needed to
supply Unit 2 will not constitute a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment,
and that this proposed expansion would be environmentally
acceptable. Tennessee believes that Staff will be able to
perform its environmental review in an expeditious manner
through the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA)
rather than through the more lengthy EIS process. Appropriate
state and local regulatory bodies will have ample opportunity
to comment upon the proposed facilities during the EA process.
Tennessee supports Staff°'s rational approach to the
issue of future expansion, namely (1) the immediate analysis of
the readily identifiable Unit 1 and Unit 2 power plant
facilities followed by (2) the deferred analysis of any
pipeline facilities needed for Unit 2 fuel until such time as
those facilities can be determined. Tennessee urges Staff to
proceed with the Certification of the facilities proposed in
the DEIS, in order to allow the orderly construction of these

facilities to commence.

- 25 -
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VI.

CONRCLUSION

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement fully and
completely analyzes the environmental impacts of the
construction and operation of the proposed power plant and
associated pipeline facilities, and concludes that the project
will have a limited adverse environmental impact and will be an
environmentally acceptable action. Tennessee does oppose
certain mitigative measures proposed by Staff as unjustified,
unnecessary, and in two cases, beyond the Commission‘s
jurisdiction. With these caveats we request the Commission
promptly to issue a Final Environmental Impact Statement and a
certificate authorizing Tennessee to construct and operate

facilities as proposed.

Respectfully submitted,
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPANY

W) BN~

rnest B, Abbott
Deputy General Counsel
P. O. Box 2511
Houston, Texas 77252

- 26 -

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served the foregoing
document upon each person designated on the official service
list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

Dated at Houston, Texas, this Lg_ day of April, 1988.

1L

Ernest B, Abbott
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Uxbridge Public Schools

Michael B. Ronan
Superintendent
GRANITE STREET. AR 02, Box 4C-1 * UXBRIDGE » MASSACHUSETTS 01569 * (617} 278.5442

April 14, 1988

~mnEVED BY

APR 1¢ 989
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission EMVierie vo mecswdtion
825 North Capitol St. NE Branc|

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Secretary:

I am writing to express my strong support for the location

of the Ocean State Power generation facility, at the proposed
site in Burrillville, Rhode Island Island.

Ocean State Power Company has demonstrated a willingness to
design a facility that meets power generation needs of this
area in a manner that is sensitive to the environment.

Thank you for consideration of my views.

Yours trul

i1ichae) B. Wonan
Superintendent of Schools

MBR/)
cc: Mr. Lonnie Lister
REF:CP87-132-~001
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UNITED STATHS OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Docket Nos. CP87-131-001

Tennessee Gas Pipeline company )
) and CP87-132-001

GIC12
COMMENTS OUT OF TIME OF
ALGONQUIN GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY
IN RESPONSE TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Algonquin Gas Transmiasion Company (“Algonquin®) hereby GIC12

submits its comments out-of-time in response to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") released by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC" or "Commis-
sion”) in the above-captioned proceedings on proposed
natural gas pipeline facilities and a proposed 470 megawatt
pover plant in northwestern Rhode Island.

I.

On December 19, 1986, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
(“"Tennessee”) filed applications before the Commission for
authorization to transport up to 50,000 Dt/d of natural gas
and to construct interstate nhatural gas pipeline facilities
to deliver gas from the Canadian/United States border at
Niagera, New York to the proposed site of a nev electric
power generating plant in Burrillville, Rhode Island.

Ocean State Power (“Ocean State®) proposes to construct, in

two phases, a 470 megawatt (two units, each 235 MW)

The discussion of the Algonquin altermative has been exarded in the
revised FEIS Sectian 2.2.5.3.
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combined-cycle electric generating station, which will burn
natural gas as its primary fuel. The Ocean State Power
project will provide base-load electricity to the New
England Power Pool grid.
II.

On September 21, 1987, Algonquin, a party in Docket
Nos. CP87-131 and CP87-132, filed timely comments in this
proceeding in response to the Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Request for
Comments on its Scope ("Notice of Intent™) {issued by the
Commission., (See Attachment A). In its comments, Algonquin
stated that its existing facilities were favorably located
to provide the requisite gas transportation service to Ocean
State. Algonquin explained that the proposed Ocean State
plant site is located approximately 5.0 milss downstream of
Algonquin’s Burrillville, Rhode Island compressor station,
and that Algonquin‘’s 24-~inch mainline and 30-inch mainline
loop runs through the proposed Ocean State power plant site.
Algonquin further stated that a major interconnection
between the facilities of Algonquin and Tennessee already
exists only a short distance from the Ocean State aite which
would allow for delivery of Ocean State’s supply into
Algonquin’s systex. Algonquin further indicated in its

earlier comments that it could therefore serve Ocean State

by adding a single compressor station on a suitably selected
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site of approximately five acres (the "Algonguin Alterna-

tive®), in comparison to the conetruction by Tennessee of

approximately 11.0 miles of 20-inch pipeline through pri-

marily virgin right-of-way (the *Rhode Island Exteneion®").
I1X.

Oon March 4, 1988, the Comnission released the DEIS on
Tennesaea’s proposed natural gae pipeline facilities and
Ocean Btate’s proposed eleotric power plant. The DEIE was
prepared under the direction of the FERC in cooperation with
the State of Rhode Island Office of Intergovernmental
Relations to satisfy the Nationzl Environmental Policy Act
and the Rhode Island Energy Facility Siting Act. The DEIS
etatee thst the Commission etaff has determined that
approval of the propoeed project, including the proposal by
Tennessee to construct and operate pipeline facilities, with
appropriate mitigating measures, would be an environmentally
acceptable action anhd that approval of the proposad project
would have limited adverse anvironmental impact. (DEIS at
p- ES-1). The natural gae pipeline facilities oovered in
the DEIS include a total of 25.5 milee of 30-inch diameter
looping in five separate segmente located adjacent to
existing Tennessee gas transaission pipelinss in New York

and Massachusetts. Also included in the DEIS are approxi-

mately 11 miles of new 20-inch diameter pipeline in
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Massachusetts and Rhode Island constituting part of the
"Rhode Island Extension®. }
Comments on the DEIS were due on April 23, 1988.
Iv.

Algonquin is actively involved in the open season
proceeding initiated by the commission in Docket No.
CP87-451-000. In recent months, Algonquin has been engaged
in the preparation of nuserous documents in response to
certain Commission open season orders and various pleadings
f£iled by other open season participants. This extraordinary
process has demanded the attention of all Algonquin
personnel who othervise would have baen available to review
and prepare comments on the DEIS. As & result of this
exceptional conflict of work load and unavailability of
asaistance in this matter, Algonquin did not file timely
comments on the DEIS. Howevsr, the acceptance of these
comments should not delay the Commission staff in ite
preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, a
process which typically takes several months. Accordingly,
Algonquin respectfully requests permission to file these

comments out-of-time.

lrennessee proposed in Docket No. CP87-75-000 to
construct and operate, inter alia, 10.7 miles of 20-inch
diameter pipeline and 25.3 miles of 16-inch diameter
pipeline to a new delivery point in Cranston, Rhode Island.
This new pipeline system was identified as the "Rhode lsland
Extension.” Algonquin filed comments, attached hereto as
Attachment B, in response to FERC'’s data request dated
March 6, 1987 related to that proposal.
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As noted above at Section II, Algonquin filed timely
commente in response to the Notice of Intent in this
proceeding and has responded to FERC data requests. This
earlier filing not only sets forth the basis of Algonquin’s
substantiel interest, but also provides the public interest
grounds for permitting Algonquin‘’s lete comments; nhamely,
Algon@uin‘’s alternative proposal will epere Ocean State’s
ratepayers from incurring the unnecessary expense of addi-
tional facilities necessiteted by Tennessee'’s proposal.
Algonquin’s prcposal would obviate the need for new
facilities on approximately 11 miles of virgin right of way,
thereby greatly reducing adverse environmental impact.
Further, Algonquin notes the existence of releted Tennessee
applications in the open season proceeding. Theae
epplications end the Comaission’s proposed treatment of them
reflected in the Commission’s March 17, 1988 order in the
open season procesding, Dockat No. CP87-451, further
supports consideration of Algonguin’s comments in response
to the DEI8 in this proceeding. Thus, it is very much in
the public interest that the Commission teke Algonquin’s
comments into consideration.

V.

The DEIS provides an inedequete analysis as the basis

for its rejection of the algonquin Alternative. TFor

exaxmple, the DEIS states thet the Algonquin Alternative

represents a "significant reduction in necesaary pipeline
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maintain contracted for deliveries to Tennessee’s Blackstone
Valley area customers and Algonquin’s customers.

Thus, it is difficult to contemplate how e 2000 h,p.
compressor located on a five acre site can ba disnissed as a
“tradeoff® when compared to epproximately 11 miles of
20-inch pipeline lergely on virgin right of wey. 3 The
DEIS’ rejection of the Algonguin Alternetive is based in
large part on Tennessee’s projections of the need for J.4
miles of loop on the Blackstone Velley Lateral, a projection
which Algonquin believes is ineccurate. Even under con-
sarvative assumptions, Algonquin’s snalysis as depicted in
Attachment B shows higher delivery pressures et the
Pawtucket station without edditional looping than
Tennesgse’s Original Ocean State proposal. Givan that
Tennessee has not proposed new deliveries to Bleckstone
Valley customers in this proceeding, Algonquin submits that
no looping of the Blackstone lateral would be necessary to
provide service to Ocean State. Thus, the Algonquin Alter-
native would result in even more significant reductions in

pipeline construction than indicated by the DEIS.

3hlqonquin'- response to Data Reguest in Attachment B
hereto describes two units at 1000 h.p. each for e total of
2000 h.p. to provide alternative service to Ocean State and
proposed service to Providence Gas Compeny. Thus, if the
Ocean Stete proposal is certificeted independently, only
1000 horsepower of addf{tional comprsssion capacity would be
required.
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GIC12 (cont’d)

Even aesuming certain minimal looping facilities are
needed under the Algonquin Alternative, such fecilities make
it poesible to take advantage of "previously cleared and
graded right-of-wey.* Id. 1In spite of the express acknowl-
edgement by the DEIS of this significant advantage, the DEIS
inerplicably cencludes that “the impact of construction
under the Algonquin Alternative would be neerly indistin-
guishable fror what would occur along the proposed route."
I4. The proposed impacts under the Tennessee and Algonquin
proposals are anything but indistinguishable: Tennessee'’e
propoeal requires the construction of 11 miles of new
pipeline facilities which, with the exception of small
sectione aligned adjacent to a power line corridor, will
traverse virgin right of way: the Algonquin Alternative will
require minimal, if any, looping facilities on Tenhessee’s
eyetan plus a new compression facility on an approximate

five-acre site. 1In comparison to the approximately 100

acres which T ‘e propoeed Rhode Island Extension will
dierupt, the Algonquin Alternative, even assuming the
looping facilities projected by Tennessee are necessary,
will disrupt less than 20 acres of land not currently
dedicated to pipeline use. This dAifference alone represents
an 80 percent reduction in area of impact.

As a point of clarification, Algonquin notes that the
2000 h.p. compressor station listed in the DEIS at p. 2-188

is duplicative of the additional compression proposed in the

Algonquin Alternative. As explained by Algonquin in its
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GIC12 (cont'd)

September 21, 1987 comments, whetlhier constructed by
Tenneeeee or Algonquin, this new compressor station would
require no more than five acree of land in comparison to the
11 miles of virgin right-of-way which the Tenneeseé proposal
would disrupt.

Though the DEIS attempts t.0 justify its virtual dis-
regard for the disruption of virgin right-of-way which the
Algonquin Alternative obviatee, the stated rationale falls
short of reasoned analysis. Por instance, the DEIS states

that the 3.4 mile Blacketone loop proposed by Ter ae

part of the Algonguin Alternative would affect more

reeidencee than the prop d Tenn route. Algonquin

agrees that the Blackstone loop would cross through a
reeidential area for approximately one-half mile, but
balievee, ae explained adbove, that the loop itself is
altogether unneceeeary. Nonethelees, to the extant any
looping is needed, the temporary impact imposed on residents
from pipeline loop construction constitutes an environmental
impact which would be of a short term nature and which would
not outweigh the more far reaching and intrusive environ-
mental impacts associated with the construction and
permanent maintenance of 11 milee of pipeline through virgin
right of way.

In another instance of attempting to minimize the
advantage of sparing 11 miles of virgin right of way, the
DEIS states that the "Blackstone Valley Line right-of-way is

narrow and has become overgrown with vegetation." Id. Even

L
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GIC12 (cont’d)

eesuning that this lateral is needed and that the existing
right-of-way is unusually dense with newly grown vegetation,
only the forested areas of the total 3.4 miles of line are,
eccording to the DEIS, affected in this way, a distance that
is substantially less than the 11 miles of virgin right of
way comprising Tennessee’s Rhode Island Extension.

In regard to wetlands, the DEIS states that the
environmental impacts on water resources under the Algonquin
Alternative "would not be significantly less" than the
expected impacts under Tennessee’s proposal. Jd. However,
as the DEIS indicates, the extent of wetland crossings under
the Algonquin Alternative involves the crossing of the
ﬁot.rl River, a minor waterway, and other minor wetlands in
comperison to the impact upon approximately nine acres of
wetlands caused by Tennessee’s Rhode Island Extension. Of
course, as noted above, it is Algonquin’s contention that
the 3.4 miles of Blackstone Valley Loop is not required at
all. Consequently, Algonquin’s Alternative as set forth by
Algonquin, has even less wetlands impact.

rinally, as furthar evidence of the incompleteness of
the analysis contained in the DEIS, the Environaental
Protection Agency recently concluded that the FERC report
contains a “seriously flawed” analysis of alternative sites
for the proposed power generating facility. ggg Attachment
C.

In conclusion, AlgonqQquin respectfully requests that its

comments be accepted out-of-time and submits that the DEIS
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GIC12 (cont'd)

has failed to address adequately the Algonquin Alternative

which is superior in terms of efficiency and environmental

coneequence.

RAP/kac

Respactfully submitted,

Lk A Pk,

Richard A.
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Mr. William T. Seaver
Rt 02 RFD 255 Maple St
East Douglas, MA 01516

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation
Washington, D.C. 20426

Lois D. Cashell Sec:

I am writing in referance to Docket # CP87-132 and the Seaver variation
2.2.18 (V5) Page 2-172.

It would appear that the varation would help somewhat, if the Gas line
has to go through my property by going on the side of the property would
be much better than through the middle of same.

