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� 
I\.) 

e United Stat •• 
Dec>artment of 
AgncuttUie 

Sool 
Conlervatlon 
s..v.ce 

46 Quaker Lane 

West Warwick, Rhode Island 02893 

� 

March t7, 1988 

Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project Maoager FA1 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commi8sion 

825 North Capital Str •• t, NE, Room 7312 

WashlnqtOn, D.C. 20426 

RE; OcedO State Power Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Hr. Lister: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ocean State Power 

Project Draft Envirpnmental Impact Statement (O£IS). We reviewed 
only the Erosion and Sediment Control and Starmwater Management 

portions of the OEIS. 

Erosion and Sediment Control 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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. 

The vegetative practices should 4lso include permanent 

seeding of all disturbed areas as soon 4S possible after 

final grading. 

The erosion and sediment control plan should include any 

land d1Sturbance activ1ties including those at the power 

plant, along the pipelines and at the intake structure. 

The erosion and sed1ment 

schedule for maintenance 
plan. 

control plan should 1nclude a 
of all practices included in the 

The OEIS did not provide suff1cient information for us to 

evaluate the specif1c pract1ces included 1n the erosion and 

sediment control plan. Assistance in reviewing the plan lS 
ava1lable through the Northern Rhode Island Conservat1on 

Distrlct, 17A Smith Avenue, GreenVille, Rhode Island 02828. 

n" •• so� Conse'vat.on S.'v,ce ·s an .o.ncy 01 Ih. 
O.oart"'.,,1 01 "Q"cultul. 

I 
I 2 

I 3 

I 4 

I ' 

FAl-1 Erosioo ard sediment centrol practices EDployed will be the respon-
sibility of Ocean state Power (for the plant site, water ard oil 

pipelines, ard water :intake structure) ard Temessee Gas Pipeline carpany (for 
all gas pipelines). Regart:lj.n:J tenp>razy vegetative protectioo, <EP in:licates in 
its erosioo ard sedimentatioo oootrol plan for the plant that "... all areas to 
be rot.ql graded durin:] the initial (tIase of ooostructioo shall be seeded • • •  " 
(sectioo 8.2.2, 'l'eIIIXlrazy Seedin;J). Similarly, Temessee in its sediment ard 
erosioo centrol plan in:licates that "tEDporazy erosioo centrol measures soc.h as 
terraces ard tenp>razy seedin;J may be used W'ltil clearup can proceed ard the 
area can be pennanentiy revegetated" (Clearup ard Revegetatioo). 

FAl-2 <EP states "All areas di.stw:tled by ooostructioo will be stabilized with 
pennanent seedin;J :i.mnedi.ately follcwin:] finish gradin:J" (sectioo 12.0, 

PeImanent. stabilizatioo). Similarly, Temessee states '''!he right-of-way will be 
limed, fertilized, ard seeded. Revegetatioo will be dane in CXXlpel:"atioo with 
the landowner arrl,Ior the local Soil Conservatioo service office" (CleanJp ard 
Revegetatioo) • Please see also the response to cx:mnent GIClQ-7. 

FAl-3 Please see the response to cx:mnent FAl-l. 

FAl-4 Regart:lj.n:J a maintenance schedule, <EP in:licates "In general all erosioo 
ard sediment centrol measures will be dlec:ked weekly ard after each 

signifieant rainfall." Temessee does not in:licate a specific sd:Iedule for 
maintenance; �, the duratioo of ooostructioo in arr:t ale area is typically 
shorter for pipelines than many other types of ooostructioo. Tennessee states 
in its Ciljectives that it plans to establish pennanent erosioo centrol measures 
ard vegetatioo as sooo as possible ard to reseed as necessary to maintain 
adequate vegetative c::xwer. 

FAl-5 <EP ard Temessee will be sutmittin:] detailed erosioo ard sediment 
oootrol plans for their facilities in Rhode Islard to RII»4. lIddi

tiooal details have been provided in the FDS, as available. <l:1Iplete plans for 
eadJ. facility are too voluminous to be incorporated in the FEIS. 'lbe offer of 
review assistance by the Northern Rhode Islard eonservatioo District is noted 
ard awreciated. 



FA 1 (cont'd) 

Mr. Lonnie Liater, Project Manager 

Stor.vater Manaq ••• nt 

1. The DEIS did not provide sufficient infor.ation for us to I evaluate the apeclfic el ••• nte of the stor.water man aqement 

plan. Ae.istance in reviewinq the plan ia available throuqh 

the Northern Rhode Ialand Con.ervation District. 

2. The table on paqe 4-15 ehould be corrected. Althouqh the 

text indicat •• the valu •• are runoff volume., the table 

actually shows rainfall depths. The table should also show 

the unite. 

Contact Stephen Davis at 401-828-130 0  if you have any que.tions. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT J. KLUMPE 

State Con •• rvationiat 

cc; 

3 •••• New •• n, Director, Ecoloqical Scienc •• Diviaion, SCS, 

� Washinqton. DC 

� Victor Bell. Chief. Office of Environ.ental Coordination. RI OEM. 

Providence, RI 
Willard E. Basco.be, Chair •• n, Northern Rhode I.land Conaervation 

O�8trict, Gr •• nville, RI 

Irene Winkler, Diatrict Con.ervationist, SCS, Greenville, RI 

I 
6 

7 

FAl-6 '!be storDlolater Managesnent subsection in section 4 . 1 . 2.1. 2  oantains a 
SUIIIII!Il:Y of the stonIIoIater management plan prepared t7.i the awlicant 

(Bedltel Eastern � Q»::poration, FebruaJ:y 1987). Specific information 
� bie plan can be dJtained frail that doa:Iaent. 

�-7 '!be in;ticated table incll.des runoff vo1U111eS in acre-feet. '!be text has 
been revised aooorc:lin;J1y. 
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(j) 
Ms. lois D. Cashell 
A cting Secretary 

Department of Energy 
Wuhington. DC 20585 

April 25. 1988 

Federal Energy Regulatory Co.mission 
825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 
Washingt on, DC 20426 

Dear Ms. Cashell: 

In reference to Docket No. C P 8 7-132-0 01: 

RECEIVED BY 
APR 25 1988 

EnVillJl .......... � .  --",.;uation BranCh 

FA2 

Enclosed are the De partment of Energy's (DOE) comments on the 
draft environmental impact s tatement ( E IS) dated Mlrch, 1988. for 
the Ocean State Power Project. We have provided page-specific 
comments on I wide range o f  issues for your consideration. 

As a cooperating agency, our primary interest is to Issu re that 
the EIS adequately addresses DOE's involvement in the pr oject as a 
result of our respons ibilities under Section 3 of the Natu ral Gas 
Act (NGA) and Section 201 o f  the Fuel Use Act (FUA) . In this I rega rd, the E IS must state that the DOE is I coopera ting agen cy. 
We also note that Tlbles 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 still do not include 
DOE's acti ons regarding the NGA import licens e  or the FUA 
exemption. 

The Draft E IS does not defi nitely stlte that Phase II of the Ocean 

I 
State project will burn natural gas instead of oil, or that the 
proposed pipeline extension can carry enough gas to supply both 2 
phases of the project. The F inal EIS must a d dress this issue 
before the DOE can issue either a NGA n atural gas import p e rm i t  or 
a FUA e x emption for Phase I I. 

If you have Iny questions r egarding our comments, please contact 
Ellen Russell at 586-96 2 4  or Donald Henninger at 586- 4597. We 
look forward to work ing with you to complete the NEPA proce ss. 

Enclosure 

cc: lonnie lister. 
Project Manager 

S i ncerely, 

t!§:, .. � aymond P. Berube 
Deputy Assistant S ecretary 

for Environment 

U.S. IEPAR'IMFNl' OF � 

F2U-1 staff aooept:s this 0CIIIIII!I1t; please see the revised sectiQ'\ 1.2 am 
Tables 1 . 3-1 IIIld 1.3-2 in the FEIS. 

F2U-2 Natural gas will be the prillary tuel fO[' both P- of the alP plant, 
as in:ticat:.ed in SectiQ'\ 1.5 of the lEIS. F\Jel oil WQ.Ild be used as a 

� tuel . Please see also 0CIIIIII!I1t GICS-68. 'DIe ptc:pJeed 2o-i.ncb pipeline 
fran Ten essee's Main Line to the alP plant will be sized to ptOII'ide natural gas 
to both P- of the alP plant. New gas pipeline facilities, if any, Q'\ the 
rauainier of Tela essn's systeIII recpinId to transport gas to the seocn:l Plase of 
the alP plant are EIlqII!Cted to ocnsist of ali:iitimal locpinJ am OCIIpI'E!SSiQ'\ of a 

magnitude similar to that ptc:pJeed fO[' the plant's first phase, am have similar 
projected envirc:naental�. 'DIe envircnaent:al � of 
pipeline locpinJ am OCJIIlI'EISSiQ'\ � ptqJOIII!d fO[' the first phase have 
not been shawn to be a significant detet1Iinant of the oo.oeral1 envirc:nnental. 
acceptability of the project. 'ltaIs, locpinJ IIIld OCJIIII:EISSiQ'\ ilIproYanents for 
the seocnl phase, �dl will be Sl.tJject to envirc:naental review by the FmC 
staff at the the they are specifically ptqJOIII!d, am not anticipated to jeopar
dize envirc:nnental. decisia'lS regard.inj the project that are made in xespollse to 
current proposals. 
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LOCATION 
Executive $Uiiiry 
Page ES-1 

Sections 1.4, 1.6 
Page 1-3 • 1-17 

Section 2.1.1 
Page 2-2, lines 8,9 

Section 2.1.1.3 
Page 2-23 
3rd paragraph fro. 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 
1 s t pa ragraph 

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 (c:ont') 

C()IMENT 
The concluding statements In the second and thlrd I paragraphs regarding "environmental acceptable" 
are not appropriate for a DEIS and are best left 3 
to the decision process. We reca.aend 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 sqlids add up to 5338 Ib/day, not 
5440 Iblday as given. 

Change "lumins" to lumens. 

Sites 7 - 12 are not nu.bered on the legend. 

It is not clear why only one site in Massachusetts 
is chosen as an alternativt for co.parison with 
the Shenaan Fana 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. Yet 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 effluent. Rather, these 
data are from a 16 year old textbook, and are 
general values only. Please present actual data 
for the WWTP. 

I 4 

I 5 

I 6 

I 7 
I 8 

9 I " 
11  

12 

FA2-3 CXImIent noted; however, staff believes that the wordi.nq is apprq;>riate 
in an EIS context. 

FA2-4 Facilities prqlClStld w'der reRC Dx:ket Nos. CP87-131-OOO am CP87-132-
000 are in::luded in CP87-131-OO1 am CP87-132-OO1, respectively. 'lbe 

Dx:ket Nos. en1irg in "001" are the first iIIIII!lIUIIent to those enlin:.J in "000." 
All currently prqlClStld facilities are identified on p!MJe 1-17 of the lEIS. 

FA2-5 

FA2-6 

FA2-7 

FA2-8 

FA2-9 

CXImIent acoepted; please see revised Section 2 . 1 . 1 .  

CXImIent acoepted ;  please see revised Section 2.1. 1.3. 

CXImIent acoepted; please see revised Table 2.1-10. 

CXImIent acoepted; please see revised Section 2.1.4 . 1. 

CXImIent acoepted; please see revised Figure 2.1-13. 

FA2-10 '!he intention, as described on p!MJe 2-90 of the lEIS, was to select the 
best alternative sites for ocmparison with the SheJ:1nan Farm Road site 

prqlOSEld l:7f OOP. '!he sb.dy groop in::luded sites in bath MassadJUsetts am Rhode 
Islam; an awrq>riate ocmparison would therefore be OOP ' s  prqlOSEld SheJ:1nan Farm 
Road site with the tq>-ranked sites in ead1 state. To in::lude adtitional, 
l�ranked sites in either state would nat aid the ocmparison with OOP's 
prqlOSEld site. 

FA2-11 Figure 2.1-13 in the lEIS, the Sher.Inan Farm Road site vicinity, shcNs 
the plant limits as prqlClStld l:7f ooP, a total of awroximately 15 acres. 

'!he figure has been no:lified for the FEIS (Figure 1.5-2) to in::lude bath the 
plant area am buffer, a total of about 40 acres, for better ocmparison with the 
alternative sites. Figures 2 . 1-15 am 2 . 1-17 in the FEIS, respectively the 
Bryant O>llege am Ironstone site vicinities, shaoI the general areas within 
wdl a 4Q-acre plant am buffer ZCl'1e could be located. 

FA2-12 No data on calcitDII, magnesium, sulfate, silica, or suspeRied solids are 
available for the WoonsOCket wastEwater treatment plant (WWl'P) .  



:E m 

LOCAT ION 

Section 2.1.6.1.1 
Page 2-113 
1st two paragr 

Section 2.1.6.1.3 
Page 2-115 to 2-117 

Section 2.1.6.1.6 
Page 2-120. 
Last sentence 

COMIIENT 

FA2 (conl'd) 

2 

Specifically, What parameters In the AATp effluent I 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/l, considerably 
less than the 30 mg/l given in Table 2.1-23, and 
also lower than the 19 mg/l 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 a.ount 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 entrainment. 
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, ��ience 
Publishers, Inc., Ann Arbor, M I. 

It is stated here that a dry cooling system would 

I 
have a much higher initial cost, requiring an 
additional S20 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. I 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Fl\2-13 Acoorc:lirg to a preliminary study dCI'le for CSP, an extensive pret:J:eat-
ment systan would be neoessazy to use the treatment plant effluent for 

ooolirg water makaJp (Bedltel Eastern Power COrporation, Jaruny 1987). Lime 
would be ackJed in a reactor/clarifier to rauove � and to reduce 
hardness ions sudl as calcium and magnesium; this would also rauove scme 
biological oxygen demanl and colorirg 1IBtter. SI1.dge llI'derflow frau the 
clarifier would be punpad to a sl1.dge thickener and vacwm filter for disposal. 
'lhe clarified effluent would be transferred to a reca:dJonation ctJaJdJer, where 
carbon dioxide gas would be ackJed to reduoe the Ifi, procb:irg additional calcium 
C<lJ:i:looate sl1.dge. 'lhe water would be ptmp!d to a chlorination ctJaJdJer, in whidl 
chlorine would oaIt>ine with aamonia-nitrogen to form chloram!nes; org;mics and 
color would also be further oxidized. Effluent frau the chlorination ctJaJdJer 
would be directed thl:'cu]h IIlllti"'1lBiia filters, whidl would rauove susperded and 
org;mic IIBterials frau the water. 'lhe filtered effluent would then be directed 
to the demi.neralizer systan. In spite of this pretreatment, the water would 
still ocntain a hi«1t level of dissolved solids, so that it would be limited to 
three cycles of ooooent:ration in the ooolirg tower. 
Fl\2-14 'lhe data are average CXl'lOI!I1b:'atons ocntained in the scuroe document 

cited in the table (Bedltel Eastem Power COrporation, Jaruny 1987). 
Acoorc:lirg to this scuroe, the data were BlI1mm"ized frau records of the U.S. 
Geological SUrvey, Water � Division. 

Fl\2-15 Table 3.1-3 ocntains water cptlity data frau the Blackstone and BranctI 
Rivers. '1he table does not cx:ntain data for Woonsocket WWl'P effluent. 

Fl\2-16 '1he positive aspects of usirg WWl'P effluent for ooolirg water are 
noted. O:lnstruction effects frI:m brl..ldirg an intaJre structure would be 

avoided, as would fish loss frau intaJca effects. �, neither of these 
effects are anticipated to be so significant at the intaJre point on the Black
stone River as to cause serious deficiencies in the awlicant's proposal. 'lhe 
negative aspects of WWl'P effluent use awear to Q.\twei«1t the positive aspects 
for this partia1l.ar awlication. 

Fl\2-17 Omnent aooepted; please see the revised Section 2.1. 4.3.3. 

Fl\2-18 a::.maent aooept.ed; please see revised Table 2.1-13. 
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LOCATION 
Figure 2.2-7 
'age 2-140 

'age 2-156 
Figure 2.2-14 

Section 2.2.4.3 
'age 2-162 

Section 2.2.4.4 
'age 2-164 

Figure 2.2-17 
'ages 2-167, 2-168 

Figure 2.2-18 
'age 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'dl 

3 

CIMMENT 
Change "section 7" to "loop�. 19 

"Direction of WOrk" arrow appears to be reversed. 20 

What Class is wetland CA-18? Is this a lower I quality or higher quality (for example, in terms 21 
of unique habitat) than the Melson Swamp wetlands? 

lhere is no reference for Tripp, 1987 in Appendix I 22 
C, Literature Cited. 

These two figures should be reversed, with the 

I 
portion depicting the first half of the RlE 
preceding the .ap showing the final destination of 

23 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 I identified. Both are named STREET. Please 
identify these streets with complete names. Both 24 

run directly associated with the Seaver Variation 
(V-5). 

This table lists a single perennial stream 
crossing for the proposed route. Table 2.2-3, 
page 2-152, however, lists three perennial stream 
crossings for Loop 7. Section 3.2.6.2, page 3-87, I 25 
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 DElS. 
Please clarify these discrepancie�. 

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 
slightly more than a doubling in the permanent 
affected acreage. Where is the 5x increase in 
affected wetland? Please clarify. 

26 

Show the location of Scituate Reseryoir on a map. I 27 

FA2-19 o:mment aocept.ed; please see revised Figure 2. 2-7. 

FA2-20 Please see the revised Figure 2 . 2-14; however, the original "direction 
of work" arrow shown in the lEIS was correct. 

FA2-21 Wetl.ar¥1 CA-18 is a state-designated class II wellard of lower <pality 
than Nelsen BwaDp. Please see revised Section 2. 2 . 4 . 3. 

FA2-22 ihe correct eitatial for Nathan Triw's IIII!II¥lrIII'I is N'iIE: ( 1987) ard 
is listed in AR;lerxlix C of the FEIS. 

FA2-23 o:mment aocept.ed; please see revised Figure 2.2-20. 

FA2-24 o:mment aocept.ed; please see revised Figure 2 . 2-22 . 

FA2-25 Table 2 . 2-5 presents ally data for the divergence fran the proposed 
raJte. Page 3-87 discusses several streaDs, ally three of ItIhidl are 

perennial. Please see revised Sections 2.2 . 5 . 1  ard 2.2.5. 2 .  

FA2-26 ihe � raJte, with existirg right�f-way, involves 2 00  ft x 2 5  ft 
= 5, 000 ft .  � alternative raJte, with new right�f-way, effects 500 

ft x 50 ft = 25, 000 ft , or five times as lII.ldl area. ihe ioc:rease in width 
needed for new right�f-way causes the diff�, as indicated in Table 2. 2-5, 
footnote "e, " of the lEIS . 

FA2-27 o:mment aooept:ed; please see Figure 3 . 1-2 in the FEIS . 
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Page 4-24 
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Page 4-26 
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Page 4-26 
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COI9IENT 

different from those presented in Table 2.1-23, 28 
Wfij'are the parameters presented in this table I 2-112? 

not appear in the· Literature Cited section. Quinn 29 
The MADEQE, 1986 reference in the footnote does I et al. 1986 is also absent fran the Literature 
Cited section. 

Change quantity unit ".gpd" to "gd" for 
consistency with units used on Page 3-14. 

Was an endangered/threatened species search 
conducted? 

Is "jellyfish" correct? 

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

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

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 
I-hour levels of N02 for both gas- and oil-fired 
operation are equal to or exceed the NAAQS. 

The Maxi�um Predicted Concentrations From All 
Sources in Ta�le 4.1-8 should be the aMbient 
background concentration plus all sources. The 
given values of the .. xi�um concentration for 
I-hour N02 do not include the Cranston Print Works 
for either the Gas-Fired or Oll-Fired estimates. 
When included, gas-fired operation I-hour N02 
levels exceed the NAAQS. Please address. 

In addition, the Oil-Fired values of the Maximum 
Concentration for S02 are Merely the sums of the 
.. bient background concentration Ind the Cranstnn 
Print Works. The S02 values associated with oil
fired OSP are not included in the calculation of 
the Maximum Concentration value. 

I 30 

I 31 

32 

I 33 

I 34 

35 

FA2-28 'DIe purposes of the two lEIS tables are different. Table 2.1-23 
presents water cpllity parameters iDpn:tant for det.etminio;J the 

suitability of a water source for power plant use. Table 3 . 1-3 presents water 
cpality parameters related to acp.Jatic taKicology and other envircnnental. issues. 
FA2-29 'DIe Massa<:bJsetts IEJE (1986) and the �, et al. (1986) , references 

are foun:l en lEIS pages C-8 and C-10, respectively. 

FA2-30 Cl:IIIment acoept:ed; please see the revised Table 3.1-4 . 

FA2-31 'lbrough cxrosultaticns with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Rlode Island Department of Envircnnental. ManageIIIent (RIIBf), the nR: 

Staff has determined that m erXIan}ered or threatened species wruld be affected 
by the pnp.sed actien. Staff has tlBJS fulfilled its respoosibilities lD"der the 
� Species Act. 
FA2-32 "Jellyfish" has been corrected to "fallfish" in the revised Sectien 

3.1.5.2.3. 

FA2-33 

FA2-34 

'DIe runoff values are reported in acre-feet; this infomatien has been 
cDied to the revised Sectien 4.1.2.1. 2. 

'DIe tBseUne for the area has nat been tri�. 'Ihere are m PSD 
i.ncraett 0CI:ISlDi.ng sooroes in the area that wruld tricner a baseline. 

FA2-35 'DIe infomatien presented in Table 4 . 1-8 of the lEIS is oon:ect. 
Footnote "c" in the table irdicat.ea that the nax.bua predicted <XnleIl

traticns for both gas- and oil-fired operatlen were tbt:ained with all sooroes in 

the area (Le. , OOP as well as the Cranstcln Print Worlm) lKXIeled siDult:arlecu3ly. 
For the til analysis, the IIIIXiD.a 1-bwr JlIplCt frc:a the Cranstcn Print Works 
and the maii- 1-bwr iIIpICt of the OOP facility were predicted to occur in two 

different locaticns, with m :l.nteractien between the two sooroes. 'Iherefore, 
the mx.iIII8 predicted OCIlOEIlttatien frc:a all sooroea is the OOP iIIpICt plus the 

aDbient background OCIlOEIlltatien. Staff mt:es that the 1-bwr tIllL-stamard is a 
Massa<:bJsetts, nat a Federal, stardImi. '1he _ explanatlen awlies to S02 
ooocentraticns. 
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Section 4.1.3.5.3 
Plges 4-30 to 4-32 

Section 4.1.3.6 
Plge 4-32 
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Plge 4-41 
2nd paragraph 

Section 4.2.1.4.3 
Page 4-70 
4th line from bottom 

Section 4.3.3 
Page 4-98 
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CIMMENT 
S'nce July 1987, the PM-I0 rules hive replaced the I TSP standlrds. Some discussion should explain why 
TSP predictions Ire being caapared with PM-10 
regulltions. Why Ire not PM-10 predictions 
ca.plred with PM-10 regulations. 

The fogging and icing predictions .. de here are , 
quite serious. How do we eVllulte those impacts? 
Mot IUch is said lbout those calculltions after 
they were presented. 

It is stated that ph .. water deposition can be 
expected within 4000 .. ters of the cooling towers. 
Ex .. inltion of Figure 4.1-2 (plge 4-31) indicates 
I IUch lower distlnce. Please clarify. 

The text stites thlt Silts Ire a caaponent of the 
drift loss, Ind the .. xi.um salt deposition was 
predicted to occur Ipproxi .. tely 2.6 km south of 
the tower. Maxi.uM drift deposition, however, was 
predicted to occur within 200 .. ters, not 2.6 km, 
of the cooling towers. Please explain the 
differences in the .. xi.um deposition distances. 

Where is the nelrest Class I area? 

I 
I 
I 

The text states that according to the OSP 

I 
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 southernmost portion of this bog to be 
within the plant area. Please clarify. 

Please explain what is .. ant by ·chemical means" 
of anchoring the .ulc�. 

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

Please I 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

FA2-36 'ltle new 24� and arn.Jal average HnO st:amards are exnsi.dered to be 
DDre strin)ent than the TSP st:an:Iards they have replaced. 'ltle cx::apu:

iscn of the predicted iDplcts of Particulate Matter (1M) emissials with the HnO 
st:an:Iards is hic1lly ocnservative, since HnO aaissicns would be less than HI 
emissicns. If the HnO st:an:Iards can be Jet based en HI emissials, they can 
oertainly be met based en HnO emissicns. 'ltle estbetien of HnO aaissiens was 
not JIIIIde since the TSP iDplcts were predicted to be imignificant. 

FA2-37 'ltle DDre refined f<9JinJ and icinJ analysis performed usinJ the SACl'I 
-.xIel (Sectien 4.1 .3 .5.2) hils imicated that f<9JinJ and kinJ p0ten

tial associated with the qIIlrlltim of aw's prqxliEl8d wet coolinJ tower syst:an 
would be exnsiderably less than originally predicted usinJ the initial screeniIg 
analysis. 'ltle predicticns of less than 5 hr:In's per year are not exnsi.dered 
serious 1oh!n <XIIpU'tld with naturally occur:rinJ fog and icinJ ocnliticns <lIrinJ 
the winter 1IDlths. 

FA2-38 ec-tt aooepted; please see revised Secticn 4 . 1.3.5.3.  

FA2-39 Please see the resporlSe to 0CIIIIII!I1t FAJ-19. 

FA2-40 'ltle nearest PSD Class I area is the I¥e BI:'OOIt wildemeSS Area, 180 
kilaEters oorttIoIest of the prqlOS8d site. 

FA2-41 'ltle plant feooed area and bog wetlands bolndarY referred to in the 
0CIIIIII!I1t are best CXJIIlIII'Ed usinJ Fi� 2. 1-5 and 3 . 1-9. 'ltle bog 

wetland is sOOwn a.rt:side the plant feooed area, b.It within the plant leased 
area. since preparatien of the lEIS, aw has provided DDre current gradinJ 
plans for the plant. 'lbose plans and the potential effects of site gradinJ en 
wetlands are diacussed in the revised Sectien 4 . 1.5.1. 

FA2-42 ChaDical means of andlorinJ JIIllch refers to the use of asPlalt EIII.ll-
siens or latex based soluticns that are sprayed CNer the JIIllch mater

ials, usually hay or straw. 'lhese sexve to retain the JIIllch in place until the 
seeds germinate. 

FA2-43 Please see the resporlSe to 0CIIIIII!I1t FA2-35. 
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COMMENT 
WIIyCfOeSCoollng 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 I 44 
Analysis (Appendix 0) extends for 5 miles into 
Rhode Island. Why was this pipeline not 
considered to run to the Blackstone River within 
Massachusetts? 

The reference for Oemaine and Gutherie 1979 has no I source associated with it. From where can this 45 
reference be obtained? 

All the references for Ecology and Environment. I Inc. will be difficult to obtain. A company 46 address should be included (at least a city 
location) • 

FA2-44 '!be read! of the Blackstme River in Massachusetts has a drainage area 
of about 265 scpare miles, or about 64 percent of the river's drainage 

area at the rnm gagirg statiat in the City of Woonsocket. Assum.in;J that low 
flows alan; the river are prqx>rtiatal to drainage area, the 7QI0 flow of the 
Blackstone River in Massadrusetts would be 64 percent of 102 cfs or about 65 
cfs. A withdrawal of 4.4  ugd (or 6.8 cfs, the estimated maxiJun plant recpire
ment) would slightly exceed the screening criteriat of 10 percent of the 7QI0 
flow. 'Ihis criteriat is nat a hard ani fast rule, bJt negative :i:apact:s ass0-
ciated with this withdrawal would prct>ably be IIDre severe than those further 
downstream, would extern upstream of the proposed intake site in Woonsocket, ani 
would negatively inpIct an atktitiatal hydroelectric statiat (Rollirg Dam) 
located near the Rhode Islani state line. Downstream reaches of the Blackstme 
River have adeqlate flow to servioe the plant; thus, the intake for the alterna
tive lra1Stone site was sited in Rhode Islani, downstream of the confluence of 
Branch River, to reduce negative :i:apact:s . 

For the alternative of dry ooolirg at lra1Stone, plant water demard would 
drcp to awroximately 0.75 ugd. A water intake at a large pool at the Black
stone River in Massachusetts was evaluated for this alternative. 

FA2-45 Ccmnent aa:lept:ed; please see the entry in the revised � C .  '!be 
document can be dJtainecl frau the Rhode Islani Divisiat of Fisheries 

ani Wildlife. 

FA2-46 Ccmnent aa:lept:ed; please see the entry in the revised � C .  
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FISH AND W1LDUFE SERVICE 

400 RALPH PILL MARKETPLACE 
22 BRIDGE STREET 

CONCOIlD. NEW HAMPSHIRE 05501·4901 
Mr. Lonnie Lister, Project "-nager 
Enviro�ental Analysis Branch 
ott ice ot Pipeline and Producer legulation 
Roca 7312, 825 lorth Capitol Street, I.E. 
Vashington, DC 20'26 

Dear Mr. Lister: 

,...-�., 

APR <:". ISr;J 

br ...... ·:.;:11 
, L: I 

APR 19 1988 

Ve have reviewed the draft anvirollllental impact statement tor the proposed 
Ocean State Power plant project, Burrillville, Rhode Island as requested. 
These co •• ents are sub.itted in accordance with the Fhh and Vildlite 
Coordination Actr 16 U.S.C. 662 at seq. These coaaents supple.ent those 
previously provided to the Econoaic Regulatory Adainistration on March 9, 1987 
and to the Fedaral EnerIY Regulatory Coaaission on April 15, 1987, June 18, 
1987 and Septeaber 17, 1987. 

leed tor Power - The Federal Energy Regulatory Coaaission (FERC) did not 
resolve the inconsistencies in power torecasts projected by lew England Power 
Pool (IEPOOL), the lew England Governor's Council, and lew England Energy 
Policy Council. This is essential tor the alternatives analysis because the 
lew England Energy Pollcy Council torecasts a reduction in electricity 
require.ents based on energy atticiency, hence no need tor additional 
generation capacity during the period ot analysis. However, both IE POOL and 
the Governor's Council projected a need tor additional generation capacity. 
The FERC did not atte.pt to distinguish between traditional desires tor .ore 
electricity as eaulated by IEPooL and actual needs in the study area in light 
ot the tindings provided by lew England Energy Pollcy Council. Ve bell eve 
this should hsve been acco.plished by the FERC as a prerequisite to proceeding 
with the alternatives analysis. 

Al ternatives 

10 Action - The no action alternative is based on an assuaed need tor 
additional power in the region. This anslysis is al.ost ezclusively contained 
on one page, page 2-27 ot the DEIS. It does not, in our opinion, tor. the 
bencllllark analysis tro. which cOliparisons ot all other alternatives can be 
made as intended by the Council ot Envirollllental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (�O 
CFR l502.l� and Question 3, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning IEPA). 

Energy Conservation - The analysis tor this alternative is contained on about 
one-halt ot page 2�9 and is essentially, su_arily dismissed as a reasonable 
alternative. However, when the FERC was ezamining the need tor power in the 
region, they used the conservation projections "ade by the Ie" England Energy 
Policy Council to bound the discussion. Ve believe these alternative .easures 
should be rigorously ezplored 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 ot additional power supplies, or in the tace of dramatic price 
increases, what actions would New England power suppliers and consumers take 
to resolve and/or adjust to the situation? 

2 

3 

FAl-l In its analysis of the need far �, the na:: staff attalpted to 
include analyses t7f other parti_ that enoaIP'ssed a broad rarge of 

viewpoints am goals en sucb � as energy c:x:nseIVaticn q:p>rtunities, the 
pat:.ential. far alternative IIIOdes of generation, alternative fuels, ani the 
overall need far � in the sbdy area. Several sbdies were identified ani 
cited that collectively met the criteria far a diversity of views en need for 
�; this diversity camet be fully resolved. At mat, the EIS can evaluate 
the reascnableness of the assuaptions used to predict energy � ani 
discuss the liJreUhood that a need far � will exist within the sbdy time 
frame. 'lbe prepc:n:Ierance of sbdi_ Wicat.es a need far � in the New 
Erglani arm within the period envisicned far the Ocean state PoWer Project. 