I have one question--Would the varation be using a part of Maple Street
or would it be all on my property? If it is on wy property would I be land
locked by the pipeline? What I'm concerned about it, would I be able to have
a driveway over the pipeline?

I want to thank this commission for all that you have done for me regarding
this problem. Tennessee Gas has not given me any help at all. In fact they

haven't spoken to me in some time. Again, I want to say thanks. Knowing that

someone cares about the little land owner is most gratifying.

Sincerely yours,

William T. Seaver

GIC13-1 The Staff recommends that the pipeline be placed immediately adjacent

to (or within, if passible) the north side of the Maple Street right-
ofway. The preserxe of the pipeline should not preclude castruction of a
driveway acrass it; however, Termessee should be made aware of such plans at the
time the easemernt is negotiated.




SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING
AND
STAFF RESPONSES
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The Rwlic Cament Meeting in the Naticnal Enwviramental Folicy
Act (NEPA) procesdings for the propused Ocean State Power (OSP) pruject
was held on April 14, 1988, in the Woomsachet, Fhode Island, City Hall.
The meeting was chaired by Lamie Lister, a represstative of the
Federal Erergy Regulatory Oommission (FERC). Mr. Lister opersxdd the
meeting by identifying the cooperating agencies: the Rhode Islamd
Departmet of Enwiramerntal Managemert (RIDEM), the Brergy Facilities
Siting Board (EFSB) and the Office of IMergoermmartal Relatians,
representing the State of Rhode Island, the Department of Enwiramental
Quality Engineering (DFCE) and the Massachwsetts Peergy Facility Siting
Courcil, representimm the EEEYWealth of Massadmserts; the U.S.
Ewiramental Protection Agary (EPA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), and the U.S. Department of Brergy, Econamic Regulatory
Administratian, representing the U.S. Goverrment, with the FERC serving
as lead ag=Ty in the pracesdings.

hairman Lister noted that the meetimg served as a public forum
for cammernts on the Draft Enviramental Dmpact Statement (OEIS) far
OSP, issued March 11, 1988. Characterizing the CEIS as an initial
attempt to address all the significamt enwiramerntal issues associated
with OGSP, he said FERC hoped the meetirng participants would critique
the CEIS and help the agency to improve it. A summry of the oral and
written comments submittad at the meetiryg, together with FERC Staff
responses to the comments, would be included in the Final Enwvirammertal
Impact Statemert (FEIS).

Mr. Lister inmtrahxed the three spealers that would follow him,
two representatives of the State and ane for Dames & Moore, FERC’s
avirametal arsulting antractor for the OSP EIS. Mr. Lister said
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that, following these statememts, the meetimy would be open for the
gresentation of caments fram all interestad parties.

Fxde Islamd Govenxx and Office of IMtergmerrmaxttal Relations

Sandy Sullivan, Assistant Director of the Fhode Islard Office of
Intergoverrmental Relatians, presentad the Govermor’s positian an the
OSP propmsal. This viewpoint acknowledges a definite and strang need
for new gererating capacity in Fhode Island. In July of 1987 and
Jamiary of 1988, the State’s electricity cammption reached both
sumer and winter peaks that were darmgerausly close to exeading the
available supplies of electric power. To maintain Rhode Island’s
presemt strangy exonmmic grawth, adaquate and reliable electricity
supplies are critical. With this bxJdgrouxd, the Govermor has eup-
ported the propossd OSP project, an the strang conditians that the
plant be enviramentally sound and that a tharagh analysis be under—
taken to ascertain the effects of the plant’s gperatian an the Towns of
Burrillville and (bridge. The Govermor regestad that an EIS be
condixctad, and the State’s regulatory pracesdings have been delayed to
allow preparatian of the EIS to follow the NEFA process. Ms. Sullivan
roted that the Public Coment Meeting, as well as the public scoping
meeting in September 1987, are important parts of this proocess.

Fhode Islamd Brergy Pacility Sitinmg Board

Douglas Hartley, Coordinator of the Fhode Island Erergy Facility
Sitimy Board (EFSB), identified the 500 MW OSP plant as a major emergy
facility requiring a license fram the EFSB. He noted the Siting
Board’s statement that it would not arrive at a decisian an the OSP
propesal until the FEIS was available.

DEmes & Moare

Mr. Runald Kear of the enviramental ansulting firm Dames & Moare
briefly reviesad the scrpe of the EIS, which was largely prepared by
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his firm. He presentad graphics showing the geographic extent of the
action, with gas pipeline improvemeiits fram western New York, acruss
Massachusetts, and into Fhade Island. At the eastern end, aboit 80
possible sites were identified as possible locatians for the gas-fired
electric generating station.

After carsidering each possible site in terms of available land
area, acress to water supplies and the electric power grid, and
eviramental impacts, two sites were identified that would be very
suitable for a power plant. These sites were aowpared to the Sherman
Farm Road site in @urrillville, Rhade Island, which is OSP’s favored
site.

Mr. Rear acknowledged the inevitable impacts that operation of the
plant would have on its nearest neighbors, vherever the plant might be
located. He noted that there would be greater impacts during the 2-
year axstruction period. These would be most significant in the
vicinity of the plant site, but would also extsOU along the natural
gas, fuel oil, and cooling water pipelines. Same of these would follow
city streets, and so disrypt nmerous residences for brief periods.
Positive impacts would include the needed electricity supplied by the
plant, a major increase in the Burrillville tax base, and direct grants
fram the project’s owners to the Towns of Burrillville and Uxbridge.

Mr. Kear noted that the DEIS had been written to address not anly
the major issues, but all caments and arcems submitted by people
persanally affected by the proposed action. The purpase of the Public
Coment Meeting was to hear any additional positive or negative
camments, so that these could be addressed in the final EIS.

City of Woosxxket
uairman Lister then read a preparad statement by Charles Bal-

delli, Mayor of the City of Waosacket, expressing his and the Woon—
axket City Oourcil’s strag support for the OSP propasal to amstruct

4




S-W

the facility at the Sherman Farm Road site in Burrillville. Their
position from the begimning of discussion on the action has been that
the project holds a gotatial for extensive ecaonamic benefit to
narthern Rade Islard and south camtral Massachmsstes. The New England
regian’s need for power to sustain econamic growth, almst regardless
of cost, was given as the eain reasan for the City’s strag support.
The Mayar also notad the imdirect benefits such as potemtial jabs for
Wommsnohket residents Arrimg and after amstruction of the generating
statian.

U.S. Saatxs fros Vassrhewts

The Hoarable Senatars Bdeard F. Kenmnedy and Jahn F. Kerry of the
Qanrwealth of Massachurts submitted a joint statement of respanse
to the [EIS; the statament was read by Monica Gomymgham of Sematar
Kernedy’s staff.

The Senatars expressed cancern that data on noise impacts were
insufficient. They specifically requestad that backgramd noise levels
be determined at the site to aseess fully whether the facility would
violate the Massachusstts noise starndards.

The Senators also expressed concern at the site selectian. They
asked that the FEIS fully address two issues at the Irastane site.
The unresplved water supply issue and the quantifiable impact of water
quality in the Blackstone River mist receive close attention before a
final decision is made.

With respect to the Sherman Farm Road site, the Semators noted
that this site rankad higher than same others in temporary and perms-
cent neighborhood impacts. Acoordingly, and without egressing any
support faor the selectian of this site, the Senatars request that FERC
adapt as permit requirements all of the mitigation measures proposed by
its staff, ehould the Sherman Farm Road site ultimately be selected.

Please see the respanse to cammert FA4-19 and the revised FEIS Sectian
4.1.4.2.

Please see the respmses to aamments FA4-24 and FAM-27.

Staff generally agrees with this cammert, and intends to @maimtain its
recommendation that all permit ceguirements be asditions for approval
of the propmsed actian, to minimize its impacts so far as passible.
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They asked that FERC take all appropriate steps to minimize the impact
of the propased OSP facility on area residents and the enviramment.

Town of Rarth Saithfield, Fhade Islam

Ray Comery, Vice Chairman of the North Smithfield Town Oouncil,
presattad the views of Raymxd C. Cuxch, Narth Smithfield Town
Administrator. Mr. Carch and the Town Council have epressed anly ane
caxern over the propased action, the imterded route of the ocooling
water pipeline from the Blackstane River at Woareaoket to Burrillville.
At present, this is plamned to follow the right-of-way for Route 146A,
ane of the busiest roads in northern Fhode Island. On Febiruary 22,
1988, Mr. Carlos Riva of Ocean State Power explained the project in a
public hearing before the Narth Smithfield Town Council. Mr. Oomery
at that time suggestad to Mr. Riva that OSP cansider following the
Providence and Worcester Railroad line fram the Blackstane River to
Route 102. In this way, the project could avoid ecavation all along
South Main Street in Woonsocket as well as approdimately 7 miles of
Route 146A in Smithfield. Since that time, the Town Administrator has
provided OSP with maps, photograph, and owrership descriptions of this
route. The Town Administrator and Town Oouncil asked, in their
camumity’s interest, that the pipeline follow the railroad right-of-
way rather than Route 146A fram Woaresooket to Burrillville.

Chairman Lister noted that he was not previously aware of this
altermative route. He asked that oopies of all dmmets caxremiyg
this route previously sent to OSP be sutmitted to FERC. He asked if
this stretch of rail line was active or abardoned. Mr. Comery replied
that it is active, but primarily to serve the Slatersville Imlstrial
Park. He also stated that the Narth Smithfield Town Administrator
would supply the dmmetts to FERC within a week.

Staff agrees that it would be desirable to modify the routing to avoid
impacts along the bheavily traveled roadway, so this altermative is
being given serious consideration. OSP is irvestigating the feasibil-
ity of making this chamge in aligwment, but has regestad that it not
be a mandated codition; their reasas for this are summarized in
camment GIC8-55. OSP does not believe that the impacts of axstructing
the pipeline along the public rcadway are so severe as to be uraw=p~
table ard wishes to retain this option, ammg other reasans to stresg-
then its bargaining position in negotiating access to the right-of-way
with the railroad.
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Faaie Islaxi Assembly Representative

Mr. Clinton Remimgtan, State Representative far the district that
includes Burrillville, stated his syppart far the QOSP proposal,
provided it is implemstad in a way that satisfies all Federal, State,
and local health, safety, and ewiramettal quidelines and restric-
tians. He believes that the region needs the electric generating
capacity, and the Town of @Aurrillville needs the tax reverme, that the
proposed action will provide. A residemtial cxmamity, Burrillville
has difficulty attracting industry. A ammercial develammernt that
oould generate egquivalent taxes would be of a scale that would have a
mxh more severe impact an the whole camamity. Mr. Remington urgad
FERC to make a decision as quickly as passible.

Town of Rrrrillville

William Flanagan, President of the Burrillville Town Oowcil,
mentioned his camamity’s need to eqamd its cmmercial and imdustrial
base to balance its residemtial character. Oatimed popilation growth
has strainad the services provided by the Town; new schools, roads, and
various esrvices are neadad. Maintaininmg a gquality lifestyle in
Burrillville has required a significant tax increase. After extensive
review, the Qrrillville Town Cancil unanimemly decided to support
the propossd aastrnaction by OSP of a 500 MW, cmbined cycle electric
generating station at the site an Sherman Farm Road. The Town has
negotiated and signed an agresment with OSP that provides far the
payment of mare than $73 million in taxes. During the same period, GSP
will provide more than $2 million in cxmmity contributians. OSP will
also provide $200,000 to assist residents in the immediate vicinity of
the proposed site who might suffer laoss of property value. These
significant tax payments and other amtrilutians will allow the Town of
Burrillville to stabilize its tax rates, to the benefit of all its
residents.
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The Town Council further unanimously resolved that FERC, the State °
of Fhade Islad, and the Town Zanirg Board of Review esmure that the
plant be enviromestally safe, and that it be built in the Town of
Burrillville.

Jack Aodys

Mr. Jack Hodys, forwer Burrillville Plamning Board member,
eplaired) how the Board modified its zonimp ardiname, amang other
reasans, to maimtain areas of open space. These Open Sspaces were
preservad, not anly for the use of residents, but also so the Town
auld attract a project such as OSP with available land. Mr. Hodys
expressed strang support for the project, which he said could stabilize
the Town’s tax rate without imarring the severe impacts on the rural
lifestyle that a maore extensive irdustrial development might cause. He
pointad out that, in the century after 1850, Burrillville exploited its
unique location alang streams that served as sources for water power.
At present, in his view, the Town is in a camparable situatian. The
nmerars nataral gas, electric tramsamission, and other utility corri-
dors that traverse and intersect in the Town make it what someane
described as the "Times Square of Utilities.® Mr. Hodys called on the
Town to again take advantage of its lacation. He expressed his hope
that impacts on the project’s clasest neighboring residences would not
be too severe, and that a means could be developed to address their
needs so that everyae in Burrillville could benefit fram the GSP

project.

James Salame

James Salame, a Narth Smithfield Town Cowcilman, said he favored
the project tut also expressed his axcers for the health, safety, and
welfare of the pecple in his Town. He was particularly corerred at
the stated plans to route the cooling water pipeline alang Route 14GA,
the busiest road in Narth Smithfield. Part of this aligment would
crass what he described as an historical district known as Union

Pleass see the respanse to Mr. Qxwery on page M-6 above.
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Village. He was also arxemad that resne wvehicles en route to
Fogarty Memorial and Woomocwt Hospitals must use Route 146A.  He
restatal the urgimy of his colleague Mr. Qumery, that if the QSP
project is sited in the Shersan Farm Road area the owners eshould
arsider ildimg the apaling water pipeline alang the Providence and
Warasstar Railraad right-of-say rather than in the corridar now being
aottemplatal. Mr. Salame said that, exspt far this ane issue, he
believed the propoeed action would be goad for the area, creating jobs
and attractimg imstry.

Thomns Bantley

Thams Batley, an Idiridge, Massachmstvs, Selectman, noted that
the EIS identified two possible sites in the Town of Wxhiridge. He said
ane of these site might become mare attractive as a result of a recent
move to rezane it imAmstrial. He also expressed the amcerms of
xhridge residents over the pasasibility of a power plant being built
either in their tosn or in the adjoininy Town of Bxrillville, Rhode
Island. Mr. Beitley noted that the Camywealth of Massachmetes would
enfarce strictar cepiremsmts on a plant of this size. He said that
0SP’s progmeal noise level of 55 dBA, or 30 dBA over the background,
represemtal a noise icrease of 1,000 times the existing sound level,
and is clearly unacoeptable. Bacmme the plant would be located only a
few hudred feet from the barder, he asked that it be required to
ocamply with Massachumects stamdards for noise. Mr. Bestley was also
ancermed at the anticipated volume of amnstruction traffic to the site
alang Route 98. He notad that amstruction of a fuel oil supply
pipeline did not campletely rule out truck delivery of oil to the
plant. At eight trucks per hour, aramd the clock, he believed this
would create severe impacts, and ehould be avoided at all aosts.

Mr. Bentley asked that all of the mitigation mmasures recweend
in the repart be adoptad as arditions for permitting the project. He
was particularly in favar of the property buy-out for affectad resi-
dents, asking that this plan be spelled out in detail in the FEIS and

More infarmation an the zoning status of the Iranstae site is provided
in coment GIC1-3 and the respase to it.

Please see the respumes to comssits FAA-19 and GIC9-6 and the revised
Sectian 4.1.4.2.

Based an a stidy by ERT (October 1987), OSP has demwstrated that
traffic impacts should be minar; more infarmation is aotained in
caomment GIC8-12.

Staff is satisfied that truck delivery of fuel oil wauld only accur for
brief periods urder emergency caditions.

Please see the respome to cament GIC3-2. As presantly envisianed,
the plan waild canpersate any property owner suffering negative effects

aon property values.
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implemetad prior to granting any permits to OSP or Temessee Gas for
the proposed action. He was concermed that this program might arbi-
trarily be restricted to residents whose groperties immediately abut
the plant site. Mr. Bentley stated that the buy-out should include all
residets wvho have cmeistently expressed concerms about the project.
He asked that FERC, in receiving comments, be eensitive to the issue
that the project is proposed in a basically residemtial area. Many
pecple in Burrillville and Wbridge baxgt their property in the
epectation that it would remain that way. In fairmess to these
pecple, Mr. Bertley askad that all practical mitigation be implemented,
and that the residents most affected by the action be cmpersated for
these impacts.

Fhode Island State Semator

The Fhade Island State Senatar represstisy Arrillville, Joan
Wiesner, stated that she has been aware of the OSP proposal fram the
begimiryy. As a resident on Shexwan Parm Road in the general area of
the proposed site, and as a camiter using Route 98 through bdridge
daily, she would persomlly be affected by the propmsed action.
Together with the Regresematives fras oorthern Fhode Island, she
steered throwh the General Assembly legislation that would have
allowed use of the Scituate Reservoir as a badap saxce of cooling
vater. She roted that OSP had been quite respasive in developing
plans for ancther, primry eamce of water. Senatar Wiesner expressed
her confidence that OSP would be farthoming in meeting the eqecta-
tions of the Amrke Committee and any other Federal and State cegulatary
agencies to whose procesdigs they are subject.

Noting that she had tamed the Stany 8rock facility, which is very
similar to the proposed OSP plant, Senator Wiesner said she was
impressed that the noise level arard the station was minimal until ane
actually entered the plant. She also corsidered the plant itself to be
very clean. Becmme the oparation is on a fairly large scale, the
plant would clearly have impacts on the site area, as would any
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imAstrial develogment of similar size in a generally rural environ-
mant.

Weighing the advantages and disadvantages of the propsed actiaon,
she said she is very supportive of it, so lang as all axditions raised
in the public commnt meeting are met. The tedwology to be used is
already operational at eeveral installations. She believaed it would
meet or exead e@wiramsmtal stamdards in Rhode Island and Massachar
satts.

Milip Anderaon

Speaking as a BArrillville resident, Mr. Andersan said that he
served an the Town CQowxil at the time the Town Master Plan was
developad, a 6-year wdertakimg. Burrillville, ance a heavily indus-
trialized settlement, suffered considerable lass of gopulation when the
textile mills clased. Same industrialization is desirable to relieve
the hrden on groperty ¢ngeyers. As hame values raose, so did tax
bills. Mr. Andersan statad that he believes 85 percent, if not mare,
of Burrillville’s residents are in favor of the proposed action.

Fhode Island Department of Bwiramial Rvemoemsst

Mr. Victar Bell, Chief of the Office of Bwirammemtal Qoordina-
tion, RIDMM, pointed ocut that Fhode Islard’s envirammental stardards in
all areas are equivalent to or greater than Massachmetts’ standards,
eurpt in noise where RIDEM has no jurisdiction. He presemtad a
Qurrent status repart an all the permits under review by his agency.

The applicant (QSP) has sulmitted most of the documentation for a
fuel oil storage and spill prevention, cartrol, and CartermeasIres
plan. RIDEM does not yet awsider this plan camplete; further work on
axnttermeaares and mitigation is mecessary.

Staff appreciates Mr. Bell’s overview of QSP’s permit status.
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The Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits for
non—point-source runoff are amplete and approved.

The Prevertion of Significant Deteriaration (PSD) permit for air
quality has not been abtained yet. The applicant is supplying RITEM
with supplemental data to address all axxerms raised during prelimi-
nary review of the PSD permit application. OSP has attempted to
demonstrate ampliance with all applicable stamdards and reguired
quidelines. RIIEM, however, cotinEs to express concern over OSP’s
Best Available Catrol Techyology (BACT) analysis and its proposed
alternative catrol network. Once all these data are received, RIDEM
will issue a public notice and hold a public hearismy if regaired.

Three freshuater vetlards mdification permits are reguired for
the OSP project. The permit application for wetlards crussimgs for the
pipelines to the plant site is virtually amplete, since these cruss-
ings are all within existing roadways and the nacessary alterations to
the vetlands are almnst insignificant. Another wetlands permit is
reguired for the plant site. This application is ircamplete and RITEM
is awaiting infarmatian.

A third vetlands permit is required for the cooling water intake
stracture. This mst await approval of the Section 401 water quality
certification, which rapires doomerntation that the plant’s water
withdrawvals will not have adverse effects aon water quality in the
Blackstare River. RIIFM has just ampleted its review of the latest
mdeling of dissolved axygen in the river as affected by the intake
structiure, corhxtad on behalf of OSP. While a cnsiderable improve-
ment over previous sutmittals, the modeling still cequires enxplanation
and more input data. The available data and monitarirg imdicates that
the vater withdrauals may cmme dissolved axygen levels to decrease
approdmetely 0.3 milligram per liter, an impact that must be mitiga-
ted.




EL-N

With respect to the intake structure, RIIEM propses to enter into
a ansat agreement with OSP, in which the ampany agrees to perform
monitaring and exdeling under the Department’s gpervision. These data
will be used to define the impact and develop mitigation strategies;
the agreement must include provisians for sharedown of the generating
station if neeEmary. Should the available mitigation weasures prove
ineffective, RIIEM will require further mitigation that will include
other parties, which will require additicwal agreements with those

parties.

The plant water treatment systam will require a permit. RIIEM has
ampletad a detailed review of OSP’s design for a zero discharge
system, and same COXErS and Qestios remin regarding this system.

It ehould be kept in mind, Mr. Bell pointed out, that the various
permits he has identified address portias of the project. Even
cansidered tagether, they do not loak at the overall envirammsttal
impacts of the propmxd actian. RIIEM will also be muimitting to the
Fhode Island Pnargy Facility Siting Board an evaluatian of the entire
OSP project’s enviromtal impact, based an the EIS and the detailed
permit application reviews. RIIPM’s general position an OSP is
incmplete at this time, became nmercus unareural quEstians ramin
an a nmber of permit applicatians.

The Department believes that FERC has dane a good jab in analyzing
the project’s impacts, though more wark must be done an same of the
altermatives, especially water supply. Same of the analyses of
altermatives—such as they dry cooling system and use of the Town of
Lincoln’s abamksed well field—are incamplete. Even thowgh withdraw-
ing Blaclstone River water may be "permittable,” other altermatives may
be more desirable. RIIEM believes that most of the water quality
impacts an the @lackstane River are mitigable, thouwgh same refinements
of the analytic wark are needed.

Please see response to camment SA7-5; the issue is also addressed in
the respase to cament FAM-S.

The dry oooling system is disamsed in the respowe to cament SA7-8;
the use of the well field is addressed in the respowse to camment SA7-
12. The examination of altermatives is aantained in the respowe to
cament SA7-11. OSP has agremdl to provide mitigation to assure that
there is no depletion of dissolved axygen in the river, thaugh its
investigatians have shown that the cooling water withdrawvals should
cause no impacts requiring mitigatian.
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RIIEM also repires better idemtificatian of the fuel souroe for
unit 2, which the DEIS did not address. Hopefully, all the needed data
will be sulmitted to RIIEM in the next few weeks, so that the Depart-
ment will be able to camplete its envirawmsttal analysis for the Energy
Facility Siting Board.

Qo State Pawer (OSF)

Mr. Carlos Riva of Ocean State Fower said that the campany would
limit its comments an the DEIS to the domment’s "regulatory sufficien-
cy." OSP’s detailed resparses would be sutmitted in writing. Mr. Riva
disamsed briefly the purpases of the EIS. He noted the sections in
the DEIS that reviewed the need for the electric power that the plant
would gradxre, the alternative methods for meeting this need, and the
review of altermative sites for the plant. OSP believes that the
siting assessment cotained in the DEIS fully meets the regulatary
criterion of a rigoroms and dbjective evaluation of siting poesibili-
ties.

The DEIS addresses a variety of altematives for plant eguipmert
and systems, and suxggestal alternatives for the badap water supply and
oil and water pipeline routes. OSP is reviewing all this information
and will submit its responses to it as written comments.

OSP noted the DEIS’s exhaustive review of the potentially affected
avirawental and cultural resamrces, and its analysis of potettial
evirauatal asepences of building and operating the plant. OSP
believes that the DEIS fimds that none of the potential enviramestal
arsapences of the plant are deemed weacceptable. He briefly identi-
fied the various agencies participating in review of the EIS, and the
steps it had already passed through.

Mr. Riva commented an the selectian of Burrillville as the site
for the proposed actian. For a mmber of reasans, OSP remains fully
camitted to this as the best overall site. There is an imrediate need

Please see the response to comment FA2-2. Additional information is
provided in comments by OSP (GIC8-68) and Tennessee (GIC10-14).

Staff gererally agrees with these amments, althamh it does not
mecessarily emdorse the characterization of the Sherman Farm Road site
as the best overall site.
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far new power generation in the region arramding the site. The
Sherman Farm Road property has already been a utility site far decades.
A large site, it is exaptianally well pasitioned with respect to fuel
apply and electric trarsmissian lines able to receive the 500 MW of
power the plant wvill produce. The Burrillville site now has stram
local goverrment suppart, with a mxchanisa available to address local
aa=ms through the Toun’s zonim approval proceas.

Continexd selection of the Sherman Farm Road site represents the
fastest and amest route to abtaining the enviramental, zonim, and
siting approvals far a facility mecessary to meet the regiaon’s energy
needs, Quxming another site at this stage would significantly delay
neaded electric power pradxctian. OSP also believes that the regianal
need far pover far exneads the propoesd OSP plant’s 500 MA, and other
goad sites will also be neadad far arstrnuction of additional genera-
ting facilities.

Qurexmed Cltizans of Arrillville and dwridge

Ms. Dama Varhees identified herself as a professional envirareem
tal plamner, regresamting the Cowsrmed Citizens of Buxrillville and
Uxiridge. Their review of the DEIS identified what they believe to be
significant gaps in the analysis that hirnder an adeguate review of the
proposead action relative to the altermatives discussed in the [EIS.
For this reasan, in its written commsits the Qmwaarmmd Citizens will
ask far a sypplemental EIS to address certain issues.

The Qxermed Citizens grogp does not believe the DEIS gives egual
amnsideration to all reasonable alternative locatians far the project.
Many parcels of land aperiar to the Sherman Farm Road site were
eliminated an the basis of subjective criteria. In additian, the
possibilities of transpurting cooling water acruss the border fram
Massachmetts and the use of a dry ocooling system deserve special
amsideration in a supplemental EIS dmment. It will then be possible
to make reasanable cagmrisans of Sherman Farm Road with other sites.

Please see the resparse to cament GIC1-23.

Staff notes that, while same of the site evaluatiaon criteria could be
described as subjective, and many of the sites were eliminated an the
basis of those criteria, the purpase far chaosing these criteria was
not to eliminate fram amnsideration parcels of land aperiar to OSP’s
Sherman Farm Road site.

Please see the respanses to comments FA4-25, FA4-26, and FA-27.
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The Qarerned Citizens group disagrees stragly with the view that
vater issues are outside the EIS scope. These issues need to be
addressed with respect to impacts on the Blackstane River and at the
proposed project site.

The group believes that the altermatives analysis is samewhat
skewerl by the statemett that the 0SP project is “campletely comgatible®
with land uses at the Sherman Farm Road site. The DEIS has failed to
cosider the Town of Burrillville’s amprehersive commity plan, which
calls for sparse and residential uses of this area. They believe these
uses mre commatible with the local envirament at the site.

Ms. Vorhees said that the noise levels predicted at the site are
not cansistent with Massachmsetts standards. Proximity of the site to
the barder emurages adherare to those stamdards. In this area the
Qrxrernad Citizers group asks for strager mitigation.

The group believes that same items from the original acope of the
EIS have been amitted from the doment. Specifically, flora and fauma
within the Wildlife Marye R Areas have not been described. The
Qxrerned Citizers arganizatian requestad in its March 1987 letter that
the OSP pruject be considered and evaluated with referesce to the
(404) (b) (1) guidelines under the Clean Water Act, became wetland
alterations will be necessary.

The Qorermed Citizens’ general evaluation of the [EIS is that it
does not provide the basis for a camplete wxierstardirg of the enviran-
mental arssgemss of arstnxcting and operatisg the OSP project. The
lack of certain pertinent information, particularly regardimg ocooling
water availability, unjustifiably slats the analysis in favor of the
preferred site. For these reasas, the group requests that a eupple-
mernttal EIS be prepared.

Please see the response to comment GIC1-22.

]

Please see the respowe to comment GIC1~7 and the revised Secti
4.1.6.1. More information on this issue is provided by OSP in
GIC8-9. The Public Camment Meeting testimony of Mr. Hodys (pege 7
this summry) presents another view of this issue

d

Please see the respowe to comment FAA-19 and the revised section
4.1.4.2.

Staff believes that the bicotic camamities in the vicinity of the
site area, includimg the Wildlife Marexyemert Areas, have been
described in sufficient detail for the purposes of the EIS.

Please see the respayees to camments GIC1-11 and GIC1-12.