FAl-2 'lbe asS5Sf!!!¥!!1t, of the rn-actien alternative need not be exhaustive to 
provide a benc:tIIIIarIt far CCJIIlaX'iscn with the actien alternatives. staff 

believes the rn-actien alternative, as presented in the lEIS, provides that 
benctImrk. 

FA3-3 Projecticns of the c:IeIJIan:l far electricity, sud1 as those prepared t7f 
NEroOL, .inooJ:porate in their analysis a zea.scnable estimate of the 

reductien in c:IeIJIan:l that will oocur (or can be encwraged to oocur) � 
energy ClalSerV8tien. 'lbe need-f� sbdy daIalstrates that a need will 
exist above reducticns in c:IeIJIan:l due to energy cxnservaticn. FUblic resistance 
ani cost have been sb::M1 to limit the iDplementability of energy ClalSerV8ticn 
�, barrin;J severe � shortages ar dramatic price iJx:reases. 
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Alternative Generation - The FERC briefly eumines 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 s .. all power projects being operated, constructed or I 4 
proposed in Maine and Rhode Island. Similar lists 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 suita ble for a combined-cycle project as proposed by the applicant . 
Alternative generation modes were excluded frOil the sitins 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 1>-8 and 0-9, 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 wate r .  
Hence, the number of alternative sites for the combined-cycle facility has I 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 _O_(bll Guidelines because special aquatic sites including 
wetlands would be affected by fill for the intake and pipeline. 

At least tW() 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 1>-37. the FERC identifies 
sensitive receptors to include recreation areas. We believe Wi ldli fe 
Management Areas fall under this category because they are used for I 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 0-51, the <ERC 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 R oad sites are 
compatible with existing land uses as identified by the FERC in table 0-,8. 

FA3-4 Ocean state IOoIer proposes to bJild a gas-fired, OCIIbined-cycle, base-
load 500 * power plant at a sirgle location. Alternative generation 

modes, inclooirg those discussed in the 0CIIIIIE!I1t, are not superior to the 
prqxJSed tedln:Ilogy in one or IIDre of the followirg ways: CIIIeI'al.I environoental 
in'pact, plant size limitations, fuel availability limitations, ani c.peratirg 
dlaracteristics limitations. 'therefore, it was not apprq>riate to review these 
tedln:Ilogies in the alternative site analysis. 

FA3-5 Dry ooolirg is iroeed a proI/'I!I1 tedln:Ilogy, rut nay not autanatically 
meet other criteria in the 404 (b) I guidelines (other significant 

environnenta1. oc:aseq.IE!nOeS, e.g., size ani noise, cost, ani logistics). In 
general, considerations of averall environoental inp!ct, cost, ani logistics 
stra'qly favor a wet ooolirg system for the prqxJSed site. 'ltws the sitinI 
analysis E!II'{:ilasized wet ooolirg rut did not prec:lu:ie dry ooolirg. 

FA3-t; 'there are IMllY reasc.ns loby SIDE! sites are rMked lower or eliminated 
ani others considered. A power plant 1lIIY be inconsistent ani i.ncan

patible with the recreation activities available at a parle near a site, yet the 
site can still remain environnenta1.ly aooept:able; however, it nay not be the 
best available site. Distances to sensitive receptors cannot be considered as 
fatal flaws, rut will assist in ratin:J sites. 
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On p .. e 0-52, the FERC specifically identifies the Buck Hill Road site as 
beinl incOlipetible (_ ) with the nearby Buck Hill Manalement Area . Alain on 
pale 2-79 of the POE IS, and pale 2-88 of the DEIS, the FERC states that a 
power plant at the Buck Hill Road site would be inconsistent and incOlllpatible 
with recreational activities at the nearby Pulaski State Park, also adjacent 
to Buck Hill Manale.ent Area. Unfortunately, the FERC did not use this 
infor.ation to eliainete these sites frOil active consideration . We believe 
sitinl these facilities close to wildlife manalNent areas, parks and similar 
public facUities should be oonsidered fatal flaws and, therefore, the Buck 
Hill Road and Sher.an Farm Road aitea ahould be eli.inated frOlll further 
consideration. 

Alternative pipeline proposals - Natural las pipeline construction is proposed 
in 5 sections alonl Tennessee's Main Line (loopinl) and for the Rhode Island 
extension from Tennessee's Main Line to the proposed power plant (new 
alilnaent). Several wetlands would be adversely affected by the loopi nl 
project in New York and Massachusetts. eased on our review of the information 
presented in the DEIS, we conclude that insufficient data is available for the 
FERC or Corps of Enlineers to find that theae loopinl proposals cOlllply with 
the qOIl(b)l Guidelines, particularly Sections 230.10(a), (b), and (c). The 
adverse envirollllental effects of these wetland alterations are clearly aore 
than .iniaal on an individual basis. On a cuaulative basis we believe these 
effects triller 230.10(C)1 that is, they cause or oontribute to ailnificant 
delredation of waters of the United States. r-J:S an ex.ple, no consideration 
is liven to util1zinl edditional oOlipreSS'ro'n facilities on Tenneasee's Main 
Line in New York and Massachusetts all an al ternathe to avoid wetlands. 
Several wetlands such as Nelson s..aap, Papscanee Marsh and Leonards Pond are a 
few examples where such an analysis should be provided in the EIS. The 
Leonard Pond wetland systea would apparently be crossed by loop 7 in Feeding 
Hills. Massachusetts . However, because of the value of this wetland system. 
the EPA is conductinl an edvanced 11011 (c) which will likely result in the 
prohibition of the discharle of fill .aterial . Hence, additional cOlllpression 
or al ternative routinl aay be required to avoid the Leonard Pond wetland 
system. The DEIS lacks this 1I0q(b)l Guidelines analysis for all of the 
wetland crossinlS associated with the loopinl proposals. 

6 
cont'd 

7 

8 

The Rhode Island extension presents a s,lightly different problem in that this 
pipeline could be constructed in or adjacent to existinl natural gas 
transmission lines, within or adjacent to electric transmission line ROW's. on 
new alignment or sOllIe cOlllbination of the above . The DEIS does not contaln I sufficient information on the nature of the resources impacted or the duration 9 of the impacts for the Service to determine which, if any. of the alternative 
alignments are ecologically acceptable and in cOlllpliance with the QOQ(b)l 
GUidelin� of the critical ecololical factors absent from the evaluation I 10 in the DEIS is the effect of the various alternative .lilnments on 

FA3-7 'DIe staff 1.Illderstams that Sectioo 404 recpiJ::aDents for dred:Je and fill 
in wetlaros would be met by a Naticnli.de Pemit as described in 33 CFR 

330.5(a) (12) . Because JDOSt or all of the wetland crossin;Js would ClCIIply with 
the st:an:iard ocntitiCllS of the Naticnlide Fenni.t, and because Tetll essee's 
constructioo procedures would ClCIIply with the st:an:iard management practices (33 
CFR 330.6), no significant degradatioo to waters of the United states would 
occur. 'DIe need for in:tividual Sectioo 404 penait authorizatioo and any 
aalltiooal. 404 (b) (1) Qli.delines analysis will be decided by the U.S.  Armj COrps 
of Ergineers. 'DIe Onps has not aooepted the FmC staff's invitation to beccme 
a �� aqercy in this NEPA prooeedin;J, nor has it expressed any par
tiOllar <lCIIIOem reg;u:di.rx;J its penait recpiJ::aDents by subaitt� 0CIIIIIel1ts on the 
lEIS. staff notes that 00 May 3, 1988, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service made 
a nqJeSt to the Onps' New Ergland Divisioo Ergineer to take Section 404 
di.scretiooary authority CNer wetlands, to ocn;olidate all its Section 404 
activities reg;u:di.rx;J this project urder a s�le inlividual pennit. As of May 
1988, U.S. Armj Onps offices have issued 404 penaits for wetland crossin;Js at 
the follow�: I.oc.p 1, I.oc.p 4, I.oc.p 5, and I.oc.p 7. Fenni.ts for I.oc.p 6 and the 
Rhode Island Extensioo are delayed penlln;J ClCIIpletioo of water cross� detailed 
drawin;Js to finalize the awlicatioo. 

FA3-8 1d:litiooal. cx:mpressioo in liw of l� constructioo is not a practical 
alternative in this project. Lec:mrd I«xl is not affected by I.oc.p 7.  

'DIe pn:pose of  the Nati<nlide Pemit is  to  "allow certa in  activities to occur 
with little, if any, delay in papeniOrlt" (33 CFR 330.1) because it has been 
determined that these activities would not result in significant iDplct if the 
st:an:iard ocntitiCllS are met. Please see the revised Sectioo 2.2.4. 

FA3-9 Please see the revised Sectioo 2.2.4.6 and Figure 2.2-21. which sha.is 
wetlaros al<rg the prqxlSed. and alternative rootes of the Rhode Island 

Extensioo. All iDpacts to wetlands al<rg the pipeline ro.Jtes are expected to be 
of short duratioo dur� constructioo, because the natural grade and consequent 
hydrologic oomectiCllS would be restored after the pipeline is in place, as 
req.lired by the Naticnlide Fenni.t. Where trees are cut for the right-<>f-way, 
iDplcts are l<rg term. Formal awlicatiCllS for Sectioo 404 Nati<nlide Fenni.ts 
are reviewed by the U.S. Armj corps office in Waltham, Massadlusetts. 
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forest fr .... nt.tion. The pipeline routes on new alignment and perhaps some 
of the .liln.ents adJ.cent to elistinl �overgrovn� pipelines and other ROW's 
would .ppe.r to c.use consider.ble forest fr.pent.tion. This impact would 
occur in forested upl.nds, wetl.nds, floodplains and at small stream 
crossings. Many species o f  migratory birds and .. am.als require large 
contiguous blocks of forest for suitable habitat, hence they are referred to 
as forest interior species. The proposed natural gas pipeline .nd several 
al ternati ves would frapent large forested blocks into s.aller ones which 
would be unsuitable h.bit.t for .any forest interior species. For instance, 
the veery .nd Louisian. VlIterthrush require contiguous forested blocks of 
approlim.tely 250 acres for suitable h.bitat. Ir the pipeline fragments 
ex isting forested h.bitat into blocks .. aller than 250 acres, these two and 
other forest interior species will not use it for breeding h.bitat. This has 
regulatory signific.nce also because the veery typically breeds in forested 
wetlands .nd the Louisiana waterthrush uses perennial stre .. s .nd adJ acent 
riparian zones .s breeding h.bitat. 

In addition, the forest interior speCies typic.lly will not nest within 200 
meters of .n opening. Hence, at every forestad wetland .nd slllall stream 
crOSSing .ade by the pipeline, • large .re. outside the ROW is rendered 
unsuitable for these forest inter ior species. These kinds :: ","[acts need to 
be fully evalu.ted for .11 of the alternative pilH!lines n additional 
consideration th.t needs to be addressed involves the loss 0 elisting uses in 
wetlands, stre.s .nd other w.ters. The Federal (EPA) w.ter quality standards 
require that all elisting uses in or on a waterbody must be maintained (40 CFR 
131.12). The States of Massachusetts, Rhode Isl.nd, and New York have adopted 
this requirement in their state water quality standards. Thus, the direct 
loss of habitat .nd the effects of fr.gment.tion and edge creation on forest 
interior and other species must be considered in relation to this State and 
Federal regulation. As a .inillUII, it appears that those .lternative pipeline 
routes on new .ligllllent or those th.t involve significsnt clearing adjacent 
to elisting pipelines .nd other ROW's may be precluded because they fail the 
antidegradation provision of Federal and State w.ter quality standards and 
Section 230.10(b) of the Guidelines. In addition, these same alignments would 
also appear to cause .nd/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 .nd other ROW's 

10 
cont'd 

1 1  

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 I 12  

gas, electriC, water and other transmission ROW's i n  the New York-New England 
area. The cUilulative ecological impact of these past actions should be 
identified in the EIS to form a baseline from which to assess the incremental 

FAJ-IO RJtent:ial ilIpK:ts to those species of birds and III!IIIIIIal.s protected by 
state and Federal legislatim are ad:b:essed in the lEIS. No official 

lists of "forest interior species" or legislatim prot:ectin;r these species is 
known to be in effect at this time. Because the ri4tt-of� width for a new 
pipeline rart:e is 50 feet, and loq>in;r recpires an acttitimal 25 feet when 
parallel to an existin;r pipeline, the int:.errqJtim in forest canopy is abrut 
half that nq.rlred for na;t electric transmissim lines and roadways. Once 
oonstructim is OCIIpleted, no ilIpK:ts frca noise or tuoan activity wruld 00CJr 
except for periodic clearin;r of woody vegetatim regrowt:h. 

'!he two exaaples of "forest interior species" cited, the veery and Wuisiana 
waterthrush, do not in fact req.rlre I:niistumed forest canopy plats of 250 acres 
as a prerequisite for breeding, aooord.in} to the smithsmian series by Arthur 
Cleveland Bent entitled Life Histories of North American Birds. '!he veery nests 
in woods of 20 acres or less, in ordlards, and in suitable wcodlarm near piaric 
clearings. '!he wood warbler, or Wuisiana waterthrush, nests m the edges of 
streams or poms. A stream crossin;r by a pipeline wruld not remer habitat 
unsuitable for nestin;r by these species. 

FAJ-ll No loss of existin;r uses is anticipated after oonstructim activities 
are OCIIplete. No 1<n;J-t.erm degradatim of waters is elCpElCted. Short

term ilIpK:ts fraa calStnlctim will be mitigated by iDplanentatim of the 
prcpJSed ercsim centrol 1III!I!ISUreS. 

FAJ-12 '!he Pm:: staff disagrees; the aa.tl.ative ecological i.apact of all the 
natural gas, electric, water, and ather t:mr..issim rights-of--way in 

New York and New England is in fact reflected as the nature of the affected 
envirawnent � which the ilIpK:ts of this project are assessed. '!he fact that 
there have been profoum ecological effects frca pIISt tuoan activities (incloo
in;r fanni.rY,J, ocmnercial and residential deYelopnent, as well as transportatim 
infrastrucbJre oonstructim) has no baarin;r m the i.apact of the prcpJSed 
actim. Il'f OCIIpariscn, the QIIIIllative ilIpK:ts of the a;p project wruld be 
mini:ma.l . 
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had profound ecolOilcal effects ln thls rellon. It is also our beUef that 12 

c .. ulaUve lIIpacts of the present proposal . We belleve such an evaluatlon 

I 
will d .. onstrate that these plpeline and other transm1ssion type projects have 

thls c .. ulative effects analys ls wlll dellonstrate that natural las plpeUnes cont'd 

alone have lona slnce nceeded the ·cause or contr lbute to s llni fl cant 
delradatlon· threshold establlshed ln the ijO_(b)l Guldellnes. 

Water Quallty Impacts on the Blackstone Rlver 

The analysls of water quallty and physlcal habltat ln the Blackstone Rlver due 
to the wlthdrawal of up to q . q  HGD has several shortc�lnls . On pale q-9 the 
FERC correctly states that thls oons"pt lve water wlthdrawal would reduce the 
physlcal habltat ln riffle and other shallow water areas . 110 effort is made, 
ho .... ver, to quanUfy this habltat loss or to ldenUfy the functlons and uses 
that would be lost . After ldenUfy lnl this potentially sllniflcant 1m pact , 
the FERC then attempts to downplay the 811nlflcance by statlnl that the volume 
(6.8 cfs) represents less than 11 of total river flow durlnl April-Septellber . 
Thls is not an acceptable or lelitlmate way to analY1e or evaluate the effects 
of water withdrawals on aquaUc life in the Blackstone River . rliie'" Blaokstone 
has several hy droelectrlc dBs aboye the proposed intalCe':"'" �e of these 
projects have no mlnlm .. flow raqulr .. ents, others release 7Q10, s�e recently 
llcensed by the FERC are required to release 0.5 cfsll or inflow, and yet others 
are essentially run-of-river. Due to these factors, and the potenUal for 
industrial and aunlolpal withdrawals and discharles, the streB flow of the 
Blackstone fluctuates consldarably durinl the low flow season . The FERC should 
have acknowledled this flow relulation proble and its relaUve lmportance. 
Due to thls manlpulation, the 7Q10 type flows occur wlth much Irester frequency 
than under natural condltions: that is lIany Umes durinl the annual low flow 
periods, hence the proposed withdrawal exacerbates · an already unacceptable 
situation. 

The same detailed analysls is necessary for the water quality paraaeters. The 
F E R C  has conducted the low flow analysis based on assumed 7Q10 flow 
conditions . However, due to the manipulation of flows and timi n g  of 
industrial and municlpal wlthdrawals and discharles, very different conditions 
ex 1st on the waterbody than those predicted by the water quaUty model . !'or 
instance, on Auaust 21 , 1987, R I DEH measured D . O .  levels of 3 . q  mgll in the 
project area at a flow of 120 cfs, a flow slilhtly above 7Q10 (102 cfs ) .  The 
water quaUty lIodel prediction on pale ij-H was 5 . 6  mg/l, an error of about 
601, thus the anal ysis ln the EIS does not accuratel y represent the ex ist ing 
situation . The effects of this water withdrawal must be analy %ed based on 
ex istinl flow manipulations, takinl into consideration the volume, quality, 
timina and spatial considerations of discharles and withdrawals upstream and 
downstream. Diurnal chanle5 caused by photosynthesiS and respiration also 
need to be considered . We cannot accept the statement and implication t hat 
reaeration over downstreaa dams will offset the consumptive withdrawal during 

13 

14 

15 

FAJ-13 Q:IIIIIent: iIClOI!lJ'l:ed; please see the revised sectiCl'l 4. 1. 5.2.  

FAJ-14 water cpality st.ardards awlicable to the Blac:ksta1e River are based CI'l 
statistically-dete.l:mined lOlt-flaw criteria (7� average law flaw, 

1D-year non:rence interval , or the so-called "7Q10 flaw") . 'Ibis flaw is deter
mined frail records of actual mean daily d.isdlarges measured at qavenIIIIeI1t gagirg 
statials (in this case, the 56-year flaw reccm:l at the BlackstCl'1e River gage 
located in the city of Woonsocket) .  '!bus, the <XIIpJted 7Q10 flaw for the 
BlackstCl'1e River reflects actual river flaw fluctuatiCl'lS that have 0ClClIl:'J:ed Oller 
the period of record, 10bether these fluctuatiCl'lS wre caused I:7j natural or man
made oonditiCl'lS. 'lherefore, I:7j usirg the caapJt:ed 7Q10 flaw in water cpality 
DIOdelirg, the effects of flaw regulatiCl'l associated with upstream hydroelectric 
facilities has been taken into ocmsideratiCl'l. Sin:le the caapJt:ed 7Q10 flaw is 
detenDined I:7j flOlt-frec;p!ncy analyaes of actual flaw records, there is no reiISCI'1 
to believe that "7Q10 type flaws" oocur with any �ter frequeo::y CI'l the 
BlackstCI'1e River than urder natural ocnlitiCl'lS. 

FAJ-15 '!be awlicant has recently cxmpleted two aatitiCl'lal water cpality 
DIOdelirg stuties CI'l the BlackstCl'1e River, c::xnhIcted I:7j JIRllied scieoce 

Associates (ASA) am Ecology am El1Vircnnent, ..nidl address toxic metals 
c:aaoentratiCl'lS am dissolved CJXY9I3Il, respectively. 'lbe results of these DIOdel 
stuties have been SUlllllarized in the revised SectiCl'l 4.1.2.1.2 .  'Ibe ASA study 
addressed 7Q10 flaws am 1Q10 flaws representiJ:g chrCI'1ic am acute acpatic 
iDpacts, respectively. 



" 
m 

FAJ leonl'd) 

-'-

low floll. Til. "lOt ,fter,. ... In flOW' "Ill ' •• IIa In leu Clfll-cttJ to nthf, 
0., .... d •• nd rrOll III lIOurC,., . hence t .... D.O . ..  111 be lOlfl!r lhan prUlfnt 
condlUOII. on • !MIr.latent blah In .11 <lO,,"lt ••• '",Uc", durlnl low r1¥ •• 
flo.,,,, Til, tlPOlilld.., Hetton. of th" rher dovnnr ... trOll the propoud 
Intake would b. lh' .. ,t frequently .rId .. verily I'p-.:t",. Both of tile., 
physio.l and chell!".} r""lor. "Ill .cIUrNl, .rhet ruldent .q ... Ue Ilf" .nd 
hinder .nd/or pr ...... t flaher, -cenetu f.DIO proc:e.-dl". vtth .nadrOlOOu. 'hh 
feUor.tlo". II . ... 11 ... tbe tEllC need. to oOtld"",t ... Indepth ree, .. lulfUon or 
the <lI,",t .1Id 1 .. ,Ure<ot .rr�ta of tlw propond dlurdon fro. the IHackalon. 
ther "lth .,.rUouhr reference t..o the 1"" nov period. 

On .,..It I_H, the rue IneorrecU, .hlts tll.l t". S •• _10 • •  .,guts • Ilnl ... 
now .e.t •• or O.S crMl (2� cr.) .t the propo.-.:I Inhke ,tructure, Thh II 
the ,.ea.-.nded nov pruerJbed b)' t .... S.rde. fIX t .... 8laekato .... Iher .nd Jt 
18 rull, "ouhhnt vtth P8U n_ nc_.ttan. ror thla a,at". The FUC 
hu llCeepled lhln .ln1 ..... na .. "ondJtI .... a .nd the C.-ltd,," hu llide thla 
nov re.l.e • Lle.nn .......tItian (FUC 1]0fi). Centr.l F.llI rrajectl. Hen� •• 
the C.-lul .... sllQuld be condatent .. lth put pr..,tic. Ind lnclude the Sen lee 
n" .. re.l.e II • cand1t1an cr .n)' lieenat or per.lt th.t would .nlbb the 
prapo8ltd project to b. c ..... trlH!ted .nd aper.led. The rall" .. ln. COndltlonl In 
tec.-ended; The 'ppllcent (OSP) Ihlll .. lnt.ln In In.tanhn"' .... . 1n1.. .. n .... 
ar 208 ere (0.5 cr..) in the Blaek .. tane U .. r .t Ind <k>wnltre. rro. the 
cocUn. Ind pro", ... .. Iter Intlke .tructur.. Vllen nOW!! ln tlHl 8laek.ton. 
'her drap b.l .... 2'08 cf. It the proposed InLlb, tIM d1 .. nlan or n .... to the 
os, r..,Jllt, .h.1l CU .. 1_edllt.l)' ..... IIh.U not r .... e untll na .... riM 
�e 2'08 cre. IIhU. thh n_ would pro.ldl rIX h"torl"ll ph)'.lc.1 hlblht 
condlttcna. It •• , IX •• )' not be .urnc1.nt to ... atect re.1dent Ind ...... r_a 
rllh .nd "th ... 'qUlUc ure rr .. ,Unoh.d a�J'I'" ,'''' tal l cit, prabb •• 
prnent In the Blaelutone IJ.er. lienee. the rac need .. to u.l .... te the.e 
lnun In In, .ubHQuenl tiS. 

On PII.e 1-12. the FElC .ht .. th.t the Appl1clllt (OSP) his •• reed to In.t.ll 
inltre . ..... tl .... dulce. IX uae ather ••• n. ta IH1,.tt ... , reductiona 1n 
dlssohed oln.n hUla ".used bJ Ita nov dh.r.Jon. lie Ire "" .... r. or .n, 
prO\l1at .... 1n the CiI .. V.t.r Act th,t lIOuld .llov ror thJa concept ta b. 
ilple.enled. On the .urr.ce this "anc'pt .. auld .pp.ar to ¥Jaht. the 
.ntJdelr.o:l.U .... palle, c"nt.lned In [, .. . nd Rtlode hhnd ... ter qu.lit, 
st.nd.rd,. Ve r.c .... end that thl. 1'3'" b. Iddre,aed In delll1 In the r[15. 

Coo11"" TOiler Ufeeh - On p.,e '�9 lround hul 1ct"l 11 pred1cted t.o occ ... 
up ta JoO hour,/y'lr ("eht.I , 1986) on Veat lr .... 'tone Roed. th. north 
boullfhrJ ar the 8lael< Hut "Inq"ent ...... Ho ..... r .  an P'I' '_]0 th ... 
prediction, are rubed d"",,".rd , b, IIIlnl a d1frerent ladel, t.o 1 ... th.n S 
1Io .... I, .. r IC.T. '''In. 1988). Thls II I dlrr.renc. of .t>out 2 ordera of 
'IInltll<l, .nd .tr ..... l' a"&lut. th.t I •• jar .rrar .. late In one or both or 
these .n.l'.... In addlUan to 1etnl .nd r"1I1nl. theae .od . l l lni 
dlscrePllncies Ir. clrried Jnto the In.l,d. on ooollnl \.cofer dr1ft .1Id ath.r 

" 
conl'd 

" 

" 

" 

AU-16 Secticro •. 1.2.1.2 hu � nrv1-' to r.attect u. IEf'«S l ......... &ticn 
tor II now nqiloe of 0.5 oJ;)ic fa.t par IIfI<lr:nI per 8CJ..I!U'I aU, ot 

dnt.inIIqe areI!I roc the 8lllClcrtona IUver. FUrther rflO<:etlieidlltiorw in th.i8 00III!II'!I1t 
� -. 

AU-I1 'the fEIS """" been nrviaed to 1n:1icetl GeVenll p:.elbl. --.s tor 
aitigBt.irg dissolved CIIC)'IJm i..ap,c:te (Sect.i<71 4.1.2.1.2). � 

Il.itiCJl'tin::J � do not incllda � DarlIti<71 devices. RI1»I .. ill docide 
10hlIt III9a8Un!S an! �iatl. 

00-18 The ociqinal. OXIlin; t.ooIm' WXIe.lirq an&ly*is (8ed¢Il Eastem PI:wer 
QIrporaticn, Daooot:Iec 1986) reporte;I in the !:I1r. riled beton the D"enJY 

flK:Ulty 5itJ.n;j B::Iazd _ tnt.dad _ a pt'Il1a1rary IICta!niro:J an&ly*l.s, bile$!. al 
• tU<1Uy caI!IUVati_ .me.tin::J anroach. 'Iha • ...,''''It analy*is (C.T. ""in, 
1988) _ buad al a .ore c:u.rnont KXIalirq tt.zy �qaI by � HlIticnal 
labaratory ter the Electric � RiIIIIoMrd'I Irwtitutl. It iJJ not o.n.a.W fot" II. � lCIdalirq � to �t in d.ittenn::ee at � to boo DI'dan of 
lJIIf;J'litu:le � � with II. IOn! retined. erxIell.nj �. 'Iha IDnI reoant 
analy*is iJJ aona� to better lep_tt .. at OXIII.nj tcMer pl� behavior at 
the pt'I:lpCIIiIed mp plant. 
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phnt .. issiTs. I Another potential discrepancy asy elist with coo11nl tower 
plWle water eposition patterns (filure 11.1-2) and coo11nl tower plWle salt 
deposition (filure 11. 1-3). The D E I S  does not account for the m s j or 
differences in the deposition patterns of ploDe water droplets and plume 
salts. In eddition, aaxiaum pluae water deposition is expected near the plant 
Site, while aaxtaWi salt deposition is predicted approximately 2.6 kilOlieters 
south of the coo11na towers. The ecological effects of these coo11nl tower 
eaissions are dis.issed by the FERC as beinl non-existent, minor and not 
silniticant. Howa"er, these analyses were only esti.ated for heavy metals, 
salts and chlorine usinl the C. T. Main data . 110 such analysis was conducted 
for orlanic cont .. inanta present in the Blackstone River. Thus, this omission 
needs to be evaluated in the FEIS. r!!ii"j,ale 11-11 3 ,  the FERC states that salt 
deposition is IIOre than two or�f ."nitude laas than levels reported to 
cause injury to plants. However, .s we previously identified, the FERC has 
acknowledled that the lIOdel. aaployed to .. ke these predictions yield results 
that are 2 orders of ... nitude apart. Thus , if the Bechtel .odel results are 
used in the analysis, the FERC could r .. sonably conclude that salt deposition 
would cause injury to plants. These issues need to be resolved in a 
convincinl .anner in the subaaquent IIEPA docWlents. 

Aside froa the aod ellinl issue, the FERC haa not evaluated the potential 
impact of coo11na tower deposition on areas that could concentrate t hese 
aaterials .  These area. would be wetlands, drainage courses and saall streams 
within the areas shown on filures 11. 1-2 and 11.1-3. This area includes a larle 
portion of the Black Hut Manal_ent Are.. It .... s reasonable to assume that 
potential tOlicity problaa. could result to biot. in thesa syst .. s because the 
Blackstone River water is thoulht to exhibit chronic tOl icity to resident 
aquatic life durinl low flow p er i ods. T h is sa.e river water would be 
concentrated aany ti.es in the cool inl syst ... before betnl released into the 
local environs near the phnt site. The FERC analysis aUllied that these 
conta.inants would only elert an effect at the initial point of depoSition and 
did not evaluate the .ov .. ent of these .aterials into the surface and/ o r  
Iround water system. Because o f  shallow soUs and ledle outcrops i n  much o f  
this area, we would elpect nor.al runoff to c a r r y  a n d  deposit these 
conta.inants in the above referenced surface waters. These contaminant 
pathways need to be carefully evaluated in subsequent revisions to this E I S .  
W e  remain concerned that a variety of aquatic , wetland and upland species 
could be subjected to e i ther acute or chron ic tOlicity from material. 
deposited frca the cool inl tower .. issions. 

19 

20 

21 

Proposed Plant Site - The FERC evaluation of the effects of construction at I the plant site is li.ited to the footprint of the facility . As in the ca.e of 
the pipeline proposals, the FERC did not consider indirect and/or secondary 22 
effects of these construction activities on forest interior species or tho.e 
intolerant of human intrusion and/or disturbance . In addition to elim inat ing 

FAl-19 '!be difference in the deposition patterns shown in Figures 4 . 1-2 
(water) an:! 4 . 1-3 (salt) is a direct result of fundamental differences 

in the behavior of water drqllets of different sizes. Plume water deposition 
oocurs relatively close to the plant site, since the larger mass drqllets terd 
to fall out of the pll.llll! within a sOOrt distance. Salt deposition oocurs at 
greater distances, because the smaller diameter salt particles are carried 
farther dcwnoiin:l within small, slowly evaporatirg water drqllets. '!be smaller 
the size of the drqllet carryirg the salt particle, the farther dcwnoiin:l the 
particle will be carried an:! eventually deposited. Dnissions of volatile 
orqanic ClC.IIpOOI1ds (VOC's) fraD the coolirg towers ( i.e. , fraD the Blackstone 
River water) were not considered to be significant (see Section 4 . 1 . 3 .5.4) . 

FAl-20 Please see the response to 0CIIIDI!I1t FAl-18. 

FAl-21 FmC staff concurs with the OCIIIDI!I1tor that coolirg taoier deposition 
will be locally oorx:entrated by drainage ooorses an:! the graD'd-water 

system. HaoIeVer, neither system is static an:! there shoold be limited potential 
for oontaminants to aclCUIII.llate, except in very isolated areas. Normal flushirg 
shoold prevent. the aclCUIII.llation of toxic levels of these substances. st:u::lies 
reviewed by the staff (Ecology an:! Enviralllent, october 1987a, b, an:! c) 
irdicate that toxicity prti>lms fraD contaminant aocuaulation are unlikely. 
Please see also the response to 0CIIIDI!I1t FAl-19. 