Please see the respowe to cammstt GIC1-23 an the repmst for a
supplementtal EIS. Opoling water ismues are disnmmed in the responses
to comments FA4-25, FAA-26, and FM-27.
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oavid Laferriere

Mr. ILaferriere identified himeelf as a 10-year resident of
bridge who believes that @any questions remain aaxceming the
project. Recamt newsspaper staries imlicate that natural gas pipelines
and comressar facilities have become cotamirated with PCB’s, which
flow with the gas. If the Federal regulation limiting PCB’s in natural
gas to 50 parts per million are exr=adad at the GSP facility, then it
mst be licensed as a hazardous waste imcimerator. The OEIS does not
mention any provisions to mmnitor PCB’s in the gas used by the QSP
facility. The final and supplematal EIS shauld address the issue of
burning FCB~xtaminated natural gas.

Mr. laferriere believes that the siting issue is unresolved. He
imterprets the CEIS as cancluding that the Sherman Farm Road site is
neither the best site for the facility, nor even the secaxdd or third
best. The Iranstane site in Massachusectcs is rated higher, as are
several others. The preferred site was chosen simply because it is a
arveniant dacision for the utility aampanies. OSP has claimed that
the site is a logical locatian for the plant because it is near a gas
pipeline and an adegquate cooling water samce is available. In fact,
new pipelines must be amstructal for both natural gas and oooling
water, each more than 10 miles in length.

Althagh OSP claims that the plant has been designed to aperate
within strict quidelines, Mr. lLaferriere believes that the entire
propased actian is incasistent with the existing zaning regulations in
both Burrillville and Wxbridge. This incarsistency with cammmity
plans has not been addressed by the DEIS.

Mr. Laferriere explainel that the Massachmetts Department of
Enviramental Quality Engineering (DBEQE) noise standard for an indus-
trial or commercial facility limits noise increases to 10 dBA over
edsting (190) levels. The noise study caxhxcted for OSP was flawed
berame the instrumentation used for lang-temnm measurements was

Staff has received information fram OSP and Tenmessee regarding the
presence of RCB’s in Terwessee’s system. The following is a smmary of
that infarmation (Temmessee Gas Pipeline Cmpany, April 19, 1981). In
1981, at EPA’s request, Temmessee Gas Pipeline Cmmpany checked its
pipeline gas and comression facilities for the presence of RCB’s.
Althagh same PCB’s were found in pipeline liquids at that time,
apparently fram imtercamects with other campanies, no PCB’s were found
in Terre=msee’s gas stream. The company has monitored for FCB presence
since then. Qurremtly, RB’s are either not present in elementts of
Temessee’s sSystem, or are fresent in coxentratians of less than 50
P in pipeline liguids. Tennessee performe quarterly monitaring of
its system for RCB’s, in axordamre with EPA requiremsms. Any liquids
ocollected at the Sherman Farm Road meter statiaon will be analyzed for
PCB’s and dispased of in aaxwordamre with State and Federal regulatians.

Please see the respanses to camments GIC1-6 (siting effort) and FA3-26
(evaluation of Irunstane site).

Please see the respanse to commernt GIC1-7.

Please see the respaxses to camments FAM-19 and GIC1-8.
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incapable of reading sound levels below 43 dBA. Night noise levels
that were actually far lower were recorded as being 43 dBA, leadim to
an artificially high badgramd average. To capesate for this flaw,
same shart-term readings were taken, but these were anly far 10-mirste
periods and nane was taken at night. Even this questionable procedure
recorded tackgramd readimgs as low as 25 dBA, which prabably would
have been even lower at night. Yet OSP is designiig the project to a
sound level of 55 dBA at the nearest residerce.

Mr. Iaferriere agread with the statement that enviromental
impacts should be aikiressed without regard far the Rhode Island-
Massachmetets horder, The affected citizens of the Cammwywemlth of
Massachrstts expect that an enfurcemble guideline—a 10 dBA ircrease
above existing noise levels—wvill be applied. @aciayramd noise stixdies
should be repeated, to Massachmetts [PQE standards, with proper
irstramentation capable of full-range noise measurements.

Since similar ombimxdcycle gas turbine geEratimg plants
proposed in Massachmetets are cmmittad to satisfying noise standards
of 48 dBA and lower, Mr. laferriere asked why the OSP was allowed a 55
dBA level. He askad that additional noise egppression be designed into
the tixbine-generstars and oooling towers. The 55 dBA level is
unxxeptable, canstituting an increase of at least 30 dBA, or 1,000
times the bexJgrarzl noise level, that will croes the state baordary.
Massachmsetts residents will be subjected to mxch higher noise levels
than their State law permits.

Mr. Iaferriere believed that the noise stixlies are anvther eample
of retroactive justificatian far the selection in advance of OSP’s
preferred site. If, after mre agmeesive investigatians for a
applemental EIS are campleted, the Sherman Farm Road site is still
selectad, then the citizens living near the site mist deperd on
mitigation measures to limit the impact. Oxstruction should not
begin, and no Federal permits should be grantad, unmtil OSP and Terres-
see Gas Pipeline Company have agreed to a mitigative padage. Both

Please see the respanse to cament FAM-19 and the revised Section
4.1.4.2.

The U.S. EPA, in an informatianal quideline, has determirexi that a
sound erergy level averayad over a 24-hour period resulting in a
decibel level of L__ 55 will adeguately protect public health and
nlfamviﬂxan&isﬂtem:ginofsafetyinwtdmrmﬁmemle
spend limited amowrts of time. EPA determired that an
day/night sound erergy level (L, ) of 55 dBA is a standard that should
avoid interfereme and arrnyang'amimslnmsids\thl areas, farms,
and other areas where pecple sperd widely varying amoamts of time. The
OSP plant would be designed to wmeet the 55 dBA L__ standard at the
line (resulting in an L of47dnnattheﬁm=;tmmam).
It would also be designed to standard of 55 dBA at the
rearest residence, \hidxismlsta!tvimpustm;:mct_toe. Staff
rvtstlntancperatimmlselevelotssdmismidenﬂm
table to certain local residents. However, the Staff feels ampelled
to clarify same of the anfision that exists regardimy noise levels.
To understami the noise impacts of a propossd imamtrial facility, it
is beneficial to urderstamd the perceived effect on the lmman ear
causad by a specific noise level change. The table below should be
used in evaluating information on nmoise level impacts pertaining in
this project to power plant ar ampressowr station operaticnal noise.
Please see also Apperrlix E, Disamsion of Noise Terminology.

Noise Change (dBA) Effect

farely perceptible

Threshold of noticeable differeme
Clearly noticeable differeme
Doubling of perceived loudress

FERC Staff refers to a letter from the @uncil on Bwiramental Quality
(Dacenber 10, 1987) to the CocerreEd Citizers of Burrillville/tIhbridge
for a summry of the jurisdictional questians regardirg the OSP
project. The FERC canvwot nor candition the anstnxction of the
power plant; the jurisdiction of the FERC extands to authorizing (and
crditioning) the costnxction of a pipeline to service the power
plant. ERA’s jurisdiction is primarily limited to fuel issues under
the Fuel Use Act, and thus does not issue permits far other aspects of
the plant. The State of Rhode Island, throxh the Erergy Facilities
Siting eoard and the of Bwiramental Managemstt, have the

ouvnwE

1

primary permitting authority for the power plant.
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FERC and the Eooramic Regulatory Administration have the autharity to
apply conditions to their permits, and ehould do so. Mr. laferriere
said that the mitigative sssmmes described in the DEIS need to be more
clearly defined.

Mr. Laferriere askad that OSP caxlct tests an residential wells
priar to aEencctian.  Artesian wells have been destroyed by castrue—
tian blastimng,

A buy-out plan, or similar cmpewation machaniam, is mentianed in
the DEIS but shauld be describad in more dstail. while various parts
of the domment state that neardy residents will suffer a lass in
property values, Mr. Laferriere said it is not clear how OSP interds to

ampersate for this lass.

The fact that the OGP plant will distirb the "pristine® nature of
the arrarding neighborhood is illustratad by OSP’s plans to relocate
the Massachumsstts Institute of Tedwology seismxraphic station an Mr.
Laferriere’s groperty. MIT was initially attractad to this site for
the jinstrumatts bacause of the low noise levels in the Uxbridge-
Burrillville area. OSP has already agread to pay MIT for the reloca-
tion of the eeismograph facility a half mile from the proposed site, an
adaqowvledgmmenit of how much the proposed action will change the
characteristics of the reightarhaod.

OSP appmars to have no difficulty eoving quickly to cmpersate
MIT, but appears to ignare totally the citizens who must live near the
propasad facility, said Mr. Laferriere. He amtrastad this with the
eample set by Applied Bergy Systems, which proposed to amstnct a
similar facility in Woonsocket. Gne of that company’s first actians
was to offer campersatian to residents. He said that among OSP’s first
actions were to speak of a benign facility, to question the need for an
EIS, and to try to buy its way into the Aurrillville-Uxbridge area with
questicnable cash danatians to the Town goverrments. He claimed these
gramts are clearly interded to influence Town officials.

Mitigation measures are more clearly defined in the FEIS, based an
caments received an the CEIS.

Please see the response to comment GIC9-14 and GIC9-15.

Please see the respase to camment GIC3-2.

The Staff’s opinian is that seismmxgraphic instrumentation, by design,
is so senmsitive to vibrations of any type that the relocation of the
facility is a reasonable mitigation measure. sStaff does not believe it
valid to conclude from this that major impacts will amur in the

vicinity of the proposed plant.

Staff does not agree that OSP is totally ignaring the citizens living
near the proposed facility; please see the respase to camment GIC3-2.
Staff does not axaur with the characterizatian of the tax treaty and
grant agresments between the Town of Burrillville and OSP as "ques-
tionable.® They are a reasanable and normal part of the process of
negotiating the development of the facility within a specific jurisdic-
tion.
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By a¥Btrxting a facility of this wagnitude in a residential
area, acxwding to Mr. lLaferriere, OSP is placing a burden on the
nearby residents that canmot be justified, since altermative sites are
available that are rated higher than the preferred site. These
altermatives should be stidied further in a syplemental EIS. The
siting stixdy prepared with the OEIS is based in part on outdated and
imacnurate infarmation.

Mr. Laferriere dharacterizad the propasad 100-foot minimm
udisturteri vegetative buffer zane to be left arard the perimeter of
the plant as irmdequate for the scale of the facility. He believes
that this buffer’s size should be icreassi abstantially.

Mr. Laferriere cyxcludad by stating that the neighboring citizens,
having studied the OSP propeal, were in a position to codemn it.
while the company spmaks of a clean, matural-gas-fired facility, it
never mentions the 5 million gallans of fuel oil stored ansite or the
related problems of remipplying this by truck or pipeline. He amamed
OSP of eaintaining a double stardard in its actions, with ane stardard
for cespandimy to the crwerms of politicians and MIT, and another, no-
action standard for dealing with citizens. He also pointed cut that,
since OSP believed an EIS umecessary, if the company had had its way
there would be no Public Comment Meetimg.

Wnyre Saravara

Mr. Saravara camplimested FERC an the effart expaxded to produce
the [EIS, vhich can serve as a foudation far working ocut problems. He
sajd that when he and his wife first ococopied their property on Oouglas
Pike, they were the anly residemts of the immxiiate area. After
initially purchasing 12 acres, the couple has put all its savimgs into
buying up adjacent lard. They now own 52 acres, with 1,300 feet of
road frontage for the 38 acres on which their house is located and 258

Please see the responses to commerts FA3-26 and GIC3-1. It is impor-
tant to note that NEFA and implementing regulations reguire eplaratian
of the altermatives to an actian, but do not specifically reguire
choosing the altermative with the least ewiramstal impact. OSP’s
opinion on this issue is summarized in comment GICB-21.

Please see the respayme to comment GIC9-1. OSP has stated that it will
retain the maximm width buffer that is practical, which will in same
directions cosiderably exceed 100 feet (comment GIC8-47).

Staff believes that OSP has been generally respomsive to the caxrerms
of all affectad parties, thaxgh naturally from the perspective of its
own interests. Staff notes that ansite starage of 5 million gallans of
fuel at the OSP plant would not be atypical for a facility of the type
and size progzsxi. The plans for this starage have been described in
the CEIS and other public dooments. If use of oil as a bacdkp fuel is
rapuired, pipeline remgpply is straightforuard. Truck delivery of
large qmntitim of fuel oil is not being actively considered by OSP.
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feet of frantage far the 14 acres they own an the apposite side of the
road.

The Saravara’s main cxrern has been the routing of the Temnessee
Gas pipeline. At the very early stages of the proposal, Tammsses did
not indicate that it wvould be nEcEEBary to crass the Saravara property.
Howgver, Mr. Saravara said that mmets bafare the public comment
mestiy an the eoope of the EIS, Temessee sulmitted a modified
proposal, to crass directly behird his house and bisect his property
with the pipeline right-of-eay.

Mr. Saravara Quoted a lstter that he sutmitted to FERC, describing
the area arowm his house as being transfarmed into a "™wagon wheel ,*
with the OSP site beiny the lub. There are already a 300-foot-wide
6ston Edison Crarsmission line amridor, a 150-foot Algaxuin Gas
Transaissian pipeline aarridar, and a 50-foot ATST cable right-of-way,
all between 5 and 400 feet from the Saravara house. The groposead
Termessee Gas Transmissian Company pipeline would parallel Douglas
Pike, at about 150 to 300 feet frum the ruad, through the Saravara
property. He believed that this additiaonal right-of-way wauld seriocus-
ly impact his ability to contime residential-agricultural development
of his property.

Mr. Saravara further quoted his letter to FERC an the impact that
rartimg decisions can have an properties in which emll lamdowers have
invested their life savings. Eminent damin rights enable carparations
and govermments to ignore {individuals’ plans for their land. He asked
that cmpanies send cepresentatives ahead of their eurveying teams who
can learn and wderstamd landowners’ Qaoerrs.

After he reguested an alternative routing of the pipeline, it
appeared that Temnessee began to cnoperate with Mr. Saravara. He said
that he walkad the axggestad route with two of the pipeline company’s
employees. He made it clear that he does not want the pipeline routed
through his property. However, if the routirmy is inevitable, he wants

Please see the response to aomment GIC9-1.
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a axridor that has the minima! impact an his land and his plars for
it. The comany employees flagged the route he exgestad, and Mr.
Saravara believad Termessee had acepted the new route. Hovever, when
ane of the campany’s employees returmed with the doament Mr. Saravara
was to sign to release easement rights, it described a traverse of his
property differemt fram the ane he had valked with the Tennessee
repregsentatives. Mr. Saravara refused to sign the doament. The
ompany’s survey team flagged the route, though the representative
agreed that it differed from the ane that had been agreed upan. Mr.
Saravara insisted that the route be resurveyed, which the campany
agread to do in March. However, nothing has happered in this matter;
Mr. Saravara was informed at the Public Coment Meeting that the
pipeline company’s representative he had been dealing with no langer
had responsibility for the situation. He has asked FERC to address the
issue, but has received no positive indication that the route would be

chargad as he requestad.

Mr. Saravara said that the OEIS does not mention the altermative
route acrass the Saravara property, thogh there are respanses to other
lardowrers’ corems. Temessee has abtained eminent damain rights to
survey a route throwh his property. The [EIS does mention Mr.
Saravara by name, to note the various utility corridors crassing his
property, but does not dexibe the reasmnable alternative to a portion
of the route that he proposed. Mr. Saravara took a copy of a plan view
of his property and a pair of scissors. He demxstrated his situation
and his frustration by aittimp through the ogpy, first removing a
comer alang the Algoguin carridor. He art alang the ATS&T cable
right-ofway and the Boston Biison traremission line. He then art
alang the originally proposed Temnessee Gas trarsmission route, which
he believes is still the interded carridor. The remaining scrap of
paper represemts to Mr. Saravara the usable portiaon of his property,
and an illustration of how adversely he is being affected.

Mr. Saravara requestal a supplemertal EIS to address both the
route chage through his land and the econamic impact of the gas

Please see the respases to comments GIC9-2 and GIC9-4 and the revised
Figure 2.1-6. The position of the applicant is summarized in comments
GIC8-11 and GICB-34.

Please see the respase to campent GIC1-23.
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pipeline axridar. He repestal that the pipeline share the Boston
Rismn right-of-way, not that it parallel it. &stan Edison has
already semt letters to property ainars abuttirmg on its tranemission
line right-of-u@y, amanncing its intemtians if the OSP plant is built.
On Mr. Saravara’s lard, the utility plans to clear-aut an additianal
150 fest bheyaxd the 200-foot wide ewmath that is already cleared,
affectimy land meighbaring, and visible from, Mr. Saravara’s. He
believes he did everything passible to prevest this clear-aittirg. He
wrote Boston Edison offerimg to hay the 1and ar the trees; they replied
that the lard was not far sale. While he was trying to prevent the
clearwarting, and FERC appearad to be aggrreim his positiaon, the
trees were aut.

Mr. Saravara notad the agreement by OSP to use noise=mppression
devices to limit the noise levels to 55 dBA at the nearest residences,
whereas elssshere they said they would limit noise to this standard at
the @roperty line. He displayed a photagraph of himself aon his
@roperty that illustrated how near he is to the propused site and to
the state hardary, and the extant that the clear artting has removed
trees that would have servad as visual and sound barriers.

Mr. Saravara dbjected to warding in the [EIS indicating that osP
wauld artrol ard eset its own stardards an the visual impact of the
plant’s night lighting. He asked that this standard be formally
detailed as a mitigative measure, and that the methods to be used
should be stated. He does not believe that this can be left to QSP.

Mr. Saravara and his wife are very interested in the details of a
buy-aut scheme. They had hoped to eubdivide their 1,300-foot fromtage
alang Douglas Pike into house lots. They now believe that a sensible
buy-aut eechanism is the anly way they will be able to rexwver their
investment in the land. Mr. Saravara asked that the buy-aut program be
approvad and in place befare any permits are grantad for the OSP
project. He noted that the buy-aut plan (ar camparable compersatian
mechanism) is to be develaped by OSP and must be acceptable to the

Please see the respanses to cammstts GIC-2 and GIC9-4 and the revised
Figure 2.1-6. The position of the applicant is sumarized in commesits
GIC8-11 ard GICB-34.

Please see the respamse to czmertt GIC3-6.

Please see the response to cment GIC9-7.

Please see the respanse to cament GIC3-2.
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EFSB, the Rurrillville and Uxtridge Town Councils, and the affected
lamiowrers. Mr. Saravara believed that it would be very difficult for
the Town OQmuncils not to be affected by the mwey gramts they would
receive fram OSP.

Mr. Saravara noted that Temnessee Gas inmtemds to test wells of
neightoring lardovrers within 200 feet of any blasting along the
pipeline corridors it would build. Mr. Saravara quotaed the [EIS
statement that the average yield of bedrock wells in the Blackstone
River basin is 8 gallans per mirute. His own well, a rare one for the
area, pradxres 60 gallans per mimute. He stated that he would like to
keep it, adding that his well casing only extemds 5 feet down.

Mr. Saravara argued that, prior to blastig, a thoroxmh analysis
of affected properties should be carried cut. Rather than examine only
wells, it mist include building fourdations and the general geologic
stnxctures underlying the properties. He askad that the scheme for
axypersating lardowrers for blasting damages be clarified in advance,
so that lardowrers will not end up in axrt litigating matters.

Mr. Saravara abjected to the 100-foot vegetatad buffer proposed to
screen the plant fram its srramdims. Mettionimg his prior service
on the Town Plamning Board, he noted that a 100-foot buffer is required
for a axdaninium complex and is totally inadequate for a 500 MW
electric gemerating plant. Using a measuring tape, he showed the
diagonal length of the roam in which the meeting was held to be 71
feet. Since forests in the area are mature, trees stand 20 to 25 feet
apart and the wdergrowth is minimal. These factors limit the farest’s
capability to screen visually and atteruate noise. Mr. Saravara
recomeEtkad a 200-foot vegetated buffer.

Mr. Saravara said that Temnessee Gas Pipeline’s Enwvirametal
Report indicated that the pipeline could be abamiaed in axordamre

with the U.S. Departmewt of Transportation regulations and other
appropriate Pederal and state codes; all inactive rights of way would

Please see the respanse to camment GIC9-15.

Please see the respanse to camment GIC9-14; the Public Oummment Meeting

testimony of Mr. Huguenin (page M-46) is also relevant.

Please see the respanse to cummestt GIC9-8.

Please see the respanse to camment GIC9-10.
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be allowed to retarn to their natural caditians. He asked that the
FERC dmmemts should address a releasswgpgorabamdohmernt of the
pipeline if it were no lamger neadad to transpart natural gas. Too
many abarmdanad railroads and other onrridars interfere with land
development in the area, and ancther ane does not need to be added.
Mr. Saravara was disappointed to see the [CEIS mention that the pipeline
ocould be made available to house other activities and possibly to
transport other materials. Sinoe the original permits and easements
were to pipe natural gas, it is unaccepfable to him as a lamkwner that
the structire oould be used to transfer other, possibly hazardous
materials, Mr. Saravara stated that the document Tennessee wanted him
to sign asked for a permit to trarmspnrt amything that will move in a
pipe. He said that he is not prepared to permit this. He asked that
FERC address the issue—release upan abamiomet and reversion to
naturral state—in a supplemental EIS.

Mr. Saravara amncluded by addressing the water vapar plume
predicted to extard fram the axaling towver array. He believes this
plume will aiversely affect meighlnring property owners, partiaularly
alang Duglas Pike. He asked that the phaxmetn be tharaughly stidied
and a mxhanism far aapersating affected lamdemners be develgped in
advance, before anstructian begine on the project.

Rabert Pitts

Mr. Pitts idemtified himself as the owner of the harse—bremdimg
operation idemtified in the DEIS as being ane-half mile fram the
@ropsed site. He explainad that his property tarders an the site, and
s0 is much claser than stated. He abjected to the use of abservatians
of harses next to an airfield as being an invalid model for harses next
to a power plant. He also abjectaed to the choice of words "no evidence
of imreasal health problems,® and other words such as "expected,®
"passible,” "maybe,® "not expectad.® In respose he pasad his own
ghrase, ™what if?"

Please see the respose to commeit GIC9-11.

Please see the respanse to cammet GIC4-2 an the effects of the oooling
tover plume; please see the respanse to comment GIC3-2 for details of
the capersation plan.

Staff has not found reasan to believe that the OSP plant will have
negative effects an Mr. Pitts’ business. Please see also cammert GICB-
45 and the Staff’s respanse.
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Mr. Pitts believes he will definitely be affected by the proposed
actian. He does not believe OSP will cammmicate or dooment any
infarsation reflectim neqatively an its proposal.

Ghairmen Lister responded, stating that any neqative informatian
ar impacts that might be found would definitely be included in the EIS,
as this is the major purpose of the doament.

Jabn Aratoxy

Identifying himself as an engineer, Mr. Muratory questianed
information in the DEIS an the zero water discharge system faor the
proposed OSP facility, specifically passible low-quality water dischar-
ges if the zero discharge elements of the design prove unwarkable. He
asked, first, if this implies that these elemerts are in fact urwork-
able. He then asked if a qumantitative analysis has been cxadxtal to
determire the possible daily discharge of low-quality wvater. A 99
percett effective systes would discharge 44,000 gallans per day. He
asked if it is possible to project the mitigation strategy to prevemt
or reduce the effects of an uieternined quantity of low qmlity vater.
arsjdering that all hames in the arrardim area abtain their vater
syplies fram wells, he asked far an assessment of the cxmequEres of
that discharge. He questiam whether the issue of possible ground
water contamination has been adequately addressed in the [DEIS.

Mr. Muratory asked if QSP will be respasible far langterm
implementation of the mitigative measures recommended by the DEIS. If
so, he asked what the company’s abligations will be with respect to
short- and lang-term effects not gradictal by the EIS. While he
believes the DEIS to be a good report, cepresemting arsiderable work,
it is logical to assume that it may not have eamined all possible
effects of activities that have not taken place. Mr. Mmatary is
ancermed that meardy residents will suffer detriment from these
effects unaidad by the types of priar mitigation agreements that have
been develaped for known impacts of the propmeed actian.

Staff believes it now has enaxh information to remier a judgemstt that
the zero discharge elements of the water treatment system are in fact
workable. Please see also the respyme to comwent FM-5.

Please see the respanses to commits FAM-33 and FAM-10.
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Mr. Muratary noted that the lamg-term sound aeasurements were
raxrded with equipment that is unable to detact sourxds below 43 or 44
dBA. He poimted ocut that 54 percent of the readimgs over a period of
24 hours were at or below the threshold, including 42 percemt of the
readings fram noon to 11:00 pen. Bacause so many values are probably
well below the machine’s minimal threshold, Mr. Miratory aoncluded that
the anly valid use of the data wauld be to prove that noise levels are
higher in the daytime than at night.

Quoting fram Measuring Sound Guidelines, a mamal published by
Bruel & Kjaer (an acoustic measuring equipment marufacturer), he noted
that shart—ters sound easuregents reqilire a wind screen whensver there
is a noticeable treeze. He said the DEIS did not mention wind condi-
tions or the use of a vind screen, so he cbtained average wind speed
data for the appropriate dates fram the Natianal aeangraphic and
Atmespheric Administration (NOAA) office in Waroester, Massadhmetts,
as follows:

Date Average Wind Speed (mph)

12/4/86 15.0
12/6/86 11.5
2/6/87 7.7
2/1/87 8.9
2/10/87 20.5

He also learred fram NDAA that the average wind speed in the area is 10
mph.

mparing this information with the Vanasse Hamgen Brustlin, Inc.,
data, Mr. Muratory noted that wind conditions on February 6 amd 7,
1987, were clase to average. He sees an 8 to 10 dBA imrrease in
readings taken on December 4 and 6, 1986, and February 10, 1987—days
when he interprets wind speads as being above average for the area.

Please see the respase to comment FA4-19.

Please see the respanse to camment SA7-22.
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Mr. Muratory noted inconsistencies between sound measurenertt data
(Table 3) in the report and the data sheets presemtad in Appendix B.
Readirngs for December 4 and February 6 were listed in Table 3 as being
recorded fram 9:42 to 9:53 am, while the data sheets give as the time
3:44 to 3:54 pm. The minimm dBA reading reported in Table 3 is 38,
vhile the lowest reading an the data sheet is 30. The higher value was
used in the averaging to develop the baseline. Similarly, the Ly,
vall.ewassdnhhiqlerin'rable:!,thel..mhumﬂibyadﬁl\,mdl.eq
was 13 dBA higher. The maximm reading in the table was 11 dBA higher
than the data sheet.

Mr. Muratary notad similar incssistencies in the data recorded at
Statian 2. Table 3 identifies the time of measureme=t as from 10:03 to
10:13 am; the Apperdix B data sheet gives 4:23 to 4:33 pm. Statian 3,
for the same day, has times listed in Table 3 fram 10:24 to 10:34 am;
the data sheet lists 4:08 to 4:18 pm. Station 3 edibits major
inconsistencies between the Table 3 informatiaon and that listed in the
data sheets. The minimm sound level reported in the table is 37; the
minimm an the data sheets is 29, 'Iheliom'rablesisﬂdm; an the
data sheet it is 39,

Mr. Muratory believes that the possibility of wind interference in
the measurements taken by Vanasse Hargen Brustlin, together with the
inconsistencies in the noise level data presentad in the DEIS, indicate
that a new baseline ambient noise stidy must be wumertaken. He
recommended that RIIEM and the Massadnsects EQE monitor this new
investigatian.

Mr. Muratary had borroved professional sound peasremart equipmert
(GenRad Madel GR 1988 Integratiry Soud-level Meter and Analyzer) from
his employer (GIE) and camirtal a few measurements of his own in his
frant yard an Aldrich Street, Route 98. He noticed that 11 of the 21
noise monitoring stations used by Vanasse Hargen Brustlin were at the
edge of pavement or at a roadside. He questianed the applicability of

Please see the respanse to camment GIC1-27.

Please see the response to comment SA7-22.

Please see the respanse to comment GIC1-29.
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thess emnmmamEnts in determining the sound level haseline at residen-
cas near the propead site, sinoce most houses in the area are an
average of about 100 feet frum the ruad.

Mr. Mratary caadicted his mmasuremsts on Sunday, April 7, 1988,
He did not use a vind scresn, and he believad that this made his wark
amgarable to that of Vanasse Hargen Brustlin. The wird speed averaged
14.0 mph. mmsatmmmymdsianqufssdB\ania
maximm sound level of 88 dBA. He did not ceport the time or duration
of this measuremst, but stated that 12 cars passed during this time.