FAl-22 No forest interior species are expected to be affected by plant 
construction because the site is already bisected by transmission line 

an:! pipeline rights-<>f-way an:! has a large switdlyard on it. Any "sensitive" 
species that are intolerant of human intrusion wculd prdJably leave the area . 
Please see also the response to 0CIIIDI!I1t FAl-10. 
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one .aU ... tland and several acres of upland forest at the plant site . the 
adj acent 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 fralmentation. 

tillie-of-Year Restrictions - We recOGlllend that the FERC impose time-of-year 
r estrictions on the applicants with respect to veletation clearing and 
maintenance and other construction activities. Hilratory birds and other 
species of wildlife are vulnerable to disturbance during their reproduction 
season and precautions are therefore, necessary dur ing this critical per iod . 
All milratory birds; their parts, nests or ellS; are protected under the 
Hilratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. 703. Hilratory birds are vulnerable to 
timber harvestinl and ROW clearinl, .aintenance or construction activities 
during the breedinl-brood rearing season, normaUy April _ June. Certain 
construction activities and nearly all veletation removal and/or control 
practices should be prohibited durinl this time fr_. In addition, since 
sOlDe species such as raptors nest early in the sprinl, we recommend that areas 
proposed for veletation clearinl and/or construction be surveyed for raptor 
nests. These subject activities should be prohibited frOll a zone 100 meters 
around any raptor nest tree during the breedinl-brood rearinl season. 

Topsoil Conservation - One of the Applicants (Tennessee) has proposed to 
sequentially retllove, stockpile and replace topSOil in certain aIr icul tur al 
areas. The FERC has reCOMmended that wetland topsoils be handled in a similar 
fashion. We continue to recOIDend that all topsoil be sequentiaUy 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 
diver se micro flora and fauna, orlanic matter, available nutr ients and a 
proper soil structure and texture that is essential for reestablishment of 
veletation. 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 cond ition for the gas. 
oil and water pipelines and power plant proposals by Tennessee and OSP. 

Selmentation 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 las to the proposed power plant 
site. In addition, on pale 2-189 . the FERC makes a reference to the 
P r oy idence Proj ect ( C P87-75 - 0 0 0 )  that ind icates that the Rhode lsI and 
Ex tension and the Providence Project are closely related. We bel ieve the �e 
close l y  r elated issues must be evaluated in any subsequent EIS. 

22 
cont'd 

23 

24 

25 

FA3-23 'lhe MigratOIy Bird Treaty Act seeks to protect migratOIy birds frau 
intent.ic:ntl acts against birds, partiC11larly those resultirg frau 

huntinJ birds or t.radin;J in bird eggs or nests. � staff is unaware of any 
instance in whicb the Act has been awlied to riljlt-of-.ray clearinJ or to any 
ather oonstructioo, agriC11ltural, or fon!St IIIIIIlI!geIIII practices that oculd have 
an incidental effect 00 migratOIy birds. 1nI potential effects upc.Il migratory 
birds of the prqxlSed right-of __ y clearinJ walld be ext:ranely limited ani walld 
not result in any significant inpacts to pc.pl1.ation size or species diversity. 
Prc.posed oonstructioo timetables call for the aajority of oonstruction activ
ities to be exMpleted between mid-May ani the em of SEpteuiJer. 

FA3-24 staff has leo, .... uBildBd that topsoil be segregated frau all ditch-line 
excavatioo in C11ltivated lams ani wetlams, 10tlere practicable. staff 

has also reexllluBllded that all ather lams be seeded with mixtures aJ;.prOpriate 
for revegetatinJ distuJ:tJed soils. Please see also oc:mnent GIClQ-4 ani staff's 
response. 

FA3-25 o:mnent noted; please see the response to oc:mnent FA2-2; also see 
ocmnents 51'.7-1, GICU-ii8, ani GIClQ-14 for mated discussia1S. 'lhe 

matiCllShip between the Providence Project ani the prqxlSed facilities that are 
the subjects of this EIS is discussed in Sectioo 2 . 2 . 3 . 1 .  



� 
� 
co 

FA3 (cont'd) 

-9-

Enviro .. entally Prererred Site - The FERC identi ned an environmentally 
preferable site approKi.ately 3 .iles east of the Applicants' preferred site 
at She�an Fa� Road. The Ironstone Industrial Park site is located in a 
soon-to-be abandoned ,ravel .ine. It is adjacent to a .ajor _-lane highway 
and hence, has been subjectad to human intrusion and disturbance. This site 
does not contain any wetlands and hence would comply with the _Oq ( b l l  
Guidelines unlike the She�an Far. Road site. While this a!mest certainly is 
not the only enviro .. entally prererable site ror the proposed power plant , it I 26 
is the most promisina one identiriad by the FERC. We believe the FERC has not 
fulrilled its IlEPA obli,aUons with respect to this sitin, question because 
they have not chosen to uUli:le the plannina and investi,ation opportunities 
provided by this law and its i.plnentin, re,ulations . Unanswered questions 
concernina the Ironstone site should not be lert unresolved si.ply because of 
unrealistic ti.e constraints i.posed by the FERC, the State of Rhode Island or 
the Applicents. This !lEIS simply is not complete without all or the relevant 
inror.ation concernin, the reasibility or the Ironstone site, and hence , the 
document is thererore, inadequate . 

Summary 

Based on our review or the DEIS and other relevant infor.ation, we recOl8end 
that the Buck Hill Road and She�an Fa� Road sites be deleted free further 
consideration as potential locations ror the proposed combined-cycle power 
plant. We believe the proposed project is inconsistent and incompatible with 
the ex isting land use on and adjacent to these Wildlife llana,ement Areas. 
Unresolved issues r .. ain concern in, the efrects of coolin, tower .. iuions on 
nora and fauna in the identiried deposition :lones near the proposed plant. 
The errects or water diversion rrom the Blackstone river on physical habitat 
and water quality were not adequately evaluated in the DEIS. An indepth 
reevaluation or this entire issue is warranted. The alternatives analysis for 
natural gas pipeline loopin, se,ments and the Rhode Island Eltension did not 
provide surncient inro�ation ror an informed decision to be made concerning 
which , ir any, route was environmentally prererable, acceptable or in 
compliance with pertinent re,ulations such as the Clean Water Act. The FERC 
al so left sev eral unanswered questions standing with respect to t h e  
environmentally prererable Iron.tone Site, hence the DEIS is incOllplete . The 
Fish and Wildlire Service does not agree that the proposed action has been 
de .. onstrated to be environmentally acceptable or in cOllpliance with pertinent 
env ironmental regulations including HEPA. In the future , we elpect to be 
conducting a separate but interrelated review of the wetland aspects of t h i S  
proposal i n  accordance with applicable Section q O q  regulations. These 
interrelated actions should be taken into consideration by the FERC a. t h i S  
pl anning proce.s progresses. 

If you should have any questions concerning these issues , please contact Mr . 
Vern Lang or this orr ice at 603-225-lq ll or FTS 834-QQ1 1 .  

Enclo.ure 
CC :  RO/FWE R •• din, Fil. 

EPA, Be.ton 
COE 

FWE: VL.n, :,11--15-88 : 83 ____ 1 1  

Sincerely yours , 

�T./.3c �zt-
Gordon E. Beckett 
Supervisor 
Hew England Area 

FA3-26 Additional informatioo has been received 00 the Il:alst:ale site that 
a:gx»:ts Staff's ocn:::l.usioo in the lEIS that Il:alst:ale is an envircn

mentally aooeptable site. A grc:anIwater resauroe evaluatioo daDlstrated that 
the develqall1t potential is sufficient for local aall users, but i.nadecJJate 
for IIIlI'Iicipal. sq:plies. In aclditioo, cJowrHp:adient gI'CllD'liwater resauroes are 
n:Jt likely to beccIE IUli.cipal water sq:plies. 

'!be interstate transfer of water fran Ilhode Islam at Woa1soc:ket to the 
Iralstale site in MassacbJsett:s wa..ild be n!(JJ.ired it wet coolin} towers were 
used, because adecJ,late SlJA)lies ooold n:Jt be wittmawn trt. the Bl.ackstale River 
in MassacbJsett:s (see the lespalSe to � FM-24) . If a dly coolirg systEm 
were used, plant water � wa..ild be reWoed am wa..ild likely be 
available trt. the Bl.ackstale River am potentially fi'aI other souroes. 

Noise ilIpICts fran a plant at Il:alst:ale wa..ild be elqlElCted to be sanewhat 
less than at Sherman Falm Road, but wa..ild also be perceived as significant I::rf 
local residents, especially to the west of the site _y fran the four-lane 
higholay. If dly coolin} were used to reWce the iIIpacts of withdrawals 00 the 
Blacksta1e River, an increase in noise levels wa..ild be elqlElCted. Hence, there 
is a t.xadeoff of rtrlx:irg water resauroes ilIpICts am in::reasirg noise Upacts. 

'!be small �lam wetlam at the Sherman Falm Road site that wa..ild be 
directly affected I::rf plant ooostJ:uctioo � criteria for a <hrp6 of EnJineers' 
Naticntide Fmmit, as do the other wetlands affected I::rf pipeline rights-of __ y. 
'!be larger wetlam adjacent to the plant site is avoidable tlIr<:uJl IIIOdificatioos 
to the plant gr:adin} plan. Iroost.a'le is, as DJted I::rf the OOIIIIIeI'Itor, a highly 
d.ist:urtled site; it does hcMlver CXlI1blin wetlands. 'lbese wetlands wa..ild also be 
affected I::rf Il:alst:ale's ancillaxy facilities-pipelines am transmissioo lines
as shewn in Table 2. 1-27. 

staff ootes that CEl:l am FElC regulatioos iDplementirg NEPA, as well as NEPA 
itself, all l'eIpire the evaluatioo of alternatives to ocnsider 00IlSElIpE!Il0E to 
the Iruman am natural environaent. It is n:Jt n!(JJ.ired that the alternative with 
the least iDpact be adopted. staff has evaluated runerous alternative sites am 
has detelmined that the Ila'lStale site is the env:ircnnentally preferred site, 
especially if a dly coolin} systEm is atployed. However, staff makes no 
leOCIIIIIE!IDltioos that the Il:alst:ale site be selected. Staff had detelmined that 
the env:ircnnental ilIpICts of developirg a power plant at Il:alst:ale, Sherman Falm 
Road, Bryant College, or several other potential sites wa..ild be acceptable 
ocnsiderirg Iruman am natural env:ircnnental issues am other ocnsi.deratioos, 
includiB] ecxnanic costs. 
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'ft" \� UNITIO ITATO INVUlONIlINTAL ",OTICTION AGINCY 
_ION I 

� . •. IIIHNIOY .1_ 1U1UIINQ. 8OSTOH. MASSACHUSETTS OZI03  

Apr i l  25 , 1988 

Lois D .  Cashell 
Act i ng Secretary 
Fede ral Energy Reg u la to ry Commission 
825 North Capi tol Street , N . E .  
Wash i ng ton , DC 20426 

� I  Docket No . CP87-1 32-001 

Dear Ms.  Cashel l :  

FA4 

In accordance w i t h  our respons ibi l i t ies unde r the National Env iron
mental Pol icy Act and Sect ion 309 of the C lean A i r  Ac t ,  we have 
rev1ewed t he Draf t Env i ronmental Impact Statement ( DE I S ) for the 
proposed Ocean State Power Project i n  Burr i l l v i l l e ,  Rhode I s land ,  
a nd  a ssoci ated natural gas pipel i ne fac i l i t ies i n  Rhode I s l a nd , 
Massachuset ts , a nd New Yor�.  

Accord i ng to the DEI S ,  Ocean State Power ( OSP)  proposes to construct 
and operate a 500-megawatt ( MW )  natural gas- f i red combi ned cycle 
powe r plant ;  a 1 0-mile p i pe l i ne to transport up to 4 . 4  m i l l i on gal lons 
a day of process a nd coo l i ng water to the plant f rom the B l ackstone 
R i ve r ;  a nd  a 7 . 5  m i le pipe l i ne for del i ve ry of fuel o i l  for emergency 
use in the event that natural gas is not ava ilabl e .  

The DE I S  al so addresses the Tennessee Gas P ipe l i ne Compa ny ' s  rela ted 
proposa l  to build p i pel i ne f ac i l i t ies includ i ng a tot a l  of 2 5 . 5  
m iles o f  3 0- i nch loop i ng i n  f ive segme nts located adj acent to 
e x ist i ng gas pipe l ines in New York and Massachuset t s ;  roughly 1 1  
m iles of new 20- i nch p ipel i ne i n  Massachuse tts and Rhode I s l a nd ;  
add i t ional horsepower o f  compress ion a t  3 e x i s t i ng compressor 
s t at ions in New York a nd Massachusetts;  and a new 4 , 500 horsepower 
compressor stat ion in New York.  

As you know ,  our lette rs to FERC and t he Econom ic Reg ulatory Adm i n i s
trat ion dated March 20 , 1987 , Apr i l  17 , 1987 , September 2 1 ,  1987 , 
a nd Februa ry 10 , 1988 a nd our mot ion to intervene dated November 3 ,  
1987 ident i f i ed the principal issues of concern to EPA and recom
mended ways that they be treated i n  FERC ' s  E I S .  We be l ieve the 
DEIS reflects cons iderable ef forts by FERC ' s  staff  and the i r  con
sult ants to be respons ive to our concerns under the d i f f icu l t ies 
of an extremely t ight schedule . 

We are neve rt heless conce rned f r'On\ the stalldpo i nt of EPA ' s  areas 
of j ur isd ict ion and exper t i se thAt in several important respects 
t he DE IS le aves un resolved c� rtai.n crit ical i s a u e s , di sClI sseJ in  
deta i l  below ,  wh ich i n  our v iew need to be resol ved prior to a 
de ci s ion gr ant i ng approval for t he pr oject . We also be l i eve that 
the alterna t ives analys i s  i s  ser iously f l awed . These short com i ngs 
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For example , w i th respect to the phys ical ef fe cts of the proposed 
w i thdr awal , t he OEI S  does not address whether shore l i ne spawn i ng 
habi ta t  w i l l  be impa i red or removed , and i f  so , t he extent of the 
impact . Reduct ion of spawn i ng h ab i tat cou ld have an adverse ef fect 
on t he improvi ng f i shery resources noted in t he OE I S .  

The OEIS also s tates t hat t he es t imated lowe ring o f  d i ssolved oxygen 
a nd t he potent ial  increases i n  Bome metals concentrat ions as a res u l t  
o f  Osp ' s  water wi thdrawals w i l l  be mi nor . These statements seem t o  be 
based on the rela t i v i ty of one number to another rather than an eval
ua t ion of the biolog i cal ef fect s t hat the changes m i g ht impart . M i nor 
changes in the nume r i c  concentrat ion of a speci f ic parameter might 
s ign i f icantly change t he impact that t he parameter w i l l  have over 
a long exposure pe r iod . Also , sma l l  changes in several parameters 
m ig h t  res ult  i n  a cumula t ive chron ic ef fect . Chron i c  stress 
cou ld result in an aquat ic commun i ty that is more suscept ible to 
acute expos ures . The OEIS does not make acutal  es t imates of 
impact ; it there fore is d i f f i cu l t  to determ i ne if the conc lus ions 
of i ns ign i f icance are val id . Our rev i ew is f u rther impeded by 
the absence of t he October 1 9 8 7  and November 1 9 8 7  Ecology and 
Env i ronment wa ter qual i ty i nvest igat ion repo rts which we requestec 
in our comme nts on the pre l im i nary OE I S .  

4 .  Z i nc and mercury shou ld be i ncluded i n  t he est imates of me tal 
conce ntrat ions downs tream of t he Woonsoc ket was tewa ter treatme nt 
pla nt as a resul t of water w i thdrawal f r om t he Blackstone R i ve r  
( T ables 4 . 1-2 and 4 . 1-3 , pages 4 - 1 1  and 4-1 3 ) . A l so , hexavalent 
chrom ium s ho u ld be cons ide red in add i t ion to trivalent chrom i u � .  

5 .  As we have sta ted on several occas ions to both OSP and FERC , 
we be l i eve that there is a pos sibi l i ty that OSP ' s  pl ans for zero 
wastewater d i scharge are unreal i s t i c  basec on our experi ence 
w i th zero d i scharge propos als elsewhere in  New Eng land . I n  
ad d i t ion t o  t h e  potent i a l  need t o  d i scharge blowdown water , i t  
a l so seems pos s i b le that large volumes o f  cool i ng water m ight 
need to be d i scha rged . The l i ke l y  cho ice for a rece iv ing water 
in t h i s  s i tuat ion , based on the desc ript ion of the Sherman Farm 
Road s i t e ,  would be a we tland area or sma l l  brook.  Such a d i scharge 
wou ld requi re au t ho r i z a t i on under t he Clean Water Ac t .  As we 
have poi nted out ,  f ederally approved water qua l i ty standards and 
wetland pr ot ection regulat ions wou ld l i k e l y  proh ibi t or make very 
d i f f i cu l t  d i scharging i n to such rece i v i ng wate rs.  

The OE I S  does not evaluate the pos sibil i ty of a d i scharge of water 
f rom the proposed powe r plant . On page 2-39 , t he OE I S  st ates 
t hat " s tormwa ter run of f and water f rom up to 24 hours of treatment 
plant malf unct ions would be d i verted to a ho l d i ng pond located 
on the plant pe rimeter . "  The OE I S  does not address where t he 
water would go i f  treatment plant malf unct ions are not repa i red 
in 2 4  hours or i f  heavy storm events cau se ove rf low of the hold i ng 
pond . On page 2-4 1 ,  the OE IS l i sts othe r opt ions for hand l i ng 
treatment pla nt mal f unct ions ; howeve r ,  t he opt ions only prov ide 
re l i ef for " several hours" . The OE IS  also statez on page 2 - 4 1  
t h a t  i n  t h e  eve nt that �al f unct ions a r e  ext ens ive enough to 
exhaust the opt ions , plant ope ra t i ons " would have to be shut 
down " .  Th is conf l i cts w i th a sta tement on page 4-1 0 0  u nde r. t he 

I �" 
3 

I ·  

5 

FA4-3 'Ihe reIS has been revised based 00 recent informatioo to include a 
discussioo of chronic ant acute biological iBpIct:s. Please see the 

revised sectioo 4 . 1 . 2 . 1 . 2 .  

FA4-4 Recent lIIXielirq stu:ties have incl\ded zinc ant dlrcmi.1lID; Table 4 . 1-2 
has been revised to in:=porate these data. 'Ihe stu:ties did not 

include mercw:y. 

FA4-5 No ooolirq water will be di.sc:haJ:I:Jed to the Q'lSite wetJ.anjs or to any 
surface streams. sectioo 2.1.3 .2 .5  has been revised to indicate that 

the holdirq porxIs will be designed to prevent overflow, ant will also be sealed 
to prevent groon:Iwater CXX1tami.natioo. 'Ihe holdirq pard would be used for 
teup>rary storage of plant waste.raters in the E!IIeIlt of treatment plant malf'lloc
tiQ'lS, ant would be able to store water fran � to 48 hours of plant cperatioo. 
'Ihe water would then be recycled back. tIu:'c:uP the treatment system as flows 
permit. stonJwater runoff frau the plant area would be diverted to two Q'lSite 
detentioo basins (whim are OCIIPletely inieperdent of the holdirq pard) for 
settlirq prior to offsite di.sctJarge. 'Ihe statEment Cla'lClI!l:TIin disdlarges of low 
(JJality water has been removed fran sectioo 4 . 3.5.  
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alternative route should be Inve.tlll.ted In IM)t. detail. Based 
on InIormatlon in the D£IS, the erosion probl.�. a.sociated with 
the alternate route appear controllable thrOUIl" Itr!nQent �ltI9.t ion 
techniques. 

S. Construction technique., •• described on p. 4-84 and 4-85, 
Must be carefully folloved to protect vetl'nds, 'speclally loploil 
segregation. In the c ••• of wetland salls, topsoil �u.t not be 
stored In other wetlands, or stored for .ore than 20 days before 
returning to _alat conditlon$. A consultant should periodically 
monitor this effOft. 

" 
oon,'d 

" 

6 .  In general, the DEIS lack • •  d •• crlptlon of m i t igation plans for I unavoidable wetland 10..... Although the •••• ur •• outlined In the 
Tenn ••• e. Ga. Pipeline Wetland and Wat ... Cnnslng Plan .,ould IIIln\l.he 18 
adverse envi ronmental effects, nothing I s  proposed to compens.t. for 
the loss of valuabl. habit.t . 

.!:!..Q..!.g 
II' additlol' to IIIQI'lt lcant noise Imp.ct. durlnQ c:ol'atruction Ipaoe 
4-36 to 4-38 ) ,  the operation of the po ... er plsl't .t the Sherr:oan 
Farm Road site ... ould c.use substal1tial incr.ases II' I'oise leyels 
over currel't Yery quiet IImbient sound !tyel. typical of rural 
res idel'tlal areas. Ft!l:C concludes ho .. ever that the operational 
nolae impactl are acceptable principally because of e s P ' s  commltoent 
to an ofhite I.eq noille limitation of 55 dBA. 

We are concern.d about the basis for FtRC's conclusion for seyeral 
reasons. First,  thou<;jh ... e aQree that tPA's guidelines identify 
55 dBA as appropr iate for outdoor are.a ... here people spend limited 
a�untS of time, the is.ue more relevant to • judQement of the 
Impact's acceptability Is the extent of the change it ... i l l  cause. 
The OtiS Indlcat.s that two types of ",e.sur.ments .. ere used to 
determine current background levels, long term readings ta�en 
(Wer a U-hOur period and short term readings taken during IO-minute 
time periods. The long term readings indlc.ted maximum daytime 
levels of 51-!04 dBA and consistent night ti"'e Levelt of 43-44 dBA. 
Ho .. eyer, accordinQ to the OtiS, the threshold of the noise deteclion 
equipment .. as 4)-'. dB". The short term m.asurements showed average 
... eekday readings of " dBA, and ayerage .... �end readings lo .. er by 
) to 4 dBA. The sverage lIIinimull' readings for weekdays ... ere )2 
and for .. eekends 28 dBA. These short tem fIOeasurelaenta Ihow 
that the current sound levels are quiet, and that the lono tere 
.. aaurements, becauae of the 11�lts of the eeasuring equip�enl ,  
d o  not give a fully r.presentative picture of the background 
levels. 

In vie., of the quiet background levels, the 55 dBA lIlIlt propoled 
b y  FtRC .nd OSP .l lows a substantial increase in round-the-clock 
noise, IndeeJ gr.ater thin the 10 dBA incre .. e limit required by 
HIS,achuse t t a '  "enforced "olse guideline". If FtftC has relied on 
the 10nc;l term mea.urements to fo", I t s  conclulion that a 55 d8.� 
l i m i t  is adequate � I t lgatlon, then .. e believe that the measurements 
should be redone using equipment capable of measurinl;'l belo ... 4 3  
dBA. Such equipment i I  available, a s  ind icated in the d i scussion 

" 

1'M-17 Ternesooa is expected to foUDoI ita prq::osa:I otroIItnJCUon tedlniq.,IM as 
a rBCf.Ii.%onent. 'n:lp9oil 8OiJI"8'J1IOtI<ln in all wtJ.ard9 t. a fUC stat! 

h,UJlliiOdllticn that tiel. see. does r1CIt nec:e&&oarUy � .... ith. �, any 
a1t1911t1cn � that staff l�de, lIId whictl all! then � a (xnUtlon 
to certiticate, ..t be �lied .. ith. 

1'M-18 In ..t  instan:::ee wet..lan::l habitat ..aJld not; be lost; 1'!1�, ...... 
habitat ..aJld to. fonal, i.e.,  !VI earlier stage of �icn. 

1'M-19 'the p.lqXI6e of the !Uiblent nola. ..utodTq pn:qr!IIIIII <X:n:kIcted In 
� of the a;p pn:>j.ct. � to � existiTq noiae IflYala in 

the genenl vicinity of the prq:xIII8d facUity QlriTq bath the <J.Iletest an:I the 
noi.iest periods ot the My. the lorq-tanl � It!pOrte:I. � adaitted
ly I.raI!ticient for docuaentIn:J q,llet.-towr not.. level. <b! to �l_ in 
the �t1cn (I.e.,  an WlIIICaIptably hi,#! thraIhold of 4l elM). 1tI:JwoeYW, 
the dayt1.. not.. l-.ls of 51 to 54 dS\ 11.,,.) recorded at .ix loo::atlcra 
� the plant IlnI cawi.tent with era � ard are typical of what 
C>!III be expeeter;I. toc- thia type of anJIII. ". sttort-terw � Ilo-s.irute 
�) � in 'nIble 3,1-7 i.n:Ucate that � ar;qod IflYala � in 
the an!WI wen in the rarge of 25 to )6 (1M, typieal of \oblt en! ..aJld apect for 
th.ia anJIII cbriTq q,llet. mur.. n. �vtJ.ent 8CU'Id 1-.1 {L..J � 
l"IUqed fn:a as IDol aa 31 dBA to as h.itJ'I .. 46 (1M, with -tiy ard WOIIlMnd 
avenqes of 40 ard U dBA, l"II!ISpICtiV'llly. JIlni.aa �y ard � � no!.ae 
lEl\l'ftb (the bast. for the � � �lnee) were � ns be J3 
ard 29 dBA, respectively. A\fel"89!! 1w 1.....u wartI )6 to n dBA. 

An additiCN.l mise suvey tor the ana _ perfonat in .JUl.y ot 1987 (!'If{ 
LabonItorl_, In::. ,  NoYaIber 1987 ) .  Not.. l� � wartI d:Jtained 
usiTq an ir&tnDent cap!lble ot �lrq rot.. l.....ts -tl below n dB#\ ard the 
reI!IUlta \Ml\II tCU'd to be consistent with � reportai in the rEIS. Daytt.e 
avel'1II9" L lil!YOlll. were d:aeEwd to be in the IWIJB ot U to 46 dBA at 100000ticra 
north � of the .lte. Mi� IrYUa9I!I L levels were n!pOrt.ed to 
� no- 40 to 41 dBA north lind IIWth ot the .ie6'l. � ar;qod level. (�) wen ealculaUd to be 48 to .9 dBA. 

n. rot. ..utDrirg � c::aUIcted far thia pE'Oject owld hlrYe been 
perfone:l in suctI a WIlly as to provua .... -.tut data toc docur&1t.irq .uu... 
noi.IM: 1.....-1. in the area of ths pE'Oject .it.. n. �ta are, to.v..c, 
CCI1$io:len:ld to I» adeIJllIte to ..... _,t t..ltr. noise levels ani additicnal 
roise .-tu1i_ ..aJld r1CIt prcwlde any s�ticant additicnal Wonatim. 

It IIhoJ.ld be noted that thanI are �y ro roise 1_ ar ""1Jlatiera 
that awly to ths a;p project. n. � c,uI.dI!lu- awly ally to 
facilities locatlnj in am awlying toc epentlnj pen.ita in Massai::hBBtta. 
HoweYer, qiV'llll the proxialty of the asp pE'Ojeet. to ths � bczdar, 
those �ldel1nes have been considered. Pl _ _  nlYised Secticn 4.1.4.2. 
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of long t.� noise surveys taken at the compre •• or .tation 5ite. 
liang the pipelJne 1 ••• , tor ........ ple. p .  )-1)). 

Further, PERC should require .oCd stringent nol •• • l t Jg.tion �e •• ur •• 
o r  reconsider the bene f i t a  of the Iron'tone ,Ita fra. the standpoint 
of noi •• iapacta. 

AIR QUALITJ 

Although air quality i�pect. from the proposed power plant are not 
likely to be significantly advlr,., .e r.�.ln concerned that the 
tiS s t i l l  do •• nOt r •• pond to comments we �.d. in our •• rlier 
lettera, aoat recently our February 1988 cOft�nt on the pr.ll�in.ry 
£IS • •• fol lave. 

--BeSl Av, llable ContrOl Technology (BACT) for distillate 011 
(or even r •• idual 0111 I, not ' 0 . 5 '  S content 11.lt I. the tIS 
indi,at.,. Only it OSP accepll • H_lt under 40 ton. of S02/Y'.r 
in a PSO or some othe� federelly enfo�ceable per�lt could the 
powe� plant e"ade the uqulu ... ents of BACT and be al lowed to 
burn O . �'S 0 1 1 .  Also, the OEIS does not calculate annual S02 
endulon., apparently on the basiS th.t oil f l rlnQ will not 
occur unless �a& supply Is d i srupted) howe"e r ,  this alone does 
not justify the assumption of InslQnlflcant annual S02 elllissions. 

--The OEIS atte�pts to address ou� earlier comaents and quest ions 
concerninQ exactly what e.lsslon li.lts the New Source Perfo�ance 
Standards Impole on OSP's gas turbines. The respon.e ( p .  J-271 
appea�. wrong . however, because the NSPS In"OI"e. no -.anutacturer ' s  
�ated (uel rate a t  �.ted load " ,  and the data In the OEIS do not 
support a 0.01)6\ (dry buis , l�' 0 2 1  1 1 . i t .  

I n  addition, EPA Region 11 has the following COlllments: 

The £15 doe' not indlc.te the type of conpre.aor engines proposed, 
i . e .  gas turbine or reciprocating engine. The type of equipment 
used and the resulting e.lsslons .. 111 deter1lllne the reoulatlons 
the .ource will be subject to. It the units are gas turbine, 
they w i l l  be subject to NSPS Subpart CG. I f  they a�e recip�ocatin'J 
enOlne, Subpart GG will not apply. A l l  propo'ed aources are 
located in attainment areaa of Ne .. York. EPA needa to know what 
the existing emissions are for a l l  pollutants �eQulated under 
PSO lind the p�opo.ed changes In emhsions In order to determine 
PSO IIppllclbillty. 

I n  order for EPA to p�oparly e"lluate the I.pact, the ,pplicant 
should be requested to .u�lt the following Inlor.ation for 
Inclu.lon In the &IS: 

'-';'�e type of compressou in"olved I n  the project. 

--A list of the ""anutacturers of a l l  the cOlnpr.axor. in"olved In 
the project . 

--t.U .... t.d emissions froo the cOlllpresson .  

I " 
CGnI'd 

I ,. 

" 

" 

" 

F:I\4-20 Noiae -.itlglltla'l � leotliiiiieide::l by the Start an:!. � by the 
awJ,lcant are ccnaUt.ent. with pnYicl.B fDC pE'IIICt:i.ot an:I. with E'B. roiae 

level. guitIelinee rer prctectia'l or public health an:I. wlr&l'll. Stafr � not 
beli_ that .:In; strirqent aitiglltia'l ___ &I'll req.llred. 'the Ir.:r.tcr.e 
site has eo;-. actvant.aqes o.oer the Shermn � iII:>IId .it. with respect tD roiM; 
�, there are eereiti ... r'8CIEIptDn .-r l.f'cnIt:(ne al.a. A CXII:IparUorl or 
not- � at theee sites J.a �id8d in the revJ.-'. FElS SectlaI 2.1.6. 

F:I\4-21 'lhe 1IA>lic:ant has .u.itted a PSD pem.it awlicatia'l rep:rt. (1nc.luding 
a �l .... 8o\CJ' anal�J.a) to RJm)(, an:I. the tw:T iIIaJe J.a rur

rent.ly Irdar "",,1., by that tqtrCy (_ � SA7-16). It shwl.d be nDC8d 
that the l"MOlutia'l or tho tw:T ta... ror tuel oil aLI fUr" oantent is a &epU"II� 
pem.ittlrq J.aaue that will be Mrdl.e.:I by the state or Jblde l.lan:l.. It hu been 
<:kmroatnted that the i!A>l!Cl1ult'. prqx:&Bd MCT or 0.5 peroI!I'lt sulrur-�tuel 
for it. � or .taro::bf tuel will reaJ.lt in Upacts that are well below all 
i!A>l1cable .,lent air <Jl&llty u-.cr-tt. an:I. ngulatior.. 'lhe estillatia'l ot 
iII'ft.III..l ..uslor. for II .taro::bf tuel WOIlld cnly be 0a'I1cture. 