Mr. Mratary then soved the sound meter 50 feet fram the ruad. At
misptsitim,ﬂnl.qdnunibymm. During this measarement, 14
cars passad. Moving the equipment to 100 feet fram the ruad, he found
no noticaahle effect an the l.al or maximm sound levels. He repeated
his imterpretation, that sound EBasuremssts taken at roadsides are not
valid imlicators of ambient comditions at houses alang the raads.

m:.llmtmybelievmﬂuttfelgo, the sound level exceeded 90
percent of the times, provides the most useful infarmation on environ-
mertal quality. This is the criterion used by the Massadametes UEQE
for determining ambient sound levels in a residential envirament. I,
values have not been included in the DEIS; he cemirxied the meeting that
Lyo values will be significantly lower than Lo levels.

Linda Aitken

Mrs. Aitken identified herself as a resident of Uxbridge, living
on Douglas Pike, who has been caxermend about the OSP proposal faor 2
years, She believes that review of the DEIS has shown inaderuacies in
the areas of siting, noise, traffic, pipeline rates, lighting, the
public address system, wetlands, hazardaws wastes, PCB’s, anformance
to the copreharsive plan, mecessary permits, and mitigation. To
correct these inadenuacies, she asked for preparation of a supplemental

Please see the respmnse to camment GIC1-23 an the question of the need
for a supplemental EIS. Please see the respases to commemts GICl-6,
FA3-26, and GIC3-1 an the question of whether other sites are superior
to the Sherman Farm Road property. Staff believes that Mrs. Aitken has
not demmnstrated that the damet spports her opinion that the
Sherman Farm Road site is a poor choice. All the issues that she
raises have been respondad to elseshere in this dccment, as all have
been aatained within other comments.
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EIS. In comtrast to the EIS’s coclusion, the site stidy indicates to
her that other sites are far superior to the ane on Sherman Farm Road.

Residents have all alang stated that the proposed site represents
a locatiaon of covenience for the OSP owrers amd is a poor ervirommer
tal choice, acxxading to Mrs. Aitken. She listed several areas in
which the CEIS appears to agree with these viewpoints.

Oon page 2-87, the doment states that, urder the land use
ocmpertibility criterian, the ideal location for a power plant is in the
midst of heavy imhustry. The least desirable location is ane in which
such factors as noise caditions and air emissions are out of character
with the arramdirg area, which she claimed is certainly the case in
the Burrillville/ibdridge area. Also with regard to land use compati-
bility, an page 2-49 the [EIS states that residents place high values
an quiet, low congestian, and the absence of visual stimulation. Also
an page 2-49, it states that an wdesirable locatian would be ane where
significant local traffic exists and the traffic associated with the
plant would quickly exeed the capacity of local roads. Also urder
land use, on page 4-51 the CEIS states that the power plant could be
arsiderad incasistent with the envirawent arramding the Sherman
Farm Road site.

On page ES-1, the [EIS states that the plant, if built at the
Sherman Farm Road site, would have significant effects on water uses,
local land use, and protectad wetlands. On page ES-2, it states that
noise and traffic during constraction would have significant effects an
arramdirng rural residential neightxrhaxds. On page D-70, the DEIS
states that cxstnxction noise would be most noticeable to residents
alang Sherman Farm Road because of the area’s rural nature.

Oon page D-73, the [EIS states that impacts on neighbortaad
residences are mare significant at Sherman Farm Road than at the two
alternmative sites. On page 2-104, the repart concludes that impacts an
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residential property values would be most significant at the Sherman
Farm Road site, which has the largest mmber of nearby residences.

Mr. Aitken notad that, on page 2-98, the (EIS states that during
anstraction noise will decrease the quality of life arourd the Sherman
Farm Road site. At this site, traffic and visibility will negatively
impact the quality of life. Property values are likely to decrease
araurd the Sherman Farm Road site. All these factars will decrease and
negatively impact the quality of life of residents aroud the Sherman
Fara Road site, while redicing the value of their properties. This is
not the case at the Iranstane and @ryant (ollege sites.

Mrs. Aitken rnotad that, on page 5-2, the [EIS states that OSP’s
preferrad site is not enviramrtally superior to the other sites
identified. She pointed out that the Fhode Island Bnergy Facility
siting Act aaxtains a Galaration of Policy, Section 42-97-2, statimg
that energy shall be pradxenl at the least possible cost to the
arsmEr, cansistant with the abjective of assuring that the construc~
tion, operation, and decommissioning of the facility shall produce the
fewest adverse effects an the quality of the State’s envirorment. Mrs.
Aitken believes that developing the Sherman Farm Road site as propomed
would not meet these policy criteria, while use of other sites would do

80.

Mrs. Alitken said that other sites are industrial in character,
including the @ranch River Imdustrial Park, Highlard Industrial Park,
I-295 Industrial Park, Ironstane, and Staeytraok sites. She requestad
that a supplemental EIS be grepared that eamines these sites in terms
of aosts, compatibility with local land use, and impact on the sur-
ramnding areas. The supplemental EIS should not aseme a preferred
site, but truly choase the best site.

Mrs. Aitken requestal that the minimm land area requirement for
the plant be closely investigated. She characterized the 40-acre
minimm size as arbitrarily established by OSP to eliminate many sites.

Please note, as stated in respase to Mr. laferriere’s testimony (page
M-20 of this meeting summary), that NEPA does not require that deci-
siamakers choose the altermative with the least envirammental impact.
However, Mrs. Aitken is correct in stating that the Fhode Island Energy
hcilit:y Siting Act includes a Declaration of Policy (42-98-2) that
", ..anstraction, operation and decommissioning of the facility shall
prodce the fewest possible adverse effects on the quality of the
State’s envirammart..." Interpretation of this policy with respect to
the final siting decision an the OSP facility will be the respar
sibility of the Energy Facility Siting Board, which has delayed action
until the FEIS is available.

Please see the respanse to camment GIC1-23.

Please see the respanse to camment SA7-7.
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Other power plants are being built an smaller sites, such as the coal-
fired facility being built an 11 acres in Bellingham, Massachusetts,

Mrs. Aitken asked that imuistrial areas be given preference in
selectim a site, with residential areas to be eamired only as a last
resort.

Mrs. Altken characterized the noise analyses in the OEIS as
extremely inadequate. With a lover peasurement threshold of 43 of 44
dBA, the equipment used for the lang-term abeervations was incapable of
actually measuring the ambient sound levels. Short-term measurements,
though performed only during the day, recorded ambient levels as low as
25 dBA. A new bhaseline stidy of noise is required because of these

problems.

Because it was agread at the sooping meeting that the EIS would
address impacts without regard for the Massacdumetts—Fhode Island
border, Mrs. Aitken said FERC should adhere to the more stringemt
enfarceable quidelines fram either state. With respect to noise, this
means that the Massadumetts stardard for residemtial areas—no more
than a 10 dBA increase at the site property line—mmst be applied. OSP
should therefore be restrictad to pradring no more than 35 dBA at the
property lines,

Mrs. Aitken noted the statements in the OEIS that 5 millian
qallans of fuel oil would be stared ansite (page 2-38), that an oil
pipeline would be castructal to fill the tanks (page 2-46), and that
more than 100 tank trucks per day (8 per hour in daylight) would be
neaded to fuel the plant without the pipeline (page 2-13). She stated
that the possibility of this amamt of truck traffic is unaceptable to
residents living alang Route 98. Mrs. Aitken reguestad that a supple-
mental EIS address the issue of fuel oil deliveries, and that mitiga-
tion meammes include a prohibitian of truck deliveries. Noting that
ane of the mitigation measures restricts amstrnuactian activities to the
hours between 7:00 am and 5:00 pm, she pointad out that there are no

A careful reading of Apperdix D demmstrates that imdustrial areas were
in fact given preference in the siting analysis. Such areas were
assigned a positive weighting for the land use issue, while residential
areas were negatively weighted.

Please see the resparses to camments FA4-19 and SA7-21.

Please see the respanse to camment GIC9-6 and the revised Sectian
4.1.4.2.

Staff is satisfied that txruck delivery of fuel oil, if it omurs, would
be comlxtad only for very shart periods of time wder emergery
arnditions. Normal fuel oil resupply would be by pipeline.

OSP has stated that night deliveries of equipment and materials would
omrr only as umsual and infrequent events, and that there are no
currett plans for veelexrd work or any castructian activities outside
the stated working hours.
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such tizp-of-day restrictios an deliveries to the plant or start-up of
equipment. She asked that evenimy and veekend wark be ampletely
prahibited.

Mrs. Aitken notad Temessee’s comitment to inspect residents’
wells and to replace any wells damaged or destroyed by blasting (page
4-54). She pointed out that no euch comitment on the part of QSP
appears in the CEIS.

Mrs. Aitken stated that the isenes of the plant’s lighting and
public address systam have not been addressed adequately in the [EIS.
She stated that laxispealers would be unacoeptable to local residents.

Mrs. Aitken claimed that the Town of Burrillville, in respanse to
the offers of cash paymemts, is committed to totally changing the
character of the Sherman Farm Road site area, at the expense of its
residents. This is particilarly disturbing to Wassadwrercs residents,
vho are severely affectad by the Town of Burrillville’s lack of
adhererce to zaning primiples. She asked that FERC, as lead agency,
assure that all mitigation measures are enfaroed and followed. She
repestal that no permits be granted until all issues have been
resolved and all eechanisms for implementing mitigation are in place,
including the buy-out program. There should be an enviromental
mmitoring program that includes traffic noise, cooling tower drift
deposition, and grasd level visibility problems fram the plume. The
designatian of who will carry out the monitoring and what authority
they will have to enfarce stamdards mist be spelled out.

Terwwssee Gas Pipeline Qupany

Mr. H.E. DeGrenia identified himself as a represemntative of
Terressee Gas Pipeline Qompany. He said that his company has been
doing business in New England for 37 years, delivering nmatural qas to
25 awtomer companies. Mr. DeGrenia claimed that his company has
alvays caxdrtal its operatians in a safe and secure mammer. Sinoce

Please see the respanse to camermt GIC9-1S.

Please see the respanse to cament GIC9-7 an the issue of night
lighting. Other than in emergacies, the public adiress system would
be subject to the overall standard limiting all noise sources in the
QSP plant to an equivalent and a day-night level of 55 dBA.

Please see the respanse to camment GIC1-7.

Please see the respanse to cament FM-33 an the implementation of
mitigation measures. RIDEM will have the primary respansibility for
ensuring that all mitigation eeasures are implememtad; the FERC has no
autharity to do this. #ost of the permits for the plant will have
vequirememts for enviramental monitoring assaciated with their
caditians; again, RIIEM will have the authority to supervise amd
approve these activities. The Department will also decide which
enviramental media and issues require monitoring programs.
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1981, the campany has built same 145 miles of new pipelines in New
England, under severe erwiramental restrictions and while minimizing
disturbarmces to the public.

Briefly, Mr. DeGrenia described Temessee’s role in the OSP
project. To serve the proposed power plant, the campany will need to
build about 36 miles of new pipeline, about 25 of those miles parallel-
ing Termmessee’s existing system in New York and Massadnssetts, A
"virgin" line of smaller (20-inch-diameter) pipe will be built fram
Worcester, Massadarsetts, to the Rhode Island line, a distance of 10
miles. Based on his campany’s record, and on the information in the
CEIS, he believed this work can be campleted in an envirommentally
soud mamer,

Mr. DeGrenia characterized Mr. Saravara’s tastimny as very well
prepared, and stated that if he owned his property, he would feel the
same way as Mr. Saravara. He noted that all of the speakers were well
prepared, and no one lost his temper. But he stated that there was a
greater need at stake than individual interests; extremely difficult
decisions need to be made.

Mr. DeGrenia concluded that he believed Temmessee can build a
pipeline to serve the OSP facility that will be safe, depmmable, and
hopefully will minimize the impact on the public at large. He recoy-
nized that the campany oould not possibly satisfy the specific problems
of all individuals aacermed with the project.

Blarkstare Valley Electric Cpany

Mr. David Gulvin, a representative of the Bladstane Valley
Electric QOompany (a wholly owned subsidiary of Electric Utility
Associates), called attention to the passage in the OEIS that notes New
England’s growing econamy has driven up the careumption of electricity.
Demand for electricity has increased in New England at an average
armal rate of 4.3 percemt since 1982. Since 1972, New England’s
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electricity consumption has increased about 50 percent. The region’s
electricity demand growth rate is two-ami-aehalf times the national

growth rate.

Within the Electric Utility Associates’ service area, sartheasterm
Masexiumetts and northern Rhode Island, growth has been egually
dramatic. In the past 5 years, the mmber of cammercial custamers has
increased by 18.9 percent, while sales to this sector have increased by
28 percert.

Peak damand in New Ergland irncreased nearly 25 percent in the 6
years fram 1982 to Jaruary 1988. New Ergland’s vinter peak consamption
in Jaruary 1987 was appraximately 17,500 MA. ‘This year, the vinter
peak was an January 14, 1988; damand reached 19,310 MW. This is a 10.2
percent growth in anly 1 year; the level of the 1988 peak was rot
projected to be reached until the winter of 1993-1994. Without the
emErgecy demand redxction measures that were taken on Jaruary 14, it
is estimated that New England’s peak demand would have been approd-
mately 19,800 Md. This magnitixde of peak demand was rot projectad to
oconr until 1995-1996.

In Rhode Island in 1987, the Blarkstane Valley Electric Company
eperiencad a 51 percent increase in new residential service connec-
tions over 1986. Growth in the State’s electricity cammption was
nearly 50 percent above the national average. Most of the needed
electricity came from out of State; Rhode Island gresemntly imports
about 90 percent of its electric power. The Providence Journal
recently noted that no new electric generating statians have been built
in Rhode Island in the past 4 ymars. In its study for the Rhode Island
Public Utilities Qmmission and the Governor’s Office of Bhergy
Assistance, the Pnergy Research Group pointed out that, even with OSP’s
unit mmber 1 an line in 1990, Rhode Island will produce aonly 30
percent of the power used within the State.
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Mr. Gulvin called attention to the statemsmt in the DEIS that a
delay in building OSP would result in a loss of a 6.5 percent develop-
ment tax credit over a period of 20 years. He said that this credit
would save Rhade Island cammmers about $30 million.

Mr. Gulvin said that failure to built the plant as planned would
result in a sbstantial loss of employmstt in the Town of Burrillville

and arramling camamities.

Mr. Gulvin statad that the availability of the traremission line
was one of the reasans for selection of the proposed site. A single
mile of new traremission line reguires about 30 acres of land; expand-
ing an existing traremission line reguires about 24 acres per mile. At
the proposed Sherman Farm Road site, berause the plant would be built
adjacent to an existing switchim station and transmission line, no
new traremission line caretrxction would be eessary. The power
generated could be fed directly inmto the 345 kV power grid.