FM-22 � �; pl _ _  revlMd Seoc::ti.a'I 3.1.3.3.1. 

FM-23 'Iha � erqu- PtQI)OMd tor use in all � staticnJ will 
be 9U tl.Irt>inee � by SOW 'l\Irt>u., Inc. 'lhe �icn:I terr 

all IIffected � statiaw &no -n.z.ed in '1'IIb1. 4.2-3. A<::tl.Ial eaJ.a
,ions tor c.rJIl4* ..... prqx:&Bd toe <XnVOIInial to tull-a.. status are _llable 
cnly fn:a 1� testa, sin::le tha!ioe are new units that howe q:enoted tor cnly II 
!Short tiae. ReIlIulta or tl'-. � are pt'eI8eI1ted below; the data present.«! in 
Table 4.2-3 � e.l..s$i/:nI toe � q:enotia'l. 

� 
.
� 

230B fl21B1A7) 
2.59) l/hr (11.)6 tIY) 
2.277 l/hr (9.91 ttY) 

2)] /21261881 17.161 '/hr (15.19 tlYl 
4.05 '/hr (11.14 t/Y) 
2.488 '/hr (l0.� tIY) 

l/hr .. potnIa per I'olr t./Y .. tens per year 
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--For th� cOI!IpresllOu now I n  pa�t tb,e le�vlce and p�opo'ed 
to be b�ought into pe�anent ope�ation, 'u�lt thel� actu.l 
e .. i u lons fo� the pelt two year period. 

ALTEIlNATIYES 

We h.ve reviewed the alternatives analysl. with p.rtlcula� Intere.t 
becauee of the concerna we expreaeed In our February 19BB cOliment. 
on the prelll1lnary OEIS. The altern.tive alte analysll de.crlbed 
In the OEIS and Appendi. D containa a conllderable amount of 
helpful iJ\form.tlon bu� 11 aedoully flawed in our opinion .rid 
I. not reepon.lve to the concern I e.pre.led In our February 
19BB letter. Our concernl are al followl: 

1. Although the OEIS and Appendix 0 il replete with statementl 
lOS to the envlrol'llllentel adv.nt.gel of the Ironltone , I t e  In 
Uxbridge, the OEIS indic.te, th.t three unresolved I.sues 
prevent the FERC staff from .tating unqu.llfled preference for 
the s i t e .  These are: unanlvered questlonl about the potential 
lor groundv.te� Imp.cts: queltlons as to vhethar Rhode Isl.nd 
would permit the Interstate tranlfer of w.ter fro .. the Blacl<;stone 
River: .nd del.ys OSP vould face if • new lite 1 1  selected. 

.!e Itrongly believe that the first unrelolved II,ue, vhether there 
.. ould be adverse ground ... tar Illpacts .t I ron'tone, Is an Invalid 
basis for rejecting the alternative elte bec.uee the Counc i l  
o n  Envlro"""ental Ou.llty regulat ions Imple .. entlng NEPA clearly 
require that the EIS be the vehicle for evalu.tlng environm.ntal 
i"'�acts at alternative lite,. Thes!! regulations require th.t 
infor�ation on alternativel be in sufficient detail to permit 
an evalua t ion of their cOilparative .. erita.  40 eFR Section 
1 5 0 2 . 1 4 .  FERe bear. the legal burden of having to evaluate 
the ground ... ter i.p.ct In thll ElS, p.rticularly .Ince the 
i.sue I. of .ufficlent llIport.nce in FERC ' I  vie .. to S!!rVe a • •  
disquallfiing f.ctor in the elternat ives analy, I,.  

The .econd unresolved Issu., the policy Qu.,tions about interstate 
tranSfer of .. ater, is equally Inv.lid as • b.,I, tor rejecting 
I ronstone, First, "e do not .gree with or eyen understand FERC · s  
unexplained .ssumption that ... ter .. I thdr ... al has to occur I n  

" 
cont'd 

" 

Woonsocket, Rhode Island. In f.ct. the Ironstone .Ite Is located in I 25 
V!!ry close prol<i .. 1ty to the Blackstone in M." achusetts. If the 
flo .. .  t th.t loc.tion I. lignlflcantly lo .. er th.n .t Wooneocl<;e t ,  
then the ." umption .. Ight be correct. However . ..  e .re not .v.re 
that the flo .. Is significantly lover at the Iron.tone ,ite, .nd the 
tIS doe, not provide .ny Infone.tion on tht, point. 

S .. cond, liS the DEIS indicate., dry cooling �<lchnology, .n envlron- I ment.lly prefer.ble .lternatlve to .. i thdr .... 1 trOl" the Blackstone, 
could be use� .t the Ironstone .Ite without other ne.,atlve Impacts 26 
such nol.e. This vould negate the nee� for .. I thdrawal of "liter, 
;,li.erlot.te or otherwi se. Further, Appendl, 0 (p. 0-73) sutel that 

f'M-24 starr ntItea thIIt the In:nrtone site _ nat, as 1.noonw:Uy lltat.;! in 
the �. �rejf'lCted .. by statt lIS an lllblmaU..,. site. 111en _. 

t.:weYer, �vecI i.ssues tlwIt pn!II8'It.ed the start rn- st.at.irq !Ill Ir<JMl.l1Uad 
envinn>entaJ. �ten!nCe for l�. 'lhe pota'IUal tor �ta- con
taainatlcn at the I� site _ an 1s&ue in a � � "R'l1catic-l 
at the site. M noto:::I in the [ElS, � vas 0CJn::I8m that rez:cning: of the slt. 
(rca aqrieultunll to in:bJtrial use COJ.ld � the aq.ilfer. 'lhe 1'ooIn of 
lbcbrid::Je. �ts. � II OCI'VJOJltant to evaluate the �lOlJiCl!ll 
�istlC8 of the lronstc:ne site ard to proYide L .............. &ticros � 
the 1'\::Iwn's lard use plN'"flirg for the site. 

staft has nIOIIived ard revi� a tql'f of the rep:ort by the To<on'. 0CIW.il
tant (rEP, Inc . ,  1987).  'lhe nplrt CDlCludes that the aq.ilfe>;" J.. nat <.:>'IPIbl .. of 
� • larqol c;umoercial or ..ucipIJ water -«,ly, an:! turther that lin( 
�ti.on of .urfaoe water or �t.er at the IfWGtone site ca/'I'lCJt; flew 
to.Iard or � existl.rq or � pn:xb:tion 1411. in Ibcbdd'}e. Ma$sII
cb.Iset.ta, or North Saithf1eld, R'ICIde Island. o:nt:MaiJvJ,tion of pj;Ilic "'lIter 
!!a.Wlies a nat prcililble. HcMNer, the report nates that the aq.Ufer does 
provide qra,rdwater � to the Inrstona Aeeervoir an::! is Cllpable of 
�irq well. t:hIIt IIl:(:ply private �idencea an:! -.11 bu81resaes. f'Qr thIIt 
t'f'IIIOOn, the report I'8ccu"' .... ds that it the Town elects to lIppJ:Q\I'e the :ronirog 
<:han:)e. it .n:uld iqlose relatively lItrict controb on the type.s of in:llrtrlal 
activities that can be �. staff ntItes that the r ........... dtd u:se& do nat 
BpeCirically in::lude or exct\de IIfl &lectdc qeneratirq facility. �. then! 
8FP"U" to t. no ..,jor lwpedl...,q to incllll:lirq -.x:tl • fao:;:ility as II UIge a.llOWlll:l 
by special panait. 

f"M-25 Cl::I!ment noted; please _ aao the resp:rIM to o::BII!f'It fX2-44. After 
review ot the IElS text, starr CU1CUr8 that the analysis that led to 

siting the water i.ntalce in 1I\xnicc.k.et, Rhcde Island (fllther than on s 11MBe
c::husetta reacto or the 81� Riwr) was not CXIIplctely uplained in the 
text. The nns hils been IlDiitl.ed to l.rcllde td11Umal lntone.tion on thb 
issue in Section 2.1.4.3. It stuJ.l.d be noted that • WIlIter I.ntalte in Mo:uax:b:t 
is alao not the clooe&t 8111daJt.cna River 100000tion ror the � rar. Roo!Jd 
site, b.lt _ 1IIIllect.ed after araiclenotion or river n_ oonlitiore, .....,tie 
erfecta, and re;p.1latory <XII!plex..lty. 

FM-26 The camB'It QI'I the y� or c!ty alOli1q i"::.ho. be lliuanJE:.ptiore, 
that dry alOlirq CUJld be Iltilbed witto:out �ti .... n:liae iqxIcta and 

that the need rar water \oQJJ.d be 1"III9ilIte:t. As dMc:rlbed in Section 2.1.4.3.3. 
dry alOling has an _innIental <klwnaidoe to bIll8l'Cle it. 1Idvant:.acJaa. First, dry 
alOling � IlI'III ):tr)IBlcally IU'.:tI larqer than OCIIpU"able � oooling tcMlrs, 
and would IlMly be IIIJl'e visible to area. nsi.dI!rU. 5eca'd, <;Jr'8ilIter otrsite 
n:liBe efrect. .y cx:Dll" cb! to the � ra.ber or t_ � for dry 
CXXlling, even with ergineeri1q rot.. 1XI'Itrvl �. o..nll n:lise � 
at lnn!Jtore would be �t 1_ than at � n..r. !Old, tut would t. a 
p:ltentWly ,ic;,Urkant. isaIe. ".,. � resi.derQe at Inretcne is 2,200 reet 
rra. the centar or the plant .it., <:lCIIpand to 1,200 teet .t .5henan rar. !Old. 
the total rurtler of res1clen:=- within 0.5 alle of the lrawtcne sit. (21) is 
less than at ShenIan f'Ilr. lbd (40) (Table 2. 1-26) . "Ihe oieYIllq:oi1q nel�11OUd 
west of the lror&ta'le site \oQJJ.d be II08t eic;,Utlcantly .tfact:.:t by td11tiaal 
roise of dry oooling. partially ru;JlItin;! the I::enetlt ot qraater distaroes to the 
nedreSt residenoe. 

� ot the 
ooolirg �. 

plant's WIlIt.er � would be .U.i.,.,ted by the Uge ot a dry 
1b.oeYer, ..... ott,ite .. ter fIl4lPly wou.ld atUI be � tor 
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· I ronstone is a good s i te ,  but i s  at some disadvant age because 
of the uncert a i n ty of obt a i n i ng  water supply from Rhode I sland .  
A dry cool i ng system would avoid the i ssue . Based on t he 
above cons ide ra t ions , I r onstone is the s i te w i t h  the least 
env i ronmental i.pact . ·  Th i rd ,  as with the unresolved groundwater 
i ssue , we be l i eve t hat FERC is obl igated by t he CEQ regulat ions 
to a ttempt to resolve t he i ssue in t h i s  E I S ;  ye t FERC has 
ruled t hat i t  is beyond t he scope of the EIS to do so . As 
d i scussed above , we di sagree w i t h  t h i s  approach.  

Fourt h ,  t he fact that it  is  unknown at  t h i s  t ime whether Rhode 
I s land would a l low i n terstate t ransfer of water does not mean 
t ha t  t he s tate would not approve i t .  Al l t ha t  it i nd icates i s  
tha t FERC has apparent ly not sought resolut ion for pu rposes of 
t he EIS . 

The t h i rd un resolved i ssue , project de lays associated with  s i tes 
othe r than OSP ' s ,  i s  a h ighly i nappropri ate bas i s  for rej ect i ng 
I rons tone , a nd reveals wha t  we bel i eve to be a se rious f law i n  
the analys i s .  I f ,  as i s  apparently the case , FERC regards a l l  
s i tes ot he r t han the one proposed b y  OSP as  pos i ng i ns urmountable 
proolems due to the potenti al delays i nvol ved in acqu i s i t ion , 
des ign , a nd  pe rm i t t i ng ,  t he analys i s  i s  fatal ly b i ased s i nce 
it leads to t he reject ion of all  s i tes except OSP ' s .  Th is  
rend e rs the alternat ives anal ys i s  a fru i tless exerc i se contrary 
to t he CEQ regulat ions a nd NEPA . 

2 .  The DE IS lacks an analys i s  of the env i ronmental impacts 
associ ated with alternat ives s ites . The absence of the groundwater 
impact i nf o rma t ion at  I ronstone is an example . The env i ronme ntal 
impact analys i s  of alternat ives is  requ i red by CEQ ' s  regulat i ons . 
Sect ion 1 5 02 . 1 4 s tates in relevant part that t he E I S  s hou l d  
· present t he envi ronmental impacts o f  the proposa l  a nd alterna t i ves 
in compa rat ive form ,  t hus sharply def i n i ng t he i ssues and prov i d i ng 
a c lear bas i s  for cho i ce among opt ions by the dec i s ionmaker 
and t he public· ; a nd "devote substant ial t reatment to each 
alterna t i ve cons idered i n  deta i l  includ i ng the proposed action 
so t hat rev i ewers may evaluate the i r  comparat ive me r i ts . "  
Although the DE IS does prov ide a s ign i f i cant amount of general 
i nformation about the alt ernat ives and f r ank d i scussion of key 
issue s ,  the absence of t he det a i led envi ronmental analys i s  i s  
a cr i t ical s ho rtcom i ng .  The shortcom i ng i s  h ig h l i g hted b y  the 
fact that FERC poi nt s  to the absence of t h i s  type of i n forma t ion 
( i . e . , groundwater impacts and i nterstate water trans fe r  i ssues 
a t  I ronstone)  as a pr imary reason for not stat i ng unqual i f i ed 
support for an alt ernat ive s i te . 

3 .  We are conce rned that the Quaker Road s i t e was rejected from 
f i nal cons ide rat ion s i nce the DE I S  i nd i c a tes that it ranks h igher 
than the appl icant ' s  preferred s i te .  The EIS s hou ld expla i n  
FE RC ' s  rat ionale for e l i m i na t i ng t h i s  s i te , part icularly  i n  
view o f  i t s  many apparent advantages . 

26 
cont'd 
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28 

29 

I � 

boiler II1aIaq> water, M> oootrol, an1 general plant use. '1he water � 
(0.75 U;P, 521 gpD, or �.2 ets) ocul.d prdBbly oot be met with CI'lSite wells me 
to la./ yields. Withdrawal of 0.75 u;P freD a pool on the Blackstcne River in 
Massach.Isetts wculd be acoept:able fraa a water cpU.ity an1 cpantity standpoint. 
OXlsUI1ption of the water � freD the hydroelectric facility at Woollsocket 
10Qlld reduce power prodootion by a small I:ut significant /DIIJUIlt an1 l'eCfrl.re 
<XIIpI!nS8tion for lost power. 

FM-27 With respect to interstate transfer of water, na:: staff has oot stated 
in the lEIS that sudl transfer 10Qlld be a "fatal flaw" or even a 

significant i.apli.nBJt. to selection of the Ircrlstone site. As SUllllBrized in the 
revised sectiCl'lS 2. 1.6.4 an1 5.1.2,  the -=tIIIniaa for sudl a transfer exists; 
staff has discussed this matter with the RlOde Islani Water :RIeswrces Board. 
'!here awear to be no tedurlcal. or legal i"P""iwnts to a transfer. However, 
there have been no recent instances of sudl transfers, an1 aw:roval 10Qlld 
presumbly l'eCfrl.re a policy decision by the state. 'IhIs, for the purposes of 
this EIS, the issue DUSt raaain unresolved. 

FM-28 '1he sitin:j analysis perfoI1lled by na:: staff was c:x:nb::t:ed without 
ocnsi.deration of present prqleI'ty ownership or the present status of 

design an1 pennit awraval on a particular site. Envircnnental issues, pennit
tability, an1 cost were ocnsidered. 

Project delays were oot ocnsidered a basis for rejectin:.J Ircrlstone or Bryant 
COllege in favor of SheDaan Farm R:leId. However, this is one of many factors 
that sInIld be ocnsidered in cxmparin:j sites. NEPi\. provides for an evaluation 
of ecx:n:IIIi.cs, as wall as iJIpad:s on the natural an1 luDan envircnaent, in 
cxmparisons of alternatives. It is awrqriate to incllde the ecxu:mdc iDpacts 
of delay in the SUIIIIIiU.Y discussion of the advantages an1 disadvant:.ages of the 
three final sites. 

OOP's desire to use prqleI'ty CMIIld by one of its JIIeIli)er partners, an1 its 
efforts wviertaken in parallel to the EIS process to d:Jtain pennits an1 ap
provals for develqDl!l1t of that prqleI'ty, also deserve mention in an EIS on 
OOP's prq;lOSCll. section 5.1.2 has been revised for the FEIS to inooJ:porate 
newly-received data an1 to IIDre clearly specify those ocnsideratiCl'lS that were 
relevant to the si� evaluation process. 

FM-29 amnent ooted; analysis of the envircnnental effects associated with 
alternative sites has been expanded an1 newly-received data have been 

inooJ:porated in the revised sectiCl'lS 2.1.4.5, 2 . 1.6, 5.1.2. 

FM-30 Please see the response to oc:mnent �-10. '1he � R:leId site was 
evaluated an1 determined to have no identifiable advantages ewer the 

Ironstone site. since Ironstone was superior to � R:leId an1 was itself 
ClCI1plred to Sherman Farm R:leId, there is no awarent advantage in cxmparin:j 
� R:leId to Sherman Farm R:leId. Also note that the � R:leId site is 
adjacent to the Ironsta1e site. 
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We would be pleased to d i scuss these comments w i th you at your 
conve nience . Please feel free to cal l me at FTS 8 3 5-3 4 1 4  ( comme r c i al 
6 1 7/56 5-34 1 4 ) .  

S i ncerel y ,  £��� 
Ass i stant Director for Envi ronmental Rev i ew 
Off ice of Gove rnment Rel a t iona and Env i ronmental Review 
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Kt". Lonni. Li.t.e-
Pe-oj.ct Kan.I.e- ,  EnYie-o�nt.l an.1T.i. Be-.neh 
Offie. of Pipel ine and Pt"Oducee- "Iul.tlon 
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825 .oe-th C.pitol St . ,  •• E .  
W • •  hinlton , D . C .  20426 

_ .. " .; Bran,..:,, · ':" �I:�t:on 

a..e- Kt". Li.t.e-: 

Thank TOU foe- .andin& tha Dr.ft EnYiron.ant.l t.p.et St.tament (OIlS) foe
"Oe.an st.t. Po_e- Proj.ct . "  Wa .A A.pondin& on behalf of tha U . S .  
PubUe H •• lth S • .."ic.. Wa hay. Ayi_d tha doc.-nt and have no 
coaa.nt. to off.e- ,t thi. tt.. . 

Thank Tou foe- .andin& thh doe.-nt foe- oue- Avl_. Pl •••• inauA th.t 
- .A ine lud.d on Toue- uU in& Uat foe- fue-thae- doc_nta lIbieh .A 
d.Y.loped und.e- tha •• tion.l Enyiron.ant.l PolieT Act (�A) . 

Sine.A1T Tourw , 

��.�:7;, ClH 
EnYie-o�nt.l H •• lth Sei.ntiat 
Sp.ei.l Prole-... Ge-oup 
C.nt.e- foe- Enyie-onaent.l H •• lth 

and Injut"1 Conte-ol 
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In the Matter of Tennessee 
Gas Pipe l i ne Company 

F�RC Doc�ets CPS7-! 3 1:.0&1 , 
!�v3 �PR £VP-.V��OOI 

(Ocean St�te Pov@r Project) \..I :.j I . ... ;: 

COMMENTS OF THE MASSACHUSETTS S ITING COUNCI L  
O N  D RAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Massachusetts S i t ing Counc i l  requests the fol lowing 
c la r i f ication with reqard to the Dr�ft Envi ronmental Impact Statement 
( "DE I S " )  prepared bV FERC in the above capt ioned proceeding : 

In i t s  ·CoMments of the Mass4chusetta S i t i nq Cou nc i l  on 
Prel iminary Draft Envi ronmen tal Impact Statement" in the above 
capt ioned proceed i ng ,  the Massachusetts S i t i ng Counc i l  
recommende� that the DEIS consi�er the ex i s t ing Algonqu i n  Gas 
Transmiss ion Co�any r ig h t-of-way through Uxbridge, 
Massachusett. a s  an a l ternat ive to the proposed oil pipe l i ne 
route. The Massachusetts S i ting Counc i l ,  which made th i s  
recommendat ion o n  the basis of route length alone, h a s  done no 
i nvestig�t ion of the envi ronmental impacts of rou t i ng the o i l  
pipeline a long t h e  ex i s t i ng  A lgonqu in Ga. Trans.is. ion Company 
r ight-of-way. The refore, the Ma •• achusett. S i ting Counc i l  does 
not endorse this alternat ive route. 

Accord ingly, the Ma.sachusett. S i t i ng  Council requests 
that the f i rst sentence of the t h i rd paragraph i n  .ection 

2 . 1 . 6 . 3  on page 2-1 2 2  of the DEIS be a.ended by s t r i � i ng the 
word � 8uqgested # �  and inse r t ing in i t s  place the word � r. i sed , "  
such that the .entence read s :  

Ap r i l S .  1 1 9 a  

A third alternat ive (OP- 3 ) , raised bV the 
Massachus.tts Energy Fac i l i tie. S i t i ng Counc i l  
s ta f f .  would be to tap i n to the Mob i l  O i l  
pipeline a t  i t s  intersection with A lgonqu i n ' s  
pipeline. about 0 . 6  m i les northwest of I ronstone . 
Massachusetts. 

Respec tfully submitted. 

MASSACHUSETTS ENERGY FACI L I T I :S 
S I T I NG COUNC I L  

By gJVg � '1UQ.&!. " 

SA1 

SAl-I o:mnent acoepted; please see the revised Secticn 2. 1 . 4 . 5. 



:E W 
01 

• 
S. RUSSELL SYLVA 

CommIssioner 

!?lk � o/� 
� tJlftc. �� � 

� _..t '" G-,-..o .. ". .. t.( � &., .... -� 
� ",.Jl/i., � &..t-;I 
� 11" .... � B6o.tI- 01106 

SA2 

April 22, 1!188 � t����t: :\!ED B'" 
s.::retary 
Fscieral Dwzgy RIgulatory ",-i_ian 
825 Nc:Irth capitol 5trMt M.E. 
WaahirJ)tal, D.C. 20426 

Gsntl_: 

APR 2 '/ 19S8 
RIa: Dcc:kIIt No. Cn'l" "" , . , .c. ' I�c.., ... "a ..... atlon 

CF87-132-OO1 Branch 

'Jbt Divisian of Air OIality 0XJtr0l of the � 
� of Dlvmx-ttal I)ality D1gilwsrirq ia Nllittin) the 
fol1awin:J � an the [kaft Dwmx-ttal IIII*=t � for 
the pIE'CIpCISSd 00eIIn state IQMr Project to be loc:atad in 
Im'rlllvills, Jbcda Ialard. � are two _ of the mUDOiii*l 
project that .. viah to � an. 

Firat, the project will Mw ..at.antial tIlx __ ions. Inr.:nIIss 
in tIlx __ ions are of CXI'ICel1I to the � � t:m. 
:nesans: 

o tIlx is a (:JI:WO.Ir'8Or to the f� of ozena. � is 
not attaininJ the Natiallll Allbia1t Air OIality studard for ozone. 
Massacb.J&etta (an::l Jbcda Ialand) ia cur:tW1tly �ting 
aautiallll .trat.gi_ to c:a. into CXIIpUan:. with the Stan:Sard. 
In �, thiJI incllDla, not cnly 1a1tifyin:) additiallll 
volatile organic CXIIp:IUI1d ncb::tian �, bit al.8o analyzin:) 
the rol., it artf, nf tIlx ocntrola in our ozena ocntrol �, 

especially in the CXII'IteXt of tIlx:1MX otio. an::l projected c:tlar1ges 
9iwn projected lWJicrwide an::l in-state ua liS. in tIlx 
.u-ians. 

o tIlx is a precunor: to acid <iBpoIIitian. Massac:b.etts is 
undertakin:) an analysia of tIlx __ ian tzwds to detenine it 
there is a rwa:l far a tIlx ncb::tian �, CXIIplr1!Ible an::l 
CXIIpI...tary to the S02 ncb::tian � cur:tW1tly wdar 
develc:pDl!l1t in IICCOJ:'danca with the .tate-tlllndatad acid rain 
ocntrol law. 
o 'ftIe Depiu1:Ialt hils a one hcur tIlx �delirm that allows tor a 
CX1I'lClent.ratian ot 320 I.q per aj)ic Eter. '1hs J:lIIpIIrtlIIII � 
r-.. large sources ot tIlx to OCIIply with thiJI �ine. 

SA2-1 a:moent noted; the issue of IW:T is currently urder revi_ by the state 

of HlCde Islanl. 
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'!he � is of the qliniat that t:Jw tI:lJc __ iat limita 
propcM«l do net rtIpI'8e1t Best Available <D1trol Technoloqy, am 
that a aora .t.r1rgent 1-.1 IIhculd be c::hcIIaI. 

Secxn:!, the facility is .a clc:ee to the .tate line that ita noise 
.u-icra will bpct: � rMident:s. 'lbI pt:'CpOIIed 
facility is net llUbject to the DII!IpIIrt:mant'a noi8e �atiat. 
1boIvYer, a1fficient WOl'IIIIltiat IIhculd be prt:IVided to IIhcw hew 
noi8e -.iuions frau the facility CXIIpre with the CJU.idelines the 
Department .-- for enforci.ng the �atiat. We found the 
diJroIssiat of the not. hpcta to be vague am llisleadirq. 

For bacIcgrourd no_ l-a, �tiat IIhculd be UMd that 
can c:IetAtrmine LlO, UiO, 190, am I.eq val� far acb halr. 'Dley 
IIhculd � an � that can t-s � �, not 
just down to 43 to 44 elM. A CXll'Y of thIt �'a noi8e 
�atiat am the �ine UMd far .r\fCll"Cinq t:Jw regulatiat are 
att.adled. BII8ed at the lilliteCI intonatiat lMlilable in the lEIS, 
it IIR*'rB thIt project -.y Mw a ai9llificant iJtpact at rMidants 
rwar the facility. 

Al.a, the lEIS Ny& the r.ar.t nsidlrJta are 1200 to 3000 feet I frail the project property line. It ia pcBIIihle that IBI 
residenses will be built nearer the project tlJring BIDe point in 
Ocean state Fewer' a effective life. 

If yo.! hIIIIe any c:pstions c:aD!rtling U- cxiaaatta, pl_ 
contact _ at (617) 292 5630. 

Very truly A�O'� 1(. Maillet ():i;:iat of Air ' VV'� OBlity Olntrol 

0::: Ianie Lister 
Project Manager 
e-rvi..rcna1t:al Analysia BnInctI 
Office of Pipeline am ProIlJcer AIIgulatiat 
Ib:D 7312 
825 North capitol str.t H.E. Washi.n3tat, D.C. 20426 

D:Juglas �ay 
R. I .  Ilapart:IEnt of e-rvi.rcnDental ManIIgI!IIalt 
75 Davia S'.lnet 
Providence, RI 02908 

SA2 (conl'd) 
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SA2-2 

SA2-3 

Please see the response to ocmnent FM-19 an:! the revised SectiC61 
4 . 1.4.2.  

staff notes this ocmnent. 
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DO ella: DUARTMEIIT or lIIVIIIOIiMENTAL QUALITY EIIGIII££IIII1G 

DErUflTlDIII: CllnU_ 

12/31/83 

• cwUlkAta 01 .. joCIIaa. 2L CAN IU!!FACE C9A!1lIa - 1M _II1I4I 01 """ .. lilt .. .ii1 _. 
£tAL COip.ACE rt� - 1M -II1II 01 .Y n.t .taI 

.. I _ .. .... IlETALJI"lliYl �.� - 1M -II1II oI ... y .tal 
peru ...w. woad. WIne. pIoetl •• 
.. ..... peru .. ... . � ...... 

III�� � _ ,.. ..au. �. 7.. , � . caIbin .. . 
...... __ • 1'DIDCIIIIn • •• ); ..u �; --w ...:bin.ry c""'-"" .... .........., ....... t. CfpeWrt ...... .......... . ftIICI"'v -aw-. __ I; faIIrtoalad _tal producU c...w ...... rr-. •  u: . ) ;  
uti MY 0IMr MtaI perU .. ....... _ whIdI ... _c.d ....... th. 
Ituderd ..... ua1U CIIIeIftcII .. Code 01 *. Qroup" 33. 34. :D. lI. 
11. _. ud .. TIlle dtanI .. ... IIOt IIIcIuda .,,�iIee and IIQht 
ellaty trucb; .taI _: llat .taI .... te ....s eIrIp" '" !lie fano of 
roUe .. .... ; M9JIIIl win ... _ .. eIeca1cioI MCiIiMry; ... 1 lur· 
IIIt11r1: ...... applllllcle ; __ 01 .."......; .u�1Io rUInIlhinV; 
.... .-.... "'" -II1II 01 _� ud _ .... If ....... _ II .... 
IIIIft :D wIIIcIaa pili' ..,; .... __ 01 -- --. 
!!III _ .Y liquid ..... ...... by 1M ....... 01 ... por 
irliY die ......... 01 .... . � _ .., .......... t .. .acIIU\ICIII dmca prapelled 

_ by ..... odW thU\ .aICIIIu' .... t ..... "'" 
_ .... ,...., .... .... can. :J:":.rac.d by th. 
.,._ � II InIIIy _ .. WKIIIIII 1rUIIoy. .. dmcaI tIIICI 
... .... ae .....,..... 
UTIOIIAL D!lSSIOIi ST� �HAZAaoous AlII POUUTAIIT5 
(1t5HXP!i) _ UiiIiiI I lid bY IIii O.!i. tiiYU"OllftllJl .. 1 
PnltacUaa Allen., _ _  ....... '" die Coda 01 Federal IIOV .... - .  
Tl tIa  411. Part 11 .  _ llllllaquent revIIlonI .. IpIICIfIacI III th l  lIov"· 
Ia_. Ally ...... -daV .. be -soanocI with IIUHAPS .... t 
be -.t1lCted '" ac-unce with appllcabl. procod..... II apaclfiod III Mid Code 01 Federal 1189 .... -. TltII 411. Part 61. or _n_n .. 
tbareto. or by -mar .thad wbIcIl bel been �trac.d ID !lie lllIIfacUoa 01 the �t .. beInQ ..... v ..... t. 

IIEW SOURCE PtRFOltNAllCE STAIIDARDS (liSPS) ...... Standardl Ol PiI'i__ tar iIiW SiiiiOiiii'\i !iOiii'CiIa ..... c.d by tho u.s. £no 
vIroftMntal ProtactIaft All...., and Cllntalnad III tha Code of Fod .... 1 
IIavuJallalll . TltII 411. PIrt 10. uti IlUbMquant � .. . ptCitlod III the RavuJa-. ,.., _ .... -""V to be .-paracI with liSPS 
_t be canducc.d Ia 1CCDI'IIanc:. WIth .ppllclbl. procodur.. .. apICI
/lod III Mid Code a/ Fodarol IIOV .... _. TltII 411. Pvt 10. or _d
_ .. tMrelD. or by _or .thad which hu betn _tratad to 
tha MtIIIacUaII of !lie �t .. bemQ _v.llnt . 

!!Q!!§ ...... .......d 01 • ..uicltnt "'tan.lly andlor duration .. to 
...... or cantrlbuta 10 a candltllln of air pollution. 

1I0N·ATTAIIlNEIIT AlitA _" any orll dO .. Mlllnod by thl Adminis
trator .. Oft. 1ft .hiCh the a.bi.rll air conc.ntnuon of • crU.n_ 
poUutant OX.aldl a lIatlGnal AIobiont Air Quality Standard . 

ODOR _ani that property 01 QlleouS . liquId . or solid II\Itor .. 11 tha, • Gclls • phYllOlOQlc re.pon .. by the human I.n •• of IIMU. 
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310 0111: D£PAIITMEIIT OF £IIVIIIONNtNTAL QUALITY £IIGIIlEERIIiG 

7.01: conunuod 

with ewen" or MOr. dw.lllnO unit.. ItWl CIV.I . .ufler. _'Sow. or 
,. ... , emil,ion. thlr.from .'nch cau .. or contribute to • condll.tan of 
air pollutIOn. Saad po..- oMli noli/y tho Dopor_nt '" wnUnV 
tw.n" dlya prior ... tho InItiation of Mid con.uuction or ........ Ition 
_rltion. Th. cw.nty dly odvanca notlcs penod will be waivod in th. 
avont 01 -rvonCf �tIon Me......, 10 pravant • public ..... tII or 
.... " ........ 

(3) . 110 ....- ... pan.ibla t.. AD '"' ....... con.tructIan or ..... 
ItIcIoI hII .. tOft p .... II1II1 ....... Iullor. ....... .. ponait pullculaco 
___ thartl.- lit ...... or contnbuta lit a cancl1t1on of air pot • lutlclol by failure 10 ...... P"". covor. wet. or otharwilt trllt lIid 
_ to .,....,...t ....-... ___ 01 parUcuIa .. .. uar. 
(4) 110 ....- lhall ....... INflor. II ...... ..  ptnllt the handl"'v • trMIpartltIIIn . or .-.v. 01 any .... naI in . ....... r that ruul .. or 
.y ... lIIt III ........... thanf.- _ ...... or contribute to • 
CDftcllta. 01 air poIIutilln. 

(5) No po"- ... ponaiblo t .. •  ny _1U'UCtion or d�ition a/ • 
ItructUro that Cllntalnl frlabla libel... .ttrial IhaU tlil ... CGDPly 
with 310 CMR 7.01(2) and 310 OIR 7.OZ. (111_1 EmiI.ion standlrdl 
f .. HUardou PoII .. tan .. ) 
(I) 110 ....- ..... , ....... lull.r. II ...... or par'Illt tha oporation 01 
........lud .trnt _plnv eqlll_nt tllet II _ equipped with a 
lullAblo dut coIlac_ or dUlt .upp .... "'" :r- which II .. in .. lnod 
'" .... ....II1I4I CDftclltion and II .... t ..... unllO ... ly whill tho 
IItnOt _plftQ aquI ...... t II In .... 10 ...... nt CDftcIItto.\I of IIr pot. 
luta.. (7) 310 0IIt 7.01(1) ,=7.01(4) uti 7.01(6) ... wbjoct ... tha 
�t provIaloIII I '" 310 CMR 7.U • 7.10: U 11_ 

JI ll.  85 

(l) 110 p""-' owninV. ""lnV. or contrDlllnv a lOurc. 01 sound IhAIi 
willfully . navllV.ntly. or throuVh lailure lit proVide n ...... ry eqUIp· 

::;;� .":,' : �u;w',,:: .. �k:.':=r..:!ec::.'t!'o:a::'!' 
� that .. y ...... _ •. 

(Z)  310 01 11  7.10(1)  lhall portain to. but ahall no l  b o  Ii."tod to ,  
p ......... V od  ..... n.ndod soundinv 01 burv...... ...,.. . canlU'UCtlOft and 
d_ltIon equi_nc which .hanctariatlcally llllit sound but which MY 
be ntt" and �ted with eq"'s-ent .uch .. .ndoaur.. to 
IUPP'-- IOUnd or .. y be oper.,1d :,. I .. ""ar .0 u to .uppress 
� . ... ppr .... bl. and prev.ntabl • •  n�Ult:nA1 and ...... retal lOurC" 
ol �. uti oth.r _._. soundl that .. u .. noiM . 
(3) 310 0111 7 . 10( \) .hall not apply CD .. unda tIIliltod durinv and 
_tid WIth: CI) pond .. . public vathlrtnV' , or "",rtlnv o ... nts. Inr whIch 

panIli" hay. bean iUutd proVIded that Mid porod .. . public ga,h-
.rino. , or .porUnO ...,eng an on. acy or tDWn do DOt cau.u nOlle 
'" anolher til\' or town ;  
(b )  _rvoney police. fire. .nd _bullnc. vohicl.,; 
(c) potiCf! . fire. Ind CIVIl Ind nluonll def.nse ACUvIUe. ; 
(d) dOlM.tic equipment Iuch .. lIwn lDOWen and power SlWS 
betwoon thl hOUri 01 7 A. II. .nd 9 P. II. 

( 4 )  310 CAR 7 . 10( 1 )  II <ublect 10 the .nlorc ..... nt provllionl ,pecified 
In liD CMR 7 . 52 . 
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COMMONWEALTH Of �SSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVI RONMENTAL QUAL I TY ENG I NEERING 

D I V I S I ON OF AIR QUAL I T Y  CONTROL 

I A I PUliS APPLlCATlOII REClJIREMENTS I 

SA2 (cont'd) 

This Des i gn Data Sheet Is to be su�ltted toget her with for. OOS-3. DesI gn  
IIIta ShHt for Industrtll and C_rclll Flcl l lttes . pr ior to the .00 l f l cat lon 
or the I n sta l l at i on of equipment (such as diesel engi nes . elect r i c  generators , or 
turbines ) whi ch has the potent i a l  to cause a noi se nui sance cond i t i on .  or a sub
. I ttal In response to a Department Iotlce of Ylolltlon ci t ing a noi se nui sance 
cond i t i on .  See for. ooS-3 for further gui dance. 

8 I PROJECT LOCATlOII 

I. Nallle of fac i l i t y :  _______________________ _ 

Z. locat i on of Project S i te : 

C I lin S[ SOURCE 

I. Descri pt i on :  ___________________ ______ _ 

Z. Indi cate operat i ng sched u l e :  

I .  hours/day ; b. days/week ; c. weeks/year. 

3. C�ent s : ____________________________ _ 

D I 110 IS[ "" TEMEIff EQU I Miff 

1. Manufacturer: ; Model No. : _________ _ 

Z. Descri be type . l ocat i on .  perforlllnce character i s t i c s :  
__________ _ 

I E I fUll OCT I VE BAllO MAUSIS I 
THE fOlLOWING COMMUII ITT IIO I SE PROf IlES IIIlL REQUIRE THE USE OF SOUND PRESSURE 
LE VEL MEASUR I NG  EQUIPMENT IN THE NE IGHBORHOOD OF THE INSTALLATION. 

1. Lowest AHA lENT Sound Pressure Leve l s  Ou r l ng Q2erat l ng Hou rs of Noise SOurce. 

a. At property l i ne : 

"r." We i ghted 

--
--
--
--

3 1 . 5  !hQ .ill... 250 � ..l!.. � � � � 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

b. _t nearest Inhabi ted bui l d i n g :  

"A"  Wei ghted l!..:1 ru 125 � � ..l!.. � � � � 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
--

- - - - - - - - - -J 
THE FOllOlIlNG 1I01s[ PROF I LES ME REQUIRED GIllY FOR " SlJlIMlTTAl IN RESPOIISE 10 "  I 
DEPARTMENT IIlTlCE OF Y1OlATlOII cmllO A IIUSE IllISAIICE mIllITlON. APPLICATlOIIS I 
FOR 10 EQUIIlIrIlT me gill 'IRIs SECTlOII MO &0 III£AII 10 SECTION F. 

Z. Ne i ghborhood Sound PreSSure Level s wi th Source Operat i ng wi thout Ablte.nt 
!9u�pment. 

I .  At property l i ne : 

"A" We l ghhd 

--
--
--
--

DDS-8 10126/P4 

31 . 5  .ll:! .!l.L 250 lQ!L ..l!.. � � � � 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
SECTlOII E I S  mlffllllED 011 I(XT PAGE 

PAGE 2 OF 4 

I 
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( Sect ion E cont inued) 

2. b. At nearest inhabited bui l di n g :  
SA 2  (cont'd) 

°A" Wei ghted ill ill .ill.... .ill.. !!!Q.... ...!!.... ..1!... � .J!.... ll!... 

3. EXPECTED Neighborhood Sound Pressure Levels after Instll l ition of Noise 
Abatement Equip!!nt. 

I. At property 1 1  ne : 

"A" Wei ghted ill � 125 .ill.... !!!2... ...!!.... ..1L � ...!L � 

b. At nearest inhibited bui l ding :  

"10°  � i ghted ill ill .ill.... � .!QQ.. ...!!.... ..1L � ..!L .llL 

The Department .ay request thlt ectual -.asu re-.nt s be tlken Ifter the instal l .  
It ion of t he  noise Ibltement equi p-.nt to veri fy coapli lnce . 

I F I JWlIFACTURU ' S  IIOI�E
_ 

NOmE Ole IEIi E�IPlOT ul 
THE APPL ICANT MUST ATTACH THE �NUFACTURER' S NOISE GENERAT ION DATA FOR THE EQUIP. 
MENT B£ I NG PROPOSED FOR INSTALLATION. THI S  DATA MUST SPECIFY THE SOUND PRESSURE 
LEVEL S FOR A COMPLETE 360· TURN AROUNO THE EQUIPMENT , AND AT VARIOUS DISTANCE S 
FROM THE EQU IPMENT. 

. 

1 G I PLOT PlAN I 
T�E PLOT PLAN REOUIREO IN FORM DDS·3 MUST INCLUDE LOCAT I ON Of THE NOISE SIlURCE ( S )  
AND T�E DI STANCES FROM THE SOURCE ( S )  TO THE PROPERTY L INE S AND THE NE ARE ST INHAB
ITEO RESIDENCE S ,  AS WELL AS I ND I CAT IONS Of POSSIBLE FUTURE CONSTRUCT ION AREAS. 

DDS·R 10/26/B4 PAGE 3 OF .. 

( Sect ion E continued) 

2. b. At nearest inhabi ted bui l ding :  

" A "  Wei ghted ill ill .ill.... .ill.. !!!Q.... ...!!.... ..1L" � .J!... ll!... 

3. EXPECTED Neighborhood Sound Pressure Levels Ifter Instil lation of Noi se 
Abatement Equipment. 

I. At property l i ne : 

"A" Wei ghted 31 . 5 !!& .ill.... .ill.... !QQ.. ...!!.... ..1L ." ...!L � 

b. At nearest inhabi ted bui l di n g :  

" A O  Weighted ill ill ill.. � .!QQ.. ...!!.... ..1L � ..!L ll!.. 

The Department may request that actual -.asu rement s be taken after the install.  
at i on of the noise abatement equi pment to  veri fy coap l i ance . 

� JWlIFACTURER ' S IIOISE PIOF ILE Ole IEIi E�IPII:II"--I 
THE APPL ICANT MUST ATTAC� THE �NUFACTURER ' S  NOISE GENERATION DATA FOR THE EQUIP. 
MENT BE I NG PROPOSED FOR INSTALLAT I ON.  THI S  DATA MUST SPEC IFY  THE SOUND PRESSURE 
LEVELS FOR A COMPLETE 360· TURN AROUNO THE EQUIPMENT , AND AT VARIOUS DISTANCE S 
FROM THE EQUI PMENT. 

. 

I G I PLO� �� 
T�E PLOT PLAN REOUIREIl IN FORM DDS· 3 MUST INCLUDE LOCAT I ON Of THE NOISE SIlURCE ( S )  
AND T�E DISTANCES FROM T�E SOURCE ( S )  TO THE PROPERTY L INE S AND THE NE AREST INHAB. 
ITEO RE SIDENCE S ,  AS WELL  AS I ND I CAT I ONS Of POSSI BLE FUTURE CONSTRUCT ION AREAS. 

DDS·R 10/26/B4 PAGE 3 or • 
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MAY 0 9 1�ea 
Aldl 25, 1988 

� P. P1mb, SIIc:retary 
,...&1 DIHgy �tory o:-1 .. ioo 
825 abrth Capitol StzHt, B.Z. 
WUbington, DC � 
REI 0cMn State I'OMar Project, IEIJt 

DMZ' SIIc:retary P1mbl 

My ftaff baa nvi-...d the DE'aft Dl� IIpct aaport IIIDIitt:a15 
dMc:ribing the pEqIOIMId poject referenced .mv.. RIIvi .. of thie IEIJt 
indicat:ae that. ther. ie not eufficimt infomatioo to nvi_ poject 
illpacte to ar�iaal Ol" hietOl"ic eit:ae in the vicinity of the -lII1oI5e 
Jelanl! ZXt:8wian-, lil:)xceetar County, "'acn..tte. 
W. wdaretenil that M ardIMologiaal 8UL"WI)' ie un5eJ:way an thi. p:lrtian of 
the poject lID! look � to -in; the I'UUlte of thi. eurwy incllded 
in the FEIR. '1bue � are � in cupllance with Seet.ian 106 
of the Natioral BietOl"ic Pruarvatioo Act of 1966 (36 Q'R BOO) ,  M.G.L. 01. 
9, e. 26-27C, .. -me! by a.pter 152 of the JIctII of 1982 (950 a. 71) 
lID! )EPA. -

If )'CU bew III1Y �icne, plMM &el free to ccntIIC:t. htar Mille of -.y 
etaff. 

SincEe1y, . 

(jJ,t, IJ. �.Jfl? p,. Bnlne st.ln 
. State Arctaeologiet 

DiACtlx, Tedniaal 8u'vice Divieian 
..... dlUMtta BietOl"ica1 a..i .. ioo 

ECI Bill aa-on., Tenneco a.. '1'I:1uuIport:atian 
Secretary HcIyte, tEPA OUt, IXEA 
DItlxmIh vrabel, Im:, CIIt Office 
� F. SIIrdarIIan, Il.J. B.P.C. 

BS/PHIdl 

MusachUlelU Hiltorical Commiuion. Valnie A. laImage. �iw Di'«1Dr; S_ Nu",", Pranwtitm Offiur 
80 Boyllton Strftl, BOlton. MUAChulelU 02116 (617) 727.8470 

Office ohhe Secretary or State. Michael J. Connolly. S«uIary 

SA3 

SAl-1 staff :recxlllue .. :ls that nJlC ocn:titicn Ter11Essee's certificate to :require 
<XIIp1eticn of necessary cultw:al resooroes su:rvey work. AR>rq>riate 

CCI1SUl.taticn will be carried out as :required under Secticn 106 procedures. 



:E .i>. 

- ,, - _  .... , .8 011-_ 

a- -� 

\0- _ \, 
STATl Ilf _ _  DUUTllEIT Of MllCUl� AU IIWITS 

, _IS CIRClE - tAl'lTAl I'lAZA 
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April 22 , 1988 

AECEIVED BY 
APR 2 5 1988 

EnVII"' . .. . ..... . . ..... o- II  ....... .J.lIun 
Branch 

SA4 

RE: FERC Docket No . CP87-1 3 2 -
0 0 1  Ocean State Power 
Proj ect DEIS 

Secretary , 
Federal Energy Regulatory Coaaission , 
825 North Capitol st . ,  N . E .  
Washington, D.C.  20426 

Honorable Secretary :  

This correspondence , with attachment , i s  submitted i n  
response to the Co.-ission ' s  (FERC ' s )  invitation tor comments on 
specific environmental issues relative to the Ocean State Power 
project pratt Enyironmental Impact Statement distributed by FERC 
subsequent to Tennessee Gas pipeline Company ' s  appl ication . 

This Department ' s  comments apply to two issues ot concern : 
1 )  the absence ot gas pipel ine routing alternat ives 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 Dra ft EIS are provided in the attachment . 

This Department hopes that the Commission in its review of 
praft EIS concerns will give serious consideration to the 
comments and recommendat ions we are prov iding . We wish to 
emphas ize that our comments are guided by less than satis factory 
routing ,  construction, and rehabil itation experiences in recent 
as well as ea rl ier years . 

F i rs t ,  w i th rega rds to construction and restorat l on 
practices tor agricultural lands af fected by a transm iss ior. 
pipe l i ne route , Tennessee Gas Pipel ine company (Tennessee ) .  the 
same company subm i t t i ng the Ocean State Power Proj e c t  
appl ication , engaged in a FERC approved gas transmission loop i ng 
project (on an east-west axis)  through portions ot central Ne -. 
York State . It was concluded in the mid 1980 ' s .  The pract ices  
applied by FERC and "accepted" by Tennessee i n  that recent case 
are about the same as the ones contained in the praft EIS , Docket 

(continued) 

No . CP8 7-132-00 1 .  One ot the most basic principles of 
agricultural mit igation, the separat ion ot soil layers and 
substratum tol lowed with the reconstruction ot original soil 
protile (during backtill ing) to help assure a rehabi l itated 
vegetative root zone ( and tillage freedom trom the heavy 
substratum clays and waste rock) , was tully ignored on looping in 
Madison county. The pollution ot our glacial till crop soi ls 
with substratum clays and waste rock is vividly evident on that 
project ' s  port ion in Madison County, New York . Not only has the 
disregard tor those bas ic standards rendered adverse impacts to 
the croplands and other fields ot individual dairy farming 
operations but , as a result ot the lack ot mitigative de tlection 
routing tor such suscept ible agricultural lands , the same 
project ' s  disregard tor the reconstruction ot soil profile was 
rendered through the agricultural lands ot the state University 
ot New York Agricultural and Technical College at Morrisvi l l e .  
The minimum standards were not implemented . 

Second , Niagara County (which contai ns the location of 
proposed Loop No . 1 tor the Oce.n State Power Proj ect ) is 
characterized by relatively flat terra in.  Signi t icant portions 
ot the county ' s  agricultural lands are comprised ot naturally 
slow dra ining soils which are relatively shal low (30 to 36 
inches) in depth over l imestone bedrock. An earl ier gas 
transmission pipel ine which was constructed through Niagara 
County , approximately two decades ago, preceded the occurrence of 
mit igative routing deflections and construction/restoration 
practices as we know them today. That pipel ine project , due to 
its long term adverse impacts on agriculture has been and 
continues to serve as one ot the classic examples ot worst-case 
damages intl icted to the agricultural resource base and to the 
appl ication ot soi l  and water conservation systems for tarmland 
resource management . That pipel ine is operated by Tennessee ; 
and, that same pipel ine right-ot-way today is a signi f icant 
segment of Tennessee ' s  proposed Loop No . 1 .  

The design and installation o t  subsurface systems of dra i n  
l i nes as w e l l  a s  open out let ditches requ ires deta i l ed 
engineering and substant ial financial investment . Since the 
e f fectiveness ot drainage systems depends on the i r  depth and 
thei r  gradient tor gravity f low, Niagara ' s  inherent 1 imestone 
bedrock is a very d i f ficult and l imiting factor with which man
made drainages must cope . Both the location and the construct ion 
of  the earl ier pipel ine ( noted above ) have been clearly damag i ng 
to agriculture . The location was ill  conce ived because it fa i led 
to avoid or otherwise de flect from farm f ields with sign i f icant 
drainage systems . The construction was poor because it : 1 )  
destroyed the dra in l ines which were located across its path and 
2) the processes of so i l  and rock excavation ,  and back f i l l i ng 
left the a f fected farms with extensive stone pollution and 
useless, compacted substratum materials as the f ina l surface of 
the cropland .  Although the so il  resource destruction and waste-

( continued) 
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rock pollution was not recti fied , fal"lllers have since had the i r  
severed drainage l ine. re-engin.ered and reconstructed t o  cope 
not only with the inherent bedrock level , but with the diameter 
and depth of the existing gas transmission pipel ine as we ll . 

In citing these above cases it is not this Department ' s  
intent to put a negative image on the subject project proposal o f  
the appl icant . The purpose i n  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 be ing 
submitted and why most serious consideration of the same is 
requested . 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer th ••• comments and 
recommendations . 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 

'\ , .� 1 -.J., l"l \ )lL.;.,,\ 
Kim Blot, Director 
D i v i s i o n  o f  Ag r i c u l t u r a l  
Support Services 

cc : Malcolm Bishop, NYS DPS , Albany 
Lonnie Lister, FERC proj ect manager 
Je f frey Dietz , NYS DEC Region 9 ,  Buf falo 
Jeffrey Gregg , NYS DEC, Albany 
John Lacey , NYS Agriculture ' Markets 
David Pendergast, NYS Soi l ' Water Conservation Committee , Albany 
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April 22, 1918 

nx: tlOC:IuIt No. d'l1-112-OO1 

o:-n state � Project 
cntt 1tN'� x.po:t Ste� 

_ of 

...., yert state � at AQrlcultl.>nl , MarMts 

SA. jCOl'lt'dl 

nw � of' the N"iS � of' .io.Jltur. , MarMts � liaited to t-...o 

a.- of' 00IICIU'n. 'It.y are: 
I) the IIbserw;la 0( 9U piptlilw routing al�tJ._ (or dlefllCtions) for 

lcq:.o atf'lCting ..oIpt1.bla acJrio.Jltural lam. in this state: an:! 

2) I;OnStruction ard N5t0n.tJ.on altio;JatJ.a'I pnoctia. relatiV<l to 

.qricw.tural t.am.. 

;.. 1. Altemr,ti .... or dttlllCt,iqw f'oC lQ(l!l af'Ctct,itp wrig.UbaAl rrP""""': W 
nw location of Loop No. 1. in Mla9an Oi:U'ItY, as Ulustnoted (Fi� 2.2-2) 

Md briafly descru.d in the pntt £IS .t\DJII iNuf'fic1ent attantia'l 9iven to 

hi$todc probl_ aMOCiated with r�t�t_y &IOC&Votion pnljlCtS in thot area. 

Aqricultunl dra� �: the 1rharent .mtra� !:>alc:w the oqricultun.l 

lard surf_; an:l. town dn� syst.eIIIi (uUtin; ard plarvtBCll are 1J...,ortant 
facto"' in lard an:! wat« � in Niaqan 0Mlty. Ralotive to lard and 

water � � a.- in Mla9an CXlunty. the ro.zt.e f'or portions of 

toop No. 1 is ineo:Iecflat.. in that the PfCJPCI!I8d pipaline. th.falgh such p:lrtions. 

�d exaoubote nther than ainiaize � inpIK:t.a. 

Clearly. the fact that .. rioj'lt of way for ." urliu pipali.ne pro)1!C':; 

Mexists" should not be geneno.lly vieo.ed as 0 "pI .... for the location of OI"CIthe� 
project, particw.llrly v..n the earlier pn:!j1Ct <t.Ie to its om enviI"Ql'W:entll! 
shoI"tCx::lnlislg .... �t..ly n::ut.ed. 'l"odoiIy'. _ironrental st&r'da.rds on:! 

practiCOllO wt'e iIOUqht, in part. <1Je to the environrentlll mistakes of earili" 

, 

s.\4-1 FD'I: Staf'f' belieYeG that _� iJIpK:ta can be ainiaiud by 
\luHz1ng the exis:t.1ng plpalilw rlcJ!t.-of_y f'or lcq:> a:nrtructicln. 

'IhiI � of qadrq � a new pipalina ClQ¥Ti.dI:r wtI.lld be Iil.bJtantWly greater 
than follc:wirq the existirq line. 

s.\4-2 'IhII oonstnrtiUl � 0Jtl1ned in the revised Sect..lcrII 2.2.1.2 
ard 5.2.3 (Plamed ard AlicxJitDeided Mit.i9lltial Meo/I.slU'BB) �, in 

� �, � to be f'ollowud to prevent. the �_ lIBOOCiated with 
ctrahw}e and lCBB of' soil fertility. � detailll are 0CII'ltAined in Ten 's 
So/lI1iMntatial end Ero6iCl"l Qlntn)l PI.". 



" 
i: 

SA4 Ic:onl'd) 

proj-=t. loo;aUaw .vel pnoc:tl.-. the rn.n !:IS aIQIld be rwi.m to �tlct 

thb. It .road daawtnte � partlCIfW of pn tid..rtirq ri<l1t..:.f_y have 

no::ter.d .ud'I tn:IM;l.nble � to the � base and to Il1&0'. � 
and operation ot that r'MO.ln;le base that the � � and iJrpacta ot such 

parti<ns .road be .voided; I'IIX npeate;l ard IIIJltipli.t. 

1hia DIIpolr'a-'It ,....-eels that w. to the cton:rUc: pI:1:Ibl_ ard .i.rhuwIt 
CXJnditi<ns in portiaw of lalp No. 1 the !:ntt £IS be � by ircl\diTq and 
finally _l-=t.irq t� two ad:iIocI q.t.iaw. 

'JbIoy an: 
1) � altamati ... 10Cllticns fer den-=t.irq � of lalp No. 1 

ott of the �ive aqric:ultw"tll cpantiora, by WDrtinq in c:lose 

o::ftjun:tion vith the Niagan CbJnty SOil • Watu o:n..tvation Ot.tric:t., 

the NYS DIpt. of P.lblic: SUVi<» ard othan; and ot:hu'a 

2) AuiqnJ.n; . l� size ot pipe.lu., ....... te to hard.le '1'&, ,_'a 
PtOj-=t. r-a an:! � of othen: beirq IIAlli.t to'[' (utU1&irog the _ 
qu ...uOI) and � • ro.Jte WUcl'l can � with adl • curbined 

appl1c:ant tac:Uity. !I\IOidirq �it1av.l pipelu.. thrcur;tI that reqion. 

RetlUTirq to Dnrt tlS d.Lic:usaion and llluatntion of lDop � (Madison 

Crunty) on W 2-138. 2-162, and 2-16) the original. ard altamative routes 

identity warrMte:I � tor the ...tlan:! �. 'lbII lDop � ,uten\llte, 

hcwever, t.U. Itoort ot the tulle enY�1 C}IOOd that it <Xl.lld 8CXXlr<Jllilih 

.. hen its c:anter11118 tor the NE-SW lUlU ia 10Cllted. approxil'Notaly 500 feat. eut o! 

the roacMIy. thrcur;tI the �r p:!rticns of �i ... aqric:ultural tie Ids. 

COn:sidention should be given to • II'CI", eastun .hift ot that 1119, dcM1hill to 

the ed;Je ot woodi to avoid pipe tren::hin:] tl\nJ.l<I1 the tields. 

2 .  C\::n5truc;1;iqJ ArC! IIljtiqation Practi9l!S [fluty. to lCU"iculturj:ll lon:\s. 

'Ihe Dnn !:IS d1ac.saion on wDnlinaqI 1'11." (4.2.1.4.1) 15 • 91!118n1Il} 

�t.e .-.c:riptiQfl of potenti.l rel.ti ... 1:topiIcta and • boosic: title �lT 
tec:hnique. One signiticant point ...,.,icl'l this Ilepart:ment struses l'>c:Iwever. is t.".<'It 

, 

, 

«>II,'d 

" 
, . 

, 

I ' 

SM-J staff (D'I$idend alt.emati_, rut � that; tollOolin;! the 
ex.istirq line IoU..Ild c::&$!I the IMSt �. ,utenv.ttive raJtAoB IoU..Ild 

be dgniticanUy lcn:l8l'. 

SM-4 Please see the n!IIIprIIII! to o:.aatt SAS-l. 

50\4-5 F\:It' MI/'en.l reascns identitial in Sec:tion 2.2.5.1, ArC! lIS stated a'I 
PI'98 2-177 of the lEIS, statt � I'I:It believe that the altarnlltiw to 

lDop � is s�t1cant.ly �ier to u. p:"OpC88d rrut.e. 

50\4-6 staft has arside!t'.t alblrnllti_ to the prr:p:-s rrut.e ot I..oqI 1 ard 
detara1ned that parulelirog the � pipeline, lIS �, to.ll.d 

ereat. the least erIIo'� �. .... nct.ed in Tal 'S erc.lon cxntrol 
pi.... dnill tiles afrected by p1pelu. ocrwtruc:t1on IoU..Ild be inspected ArC! 
repIIired. prior to t8c:ktillirq the plpelu. tren::t.. 
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in ..x:h � as partiarw of � IDcp 1, w.r. drainage 111 intensive, 

ext:raordinIIrY oarw1dera1:i.oo .t.cuJ.d be 9i..,., to the I:'CIUt.ilq avoidanoe or 

ct.nec:tion � nat.s .arlierl rather than "blankllt �.. of routi.ng 

throI.JIil any � of drain lu- with the inaccurate .... ien that they an:! the 

c:list:u.1:t.1 lands can aiJlply be npai.nd an:! rMtored. 'lhis £IS � 
NOOIIIIBdatien, cl.arly, is nat mt.dId to lIRIly to "all farmlan:!" in all 

project locpl in ..., York state. It 111 CJdte siJpJ.y limited to site-specific 

situations an:! ocn:l1tiarw ..x:h as thr»e characterizing partiarw of IDqI No. 1. 

8 
cont'd 

1ba DrAft £IS �ien en Soil st:J:ucture (4.2. 1.4.2) rtiative to farmlan:! 

I 
Cl"CI&SeII by the (�) pipeline 111 nat fUlly aa:urate. A significant IIIDlllt 

of the pX4Intially affect.cl famlard urder a.I1.tivaticn etc.. DZ have a qravelly 7 

(well drained) subsoil - bit rather ct.rwe subsoils, an::Hx' a shallow depth of 

soil CMIr badroc:k lobidl would be �ted an:! riaa1 or blasted. 

striAling of a IIi.D.iaD of abcalt eight to ten inc:tws of the upper soil is I reooIII1Bded, an:! � dMper striHIing is apprqriate � I�ded by 8 

respective Soil an:! Water Qlrwervation oistric:ta. 

In additien to pcnii.ng of water as c:leac:ribed in the DrAft £IS dillCUSSion, 

''water piping" (or UIldeJ:qround inteIoeption an:! fUmelling of water down the re

filled trench) 111 a pot.ential pItlbl_ of any pipeline through farmlani in this 

state depen:iing en basic factors of terrain an:! soil. OisIuptien of the natural 

subsurface drainage, an:! the cx:x:w:%WI08 of "blowcuta" when the water following a I 9 
buried pipeline re-surfaoes ani damages crcplards an:! faI'lll!ltead operations should 
be rectified cklring plamirg an:! oonstructien by the ju:ticioos placement ot 

"trench dams" (or pipe collars) , partia.l1.arly whale affected lanclscape exceed the 

level to slight-slope ocn:l1tion. 

CXlI'Ioemi.n;J soil wetness ani the effects of rutting, the Draft EIS covers 
part but nat all of the relative oonoerns, The striwing of the topsoil ott c f  
a.I1.tivated fields for the areas of trench lUI in1nediate oonstruction is nc t  
represented in Fi� 2. 2-13 (p. 2-149) . Page 4-68 , hcwaver, "suggests" this 
(near the end of the top �) by stating " . . .  damage to the soil structure 
below the plow layer in most well-drained soils would be less likely because the 

3 

10 

SM-7 0DDent aocept.edl please see the ravised Section 4.2.1.4.2.  

SM-8 staff has leoa\IIIE!Ided that tqJsoil be segregated in all a.I1.tivated ani 
wetl.arxi areas. 'lbe awrqrlate depth of striAling will be determined 

by Tellr1essee en a sit:e-specific bDsis, CQlSidering leoa\IIIE!Idat:icns fIan local 
soil an:! water oonservaticn districts that will be recp!St.ed by the pipeline 
0CIIpIIly. 
SM-9 Please see the discussial of cx:n;!t.IUctien pl'OOIlCl.lres in the revised 

Sectien 2.2.3.2.  

SM-10 As noted in the response to c:xmoent SM-8, Temessee will segregate 
tqJsoil for ditch-line exmvation in all a.I1.tivated areas. 'lbe 

cx:n;!t.IUctien right-of-way will be restored using plows, d.i.skin;J, ani IeSeedi.ng 
with a(:pIqll"iate seed mixtures. 
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••• 7 LAK. AVIINUE 
LOCKII'O"T. NIIW YORK 1408. 

T.L..�ON •. • a.· •••• 

Oecemoer S .  1�S7 REF.DOC CPB7- 1 3 2-000 
Ocean St�t. Project 
�nne •• ee Gas Pipeline Projec! 

11,. . L0 1 .  O .  C •• h e l l 
�ede r A I  R.Qu l . t ory Co",. i •• , on 
S25 N .  CAP l t . 1  HE 
w •• n 1 ng t on , [1(; i:!·;'4241. 