Mr. Gulvin said that Blackstane Valley is the owner of the Sherman
Farm Road site. He said he believes his campany has been a resparsible
corporate citizen in the towns it serves. The company believes that
use of the propoasd site for the OSP project will prove to benefit the
citizens of Riode Island, as well as the majority of citizems of
Burrillville.

Mr. Gulvin noted that his company runs a variety of commmity
artreach programs in edxction and public safety. He cited these to
Gewasstrate Blackstone Valley’s axcern about the quality of life in
rorthern Rhade Island. The campany camnot pick up stakes and leave
town; its futire is inextricably tied to the social and econamic
stracture of the Blackstane Valley. The utility is committed to
serving its amstamers. However, it will need to be able to purchase
the pover to be produced by the OSP plant if it is to cartime to meet
this comnitment.
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Aime Armeremilt

Mr. Arsenmilt noted his satisfactian at the statements in the DEIS
indicating that the power to be produced by the OSP units is needed.
He said that the Fhade Islami Erergy Facility Siting Board reached the
samp axclusion same maths ago. Since then, the region has moved
claser in time to a period when power shartages become a possibility.

In Jamary 1988, Mr. Arsenault said that the New England Powver
Pool (NEPOOL) hit a record peak load of mare than 19,000 MW. A load of
that eagnitide had not been anticipated until the vinter of 1993-1994.
Fhade Island eperienced a peak of mare than 1,000 MA; he added that
there are anly 250 MW of ganerating capacity within the State.

Past projectiams of the power eupply situation have assumed that
the Seahrook muclear plant wauld be on line. Sealtrook is now oampleted
without an operating license. Under the present scenario, the Gover-
nor’s Oonference Repart predicts eerious capacity deficiencies in the
early 1990’s.

Despite Rhoda Islami’s accelerating effarts in load managesent and
anservation, loads amtine to grow. Over the past 2 years, demand
grawth in the State has been about 5 percent; far the first 3 maths of
this year it has been higher than 5 perceit. Mr. Arsenault claimed
that the need far OSP to be available quickly becomes more pramanced
every day.

Given the aarte need far OSP’s addition to New England’s generat-
ing capacity, Mr. Arsenanlt noted that the DEIS indicates the Sherman
Farm Road site and the highest-ranked altermatives carwut easily be
distirguished on the basis of enviramental impacts. Moving the
propead actian to an altermative locatian wauld require that the time—
ar=ming licersing process begin virtually all over again. The
agraceadimgs to permit building new trarsmission lines alane could add
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years of delay. He said that the opportimity to avoid this problem is
a unique advantage of the Sherman Farm Road site.

If the availability of OSP’s gereration is delayed, Mr. Arsenault
said that New England electricity supply situation in the early 1990’s
wvould bame even more precarious than it already is. The OEIS
indicates, he amcluded, that no site has envirametal advamtages
sufficient to justify the increased evertual aosts to axreamers due to
an extedad delay and the waste of all the wark already eqendsd an the
Sherman Farm Road site.

Mr. Capistran

Mr. Capistran idemtified himself as a Town of Burrillville
resident who vished to voice his spport for the propoead OSP plant.
He statad he belief that the pruject can do the Town a lot of good,
thoaxgh it seems same envirawental questions remain to be addressed.
Mr. Capistron egressed his gratitide to Chairman Lister for the amamt
of time he and the FERC Staff have devoted to the project, which is
evident in the DEIS duament.

Axhibon Society of Rhode Islaxd

Zecharish Omfes. Mr. Chafee introduced himself as the first of three
Aidubon Society members who would speak on three different sets of
issues; his ancern was water resnpoes. The Society believes that the
DEIS does not adeuately address the possibility the proposed OSP
facility ocould withdraw 4.4 million gallans per day (mgd) fram the
Scituate Reservoir system. In addition, the draft states (page ES-3)
that the primary OSP issue to be resolved is the nature and extent of
the restrictions RIDEM would place an the facility’s water withdrawals
fram the Blackstane River. Mr. Chafee stated that RIDEM now has issued
such restrictions. Since OSP previocusly stated that it would acept
the Blackstane River as the cooling water source only if there are no
restrictions on the plant’s withdrawals, the Society is concerrad that

Staff thanks Mr. Capistron for his camment.

The applicant has stated that present plans catain no provision for
withdrawing ocooling water fram the Scituate Reservoir System (OSP, in
cament GICB—41); please see the respo=e to camment FA4~1.  With
respect to imxmrporating studies of the Scituate system in the EIS,
Please see the respxmses to cmmets SA7-13 and GIC1-22.
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OSP will nead ancther eaurce, with the Scituate Reservoir system the
most 1ikaly passibility.

Mr. (hafee disagreed with the statament in the DEIS (page ES-3),
that Blackstame River conling wvater withdraal restrictions would
determine the amoswt of time the OSP plant would cease ar redxse
operations, and thus detaraine the financial feasibility of the project
in the absarxe of a hadap cooling wvater eamrce. The Society is faroad
to believe that the Scituata systam, previously designated the backgp
vater eorce, is still ansidered a potantial eamxce. Since this
reservoir systam supplies drinking water to abart 60 percent of Rhode
Island’s popuation, any effect an it wald be the mast dramatic
enviramamal impact of the OSP project.

Mr. Chafee explained the backgrasmd of the issue, the dismyresment
between the State Plaming Division and the Providence Water Supply
Board an whether the Scituata Reservoir systam has adequate capacity to
supply OSP 4.4 mgd without affectimy other comitmants. The Society
believes that the EIS effort is the proper means to eamine and resolve
this issue. ODisappointad that the [EIS devotes less than a page to
this issue, Mr. Chafee urgad FERC to axdixct the nersmsary field wark.
This disssion (page 3-14) merely restates what maost pagple familiar
with Rhade Islard water ismes already know, that there is disagesment
an the remervoir systam’s safe yield.

Mr. Chafee said that the Society disagrees with the FERC Staff
recommerdation, which essemtially refers the issue to the State far a
decision. The Water Supply Board has a vestad inmterest in selling its
water, and can be eqpartad to claim that vater supplies are adequate.
The rest of the people in Rhade Island who deperd an this water enaurce
would like to know if spplies are ample and what the maximm safe
yield actually is.

Mr. (hafee said this issue was not thoraughly e©@mined in the DEIS
because use of Scituate systam water was anly an altermative. He
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pointed out that when the project was initially being plamned, the
Scituate Reservoir system was designated the primary oooling water
source. This raised same oppasition, so the plans were charged to use
the Blackstane River as the primary source and the Scituate was
redesignated the backup eource. The Society is corermex that this
pattam of drastic changes in plamning may be repeated, particularly in
light of the State’s decision to restrict withdrawals fram the Black-
stane River.

Mr. Chafee outlined a ecenario in which, after the EIS process is
campleted, OSP would deride not to use Blackstane River water under the
State’s restrictions, and would coclude an agreement with the City of
Providere Water Supply Board. The actual reservoir system capacity
wmild still be unkoown. He urged that this issue be thoroughly
addressed in the FEIS.

Mr. Chafee added that this issue is not anly ane of drinking water
supplies. The Scituate Reservoir system is a major source of the
Pawtipet River, an important Fhode Islard watearvay.  Withdrawals fram
the reservoir system will affect flows in the Pawvtipet; such effects
deserve the same level of assessment as appears in the [EIS for the
Blackstane River. The draft does not even mentiaon the Pavtipet River.
He axcluded by urging FERC to resolve the issue of the Scituate

Reservoir system capacity.

Bopnia Marks. Mrs. Marks identified herself as the Issues/Publi-
catians Director for the Auhbon Society of Fhode Island. She ex-
pressad the Society’s appreciation to Dmmes & Moare for its effarts in
gatherirg the infarmation used in the DEIS. She was presenting same
specific points where the Society believed the detail and scope of the
dmmert could be improved.

Mrs. Maris asked the basis for the comment that "Effects of water
wvithdrawals on water quality in the Blackstane River also would not by
themselves be significamt® (pages ES-2 and 5-1). Table 4.1-2 indicates

Staff notes that sxch a modification to OSP’s promeal could anstitute
a substantial change in the propmad action that is relevant to
enviramental arcerns, and ths may trigger a need for an EIS supple-
@ent or further evaluation by state arthorities.

Please see the respases to comsets FA4-3, FA3-13, and FA3-15.
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that four of the six wmstals amsidered wald increase as a result of
the withdraunls. While elevatad aaxentratias might not negatively
affect imdicator speciss under test corditions, she statad that any
increass is uximirable.

She pointad out that water quality data sukmitted by Ocean State
Fower far its Section 401 (Clean Water Act) water quality certificate
lists seven wmetals (cadmium, cuwmium, axper, lead, nickel, silver,
and zinc) plus dissnlved axygan as parmssters of cancern in the
Rlackstane River water calumn and sedimets. The [EIS amits zinc from
its presentation. The Socisty regmsts that a amparison of these
concentrations with the standards for Class B water (fishable/swim-
mahle) be separated from the cparison with Class B/C water that is
presemtad, since attainimy Class B status is a goal of the Federal
Clean Watar Act. She noted that it wauld be helpful if the conoentra—
tions masural were expressed in the same units as the water quality
stardards (wicrograms per liter). The Society exggests that RIDEM’s
resgo=e to the Sectian 401 application, epacifying mitigation meas-
ures, indicates that there is more than “"an insignificant impact.”
RIDEM also guestignad the d¥tention that the aeration provided by the
Thaundernist Dam is sufficient to restare dissolved axygen levels in the
river. The Society asked FERC to ammilt RIDEM’s Division of Water
Resuraes to abtain details on water quality in the Blackstane River
for inclusion in the FEIS.

Mrs. Marks explainad that Dr. Frank Bohlen of the University of
CQxwecticut has been reviewing the Sectiaon 401 apgplication for the
Axliban Society. It appears that data sulmitted for this permit
applicatian are mare detailed than the data presetad in the [EIS,
which wvas campletad at an earlier date. The permit application was not
available to the public until April 1, 1988; the Society’s review of
this information was not ampletad at the time of the Public Qummertt
Meetirg, and would be submitted in writing.
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Mrs. Marks notad the statamstt in the DEIS "At the time of minimm
flow, some water was bypassing the gage through a canal, so the total
river flow was greater than shown in the recrd® (page 3-10). She said
that this commstt seems to be irrelevamt, since biota in the natural
river bed would be affectad by the gaged low flow, and would not
benefit from the total flow in the river.

Mrs. Marks said the Society questionad the safe daily yield of
89.3 mgd provided by the City of Providence Rater Supply @Board far the
Scituate Reservoir system (page 3-16). Mrs. Marks repeated Mr.
Chafee’s request that the FEIS include a more detailed stidy of the
impacts of withdrawing up to 4.4 mgd from the Scituate system. The
Society is particularly interested in the effects on water quality in
the Pawtipat River below the outfalls of esvage treatment plants on the
river. Any redxctions in water released by the Gainar Dmm, should the
water supply be overextaxixi, could have significant effects on the
Pawtipart .

Mrs. Marks asked why the DEIS did not present actial effluent
water quality analyses for the Woosacket wastesater Creatment plant in
Table 2.1-23, rather than figures for a "typical” plant.

Mrs. Marks asked how the 0.5 percent modmm sulfur-in-fuel
content noted in the DEIS (page 4-17) would be asmmed. The Society
would also like to know if this propased standard, which is lower than
Fhode Islad’s 1 percemt “cap™ on sulfur content, was used in the
emissions calculations.

Mrs. Marks said the Society was imterestad in learming how lang
the OSP plant could cperate on the 5 million gallons of mmber 2 fuel
oil that will be stored onsite. She asked what the duration of the
staorage lifetime for the fuel oil would be, and how often the plant
would use up the stared oil.

The refereme to a canal bypass in 1934 was made in an historical
cartext, to eplain the raordal extreme low mean daily flow. It has
no relevance to present-day flow conditions.

Please see the respanse to Mr. Chafee’s comments on page M-38 above.

Please see the response to camment FA2-12.

Please see the respanse to camment FAM-21.

Operation of the OSP plant on oil is disnmmed on page 2-123 of the
DEIS. 0Oil stored onsite would operate the plant for about 6 days at
full load. OSP would not need to operate the plant on oil mre than a
few times each year in order to emaintain fresh fuel oil in the onsite
tanks. As noted in the to commat SA7-43, the maximm
duration of fuel oil combustion would be limited to appraximately 1,500
hours per year.
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Mrs. Marks asked if the gas supply amtracts among Temnessee, OSP,
and PraGas of Carada are imterruptible. If so, high residemtial
axstamer dasyd far gas ocould imterrgpt egpplies to imdustrial cus-
tamers euch as OSP. In this case, the Society asks far a projection of
the frepmrcy and dmration of the pericds when the OSP facility would
burn fuel oil. The Society asked that the projectad emissians in tons
per year far aoil firing in Tahle 4.1-5 be calaulated for various
scemarias,

Mrs. Marks said that OSP’s Prevestion of Significant Deterioration
pemit application was beimy prooessed by RIIEM, and the infarmation in
it had not yet been made available to the public. The Society would
thus sulmit its cossssts on this application at a later date.

Mrs. Marks asked if the New Pylamd energqy cammption figures
presattad in the [EIS (page 2-2) include caservation mmasures. If so,
she asked what commrvatian programs NEFOOL has implementad. She noted
that the statement "Total electricity damnd is adjusted (redaed) to
acoamt for projectad arservatian and lcad management tachniques®
(page 2-6) implies that the programs are or vill be in place. She
asked what NEFOOL has dane to date to redistrilate peak and emasanal
loads; to implement sarginal rate structires; and to introduce other
desand eanagemett technigues into its eystem. She asked that the final
EIS detail specific programs in NEFOOL‘’s desand sanagement plans for
the next 5 and 10 years.

Mrs. Marks asked what species list the Rhode Island Natural
Heritage Program provided to sppart the statement "...no State
edamgered or threatened species of flara and fauna are known to exist
an the gromsed site" (page 3-47). She asked if FERC staff is aware
that this evaluation is based on assmptians made withoaut cprehersive
field wvark. That is, no emdamgered species are known to exist on the
proposed site bexause no arganized effart has been made to search for
them. The list of glants provided by the Audubon Society of Rhode
Islard and included in the DEIS was developad by a several-hour survey,

OSP has an agreement with Tennessee for a firm (uninterruptible)
natural gas aupply for OSP’s Unit 1, and has cantactad Tennessee

a firm apply for Unit 2 (see camment GIC10-14). Staff does
not believe that presentatian of various scenarios in DEIS Table 4.1-5

would be @manirgtul.