O •• r M .. . Cashe l l :  

Th. N 1 AgarA County 50 1 1  � WAt.r Con •• r v. t i o n  D i . t r i c t  wou l d  I , k. t o  
V0 1C. A few conc.rn. w. h.v. w l t h  tn. propo •• d T.nne ..... GA. P l p. l l ne 
ProJ.c t t h A t  w. f •• 1 ne.d. to b. w. t c h.d dur i nQ  con.truc t ion And 
r.c l AmAt i o n  wor k .  Th. f o l l ow i nQ  w. fe.l n.ed t o  b • •  ddr •••• d :  

1 • 

2 .  

3 .  

� Qf Con.t ruct ipn : Our .01 1 .  h.r. in N i .QA r A  County ar. v.ry 
.usc.p t l b l .  to coep.c t i on dur l nQ w.t w.Ath.r , Wh lcn A f f.c t .  dr A i n
age , . , r  .ov ... nt l n  t he .o i l  And u l t l.a t . l y  CAU ••• l ow.r crop 
y , . l d . . W • •  uQg •• t t he con. t ruc t , on b. I , mi t .d to t he .umm.r 
mont h .  for .:.,amp I • .,.y t hrouQh the .nd of S.p t .mb.,- . 

We A I "o sugg •• t th.t AS pAr t of the r.c l AmAt lon proc •• 5 the .01 1 .  
b e  Subso l l e<l or d •• p r l pp.d t o  break up .ny comp.c t l on l ayer o'�er 
t he p l p. l l ne and con. t r uc t ion r l gh t -oT-W.Y . 

§2!..l f' L .cement � � � Our topso l l i. ver y t h i n  t h r oughout 
t he coun t � , usu. l l y ". " to 12"  d.ep . Th. A .nd 8 SO l i hor l zons are 
very vA l u.b l .  to our f.,- m l nQ  ne.d. Ana thus ne.d to b • •  av.d , 

We sugge"t t h A t  the p l pe l l n. t r ench l ng be doub l .. t r enched t o  save 
out t hrt A L & .01 1 hor l zon • •  Thrt top 2 feet OT SO l i  shou l d  brt 
t r ench.d f l r s t  and •• v.d • •  par co t e l y f r olll t he ,ub ,o i I .  Th .. n w",en 
t he 5 0 1 1 i s  p l AceD bac l,: ovel- t ne p l pe l l ne t he SUbSO l l .hou l d  be 
p l ace<l f , r s t  " , t h  t he A L 8 hor l : on sO l l � p l aced on t op "rtp.r a t e l , .  
[00 not "" ,'. t opso l l hor l : ons .. , t  .. , the SUD.O l l .  

Roc I, F'r ob l em,. : Some of t n e  .'- e a  that tne p l pe l l ne go., t h r ough 
.. , 1 1  be .h co l l o  .. to b ed r oc �: . Pco .. t .:·<.per i.nc .. ii w l t h  t he.e p l pe l l ne .. 
lS t h .a t  t hrty wer .. not p t coced deep enough l n  roc �: arrtas so t h a t  
norma l f a r m  p r .c t l C rtS such co ,  p l ow , ng o r  drco , nAQe c .. rr b e  done . 
1'0 1  .. 6 r oc k  f r .agm.nt. or l arQe bou l ,:!el' " .. ere l e f t on t he SO l i  
.ur i- ac e . 

W. 5ugge" 1  t h co t  t he p 1 p&! I 1 ne be p l acea , n  a l l  .g l- , cu l t ur·a l a,-e .. s ,  

4 .  

c -' . 

.; . .  

l nc l ud i nQ h�y l And .nd p •• t ur •• , • m i n l mum o f  48 " o ?  cov.r over t h e  
p l p. t o  . l l ow for norma l f.rm pr.c t ic •• • nd d r . , n.ge ne.d • •  Tha t 
.ny l .r g e  roc k .  of . i Q n l f i c .nt . ' Z. b. d i .pos.d of by burY l nQ , 
h.u l l nQ .w.y to h.dQ.row. or wood l o t .  or by ot h.r .u l t .b l .  m •• n5 . 

rh.y .hou l d  not b. l . f t l n  t he f l. l d  • •  

['r . , nage : Dr . , n.Q. 15 • very l mpor t .nt p r ac t l c e  ln our count y and 
,u,ny o? t he f Arm. h.ve e",t en. , ve dr A l nAg • •  y.t .",. , l nc l ud l nQ 
.ur f ac ll  and .ub.ur fAce dr. , n.ge .yst e,ft. Thes. c�n b • •• vel-. l y  
dA",aQed o r  l o. t  dur l nQ con. t r uc t i on i f  c.re , .  not u •• d b y  t he 
cont r Ac t or • •  

We .uQQest t h e  f o l l ow l nQ I 

1 .  ThAt A L I  p l p. l i n  •• under .,." . t l hQ  d r . i n.Q. d l t che. , be H ,  
l .rQ • •  y. t .... or .m. I I ,  on f Arm d l tch •• or t own d , t c h  •• , b e  
bur l ed A t  l eA.t 4 8 "  or .. o r .  t o  A l l ow f o r  fut ure "'A i n t .nance 
pr. c: t i c •• t h. t  Are c .. ri"' l ed out b ,.  •• ny co •• un l t l e. Annua l l y .  

c .  rhat dur l nQ con. t ruc t , on p Ar t l cu l Ar .t t.nt lon be m.de for 
.ub.urfAce d r A l n.ge .y. t e  ... . nd t h . t  proper r.p. , r  procedures 
be f o l l ow.d . ·Th. contr.c t or .hou l d  1 0c A t  • •  nd wAtch for t h e .. e 
und.rQround t l l e .y.t.m. before con. t ruc t ,on And dur l nQ con
. t ruct ion . L.ndown.r cont .c t wi l l  n •• d to b . ..  Ad. for ••• ,er 
I OC A t lon of t n  ••• l i n •• or c h.ck w i t h  our o f f , C .  record • •  

� .  Th.t dur l nQ r.c l .mat l on proc.dur •• , t h  ••• dr A l n.Q • •  yst.ms be 
r.Qr .ded .nd .hAp.d to t he or l Q l n. l  cond i t l on or lmproved . 

EI-p" 0n f'otent lal I Th • •  r.A t h a t  the p l pe l ine ,. p I .nned do.s ha"e 
.om. ero. , on pot.nt l a l . We .ugg •• t th.t Qood .ro.,on c o n t r o l  
pl-oc.dure be f o l l ow.d dur l nQ con. t r uc t ,on .nd r ec l .m.t , 0n . 

Revega tat ipn Qf � Af t er . 1 1 d i .turb.nc • •  c t l v l t i e .. .  r e  
co",p l e t.d , t h  •• e ar.A. b • •  eeded down t o  .u l t Ab l e  Qr.s .. and l egume 
m l � t ur •• t h . t  f l t  the par t l cu l ar .0 1 1  t yp. , dral nAQe cond l t lOn,. . 
Q I-ow l nQ c o nd l t  l one .nd I A ndownel- s pr.f.r.nc e .  

T o  l mp r ov. Qrowth pot.n t l . 1  o f  t h.5i1 . i t • •  1 1 m. and f .. r t l l l z,,,-
5tluu l d  be u •• d .  S •• d l ng shou l a  be don. AS t he p r o J ec t  � jI-Og'- " � E " i:.  
. n d  not W. , t  t o  dO i t  a l l  at once . A l  .. o . 1 1  .eed , ng Ac t ' V l t l �S 
5hou l d  b. comp l ao t rtd by Sep t e,lIber 1 5 t h . If l a t er that , t  shou l d  b e  
.accornp A n l ed b �  A nun ... c r op o f  el t hel- w l nter .. heat 01' rye g l- ,". s  b u  t 
no l .a t e,- t nen Oc t Ober l ':, t n . 

7 .  tl l sp",,, .. I !2.i  TI-.e, !..!!9. ftl- u sh : Th l .  need" t o  be dane aCcol- d l ng t ,� 
1 ::i ndo"",ne'·5 d a� l '- �S . 

.:; .  C'OD (I':-u1'Ia9£· : Tu r educe p o t e n t i a l  c ,-op dAm.ge l .ndowne r s  sh ou l d O e  
m a d  . ..... ,- • •  we l l  , n  codvconce o ?  p l a nt 1 nQ t l lll • •  o f t he 1 0c A t lon o f  
t h e  p l pe . r l g h t  o f  ways and .ac c e ,. "  routes . ThlS c .. n reduce 
f nl s t r . t l on fOI- t he I .. ndow nel- cond C05t to t he Gas f' l p e l l ne COmp iony  . 

These a r �  our ma J O �  cance,- n s  4�r t h �  agr l cu l t ur. l commun t t y . �ur 
o d , c e wou l d  g l iod l y  meet .. , t h t he p l p l l nrt repr.sen t co t l v." to d l .CU5 .. 
t nesv c.onct:!'- n':i and addr es 5 t hem . Ma',Ibe §om. arr anQ_men t s  c .n be made 
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for our o f f i c e  t o  deve l op p l an. t o  reduce t he •• c oncern. and ",al,:e 
l ando .. ".,- contac t .  for t he Ga .. F' lpe l l ne Co",pany . Our o f f i ce ha. a ver v 
Qood rapport " I t h ",any of t h e  l ando .. ner. I n  t h e  c ou n t y  and can addre5� 
t he i r  concerns correc t l y .  

Thank you for your t i m. and p l ea.e con.lder our concerns and 
reque.t .. hen deve l op l nQ and rev l e  .. l nQ tne cons truc t i on p l an. and 
rec l a",at i o n  procedure • •  

Yours I n  Conser va t i o n ,  

(}(..J.,Jj � 
R ichard T I l l,nan 
D i s t r i c t  ManaQ"r 

!,;' I.b 

cc : John Lac y , AQ � Mar kets 
S t  .. v .. 1:'0 l .. sl.:1 , NYS. [IEC 
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New York State Department of environmental Conservation 
10 Wolf Road, AlMny, New York 12233 !pS 

= 
TtIom •• C. JorIlng 
Comml •• 1oner 

Apr i l  25, 1988 

Lois D. Cashel l 
Acting Secretary 
Federal Energy Regul atory Coa.i ssion 
825 North Capitol Street, N . E. 
Wash ington , D . C .  20426 

RECEIVED BY 
MAY 0 2  f388 

fnv",.,. .• , ..... . ..... " .... "Cl"Jslion 
Branch 

Dear Acting Secretary Cashel l :  

RE : Docket No . ' s CP 87- 131-001 
CP 87-132-00! 

The State of New York Department of Envi ronmental Conservat ion ( "DEC" ) 
has revi ewed the Federal Energy Regul atory Commi ss i on ' s  Draft Envi ronmental 
Impact Statement ( "DEIS" ) for the Tennessee Gas Pipel ine Company ' s  Ocean 
State Power Project ( "OSP" ) appl i cation in the above referenced dockets . 
In New York State this app l i cation i nvolves the construction of four l oops 
of 30 i nch d i ameter natural gas pipe l ine total l i ng 2 1 . 1  mi l es in l ength; 
the expansion of a new meter station ; the permanent operation of two 
existing compressor stati ons ,  i n c l ud i ng additi onal compression at one of 
those stations; and , the construction of a new compressor stat i on . Our 
comments and concerns are presented bel ow .  

1 .  Currently before FERC i n  Docket No . C P  88-94-000 , National Fuel Gas 
Company has an app l i cati on to construct a natural gas transmi ssion l i ne 
along the right-of-way of wh i ch Loop 1 of OSP wi l l  become a part. The 
National Fuel proposal would connect with Tennessee at Wheatfiel d ,  New 
York. The app l i cati on of National Fuel should be anal yzed i n  conjunction 
with the current app l i cation to determine whether or not these can be 
combi ned . 

2. The DEI S ,  l acks the fol l owing i nformation, needed to enable 
comprehensive rev i ew of the project. 

a .  Location maps for resources and critical areas such a s  regul ated 
wet l ands , l andf i l l s ,  hazardous waste sites, and s i gnifi cant habitats , 

b .  A description o f  existing and proposed compressor station equi pment ;  

c .  An analysis o f  l oop routing selection and poss i b l e  alternatives; and , 

d .  Construction-rel ated contro l s  such a s  construction l i ab i l i ty ,  
envi ronmental i nspectors , l andowner i nput , etc . I 

SA5 

2 

3 

SA5-1 

SA5-2 

SA5-3 

'1he referenced Natiaal FUel Gas a:mpany awlicatioo (Dx:ket No. CP88-
94-0(0) is part of the 'lB«D Project, whim is OJrrently umer review 
by the FmlC staff. In its env� analysis of the 'lB«D Project, 
staff will Cla'lSider alternatives to the prtpJEIEId facilities. 'Ihese 
walld involve either rerouti.nJ the prtpJEIEId 24-i.ndl-Oiameter Natiaal 
FUel pipeline parallel to the Ten ESSes pipeline, or the possible 
cptioo of lOOYiIg the gas thrcAJ;Jh TenleSSee's pipeline. staff notes 
that, 00 the basis of a preliminaJ:y mdeliIg analysis, the 3o--indl
diameter pipeline prtpJEIEId as I.cx:p 1 in Telilessee's project walld be 
capable of transportirq the prtpJEIEId 'lB«D voll.DDeS withaIt beiIg locprl 
again. '1herefore, awroval of TeI.Lessee's I.cx:p 1 as prtpJEIEId walld not 
adversely affect oonsideratioo of that pipeline as part of an alterna
tive to the Natiaal FUel prqIOSal. 

staff has adied this informatioo to the FEIS so far as has been 
practical. 

a:mment aooept:ed: please see revised Sectioo 2 . 2 . 3. 2 .  
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SA5 (cont'd) 

3 .  As for general mitigation of impacts i ncurred as a resu l t  of thi s 
project, the DEC concurs, general l y ,  with FERC staff ' s  recommendati ons set 
forth in the DE I S  and offers the fol l owing additional recommendati ons and 
c l arifi cations: 

a .  the total ri ght-of-way ( both construction and permanent r i ghts-of-way) 
through regul ated wetlands and desi gnated fl oodpl a i ns shou l d  be 
al l owed to revegetate comp l ete l y ,  i ncl uding woody vegetati on .  The 
.. in purpose for ma i ntaining a cleared ri ght-of-way is rel ated to 
,hysical encroachment by future development. By their nature, 
wetl ands and f l oodp l ains are effective barriers to such encroachment 
and the sign i f i cent general envi ronmental benefits of al l owing their 
total revegetation appears to far outwe igh those of maintai n i ng a 
c l eared ri ght-of-way. 

b .  Going beyond FERC ' s  recommendati on ,  the DEC reco�ands ( l i ke 

I 
Massachusetts and Rhode I s l and ) no herb i c i des or chemi cal growth 
retardants be used on the ri ghts-of-way and that upland ri ghts-of-way 
be maintained manual l y/mechani cal l y  over a two to seven year cyc l e .  
Further seasonal nesting acti v i ty shou l d  b e  consi dered i n  timing the 
cl eari ng. 

c.  The ri ghts-of-way which cross perennial r i vers and streams c l ass i f i ed I CI t )  or better should be l eft in a vegetated condi t i on for a di stance 
of 100 feet from each stream bank , unti l no more than seven days prior 
to the actual stream crossing.  Large trees can be cl eared before that 
time . 

d .  The concrete coating of p i pe shoul d not take pl ace wi th i n  100 feet of 
any stream, river or wetl and. 

e .  I n  addition to segregating wetl and soi l s ,  the same should be done for 
cropland soi l s .  Consideration should al so be given to rerouting i n  
cropland areas possessing shal l ow  bedrock and t i l e  fiel ds .  

f .  The appl i cant shou l d  spec i f i cal l y  be di rected to contact our 
Department ' s  Regional offices for approval of p l ans to conduct 
hydrostatic testing.  Names and tel ephone numbers of Regional staff 
can be provided from my off i ce .  

4 .  As for si te� spec i f i c  concerns,  the DE I S  does not adequatel y  address 
the adjustment in proposed routing of Loop 1 around the former Lewi ston 
l andfi l l ,  nor does it deta i l  any studies or assessments made of the 
l andfi l l ,  parti cularly concern i ng groundwater contamination and groundwater 
movement . Unti l thi s i nformation is made avai l abl e ,  DEC cannot adequate l y  
determine the acceptabi l i ty o f  t h i s  segment of Loop 1.  

I 
I 
I 

5 .  Loop 5 ,  parti cularly that section crossing Nelson Swamp , cl early 

I 
requires spec i al attent i on .  As you are aware, New York State is proceeding 
toward acqui s i t i on of parts of th i s  wetl and as an area of Unique Characte r ,  
due t o  i ts r i ch b i o l ogi cal d i vers i ty i nc l uding some documented rare pl ant 
species.  Once these l ands are acqu i red, the subsequent conveyance of any 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

SA5-4 '!be NYIE: stat:anent is incorrect for the folladn} reascns: (1) Ri�-
of""'WIIY are legally defined areas where deYelcpnent restrictia1S are 

.i:np:Jsed: the p!:esenoe or abseooe of vegetatia'l in the ric1lt-of-way has no 
bearirg at this. (2) '!be reasoo woody vegetatia'l is kept fl'tlll the right-of-way 
is to prevent danacJe fl'tlll root systaus to the pipe, pipe coating, and catOOdic 
protectia'l and to provide access for maintenance and mcnitorirg activities. (3) 
Flood plains and wetiams are not barriers to deYelcpnent: that is 10by there are 
so many regulatia1S established to protect them. 

SI\S-5 ReI:lJcirg the use of pesticides, including hm:bicides, is rurrently a 
national priority, the subject of COOBiderable OJn;p:essional attentia'l, 

and FmC staff � this where practical. However, in himsic1lt staff does 
not believe this n:IS, Vrld!. ldkesses a1e project, is the awrcpriate regula
tory tool for restrictirg maintenance activities alcn;r exi..st:irg Temessee Gas 
pipeline ri�-of-way. Please see the respcn;e to 0CIIIIEI1t GICl0-5. 

SA5-6 Ten essn p!:tpJ&eS to IIIllintain a 5O-foot Wffer bebIeen its stagirg 
areas and any traJt streams unless terrain ocn1itia1S DBke this 

iDpractical. New York DBY iq:lose stricter � a'l its stream-crossirg 
permits if deemed necessary. 

SA5-7 Please see the lespcllSe to � �I the general Wffer zalI! would 
also "Ally to pipe coatirg. 

SA5-8 Please see the IespcI_ to 0CIIIIEI1ts SM-8 and SM-6. 

SA5-9 'DIe need for these aJiP"CMIlS VIIS identified as a1e of '!'eta essee's 
respalSibilities in Table 1.3-1 of the lEIS. 

SA5-10 Please see the revised Sectia'l 3.2.5.1.3. 

SA5-11 Q1ly two plants are rurrently state-listed as rare. 'DIe botanist would 
ooosult with awr:qriate state agercles prior to lIUl"VeYirg the ric1lt

of -way. Please see the revised Sectia'l 4.2.5.3. 'DIe FmC staff's intent is to 
minimize the inpact of the p!:q>OSed ocnrt.ructia'l a'l any state-listed species. A 
ocmprehensive botanical IIUl"VeY is outside the aocpe of this EIS since no 
infOIlMtia'l has been provided that su;JgeSts other protected species DBY cxx:m" in 
the area. winter ocnstructia'l is unlikely. 
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We .ppr,eht, th, oppo.tllnit)' to .g.in e_nt on this .ppllution .nd 
look fo....,.rd to rui .. ing .nd e_nting on the Fln.l [nviro_nhl IllPltt 
Sht_nt. If we h.vI r.iud IIslIU th.t n .. d further chrlfie.tion we 
hope th.t )'011 .. I l l  not huluu eontactlng III. 

tc: L .  " .. ,h 
L .  Concr' 
R. H .. ve)' 
H. Ge.ltII.1I 
K. Slll l�'1I 

bee: Ch.d Cove)' 
Jeff Otltl 
Al Coburn 
Dive Stout 
Russ Tw.ddell 
N.te Tripp 
JI_ [conOllidn 
Dic� Popp 
John Co It 
Herb Sodher 
And)' D.vh, DPS 

"'''':',';.,/ � ��;::::r-/h-
Jeff Gr'iII 
Stnlor [nvlrOl'llllntal An" ),st 

Run LllrI, ItIdhon tount)' Phnnlng Otpt. 

SA!> leont'd) 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
1:: 1 .'" BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY CXlMIISSION 
il; 

SA6 

�_ Gaa Pipeline 
COIIpuy '. 

Docket Nos . CP87-l31-001 
CP87-132-00l 

STAFF CXlMMENTS OF THE DEPAR'l'MENT 
OF PUBLIC SERVICE 

OF THE STAT!: OF NEW YORK ON 
DRAFT DlVIROtIMDft'AL IMPACT STATDIEN'l' 

",I, 

! fI  r ) , -" , � 1 1 \ ,  t \  I:':,� I,) 

�r...ir,";I) 

Pursuant to the Co.Iission ' s  publ ic notice issued in the 

captioned proceeding the Depart_nt of Publ ic Service of the 

State of New York (New York ) hereby submits its COMMents on the 

Ocean State Power Project Draft Envi rol\lllental I.pact Statement 

prepared by the ataff of the Federal Energy Regu latory 

ComMi ssi on .  

This proceeding involves a n  application by Tennessee Gas 

Pipeline COMpany (Tennessee ) to provide SO , OOO Dt of firm 

transportation service for Ocean State Power from the Uni ted 

States Canadi an border near Niagara , New York to the facil ities 

of Ocean State Power in Burrillville, Rhode Island . In order to 

perform this transportation •• rvice, Tenne.see seeks author i ty in 

Docket No .  CP87-132-000 to construct approxi.ately 33 .iles of 

30" pipeline looping , 28 .iles 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 enti rely within New York , by adding additional 

compression and increasing the operating pressure.  Thus , 

U' 'I I 
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- 2 - SA6 (cont'd) 

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 intereat in this project due to the fact 

that the vast .ajority of facil ity construction related to the 

proposed services would occur within New Yor k .  

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 relat ing to facility 

construction proposed in New York . In this respect , Table 1 . 3-1 , 

ent itled "Environ_ntal Perllits and Approvals Required for OSP 

Plant and Related Pipeline System Illprove_nts , - 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 Compatibil ity and Publ ic Need required under 

Article VII of the Publ ic Service Law , Section 120 , et � 

which is the only State regulatory approval needed for the 

facilit ies to be construction and operated within the State of 

New York . In addition, Table 1 . 3- 2 ,  -Relevant Federal and State 

Regulat ions Affecting the Proposed Project- neglects to .. ntion 

the Article VI I Certif icate of EnvirolUlental Co.patibi lity and 

Public Need for Nljor utility tran_ission facilities and i ts 

illple_nting regulations ( 16 NYCRR Parts 85 , 86 and 87) . 

2 .  New York DPS etaff is currently reviewing an Article 

VII proposal by National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation (National 

Fuel ) in NYPSC case 88-T-022 (FERC Docket CP88-94-000 ) to 

construct faci lities over a route which corresponds , in par t ,  

2 

SA6-1 CaIment accepted, please see the revised Tables 1.3-1 IIlId 1.3-2 . 

51'.6-2 Please see the respal!I8 to � SAS-1. J\d1iticntlly, FDC staff 
reviaied alternative routes far Uq:I 1 that IIII/Oided all wetlands 

erxxultered by the ptO(JCXiieCl rrute. 'lbese routes tete mt deemed practicable 
because of their increased l� IIlId cost, IIlId greater soc:iorultural IIlId 
envinnDental. iDplcts. staff believes that parallel locpirg aloog the existirg 
Niagata SpIr Line creates the least envira'llental iBpsct of possible alterna
tives reviaied. 
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with Loop 1 of Tenn. •••• G.,' Nhger. Spur project. Nat.ione! 

FUel'. propoa.l I, t.o traneport g" on the •• _ line as the 

Tenn •• ,.e propo •• l at the Niagar. River, to • point on 

rerme., .. ', tight-or-... y at 8 •• r R_d, before changing direetion 

to • eoutherly rout. (M.P. :n08-10fi+8.1. to appro.i.,te M.P. 

2308-105+ 6 . 0 ) .  

Although , a t  thl' aug" no dater.ination h • •  been r.ached 

•• to "hieh route J, envtro,..ntelly preterable, the New York 

atare will coordinate ita review ._n9 •• venl projeeta in the 

a r e a .  Con,idee,tlone under revle", Include cOMbi n i n g  

righta-or-way and facility con.truetion to Mitigate any potent ial 

environ.ental I.-pacte . No diacue,ion of alternative routea for 

Loop No. 1 appear. 11'1 the Df:IS. Accordingly. Ne .. York aUf! 

euggeetll thllt f'ERC .tatt glva turther eoneitSerlltion to potentilll 

IIlternlltiYII routee In eonnection with Loop NO. 1 .  

, . New York .t.t! euggeet. that the Hel.on Swa.p loeated 

on Loop 5 ean and .hould be IIyoided by the routing IIlternlltiYe 

identified In P"lgurll 2 . 2-15. Long-tere i.peet. to -I.periled· 

lind ·Critlclllly l�rlled- .peelell , a. well a. to the -rare 

nlltural eoe.unlty· at thl. loeation teedily cen be IIyoided by 

routing out. ide the wetlllnd • 

• •  The di.eu •• ion on pege 4-80 regllrding Perellnent 

, 
cotIt'd 

, 

O p e r ll t i o n  N o i ll e ,  S e c t i o n  .. .  2 . .. . 2 ,  r . ! e r !!  to - N o i . e  

guidel1nea/rllCoe.endetion • •  et by NllW York lind Hall/l""ehullett. i n  I 4 

Sl!'Ction ) . 2 . 4 . S - .  Thi • •  eetion eannot be found I n  the D£lS end 

inedyertently .ay heYe bIIen oeltted. In any eYent , Tennellllee hilS 

...-, 

SM-< 

1'01:" the reasons djsoFGAd in Seet.ion 2.2.5.1, statt does not bftli_ 
the altemati_ roJta 1a pAteRble. 

� �, please _ the �i-" SeetJ.on 3.2.4.5. 
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not yet .ub�Jtt.d it. application to the New York Public service 

COIlllll18.ton for approval of its proposed cOJapreasion [lIcilitiee. 

Ne .. York rellervt!a ita right to cOIMIent on noiee guidelinea end 

reco •• end.tlona upon ravlew of Tllnne.a.II ' .  Article VII 

application. 

The d1l1cu.lllon In Section 4 . 2 . 1 . .  on So11a (Including 

Dulnage, Soil Structure, !:rollion lind Ite-vegetation) and SecUon 

4 . 2 . 6  on sociocultural Re.oureea (including dillruption of (e(",lng 

IcUvlUell) neglect. to provide IIny dll1cu •• ion of construction 

l"'pocta on lIurtace drainage. The tOPQ9uphy of Loop 1 ill lIuch 

that aUght dlaruption of .urfoce grade or lIubaurhce drdnage 

pattern" can h.ve atgntflcant .dver.e affect. on are.a well 

beyond the rtght-of-w.y. Conalder.tlon ahould be given to 

large-ac.le dr.tn.ge influencea and .lttg.tion needa . Alao, 

� co.pena.lion for d ... ged cropa or ra-duced crop yield. due to 

g; dr.inage proble.a ere. ted by conatruction ahould be conaldered . 

• 
con'"d 

5 

&.6-5 n:.1 eoo's prq:a;ed ocr&tructian ani restontial � in::lude 
ret:urn1rg contours to odqinal anUUan oc to II arditian oar&idared 

an Upzo.enellt. Please see the reYbOO Section 2.2.3.2. ",. FIR: StIIcr 
beli_ that the � wr:uld n:Jt. be aiq'liricant. 
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Robert A. Si�on 
Acting Couneel 
Public Service Ca..isslon 

of the State of New York 
3 Eapire State Plaza 
Albany, New York 12223 

Apr 1 1  25, 1988 

- 5 -

Respectfully sub.itted , 

THE STAFF OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC SERVICE OF THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK �; a � itCar A. SolOllPn 

o\lWAQ�� 
Wilner , Scheiner 
Suite 300 
1200 New H.�shlre Ave . N ••• 
Washington, D . C .  20036 

Its Attorneys 

&A6 (cant'd) mJ�1t·Jt:t!!ll:Y..!"';�VICP: 

I ,  Dllv!d D · Al •• B�c..J!·,;- , �� t, .. � C'I.l.· of:r t 1fy that r haye t.hi. d.� 
.ervCild • t:·o,,}' of ttl." rOI �s"!.n� "(�c .. 'ftftn1. bl r hat cIa .. ... U ,  
po.t.�" pr.e-fllcl, UP"" el l 1 nter _ted part. elll i n  this proceel:!ing .  

w.shington, D.C. 
Apt.t1 25, 1t88 

CI .�. D1u, .• . J. _� �Al ••• sndro 
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�TA IE OF RIlOD[ ISLAND ANI) 1'ltuVIO[NC[ I'L.�NTA nONS �. Dtopart",�nt of Environmental !\tan.'lf.!cmenl 
oHln: OF ENVIHl.l:-iMENTAL COOH I II:-': .\TIO:-i 
� Hayt·s SU£"et 

Pro\"ld,'n,·e. R . r .  0291)/1-5003 

April 2 2 ,  1988 

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

RE : Ocean State Power Project 
Draft Environmental I_pact Statement Comments 

Dear Mr . Lister : 

The Depart_ent of Environmental Management has had the 
opportunity to review the Draft Environmental I_pact 
Statement ( DEIS ) document prepared for the referenced 
project . The docu.ent has responded to _ost of our 
earlier comments , but fails to provide deta i l  on so_e 
speci fic i ssues previously identified ,  or noted in this 
review . 

We have provided a listing of co .. ents on the DEIS 
document by specific page reference noting our concerns or 
request for clarif i cation . Also attached are the 
Depar�ent ' s  comments relative to the overall project 
status which was presented at the Apri l  1 4 ,  1 98 8  Public 
Hearing. The focus of the Depart_ent ' s  concerns have been 
placed in the area of various unresolved water i ssues , and 
alternatives to avoid or _ini_ize i_pacts .  The need for 
greater deta i l  on other potentially i_pacted resources 
including mitigation has been noted as follows . 

SA7 
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2-162 

2-1 7 5  

3 - 1 0  

3-29 

3-51 

Mitiqation of construction impacts should I not be considered as lonq-term mi tiqation , 
or in lieu of minimizinq impacts which could 
be avoided . 

Statements concerninq wi ldlife that are 

I 
based upon acreaqe 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 Rollinq 
Dam is inadvertently operated so as to cause 
intermittently low and hiqh f lows 
downstream . The FEIS should further explain 
how this intermittent operation and 
irreqular flow pattern aay affect the 
proposed OSP intake . 

SA7 (cont'dl 

18 

19 

20 

shouldn ' t  equipment that was capable of 21 
Based upon the rural nature of the area , I detectinq below 4 3  dBA have been uti li zed in 
the studies of ambient conditions . 
Additionally, as pointed out at the Public 
Hearinq held on April 1 4 ,  1988 , concerns for 
extreme wind conditions that would inf luence 22 
the results of the noise studies should be 
explained , possible necessita a complete 
set of new data be 0 d .  A so, did the 
traffic counts take nto account the vehicle 23 
classification? 

The National Heritaqe Corridor in Rhode 
Is land ( Blackstone River Park ) is proposed 
to connect with the Massachusetts Blackstone 
Heritaqe 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 beinq 
developed in con junction with the Blackstone 
Linear Park System , which is a continous I 24 corridor alonq the River . The cited port10n 
of the Linear Park represents only one of 
may phases of deve lopment proposed alonq the 
entire lenqth of the Blackstone River in 
Rhode Island . Recommendations made at the 
Public Hearinq to investiqate an alternative 
water pipeline route alonq the railroad bed 
ad jacent to the River , should consider these 
park proposal s .  

SA7-l8 Please see the responses to 0CIIIIIE!IlI:s FAJ-7 and FM-12. staff notes 
that avoidance is a primary means far minilIIizirq ilIpIct:s, but other 

mitigatial strategies are acceptable if effective in rab::irq overall iDpact. 
staff has repeatedly fc::urD that loq>irq alCDJ exi.sti.n.J ricjlt.s-of-way, with 
awr:q>riate mitigatial, OO11IBlly has less overall iDpact than 0CI:lSt:J:u:::t of 
new rlo;tlts-of-way, even in sensitive areas such as wetlands. 0:Jnst:ructi.al 
mitigatial in many cases can tbJs be OCIlSidend lCD]"terll Jlitigatial, and may be 
prefenlble to avoidance alternatives. 

SA7-19 'DIe relatialship of Nelsen 5WaDp to � habitat is explained in 
Sectial 2 . 2 . 5. 1, not. just the acreages. laRl disb.u:bance to ooostruct 

new rio;tlt-of-way was believed to affect IIIlte wildlife than use of the existirq 
rio;tlt-of.....,.y. 

SA7-20 F\trther .inYestigatial t7t the n:IIC staff in:ticates that the hydro 
facility at R:>llirq IJiIIII is lioerwed as a ron-of-the-river facility. 

'Duls, it is not. penUtted to alter ex.isting stream flows. 'DIe text has been 
revised aocordiI¥:Jly (Sectial 3 . 1. 2 . 1.2) . 

SA7-21 'DIe data cbtained durirq the ariqinal mise smvey (Vanasse HanJen 
BI:Ustlin, Inc. , 1987) would have been IIIlte usefUl. far doclIIIentin:.J 

ex.isting mise levels in the vicinity of the prc:posed plant site durirq the 
CJ.riet hours of the day if an instrument with a lower mise threshold had been 
used far the lCDJ-teCn measuJ:'eIIE!Il. Short-term measuJ:'eIIE!Il reaJJ:'ded with a 
different instrument durirq the SJrVetj illustrated that CJ.riet hC1Ir mise levels 
would be substantially belat the 43 dill\. instJ:ua1t threshold, as lat as 25 to 36 
dIlI\., deperld.iJq al the time of measuxaaent. 
SA7-22 'DIe erqineers at Vanasse HanJen BnIstlin, Inc. , responsible far making 

the mise leYel. measuJ:'eIIE!Il hIIve in:ticsted that all of the short-term 
measurements were a:niIct:ed durirq _ther an:litia'lS that would not. hIIve 
significantly biased the results. Cklsite win::l speeds were OCIlSidend lat E!I'lf1Io;tI 
that a wiM screen was not. �. Althoogh win::l speed measuJ:'eIIE!Il at the 
Worcester, Massac.bIsetts, airport were awroximately 15 qn durirq the measure
ment period, it is likely that win:i speeds in the site vicinity were ocnsiderab
ly lower, since the area is heavily wooded. 'lhis has the effect of reducirq 
win:i speeds near the gt'aIRi (belat 100 feet) . win:i speed measurements at 
uunicipal airports are typically hicjler than in surrtu'din:J areas ct.Je to a lack 
of surfaoe olJstructia'lS to win::l flat. It shoold also be noted that a win:isc:reen 
does not. eliminate win::l mise, but rather it ta:lJoes mise associated with 
tmb.Ilence around the miCl'qlhone in very wirdy ar � an:litia'lS. 

SA7-23 'DIe traffic ownt:s did not. take into account the vehicle classifica
tial. 

SA7-24 staff notes this ocmnent. 
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4-9 

4-12 

4-15 

4-19 

4-22 

4-32 , 
4-43 and 
4-51 

4-32 

SA7 (cont'd) 

The speci fic details of erosion and sediment I control plans and practices to be fol lowed 
should be identi fied ,  with emphasis added 
that OSP wi l l  implement and carry out as 
proposed . 

25 

The U . S .  Fish and Wild life Service criteria I for minimum aquatic basef low ( 0 . 5  cfs/square 
mi le of watershed ) should be considered in 26 
eva luatin� impacts to aquatic life .  

The impact to the DO level has genera lly 27 
been agreed u;:ng:i

.
" �

h
mq/l ' and should be 

cited ( carey, 1 9  e speci fic means of 
mitigation wi e subject to further 
sampling , and wi l l  require development of 
consent agreements where other parties may 
be involved , which wi l l  be subject to review I 28 
and approval of the Department . If these 
mitigation measures prove to be inef fective , 
it should be noted that the requirement of 
plant shut down has been indicated as a 
condition of the mitigation based upon the 
c�rrent proposa l .  

Wi l l  flows from proposed detention ponds be I metered into the receiving streams , and wi l l  
settling o f  articu ates be considered i n  
the desi n? ent i cation o f  how no I negative mpacts to downstream receiving 
waters wi l�hieved needs to be 
explai� .

Also, will these downstream I waters receive any of the overf low from the 
zero discharge system in event of fai lure? 
A contingency for a RIPDES wastewater 
di scharge permit should be included . 

It should be noted in the EIS that the PSD 
application i s  stll under the Department ' s  
review , and that a final determination on 
the BACT ana lysis i s  pending approva l and 
further recommendations that may be 
stipulated . I 
Although other sources of emi ssions have I 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 .  I 

� I  Statements concerning VOC emi ssions have 
been backed up with data . If no data is  
avai lable , it  shoud be noted as such . 

5 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

36 

SA7-25 Qmplete details-<!rawi.r:gs an:! explanatory text: I'EgIU:din;J erosim an:! 
sediment cxrrt:.rol pract:ioes-have been included in plans subDitted to 

RIIHI by OOP. staff has reviewed the plans an:! included in the FEIS sufficient: 
detail to evaluate their awn:priateness an:! effectiveness. 

SA7-26 Please see the response to ocmnent FAJ-16. 

SA7-27 a:muent: aocepted; the text has been revised aooordin}ly (Sectim 
4 . 1.2. 1.2) . 

SA7-28 staff mt.es these potential. rec;p.draDents; please see the revised 
Sectim 4 . 1 . 2 . 1. 2 .  

SA7-29 FlCMI frca pt<O\UlEld detentim pcnB will be 1II!t:ered. 'lbe pcnB will be 
designed to adlieve settling of partiaJlates. 

SA7-30 Detent:im pcnB will be designed so that peak disc:tJarges will not 
exceed pre-project cxn:titims. 

SA7-31 'Dlere will not be an CNerfl.aw frca the zero disdlarqe system in the 
event. of a failure. Please see the response to ocmnent SA.7-5. 

SA.7-32 staff mt.es this ocmnent. 

SA7-33 o:-tt noted; ally the mst significant scuroes in the area 1iere 
DDdeled. No significant interactims � the aaissims frail the 

pt<O\UlEld OOP facility an:! any of these scuroes were predicted in the modeling 
analysis. 

SA7-34 staff � this ocmnent. 

SA7-35 CI::.m&1t aocepted; please see the revised Sectim 4 . 1.3.5.4. 
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4-40 

4-41 

4-47 

4-47 and 
4-50 

4-53 

4-54 

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 wa lls should be included 
in the analysis.  

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

Statements concerning minor impacts to fiah I habitat are not justi f ied baaed upon 
f indings 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 identif ied . 
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 wel l .  

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 hand ling of low qua lity waters that 
would be di scharged from the zero di scharge 
system during failure .  

A s  indicated i n  the PSD appl icat ion , only a 
limited number of hours of operation are 
a llowed using fuel oil as a back-up in the 
event of an interruption in the supply of 
gas .  An extended use of oil would change 

SA7 (cont'd) 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

SA7-36 0:mDent aooepted: please see the revised Sectioo 4 . 1.4.2. 

SA7-37 'Dle plant grading limits are �y anticipated to encroac:h awraxi
mately 10 feet 00 the wetlard to the est of the plant me to plant 

grades. staff has in::l.u:ted a cxn:litioo that mp UIIe design BKJdifications to 
avoid this ellcroed.elllt. 

SA7-38 staff nates this cument an:! ac:kncAofledI;Jes this requirement. 

SA7-39 staff I.II'derstams that RIIBI will � aeratioo to increase dis
solved CJK)'9I!Il in Older to meet state water cpality standards. 

SA7-40 Please see the respalSe to cument SA7-36. 

SA7-4l RJtential iBpacts to natural resouroes as well as iBpacts to residences 
are di"C'� for alternative water an:! oil pipeline nutes in the 

revised Sectioo 2 . 1.4.5. 

SA7-42 Mitigatioo for 101( 00 levels addresses the first part of this cument 
00 �tic iBpacts. Also (as noted in the respoose to cument SA7-5) , 

no overflOl( disctlarges of 101( cpality waters are anticipated <lJrin) a system 
failure so no mitigatioo is necessary. 

SA7-43 0:mDent noted: footnote "f" in Table 2.1.9 points out that the yearly 
limitatioo 00 fuel oil ClCIIbJstioo would be AR,JrOXimately 1, 500 hours 

per year in Older to limit voc emissions to 100 tons per year. All other 
pollutants have been aaJressed for bath gas an:! oil ClCIIbJstioo in terms of 
OCIIpli.anJe with awlicable PSO .i.ncr:aDe:nt:s in �. 
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the results of the analysis in regard to 
meeting allowable emi ssions of VOC ' s  and 
other pollutants . 

Detai led information concerning all 
mitigation measures to be utili zed 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 avai lable t o  meet with 
your staff and consultants to help provide guidance in 
resolutions of major issues , or further define 
clarification on information requested . 

VB/SW 
L1 7VB 

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

v:[t'i1f( 
Victor A. Bell 
Chief 

SA7 (cont'dl 

43 
cont'd 

44 

Sll.7-44 Mitigatioo discussions in sectioo Five have been exparDed in the FmS 
to include fuller descriptions of the mitigatioo measures to be 

enployed an:! Ia:xmilEllded to be enployed, an:! their effectiveness. See also the 
response to oc:mnents FM-32 an:! FM-33. 
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HISTORICAL PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
Old 51. Ie Huu" 
1.50 &nel'l SIr..,1 
Providence, R.I. 02903 
(�01) 177·26711 

1 April 198d 

Hr . 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 : 

1-i i:: :;SiVED BY 
APR US 1988 

Ei1\ju """, . • • , _ d .,.;,;. L.. ,a!:,J3tioil 
Branch 

The Rhode Island H istorical Preservation Commiss ion 
has received the above- referenced Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement . and our staff has 
reviewed i t  accord ingly . OUr comments are as 
fol l ows . 

The Rhode Island Historical Preservation Commiss ion 
is concerned that the Draft Envi ronmental Impact 
Statement does not contain sufficient information 
on cultural . spec i f ically archaeolog ical . resources 
to identify in full the potent ial effects of this 
project ; and miss ing informat ion may also be needed 
to cons ider what constitutes suitable mit igat ion i f  
adverse effects cannot be avoided . 

The fi rst instance involves the cemetery 
Sherman Farm Road s ite ( Pp .  3-60 ; 4 - 57 ) .  

on the 
This 

I cemetery was not ident i f ied in the Phase 
Archaeological Survey but was d i scovered 
afterwards when tho property was being cleared . 
This office has not yet received any documentation 
on the cemetery beyond an informational telephone 
communicat ion , Based on our experience with rural 
cemeteries . there i s  a reasonable possibil ity that 
the cemetery conta ins unmarked graves . Therefore . 
any decision on enfencing the cemetery should be 
preceded by an archaeolog ical definition of the 
cemetery ' s  boundar ies . 

SA8 

Si\8-1 '!he FEIlC staff urxJerstar¥Js thr.'oIlI11 mre recent OCIIIIlUlicaticn with the 
<XIIIIIEII1tor that the cemetery wculd nat be affected. In a letter to FEIlC 

dated JI.D'le 21, 1988, the Deprt:y Director of the Ib:xie Islard Historical Preser
vati.cn O:mDissicn stated that his office had received an ardIeologic delineaticn 
of the cemetery site. '!he letter further stated that the O:mDissicn has 
detel:mined that a sufficient buffer area has been established around the 
cemetery to ensure its preservaticn as an historic site. 
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Hr. Kenneth F. Plumb 2 1 Apri l  1 9 8 8  
The second instance involves the potential impacts 
to cultural resources posed by the proposed water 
and oil pipeline from the Blackstone R iver to the 
power plant area . The Rhode Island Hi storical 
Preservation Commission recommended a Phase I 
survey along the proposed route or routes to gauge 
the potential impacts to the s i x  National Register 
s i tes and districts on or near the route , as well 
as to any as yet unidenti fied resources . ( See 
attached letter 9-17-88 . )  It is our understanding 
that this Phase I work should be done prior to the 
iss_dnce of the E!S 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 mit igation; rather it is the bas is 
for determining whether the project will have an 
effect on cultural resources that needs to be 
mitigated . 

A thi rd i ssue of g reat concern is the alternatives 
study , where cultural resources were not included 
among the environmental factor s .  On what bas i s  did 
the analysis of the s ites ' suitability exclude 
cons iderat ion of cultural resources? Such a 
procedure is in d i rect confl ict with the 
requirements of the National Historic Preservation 
Act and the Procedures of the Advisory Counci l  on 
Historic Preservation ( 36 CFR 800 ) .  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment . We look 
forward to resolution of these outstanding 
matters . 

ver�UlY yours , 

ft,��/�, �� 
Edward F .  �;�n 
Execut ive Di rector 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

El"S : cc 
Enclosures 

cc : Brona S imon 
Deborah M .  Vrabel 

SA8 (cont'd) 

2 

3 

SI\8-2 Please see the response to 0CIIIIII!I1t GICS-51. 

SI\8-3 A a.1ltural resau:-oes sb.dy was not inclo:ied in the initial site 
screenin;J because a.1ltural resau:-oes are not ccnlidered a JlBjor sitirg 

inpediment. In general, the sites stu:lied are all l.anJe enc:u1l so that a.1ltural 
resouroe arMS oould be avoided. Olltural resau:-oes � considered for the 
final detailed evaluatiat of alternative sites. staff has examined � files 
to collect inforDBtiat at a.1ltural resouroes in the vicinities of the proposed 
alternative sites; this infamatiat is inclo:ied in the revised Sectiat 2.1.6.4.  
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McGREGOR. SHEA & DOLINER 
ATfO'l.:lY6 At UtW. II C 

27 St'.Hv�� eT�t[�'�Vlle leO 
11(>6'0". MI\SSAC"_'�E"II OZI08 (e"/ 227·nop 

INIIioIIL _  - ,  . ..,. .  _ ". DOI._ IIlIII!IA. _ _ L _  _" '_LOA �y. -.-, 

MLHot ... wtLL"'IA 
OONNA J WOIIHlII 
'OlLY I. SfIICOl 
I� ......,.,. 

OMOI. ¥II W. MDWIII •• 
01--................. .. ,.. ..... ..., 

"FrU 2 2 ,  1 988 

Lois D. Cash. l l ,  Act i ng S.cr.tary 
'ederal Energy Regu la tory Co�� i .s i on 
'2$ North Capitol S t ree t ,  N . E .  
Na.h i ngton , DC 20426 

RB t Dra f t  Bnvi ronm.ntal rm��ct S t a t�m.nt for Oc.a n State Pow.r ' .  
Propo • •  d Comh i ned Cycle Power Fac i l i ty and T.nn ••••• Ga. 

Company ' s  Natural G •• P i pp.l i nf' Faci l i t ie. 
Docket No. CP87-132-001 

Dear Secre tary Caah� l l l  

On behalf of our � l i e n t � , the Conc.rned C i t i zen. of 
Burr i l l v i l le/Uxbri dge , we .uom l t  the- fol l ow i ng co_.nt. on the 
above referenced Dra f t  ���t ronme r. t � l  Impact Sta teme n t  ( -OEIS · )  
prepared by the rederal Sn.r�y P�9ul atory Commission ( · PERC- I .  
Clearly , much . f fort went into the prepara t ion of the DE I S .  
Rowever ,  we ident i f i ed d e f i c ienci • •  i n  the docu.a n t ,  the magn i 
tude o f  which d i ctat. the pr.parat.!on o f  a supplelft9n t a l  DEIS . 
The OBI S ,  a. it i • •  does not sati &fy the purpo ••• of NEPA, nor 
does it cOI11ply w i t h  the CEO " ol/ Il l a t ions for 8IS pr.parat ion . 

I .  TH8 OE IS OO�S NOT INCLUD� " RI GOROUS EXPLORATION OP ALL 
REASONABLE SITE ALTER��AnVBS 

FERC began it. s i t i ng analyai. w i th an eKtens i ve •• arch 
invol v i ng approxi711 .. t�]y . i .,h t l'  . l te" . Hmo/five r ,  ev.n these s i t.e: 

do not re�resent all rea.ona bJ� a l t.rnat ives for the purpos •• o f  
NEPA, s i ne. one of the s i t ing cr i t e r i a  w a s  the prox imity of the 
. i te to a cool i ng vater 80u�ce . Th is unn.c •• sarily l imit. the 
B i t i ng opt ions s i nce ch-y cool il1\! t"cnnOlogy ex i.ts - a technology 
wh i ch a l .o e l iminatf!'S a l l  i,.,pact.1'l relat.d to water wi thdrawal 
f rom the 8l a�kstone R i ve r  an� th� coo l l no tower plume . .  From an 
environ",ental perspect ive , th� f\ ,  the dry COO l i ng technology h.s 
clear advantages oVltr tt •• propCl/Jed wet cool i ng .}'.tam. Thus , 
rea.onabl. a l ternat ive � i t�� farth�r away frQm the propoS.d 
cool ing water Bupply nqu !. rs e ll !llT. i ll!l t ion in lhe DtlS pursullnt to 
NEPA. 

Gle1 

GICl-I Proximity to coolinl water was not a factor in the initial identifica-
tim of 82 sites. In:Iea:I, excllJd.1ng cc:nsideratim of coolinl vater 

SUA>ly fran the Rlssible site evaluatim has essentially no effect m the list 
of � sites. Sec:tim 2.1.6.1.3 of the lEIS (n:IS Sec:tim 2 . 1.4 .3 .3) 
pI'CNides a detailed di.saJssim of the advantages an:! c:tisadvantages of dry 
cooling systaIB. see also the respcI1Se to � FM-26. Dry cooling is 
generally not preferable to wet coolinl Imless there are significant tedlni.cal 
or envin:nnent:al iJlpediments to wet coolinl. A sitin) analysis shruld ild.1XIe a 
reasonable suite of sites that cculd utilize the preferred cooling systau, as 
was done for the lEIS. 'IhJs, there is no need (or requirement) to evaluate less 
preferable coolinl technologies. 

68 
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MaGFIEGoR. SHEA & DOUNER -2- Glel (cont'dl 

The OIlS doe. identify a prom i s ing s i te e lternat iv. , that 
ia, the Ironatone . i t s  al ternat Ive i n  Uxbr i dge , Ma.sachuset t s .  
It i • •• ong the three s i te» con.idered to be .o.t .uitabl� 
following PIRC 'a . i te a l tern.t ives analys i . .  The e i te analy. i ,  
atarta out atrong ,  iOent i f ie. aomo rea.onable alternat ive • •  
notably the I ronstone a t te ,  and then the analye i .  atops .  A few 
augge.t ions are ploposed a. to why the fronstone a i te doea not 
d.eerve further .tudt. Th •• e reasona .r� the follov i ng . 

1 )  an aquiler underlay. the . i te that ia a potent ial water 2 eupply , 
2 )  a coning change would be needed , 
3 )  the potent ia l unc�rt.inty of t ranspor t i ng the cool i ng 

watee aource aeroe' the .tate borde r , and 
. )  the de ley i n  chang i ng aitea.  

We eubDit tha t  none of the.e reason. preclude. the u . e  of the 
Iron. tone eite. 

Pirat , on beha l f  of the Uxbridge Plann i ng Board , I E P ,  I nc . , 
an envi ronmenta l  pl.nn1no and eng i neer i ng f i rm .  ev. lu.ted the 
proposed loning change . Sp��i f ical ly , IEP i nve.t ig.ted the 
aquifer potenthl at tile . s te .  Thla InvesUg.tion and i t .  
re.ult. wer. includ4d i n  a report t o  the Planni ng Bo.rd ent i t led 
·Site Su itabil i ty Aa.eremant of I ronstono Indua trial P.rk , · 
Dece.ber, 1,87. 

The report conc lude5 th. t ,  • • • •  the aqu i fer i e  not cap.ble of 
.upporting • l a rge cOI!UIIe re i a l  or IItuni c ipa l ve t.er .upply • • •  • ,,1.0, 
·chang i ng the loning u.e. trcm ag r i c u l t u r a l  to i nduet�ial doe. 
not d i �ectly impa 1 r  OT Gegrad� any natural � • •  ources con.idered 
n.c •••• ry to the publ ic h.al t h ,  •• fety , .nd vel far. of the 
eith.n. of the Town of Ulo:bridge ."d a zon i ng change .hould not 
be ruled out . An indu.tr i a l  park on th i s  a i te i. reasonably 
compatible w i th .dj acent us •• and does not repr •• ent g r.ate r r i .k 
than the ."jacent ia.ld uso s . ·  

Second , there has be.n no i n, H ea t i or. th"t .. Bon i ng change 
vould not be granteG. The ma jor 1II.ped l ment VI'" removed v i th 
IEP ' s report .  Furthe rmor e ,  one S�lectpe [ son from Uxbr idge .poke 
at FERC ' .  Apri l  1 4 ,  1 9 S 5  Publ i c  Rea r i ng i n  favor of the OSP faei l l ty bel ng co.�"' t.n:cle:l lit the I ronstone . i t a .  

Tr.n.por t i ng coo l i n �  water acro.s t h e  Maaeachu • •  t t .  border 
w�s aescribed aa the primary ba r r i e r  to uew of the I ronetone 
. it., yet the 1 1lteJ i t,oO/1 of approval for such t ransport vas not 
inve. t igated a t  e l l . 'l'h h i . vhero the s i t i ng a l t.rnat ives 
anal ya18 fai la lIubstallt t a l ly .  TI.e DEI S  coneedeil that the 

3 

4 

GICl-2 ocmnent noted; staff ooocurs that ncne of the reasons stated wwl.d 
precllU the use of the Ir:mstale site. 

GICl-3 ocmnent noted; the refereoosd report has been reviewed by staff am 
�iate revisiQ'lS have been IIBde in the revised SectiQ'lS 2. 1.6. 3 . 1  

am 5 . 1 . 2 .  .l\oceptaooe of the cxn::lusims of the report by the Tam shalld 
nm::M! a major bpediUW1t to a zarln::J dIan:je for the prqlerty. staff nates that 
the Tam's <XI1BlIltant retXIIIII9I'ded that if a c::biuJ;Je frail agricultural to irOls
trial za'lin) is enacted by the Tam, relatively strict oontrols shalld be 
iDp:lsed to protect the granlwater resooroe at the II:alsta1e site. 'lhe recxm
mended uses allowed by ritltt, uses allowed by special permit, am prdlibited 
uses are oriented toward licpt ilDJstJ:y, lIIiUIlfacturirg, am research am 
developoent facilities. 'lhe allowed uses, either by ritltt or special elCOE!Ptioo, 
at present do Itt awear to incllU an electric generatin::J facility. '!his 
cootrasts with the F-5 (FaJ:m1rg) za'lin) at the Shelman Faral ibid site 1oo'h.ich the 
aJrrillville Za'linl Board has det:er:mined allaors by special exceptioo the 
prcposed PJW'E!T plant. 

GICl-4 ocmnent noted; please see the respcn;es to CCIIIIIeIlts FM-26 am FM-27 . 
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Iron.tone .ite S • •  nv i ronMental ly .up.r ior to the pr.f.rred 

I 8Ml"IIan .. arm Road . ae in ..... n}' r�.p.c t . ,  includ ing land u •• 
coapa t l b U i ty ,  we t l llnd il!lpa c t s .  upl.nd clearing and buffer are a .  co�t'd 
Th.refor. , • .or. rigorcu. an. l y . i .  of the Irona t on. a l t  • •  w i th 
or without a we t cool i ng ay.t.m, i. r.qu i r.d in the OBIS . 

Th. fina l  .ugg. $ t�d problem with changing the OSP f.ci l i ty 
va • •  pred i cted two-year delay in g a i n ing the n.c •••• ry .pprova l .  
for the fac i l i ty .  Howev.r , g iven the DEIS ana1ya i a  pert a i n i ng to 
when .dd l t ional elect r i eity .1 11 be n •• ded . I . e .  the Mid to lat. 
1 990 ' . ,  .uch a delay a5em. lncon •• quent ial . Thi. delay would be 
•• en 1 •• a .ig n i f i cant w i th the iJllp l ementat lon of .n.rgy con •• rVa
tlon .... ur •• wh1ch were compl . t.ly d f.smi ••• d f rom cons id.ra t i on 
in tha DEI S .  

In .ny .v.nt , .uc� • de l ay woul� be the r •• ult o f  poor 
pl.nning on the part uf OSP. Th. a •• minglr MOat con •• ni.nt and 
leaa t  expenaive ai te was choson . l rr •• vect •• of the .nv l ron
.. ntal conaeQuence s .  I n  fa�t , the Sh.rman "arm Ro.d sita rated 
nowhere n.ar the top un�.r the OEIS c r i t e r ia u.ed to n.rrow the 
llat of alt.rnat i ve . i t. a .  �any very proJlll ai ng a i t  •• ratad h i gh 
above the Shar$.n "�r� �osd . l t e ,  i nc l uding the 8ton.y Brook 
a l t. ,  but w.re dropp.d wl tho�t e.planat ion . The public shou l d  
not pay for .uch poor pl.on J.ng i'l t h e  fonl o f  unn.c •••• r r  envi
ronl'lental and h.al th I"" .act.. Tnfll".fore r.. cOIIIRletJon of .n 
a at • •  t U n  • .,"t:t,ds i s  i "'p.ratIv., with a r yorou • •• plora-

on an 0 act •• ·ev�Iuat l�n- of .11 r�aBonabl. a tern.tivea aa - I! - �t l ons:-ro crR UD 2 . I4 ( a ) .  wi thout such an 
an.lys i . ,  the DEIS wil1�not h t nc JIIor� than a ju.t i f i c.t ion for 
OSP ' .  pr.v iously chosen a i ta . 

l I .  TH I  DEIS "NALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAl. CONS!OUEJICBS IS 
INCONPLET! AN�, IN PART , INACCURATE 
with a complete . i t ing a l l.rnat i v.a .nalya l a ,  .. ny impacta 

pred 1cted to occur at the 5herma� "a� Road .Ite would be ahovn 
to be mln lmi •• d or .ven a�oid.d at oth. r . I ta . .  Por I n.tanoe , 
no l .e ,  fogg i n g ,  l ig� t l ng 'n� land u •• i ncompa t i bi l i ty i.pacta 
co�ld ••• I ly be avoided at a . i te 8uch a. Ironstone. 

Th. DBIS does attempt tc. anal yze end desc r i be the .nvi ron
.ental conaequene., of 8 1 t i ng the propo�"d facil ity .t the 
Sherman Far. Road a l t .  and of conatruct i ng the propoa.d na t u ra l 
gas pip.l ine . Howeve r ,  the pels f a l l .  short of th i .  go.l i n  
.everal inetane.a . 

A .  Land Uae ComP3 t ibi l i ty 

I Th. OEIS t a i la to d i ecu •• the inconsls t.ncy of the propo.�d 
project with Bur r i l lv l l J e · . C�rehens l v. Co.mun l t y  PI.n purauant 
to 4 0  CFR 1 50 2 . 1 6 ( c ) .  Th i �  Plan -ref l.ct_ a car. fully .tud ied 

5 
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GICl-5 Ca1ment ooted: please see the respalSe to ocmaent FM-28 regaJ:dirg 
awroval delays, an:! to ocmaent FAJ-J regaJ:dirg enerqy CCIlSeIVatim. 

GICl-6 Ca1ment ooted: CXJIIIIE!I1tor awears to Claltuse alP's siting decisims with 
the iJdepelldent analysis performed by Pm: staff. lis described in the 

respalSe to 0CIIIIIeI1t FM-28, staff's analysis was � without exnsidering 
present prqlerty ownership or the present status of design an:! pennit IIR>roval 
m a particular site. th!n evaluated m its merits, the SheJ:man Fann Road site 
prqxlElEd by alP ranks near the top urder the lEIS criteria (tied for third art: 
of eleven sites) , aid the CNerall diffeJ:'l!l1CeS between the top sites are not 
Slilstantial. 

'lbe selectim rat1al11le for the alternative sites that were 0CIIpal:ed to 
alP's pzqxsed SheJ:man Fann Road site is desc:ribecl in Sectim 2 . 1.5.9 of the 
lEIS an:! in IespclIlI!IE! to 0CIIIIIeI1t FM-JO. <hIy aIEl site that ranked b1cjler than 
SheImn Fann Road was excluded fraa the final �. It was not included 
because it is near, aid ranked lower than, the :rrtnrt:ale site in Massad:IUsetts • 

aid its inclusim in the final ClalIlBrison waJld not further the analysis. St.a1y 
Brook is diSOl-S m IB:J!! 2-104 of the lEIS. 

staff believes that the alternatives analysis ..ts the .inta1t of 40 CfR 
1S02 . 14 (a) . 

GICl-7 'lbe llJrrillville ClclIIp:ehensive <DIIu:lity Plan (1966) is a relevant 
plamin;r doaJment, but it is IIDI'8 than 20 years old. 'lbe llJrrillville 

ZalinJ BoiUd has already granted a special e:xceptim to the F-5 designatim. 
'Ibis actim displays a sense that a:ntrolled eocn:IIdc growth is JlOii aocept:able 
to the oamunity. 
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.et i_t. of fut.ure requi re",ent.a .how i ng bow developMent. In t.he 
ca.Munit.y .tould prooeed in t.he �eAt t.wenty y •• r • • • •  Tb. a l t. 
for the proposed fac i l i ty is in • rural r •• ld.nt i .l ar •• , d.
acrlbed by the Plan a . .. valllable publ ic a •• et affording • •• ne. 
of open epace . The Plan calla for the ar •• to Ma lnt. i n  it. rural I 7 
d.n.ity with - not lIor. than on. famUy per five .cr.a of l.nd . - cont . 

.. a nure t.o d1ao".5 thlc; pla" in the DEla V iolate. the CBO 
regul.tlon • •  nd . r t l t i c1�1 1y .lnlmi z •• land u •• cOMpa tab i l l t.y 
i_p.cta .t the 8her.an Fa� .oad . l t e .  

•. .01,. Iepacta 

Attached 1a an evaluation of the Van •• se , H.ng.n , Bru.t l l n ,  
Inc. r.port .nt i t. l .d - Eval ua t ion o f  8a •• l l na Nol.e Cond i t iona , 
pr.pared by Mr. John Murat.or.e . a n  engineer with GTS . Mr. 
"urator •• de.cr ibes .everal flaw. In V.n •••• -ft.ng.n ·. atudy . 
Sp.ci f ically, the Inst.rUII.ent. t l nn used for long t.B _a.ura •• nt. 
va. not oapable of read ing no i .e l evel. below 43d8. Any re.di ng 
which would have been �low . 3d8 waa .i_ply count.d a. i f it wer. 
43d8 in o.lculal ing background nolse l.v. l I .  Th iB l.ada to an 
art i f ic ial ly .lev.ted est l.ate of background no l .e l.vel • •  

To coapen.at. for t h i s  f l aw , ahorl term lIea.ure.ent. were 
_de with a .. t� se"s ll lve Ina t. t ulbent . Unfortun.tely, th.a • 

• hort t.ra _ •• ur ..... llte were .... d .. for only 10 .inut.e. at each 
location .nd none of the Keaaute,...nt. wer. made .t nigh t .  !!!. 
-Evaluat ion ot Bas e l ine Nc l •• Condit ions , · F i gure 5. Bven 80, 
background .abi.nt r •• d t noa .s l ow  •• 25d8 were r.cord.d on 
aev.ral acc.aa lon. . H.d night !.e read ings been t.k.n, .ven lower 
.abient .ound levels would prObably h.ve been r.cord.d. 