Please see the response to cament FA3-3. Elemerts of NEPOOL’s
"adjustmegits to load" are presatad in FEIS Table 2.1-5.

Please see the respanse to camment FA2-31. Staff is appreciative that
the Society provided the information on species in the site vicinity,
and reaoxgnizes the qualifiers associated with these data.
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camxctad an a single day in Septemher by a professional botanist.
Mrs. Marks cautianed that it represemts anly a cample arvey of the
site, and should not be axstruad as amprehersive or cwplete.

Ellen Greiner. Mrs. Greiner identified herself as a member of the
Board of Directars of the Audubon Society of Rhode Island, and said
that her comments would facus an the issue of the maximm safe yield of
the Scituate Reservoir system. As stated by Mr. Chafee, the Society
believes this to be crucial, given the possibility OSP could decide to
use the Scituate system as its cooling water source.

Mrs. Greiner questianed sce of the data and its presentation in
Table 3.1-4, "Scituate Reservoir Capacity and Yield" (page 3-16).
Referring to the minimm and maximm *Total delivery and crumitmests®
figures under the heading "Providsnce Water Supply Board,” she stated
that the "minimm" figure was based an the 1960’s droght years, was
calaulated in 1986, and is correct. The "maximm® figure of 82.0 mgd
(she said 84.0) is not based an the same time period. The source of
the aaximm yield is apparently a 1957 Metcalf & Eddy Services study,
based an a period arawd 1909, and taking same of its drainage area
information fram arother part of the State.

Mrs. Greiner noted that the DEIS does not indicate the criteria
upon which a safe yield should be based. She charactarized the minimm
and maximm safe yield figures as beiny derived fram unlwown criteria
that may not be anirate or appropriate for the analysis. The Society
believes it to be crucial to develop a stamdard for determining a safe
yield.

Mrs. Greiner pointed out that the Scituate Reservoir is now
appradmtely 62 years old, and emxiimentation has wdoubtaedly reduced
its capacity by an unlowwn amamt. She asked that field surveys be
axxhxcted of the reservoir. She askad why more recent data than 1982
vere not used for this table. She questianed the lack of differemce
between many of the minimm and maximm figures. She asked what the

Please see the respase to Mr. Chafee’s comments an page M-38 above.
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legal requirements for water flows in the Favtipet River vere. She
stated that this leads to the quastion of what the City of Providence’s
rights are to water frum the North Branch of the Favtipat River. The
City did not claim ench rights until the OSP plant was proposed, at the
time with the inmtamtion of drawing cooling water fram the Scituate
system, accading to Mxs. Greiner. She msrtianed an agreement between
the City and mill cwners early in the cantury over water rights in the
river, and claimed the isme is still in dispute.

Mrs, Greiner metianed the ismwe of the Scituate Reservoir
systam’s water syply camitasmts to mmicipalities. She said the
Society has lang cariticized the City of Providence water Supply Board
because it has no idea of the lag-term damard thramout its service
area. Many Fhode Island cammmnities lack capabilities for comprehen-
sive plamim, she said. Growth is aoorring in sany areas of the
State, but it is not knoun exactly shere, nor what the amrrespadimg
demand on the Scituate system will be. Mrs. Greiner noted that, when
the cooling water syply pipeline farm the Scituate to OSP was first
proposed, the City of Smithfield asked if it could tap water supplies
fran the pipe. The City of Womsmrket tried wmxressfully to pass a
bill in the legislatwre to exparxi the Water Supply Board’s service
area, so that Woamsochket could abtain Scituate water.

Mrs. Greiner asked for infarmation on the City of Providence Water
Supply Board’s uholesale catracts. Same of these are based on a
figure of 150 gallans per capita per day. Based an axrent populatian
information, the Society believes that in both legislation and amr
tracts, the Water Supply Board is overcamitted. She complained that
the DEIS does not contain infarmation on the future water supply
situation. Nor does it address a situation where the Board may be
aamitted to supplying water to GSP and a drought faroes water use
restrictions on mmicigpalities.

Mrs. Greiner said that the Society was imterested in the possi-
bility of using the Wommsocket vastewater treatment plant effluent for

Please see the respase to camment FA2-16. The spaculation that it
waiuld be naessary to upgrade the treatment plant for OSP to use its
effluent as cooling water, and would thus provide an enviromental
benefit, is interestimg but outside the scope of the EIS.
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oooling purpoees.  She pointed ocut that the Blackstane River does not
meet the State’s desigrated water quality etandards. Were OSP to use
the effluent as amnling water, there is the possibility memtioned in
the [EIS that the tremtmemt plant would need to ugrade to tertiary
treatwent. Mrs. Greiner said that this was prabably an attractive
optian, and should be addressed in the FEIS.

Rolaxd Axpenin

Mr. Amguenin identified himaelf as a Arrillville resident, living
very near the propoeai OSP site an Dmglas Pike at the intersection
with West Iranstane Road. Stating that he was "100 percent in favor of
the plant,” he also registered a cmplaint about the natural gas
pipeline route, which is plamead to cruss his and adjacent property.
He said that the ariginal route maps he eczmined at the RArrrillville
Town Hall did not show the pipeline crussing his property, althagh
Ternessee had already amtactad him abmut the right-of-way release. He
said employees of the ampany evantually told him the ariginal route
had been selectad to fallow the pawver lines through the Buck Hill
Warsgemet Area. He said they implied to him that the State did not
varnt the gas pipeline crussing its land, so the route was changed to
run behind his house. He complainexi that private individuals have no
remree in this type of situatian.

More generally, Mr. Rxpmnin said he is opposed to clearimg any
mre forest or takirg any mwre lamd for utility rights of way in this
section of Burrillville. The area near his groperty is already criss-
crassed with various utility lines. He stated his belief that new
lines should as mch as possible follow established corridars, to
winimize the impacts on private property.

Mr. RAmuenin dexribed himeelf as an egimeer at the esacod
largest hospital in Fhode Island, and said he had casidarable exper—
ience warking arowm blasting operatians. He vished to reassure
residents that specialists expert in demolition and ecavation with

The gas pipeline route in the vicinity of Mr. Rmuenin’s property is

tives in its analysis of that pruject.

o
E

the respame to cament GIC2-4; additional infarmation on
is provided in commert GICB-35 and the response to commestt

:
'%E

Staff gererally agrees with this comment.




Ly-WN

explasives wvill be able to awid damaging strnctures, Blasting
mublams, vhen they oonrr, are normally hydraulic effects.

Mr. @muenin claimed firsthand Jkowledge of Fhode Island’s
electricity supply situation. He has been farcad to nn the hospital’s
gareratars in the past mmmer and vinter to avoid hrownart corditions
or even total lass of electrical power. He said amyone travelling in
the State can see the new crErrurtion and develgment. Knowing that
no new gamErating statiors have been built in many years, the need for
nev plarts is evident. He urged rapid implematation of the propresd
action, and equwessad sympathy vith the regulatars farced to make
decisions an the project. Mr. Amuenin acknovledged that the issues
inrvolved are fairly omsplex, and that lacal oppasition to the use of
any site that might be emlectad is anly natural.

Allan Batstzni

Mr. Batastani said his comssts would be confined to the mitiga-
tion measure involving a uy-aut plan or similar campersation eschanism
for the most affected residents. He expressed his personal conclusion
that the OGP facility would be built an Sherman Farm Road, based an the
stram egyport from State and local officials evident at the meeting.
He said it cmld be seen from lacking arasd the roas that a positive
impact of the propmsal was that it would negatively affect anly about
50 voters. The great eums of mney involved make it a plum for the
State and comamity. Mr. Batastani said he was dismaraged to read
that the Town will receive $73 million in taxes and a $2 millian
scholarship fund, while the residents most affected by the plant are
receiving $200,000 in compersation.

Mr. Batastani said that, in spite of the repeated testimony ahout
the need for the propreed actian, the issues in fact revolve arasd the
profit motive. However, he does not see for himself the profits fram
the investment in his hame and property. He asked that the FEIS better

address the ampersation or buy-art mitigation. He quotad Mr. Riva’s

Staff generally agrees with this camment and welcames Mr. Ruguenin’s
viewpoint.

Please see the respaEe to camment GIC3-2. OSP’s view an the “buy-out"
plan is catainad in comments GIC8-20 and GIC8-21; Temnessee’s in
cammeatt GIC10-9; New England PRawer Service’s in comments GIC6-1 and
GIC6-2.
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statemet to a nevspaper that OSP did believe there would be any
adverse effects an property values fram the project, and that the
$200,000 czmmity fund is the best way to satisfy everyae’s neads.
Mr. @Gastastani claimed that, even an casml reflectian, the cammmity
fund appeared to be very insufficient. He asked that an irdeperdent
appraiser be appointed, either as part of the EIS process or through
the Brergy Facility Siting Board, to determire the effects of con-
structing the plant an nearby hames. Having spoken to personnel from
appraisers, he Jnows such studies can be done and have previocusly been
carried out aroawn propased power plants.

But Mr. Batastani abjected to the idea that compermation is only
to be calculated in terms of property value effects. There are also
negative effects of operating noise, light, traffic, and visibility.
He believes all these issues should be explicitly arsidered in the
ampersation plan in additian to their imlirect effects an property
values. He said that the $73 million and the 27 percent tax increase
made the Town Gmncil’s jab a little easier, but at the expense of the
rearby residents, the people who were still at the Public Comment
Meeting at the late haur.

Mr. Batastani reiterated his mmgestion that the FEIS and the
Bergy Facilities Siting Board address the compersation plan in mxch
more detail. He also asked that the plan contain nmeram optians. He
asked that the affectad residents be represented an the compersatian
comittee, claimirg that of the nine members to be appointed nane lives
near the propasd site. He repeated his camentiaon that, for all the
positive aspects of the propossd actian, samwe 50 people were being
asked to suffer most of the negative effects.

K. Fhilothexs Beres

Mr. Beres intraduced himeelf as a resident of Wxhridge who had
moved there 2 years ago, and developed great appreciation for the rural
beauty and quiet of the area. He abjectad to the tax treaty between

Please see the respanse to commernt GIC3-2.




6v-W

QSP and Arrrillville as not addressing the negative effects on Uxbridge
residants near the proposad site.

feveranl D. Kawsth Beres

Revered Beres intradxoed himeelf as a resident of Aldrich Road in
Uatiridge, north of the proposed site within a half mile. He expressed
satisfaction at the way the meeting had bteen cadicted. He also said
he was impressed by the epmakers, who had in his opinion demnstrated
in great deta{l that the DEIS is unreliable and largely a fahrication.
He said that he had eame exygestias far revising the FEIS.

Reverend Beres claimed that if the general proposal to build the
QSP facility at the Sharman Farm Road site had been known 6 years ago,
then there had been anllusion against him on the part of the Town and
the peaple who sold him his house, premmahly far not telling him about
the proposal. He claimed he would lase $50,000 if he sold his house.
He also decried what he believed to be the inevitable negative effects
on wildlife in the nearby eanagement areas. He stragly exggestad that
the OSP plant ehould be lacated at ane of the four sites that were more
highly rankerd, and probably at the Iranstane site.

Chairman Lister statad that he took exeption to the view that the
[EIS cartairns falricatians. Revererd Beres replied that the evening’s
discussions aatained sufficient spport for his position.

Ame Bishap

Mrs. Bishop imtrodxed herself as a resident of Aldrich Street in
Uxbridge, who recenmtly moved there from Woburn, Massachusetts, to
escape pollution and cxmestion similar to what the OSP prouject would
bring to Burrillville. She cmplained that most Burrillville residents
were not abjecting to the proposal because the site is an isolated area
on the Massachasetts line, and would not affect most of them. She

FERC Staff is unable to address the charge of oollusion, but is
generally of the opinion that it is unlikely.

Please see the response to camment GIC3-2 on mitigation for property
value changes. Based on the EIS investigation, Staff believes that
impacts on wildlife in the Management Areas will be minimal; please see
Section 4.1.5.1. With respect to the axggestion that an altermative
site be selected, please see the respases to cammemts GA3-26, GIC3-1,
and FA3-7.

Please see the respanse to cament GIC3-2.
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claimed more residents of Massaxdumetts than Rhode Island live in the
immexliate area of the plant, and their caerms are being ignored.

Rabert Waods

Mr. Woods imtrodyced himself as a Brrillville resident living on
West Iranstane Road, with his property abuttimg the proposed OSP site.
He also idertified himself as having formerly served the Town of
Arrillville in the positians of building inspertor and zaning officer,
advisor to the Plamnirg Board, and health officer. He said in recent
years he has attendsi and participated in nmeroms meetings on the OSP
propeal. He claimed that the Town’s elected officials have not
listened to his caxerns; at ane Town Council meeting he was called out
of arder eight times.

Mr. Woods abjected to the decisian to allow the plant to be built
in his neighborhond. He said he bought his house asmming that the
zoning laws would preserve the residemtial character of the area. He
said he bamght the property because he believed he could there raise
his children in an enviromment that ensured their health, safety, and
welfare. He believes that this enviromment is threatensd by the
proxmesd actian, which will eubstantially change his quality of life,
and is intolerable to him.

He regustad that, if the proposad actiaon is so important for the
State and Town, that their representatives should meet directly with
him and negotiate an equitable price for his hame. He termad the
$200,000 fund for all affected residemts as totally uracceptable.

Close of Meetig

Ghairman Lister recognized Mr. Saravara, who abjected that the
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company’s representative, in leaving the meeting
wvhile it was still in progress, ehowvad a disregard for the NEPA
proess. Mr. Saravara also asked if there would be an additional

Staff has demawstrated in the EIS that there are no threats to health,
safety, and welfare inheremt in the propmssi actian. Please see the
respome to coment GIC1-7 on the status of the zaning designatian of
the sherman Farm Road site.

Please see the respame to cdament GIC3-2.




camment periad for the EIS. Chairman Lister said that he awld not at
that time say anything with respect to whether FERC wauld coduct a
spplamtal EIS. In ansser to ancther question fram Mr. Saravara, he
said he culd not state if there would be farmal notificatian of a
spplasntal EIS, but invitad interestad individuals to call him at the
phane nmbers on the sacond page of the OEIS. (hairman Lister thanked
the meeting participats and adjomnad the Public Compent Meeting at
12:30 am on April 15, 1988.
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