"oreover ,  F£'C ' e  D�I �  scope reQui r •• that. the EIS - tynore 
the fact of t.he eta te buLlndu·y and address env i ron_ntal IIp.ct. 
indep8nd�nt ly of the Rhod& I . l and/Ma9.achu�.tt. l i ne . - y.t 
Masaachu.ett. ' noiaw st andard 1. only mentioned briefly. No 
effort hi made to ach ill've th i s st andard und"r .ny proj.ct alter·· 
n.t i".. In other words , not ollly i. the no i •• ••••• s.ent faulty, 
but no .tepo wore taken to .!n i�1&. nole. impacta in COMpl iance 
w ith "EPA and so .s to ach ieve the M2E •• chuaat.t. nol .a .tandard . 

A aupple.enta l Dr-IS must rep�.t the ba.el l ne noise a •••• &
_nt w i th approp r i a te InstrlllR4!ntlJlt. 1on and prior to re-vegat.t ion 
of t ... ar. . .  Al.o . con .. truct. J on of \.he OSP fac i l ity at the 
Sherman Farm Road a l t@ ca l19 for the clearIng of 16 acre • •  
Wh.ther the ba.el l ne nDl ap. ana l y s I S  wi l l  .t l l l  be accurate 
following th i s  clel!lr i r.� a c t i v i t r  ",u :l l  b • •  sa •••• d .  very l i ke ly . 
it w1 1l not be .ccurate. ....ani5 tQ IIII n lml ze project.d noise i",
paet.s .nd to .at l efy thll' Maosliochu6ett.6 r.ohe st.ndard muat be 
evaluated . Thi. i� not an impo�ai bl� goal given that oth.r 
fac i U t l  •• h.ve commi tte" to achi .. v � ng ,lOla. l.v.ls III\.Ich lower 
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GlCl-8 Please refer to the response to 0CIIIIIeI1t f2\4-l9. With regard to the 
possibility of aJdJient nighttime noise levels beiIg 1<M!r than 25 �, 

previoos experience in rural c:piet areas in:licates that this is not liJcel.y to be 
the case. Typical cpiet bCAJr noise levels in rE!Blte wilderness areas are 00 the 
order of 25 to 30 �, not includirg sucb nrmaal noise producirg sooroes as 
insects ani the rustiirg of leaves. See also � E of the reIS . 

GlCl-9 o:.ment noted; please see the revised Sectioo 4 . 1.4.2 for ackiitiooal. 
discussioo. 

GICl-lO Please see the response to 0CIIIIII!I1t f2\4-l9. With regard to noise levels 
after site clearirg. asp has agreed. to nK!'s mitigatioo measure 

(Sectioo 5.1 . 3.2) to ocniIct a post�oo noise Dalit=irg survey to 
ensure that offsite noise levels attribrt:able to the operatioo of the facility 
do nat exceed an Ldn. of 55 � at the nearest residence. 'Ble staff fUrther 
recxmnen:ls that oorrect.ive actial be taken if this level is exceedEd. 
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than 08" . proposed leve l e ,  includ i �g NEA ' s  combined cycl. co
g.neration plant in Be l l l "�ham, "as�achu.e t t s .  

C .  W.Cland Tapacto 

In r.quests for preparat ion of the DE18 curr.ntly un�.r 
review, both CPA Region 1 and this off i ce r.que� t.d detai l.d 
wetland del i nea t i ons for .r�as potent i a l ly IM�act.d by thl. 
propo.al .nd an ••••• �.ent of. .ach a l ternat i ve pur.uant to the 
404 ( b ) ( 1 )  Guidel i ne e .  I n  re.pon •• , t he D�lS inc lud.a a sketchy 
del i n.aUon of the subject w.t16lld ate. s .  None of th ••• we t lands 

.r. formal ly •••• s.ed •• to the i r  value in tera. of flood 
contrgl , protect ion o f  g roundwa ter and 'Iurfac.wat..r suppl iea , 
wl ldl i f. b.bitat .n� .everal other inte �eetll . The _I nlmal infor
m.tion pro�lded is in5urr ici�nt to .s •• •• the project und.r the 
404 ( b ) ( 1 )  Gu idel in.s . 

Furthenlor. , th., 404 ( b ) ( l )  Gu i de l 1 .,e. are not ev",n _nHon.d 
in the DEIS let e lone lhe .naly. l. prev lou.ly requ.s t.d of 
proj ect .lterna t i ves . If euch .n .na l Y . l .  d i d  occur, t h e  8h.rman 
Fara Road s i te wou ld e""q;," ... tho lellll ' appropr iate . i te e i nc. 
-no discharg. of dI GJg.� or t i l l  NO t.r i , l  ah. l l  be penli t t.d i f  
there 18 a prac t i cable al ternat i ve to t!le propo�.d c U ech.roe 
which wou ld have l.sl< ad·/er •• illlp""t on t.he aquatic .oo.y.t .... , eo 
long .s the alt.rnn h·. dOllt' not have o ':her e ig n i f l c.nt adve r •• 
envi ronaental con.eQu.ne •• • • 40 erR 230 . 1 0 ( . )  Ae discu •• ed in 
the DEl S ,  the Shennan rarll! Road . i te le til. only e t t. where 
wetl.nd. will be imp.ct.' . · Pract l c.bl., a l t. rnat ive. - to the 
Sher •• n rarm Road s t t� d •• c r i bed 1n the 404 ( b ) ( 1 )  Guidel in •• do 
exiet and .re inden t i f 1ad in the n� IS. Thftr.for. , under the 
404 ( b ) ( 1 )  Gu ide l i n  •• , th� p roj.ct a� propo.ed would not be a l low
able a l  OSP ' .  preferred e i t e .  

A t  the I ron.tone e i t e ,  n o  we t l and. would be aff.ct.d . 
Furth.r�re, by withd raw i ng water from th. Bl.ck.ton. R1ver n.ar 
the Ironstone e i t e  and by t at>p i ng the M'.JbU pipe l ine . 11  a U es 
.way froll the 2il� ' .i�limal '  it ar.y, we tland illtpact would resu l t .  
See DEIS , pg .  - 2 2  nally, an a l t . l n�liv. g a  • •  upp ly rout. ha. 
been propo.ed by tIle Algonqu i n  Ga. Tra"" m1 adon COIIIp.ny wh i ch 
would . l i� i n  .. te tho need fur the en t i re 1 1  .1le plpelin. to the 
osp s i t e  a t  SherBl.o P.r. .. Road .  Inllt.ea� , 3 . 4  �I le. of looping 
wou l d  be requ i red (Qr this al ternative. 8 1 nc. the Algonquin 
p ipe l i ne a l.o pa�lIe8 ��j aeent to the Iron$ tone e i t e ,  this al ter
nat iv. would a l .o be opp l ica�l� to th.t loca tion . 

Th. cumulat l va l�pact to wAt lands reaul t i ng fro .. pow.r pl snt 
and pipe l l n. conU rucl ion hi ."betan U a t , requ i ring evaluation 
und.r the 404 ( b ) ( 1 )  Gu i de l i ne •• Ws do not bel ieve that the 
abbreviat.d Nat iollwid. I'el"'; l pt'og ra", t" i n t"nded for .. ajor 
proj ecte euch all that propvsed .  A tu1l  4 04 .n.lyais o f  projec t 
a l terna t iv •• mURt be p�r t  or. 8 euppleMental DEIS . 
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GICl-ll Please see the revised SectiCllS 2.1  am 2.2 am the xespellses to 
c:xmnents FAl-7 ani FAl-8. 1be U.S. Amy CoI:pB of En}ineers will 

detennine CX1IpIltibility of the project with Natimw!de Penait recpi.:rements. 

GICl-12 Please see the response to ocaaent GICl-ll. 1be area of -Uan:la to be 
filled at the SheJ:mn Fana ibid site is less than 1 acre ani is 

therefore less than the � size 0CNe:red urder Amy CoI:pB pennit rEqlb:e
ments. Also, all ather sites CXIlBidered wruld %eCJlire transmissioo line 
upgrades, whicb oculd affect -Uan:la. 

GICl-14 Please see the respcnse to CXDa1t GICl-ll. 
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D. Secondary Impacts Of The Proposed Project 

I f  the OSP f ac i l i ty is constructed at the Sherman Farm Road I s i t e ,  FERC must exami ne the possibi l i ty of any further plans for 
15 expans ion of the faci l i ty in  the future . Otherw i se ,  a l l  of the 

envi ronmental analyses conducted thus far w i l l  underes t imate the 
ef fects of the total project . 

Also, on page 2-78 of the DE IS , FERC ment ions the need for a I swi tching stat ion wh ich w i ll requ i re ten acres of land area . 
However,  no d iscuss ion of this port i on of the proposed proj ect is � 
provided i n  the DE IS . The DEI S  is clearly i nadequate wi thout 
d i scussion of this  substant ial component of the proposed project.  

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

CEO regulat ions requ i re that federal agenc i es - sha l l  to the 
f ullest extent poss ible • • •  use all pract icable means • • •  to 
restore and enhance the qua l i t y  of the human env i ronment and 
avoid or m i n im i ze a ny poss ible adverse ef fects of the i r  action 
upon the qua l i ty of the human env i ronment . - 4 0  CFR l 500 . 2 ( f ) .  1 17 
The DEI S ,  however ,  does not exam i ne all such prac t i cable means 
and , therefore,  i s  inadequate i n  terms of enabl ing federal 
agenc ies to eva luate accurately the proposed project and to act 
accord ing l y .  

Some o f  the gaps in  the DEIS ' s  analys is o f  impacts and the i r  
m i t igat ion involve the proposed cooling water system and the 
s i t ing of the power fac i l i ty .  These gaps have been d iscussed 
above . Genera lly,  thoug h ,  the DEIS does not f u l ly ana lyze the 
reasonable al ternat ives set forth s ince it incorrectly presumes 
that the use of a dry cool ing system is i n feas ible.  1 18 

This presumpt ion not only precludes a complete s i te alterna
t ives ana lys is , but i t  e l i mina tes a s ign i f icant opportun i ty to 
avoid completely the large number of impacts assoc ia ted w i th the 
use of cool i ng wa ter .  

The DE I S  not only fa i l s  to m i n im i Zp. env i ronmental impacts 
through an approp r iate s i t i ng analys is , but it proposes vague 
m i t igat ion measures wi thout explor ing alternat ive means for 
enforcing them. OSP and Tennessee Gas cou ld poss ibly i ncorporate 
the proposed m i t igat ion into the i r  respective proposed projects , 
and the rev i sed projects cou ld be described in the Supplemental  
DE I S .  

I t  i s  important t o  cons ider that the DEIS concludes that the 
Sherman Farm Road s i te will  not involve s i g n i f icant adverse 
impacts w i th the proposed � i t igat ion . Th is is h ighly inappropr i-

19 

GICl-15 OOP has not, to staff's knowledge, prqxlEI8d the possibility of fIJbJre 
expansial of the s-n FlmI ibid site beyI::n:1 the presently-plannad 

two units. with specific :respect to staff's envi.J:a-.tal. analysis, no doc»
ments have been filed I:7.i CSP that Wicate mare than two units are envisi.aled. 
'1bere is lIIIple pr:eoedent for liaitiRJ the envi.J:a-.tal. analysis of the project 
to the two units ptcop:-'.. 

GICl-16 'DIe discIIssim of swit.c:hin;J statims 00 P8IJE! 2-78 of the lEIS is in 
reference to the � of possible sites. Evaluatioo of potentia1 

swit.c:hin;J statim locat.i.ms and their ocnst:mctic:n and operaticnU effects was 
not a deI:emimnt at the possible and pat.ential site evaluatim levels. 
SWit.c:hin;J statims were i.rtt:rocU:led to the analysia for the final, three-site 
o:mparisc:n in Sectioo 2.1.5.10 of the lEIS. 

GICl-17 a-Jt mted; several � mted deficiencies in the lEIS or 
aJ:'MS in IohictI it oa.Jld be i.Jp:oved. staff has CDlSidered all vertlal 

and written 0CIIII&lts in preparatial of the FEIS, and taken specific actial 00 
all relevant and Idlstantial issues raised. 

GICl-18 'DIe FEIS does not presume that the use of dIy coolirq is infeasible. 
Altha41 a dIy coolirq syst.aa wculd eliminate many of the envircnaental 

i:apacts associated with a wet coolirq sysUa, it also has several disadvantages. 
'DIe advantages and drawbacks of dIy coolirq are disoJSSed in Sectial 2 . 1.4.3.3 .  

GICl-19 0;mDent mted; please see the responses to 0CIIIIIeIlI:s FA4-32 and FA4-33. 
staff first nates that an iq;lortant factor in CDlSiderirq the relative 

merits of the SheI:mn Fann Read, Irmstone, ani Bryant Qlllege sites is that 
ooly the SheI:mn Fann Rcad has a specific develqment ptqXlSal I:7.i an awlicant, 
inclu:iin;J the awlicant's ptcop:-'. mitigatioo. 'DIus, in order to make a site 
OCIIPU"isoo, the staff developed oonoepts for the alternative sites, inclu:iin;J 
staff's preferred mitigatioo. In faimess to SheI:mn Fann Rcad, it shruld be 
cx:mplred to Irmstone and Bryant Qlllege as if staff's preferred mitigatim were 
to be ilIp:lsed there also. Secord, staff acp:ees with the �'s statement 
that, because staff's llEICCIEEIded mitigatioo is not part of the prqxlEI8d 
project, it should not be CDlSidered in evaluatin;r the oYeIall acoept:ability of 
the project until the FER: or the EFSB iDplse them as cxntitims to their 
respective authorizatioos. 'DIe staff's rlElCClEElded aDllticnU mitigatioo 
measures are interded to further Ieduoe the envircnaental i:apacts. 'DIe author
izirq agencies may, or may not, iJIpJse any or all of the rlElCClEElded measures. 
CSP's and Tennessee's views of staff's J:lElCClEElldatims are clearly presented in 
their 0CIIIIIE!I'lts 00 the lEIS (GICB ani GIClO) • 

• 
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ate and results i n  a f l awed compar i son of the relat ive mer i ts of 
each al ternat ive . S imply put , the proposed m i t igat ion is not a 
part of the proposed project and should not be considered i n  
assess ing the proposed proj ect , especi a lly s i nce i t  may or may 
not be implemented . 

IV. THE DE IS DOES NOT INCLUDE INFORMATION AND ANALYSES 
REOUIRED BY FERC 'S  SCOPE 

The DE IS is m i s s i ng an accurate wetl and de l i neat ion and 
valuat ion , plant l i ghting impacts have not even been d i scussed , 
let alone mi t igated , and no f u l l  descript ion of the Blackstone 
Wi ldl i fe Managemp.nt Area has bep.n provided . Such a descr ipt ion 
should have inc luded the flora and fauna in the managp.ment area 
as  we ll as deta i led long-term, cumulat ivp. impac t s .  In  add i t ion , 
only a very sketchy heal th impacts assessment regard i ng coo l i ng 
tower plume e f fects has been provided in a report referenced by 
the DEI S .  All  of th i s  in forma t ion was requ i red by FERC ' s  own 
scope . 

FERC ' s  scope also ca l led for a complete env i ronmental 
assessment of impacts to the Blackstone River resul t i ng f rom 
cool ing water wi thdrawal .  Wh i le water qua l i ty parameters were 
ana lyzed to some exten t ,  on ly a brief d i scuss ion of hab i ta t  im
pacts during low f low cond i t i ons is prov ided . Further , aera t ion 
of the River i s  proposed to m i t igate for water qua l i ty impacts 
resul t ing from the cool i ng wa ter w i thdrawa l .  Wh i le this may 
e levate DO leve l s ,  it does noth i ng else to improve water qua l i t y .  
I n  add i t ion , i t  represents a n  add i t iona l ,  unjus t i f iable a l tera
t ion to the Blackstone River env i ronment . 

At one po int  i n  the DIES , FERC c la ims that approva l  of a 
s i te w i l l  be based on resolut ion of the water supply i ssue - bu t 
that this  water i ssue i s  beyond the scope of the DE I S .  We cou ld 
not d i sagree more strongly. The DEIS exami nes numerous impacts 
to the Blackstone River and at the project s i te - all  related to 
the the use of cool i ng water .  I t  i s  certa i n ly w i t h i n  FERC ' s  DEIS 
scope to explore how such impacts could be m i n imi zed or avo ided . 
In fact , NEPA requ i res the use of a l l  pract icable means to avo id 
or min imize impact s .  

V .  NEED FOR SUPPLEMENTAL DE IS 

The NEPA process is intp.nded to help pub l i c  of f ic i a l s  make 
dec i s ions that are based on a complete u nderstand ing of the 
env ironmental consequences involved w i th a g i ven project.  Only 
w i th this  unders tand i ng can publ ic of f i c ials take act ions tha t 
protect the envi ronment . Unfortunately , the DEI S  before us does 
not prov ide the necessary u nderstand i ng of env i ronmental conse
quences for public  off i c ia ls to take act ion , espec i a l ly due to 
i ts inadequate al ternat ivp.s ana lys i s ,  impact assessment and 
mi t iga t ion proposa l .  

I 19 
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GICl-20 A scc:pirg study was 00I'Kb::ted by staff to identifY patent:ial.ly signi-
ficant envinnnental. issues related to the proposed project. 'Ihe itaas 

referred to in the OCIIIIIeI'It--wet:lams, plant li.ght.in:J, effects en the Black Ibt 
Wildlife Management Area, an:! health effects fraa the coolirg tower pllDe-Wel.'e 
sane of the potentially significant bptcts identified. EadI mceived a 
subeecpm: evaluatien by staff am ClCIIIeI'age in the lEIS at a level of detail 
0CIIIIII!IlSUra with the significance of the potential adverse effects. CDment:s 
received fn:a several parties regardirg the lEIS ClCIIIeI'age of certain issues 
resulted in expaOOed analysis an:! coverage for the n:rs. 

GICl-21 Sectien 4. 1.2.1.2 has been revised to in:licate several possible IX> 
JDitigatiat IIII!IISUrE that CXA1ld be eaployed. staff disagrees with the 

0CIIIIII!flts that mitigatien is "unjustifiable.· 

GICl-22 Nater Iqlply issues were the rdJject of several 0CIIIIII!flts. � 
oonlltia'lS that IIIIlY be placed en wi� of Bl.ac::IaJt:a1e River water, 

p18llSe see the rwpalEle to 0CIIIIIeI'It Dot-i. � bpdi� to zonirg 
c:tJan,Jes at IraIsta1e die to cn1CernS for potential � ClCX1taIIinatien, 
please see the respalEle to 0CIIIIIeI'It FM-24. � cn1CernS aIxut interstate 
transfer of water, see the respalS8 to 0CIIIIIeI'It FM-21. staff has explored eadl 
of these issues to the extent practicable. 

GICl-23 'Ihe p.togzess of an EIS fn:a the draft stage, � the 0CIIIIIeI'It 
procese, to the prepar:at1en of the Final EIS typically involves 

substantial. aqen;:y am p.tllic 0CIIIIIeI'It, inow:poJ:atJ.cn of nsw data, am revisia'lS 
to analyses. 'Ibis has been the case for the a;p EIS. M:lst if nat: all lEIS's 
hIrve .irwieqlJllCies am deficiencies that are ClOl1:eCted in the n:rsJ the a;p lEIS 
is not an exaptien. na:: staff has revi-S this 0CIIIIIeI'It am others request.i.oJ 
that a SlWlemental EIS be prepared. staff has azcluded that the lEIS was 
adecprt:e to provide IIIBIIIlingful analysis, that sdJetantial c:tJan,Jes to the 
p.tqx:sed actien that are rele\llUlt to envircnEntal cn1CernS hIIva nat: occurred, 
am that nsw ci.raaDstanoes or infonnatien rele\llUlt to env� ccn::m:ns am 
bearirg en the prqx:sed actien or its iIIplCI:s hIIva nat: been significant. staff 
ocn=ludes that a SlWlemental lEIS vculd not Jmterially actI to an urderstan:Jir:g 
of the environnental. ocnsequenoes of the a;p project. 
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Therefore , prepara t ion of a Supplemental DE I S  must occur 
pursuant to 40 CFR lS0 2 . 9 ( c ) ( l ) ( i i )  and l S0 2 . 9 ( c ) ( 2 ) .  With the 
correct ion of def i c iencies in the DEI S ,  not only would t h i s  
resul t  i n  a mea n i ngful analys is  o f  the projec t ,  b u t  new s i te a n d  I 23 
technology a l terna t i ves would l i kely a r i se .  A Supplemental DEIS cont'd 
would a l low full opportun i ty for publ i c  and agency evaluat ion of 
a complete impact analysis w i th poten t i ally new a l ternat ives that 
should have been considered or ig i na l l y .  

VI . CONCLUSION 

FERC concludes that both const ruct ion of the OSP p l ant and 
the Tennessee gas pipel i ne fac i l i t i es ,  w i th the mi t igat i on 
measures recommended by FERC , ·would have a limi ted adverse 
env i ronmental impact and would be an envi ronmentally acceptable 
action . .  DEI S ,  pg. ES- l .  Th i s  conclusion is  prema ture at bes t ,  
g i ven the outstand i ng i nforma t i on and ana lyses needed for an 
adequate EIS .  

Moreover , t h i s  conclusion i s  erroneous in that i t  is  
cond i t iona l upon implementat i on of FERC ' s  recommended mi t igat ion 
measures . In add i t ion , the m i t igat ion measures are not part of 
the proposed pro j ects and should not be factored i nto any assess
ment of whether s ig n i f icant adverse env i ronmental effec t s  will 
occu r .  OSP has a l ready stated publ i c ly that at  least two of the 
measures are unacceptable to them. Also , no mechan i sm for 
enforcement of these measures has been proposed as part of the 
OSP and Tennessee Gas projects.  

All  of the above-sta ted reasons compe l FERC to prepare a 
Suppelemental DEI S .  We ma i n ta i n  that wi thout the preparat i on of 
a Supplemental DEIS ,  the very purpose and i ntent of NEPA w i l l  be 
contravened . 

S i ncerely , 

�/. �::� 
,� J. IJ�� 

Donna J • .  ��rhees 
Enclosure 
cc: Lonnie Lister,  FERC Project Manager 

Mr. Car los Riva , Ocean State Power 
Mr.  Robert Bend ick ,  MEPA U n i t  
Ms . E l i zabeth Higgi ns-Congram, EPA/Reg ion 1 
Hr . Wi l l i am Lawless , ACOE 
H r .  Gordon Beckett ,  USFWS 
M r .  Edward Burk e ,  RI /EFSB 
Senators Kerry and Kennedy 
Charles O ' Connel l ,  

Concerned C i t i zens of Burr i l lv i l le/Uxbr idge 
Dav i d  LaFer r iere , 

Concerned C i t i zens of Burri l lv i l le/Uxbr idge 

N l 9/l9 
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GICl-24 a:maent noted: ftlIC staff is d>liged to � its oonclusioos in the 
lEIS 80 that its positioo is clearly stated. It is bplicit, given 

that the lEIS is a draft dc:IcuEnt, that staff's oonclusioos are tentative 
pen:iirg the ocmpletia'1 of analysM for the FEIS. 

As also c:lisolSSed in respalS8 to CCIIIIII!I1t GICl-l9, the staff's recxIIIIIE!Ided 
mitigatia'l � in ar:kiitioo to those pI� I:7f or aooeptable to an awli-
cant are i.nten:ied to further ra:b::e envircnaltal iIIpacts ani are not an 
inteqral part of an ass put of Wlet:her significant adverse environDental 
effects woold ocx::ur. 



::E .:.. 0) 

C"'OMMEN I � I I I  
EV ALUA TION OF BASELINE 1'( 'Ise CON DII'IO;-';S 

PROPOSED POWER PLANT 
BURRILLVILLE, RI for OSP 

by VANASSE, HANGEN, BRUSTLIN, INC. 

I .  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 1 1 /23/86 
Midnight to I I  :OOAM - 54% of the readings were at or below 
Noon to I I  :OOPM - 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 i.n.x.a.l.i..!1 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 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration office in Worcester, 
Ma to obtain wind conditions for the reading dates. 

1 2/4/86-TH - 1 5.0 MPH avg -- 53.2 avg Leq 
1 2/6/86-SA - 1 1 .5 MPH avg -- 50.5 avg Leq 
2/6/87- FR - 7.7 MPH avg -- 44.4 avg Leq 
2n/87- SA - 8.9 MPH avg -- 43.2 avg Leq 

2/1 O/87-TU - 20.5 MPH avg -- 5 1 .6 avg Leq 

Note: ground was snow-covered on 2/6,7 , 1 0/87 
Station 9 was tested twice to determine effect of snow cover 

1 2/4/86 - 1 5.0 MPH avg -- 53 Leq 
2/6/87 - 7.7 MPH avg -- 45 Leq 

GICl (cont'd) 

GICl-25 Please refer to the respoose to 0CIIIIIeI'lt FA4-19. 

25 

GICl-26 Please refer to the respoose to 0CIIIIIeI'lt SA7-22. 

26 
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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: 

IahlLl Data Sheets 
Station I period 9:42-9:52AM 3 :44-3 :54PM 
1 2 /4 / 8 6  min dB(A) - 3 8  (+8) 1 2 /4 / 8 6  3 0  

L50 - 45 (+'2)" 3 9  
L l 0  - 53 (+8) 4 5  
Leq - 55 (+1 3) 4 2  
max dB(A) - 75 (+1 1 )  6 4  

note: increase of 3 dB doubles noise 

Station 2 period 1O:03- 10:1 3AM 4:23-4 :33PM 
1 2 / 4 / 8 6 min dB(A) - 45 (+1 ) 12/4/86 4 4  

L50 - 51  (+4) 4 7  
L 1 0  - 57 (+6) 5 1  
Leq - 52 (+5) 4 7  
max dB(A) - 66(+6) 6 0  

Station 3 period 1 0:24-1 0:34AM 4 :08-4 : 1 8 P M  
1 2 / 4 / 8 6  min dB(A) - 3 7  (+8) 1 2/4/86 2 9  

LSO - 45 (+7) 3 5  
LlO - 57 (+1 8) 3 9  
Leq - 49 (+14) 3 5  
max dB(A) - 64 (+3) 6 1  

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 baseline ambient noise, 
which is crucial in determining the environmental effect of a new 
noise source Dl.U.1l. be performed. 

I 27 

GICl-27 'lhe data presented in Table 3 of the Vanasse Han;Jen Brustiin, Inc. ,  
report are not incc.rosistent with the data sheets. 'l\IO sets of -

sw:ements were aa:Ie a'I U/4/86 at staticnl 1, 2, ard 3. 'lhe earlier measure
ments (i.e. , at 9:42 am, 10:03 am, ard 10:24 am) are listed in Table 3 ard the 
data sheets are ircllDld in the report. 'lhe later � (i.e. , at 3 : 44 
pD, 4:08 pD, ard 4:23 pal are not listed in Table 3, I:ut the data sheets are 
ircllDld in the report. 
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3. Per Uruel & Kjaer's Measuring Sound Guidelines: "Leq, the 
equivalent continuous dB(A) level is an eltcellent criterion for 
studying long-term trends in ambient nois,·. However it does not 
reveal complete information about the qualilY 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 1 2  of the VHB study and page 5 of the BBN Labs Repon #6592 
references an -average- (quotes are from repon) 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 repon. For 
reference, the L90 would be a lower dB(A) or noise level than the 
L I O. 

4. While reading the VHB study, I noted that I I  of the total 21 noise 
monitoring stations were located at the edge of the pavement or on 
roadside. Since none of the affected residences are 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 GRI 988 Precision Integrating Sound
Level Meter and Analyzer borrowed from GTE, my employer, the 
following readings were taleen on Sunday 4n/88:  

Wind conditions - 14.0 avg MPH - no wind screen used 

llME LQCAIIQti 1&Q malli dlHAl IIIf(jc count 
4:35-4:45PM roadside 53 88 1 2  
4:46-4:56PM 50' back 43 70 1 4  

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. 

28 

29 

GICl-28 � definitim, an �:::..�� is an average of the total sound 
EI'IelW recorded by over the tt- period of interest. For 

an inst:antaneca.l sound level reading, the L sound level wculd be apivalent to 
the 4. sound level. For typical noise lev&. as wculd be experienced over a 15 
to 3o''minrt:e period, an � sound level wculd be �tely 5 to 10 dBA less 
than the �ea sound level . Hence, for a typical or average L of 44 dBA, the � CDlld De" expected to rarge fn:a 34 to 39 dBA. eq 

GICl-29 'DIe pnpoee of the short-tem IIIlnitorin} pl'OCJl'I!IIII was to provide 
ldlitimal docIDent:atim m noise levels at a variety of locaticns in 

the qeneral vicinity of the plant site. 'DIe locaticns of interest ird.uded 
aocessible anms adjacent to and J:'aIICMiICl fn:a rtlI!Idways, as well as sc:me cnsite 
anms. For the IIIlnitorin} rasults � in Tables 3 and 4 of the Vanasse 
HarJ;Jen Brustlin, Inc. , sbJdy, IIIlnitorin} stati.a1s 1 t:hrclucJl 8, 4A, and 16 (10 
sites) were located at the rit1Jt-of-way line adjacent to the rtlI!Idways. '!be 
other 12 IIIlnitorin) sites weza located a ..uu... of 50 feet fn:a any J:'OaClway. 
staticns SA � 80 weza located 50 to 200 feet tn:a the I'OIIdway (1b.Ite 98) 
and noise levels at these staticns weza c:iaerIIai to att:eruat.e CJlickly to a level 
5 to 8 dBA less than c:iaerIIai at roadside statim 8. statim 9 was located 
within the site area and WIIS well J::'eIII:M!Id fn:a any I'OIIdway. staticns 9* t:hrclucJl 
15*, also located INa'f fn:a rtlI!Idways, weza IIIlnitcnd in the pr:esenoe of snow 
cover. '!be rasults of these � irdicated the expected rasult of 
retbled noise levels Ioh!n snow cover is present. 
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I, 

JAMES R. KllG (A typed versioo of Mr. Kln}'s latter is presented after the 
original lcn;pun. ) 

GlC2-1 staff mtes these <Xll1OElJ:TlS ani CXD81ts; please - the response to 
oc:.-lt GlCl-2. 
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GIC2-3 Please see the response to 0CDBlt GlCl-2. 

GIC2-4 staff believes that it is generally envircnDentally preferable to 
install new pipelines parallel and adjacent to existin} rights�f __ y. 

1his is because parallelin} existin} rights�f __ y inIIolves peDBnIlIlt c:xmaitment 
of less land, and envil::crJaBrt:al .iDpacts are pn:.portiooally less. However, sud1 
ra.rt:in} is preferable ally if no significant adverse .iDpacts would occur that 
ocu.ld be avoided by followin} an alternative ra.rt:e. hktitiooal infOZllBticn can 
be fan1 in the revised Secticn 2.2.4.  'Ibe OCIIplI:lSIlticn program is di.so-' in 
the response to CCIIIIIBI1t GICl-2 . 
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4 
cont'd 

GIC2-5 staff nates that at least me � believes that he Wl:W.d be 
affected I:7f deIIelqllEllt of the lJ:a1stale site. 

GIC2-6 o:.ttaminaticn caused I:7f oil leakinJ or spilling ftaD an � oil 
pipeline is addres,e� I:7f Rhode Islan:I General laWs Title 46, <llapter 

12, which nq.dres ranediatim far oont:aainatim of ground waters of the state. Rhode Islam oil Pollutim o:nt:rol Aegullltime (praII1lga� urder the authoriza
tim of Rhode Islani General laWS 46-12, 42-17. 1, ani 42-35) also �ate releases of oil with the potential to CXI'IbIIIIinate ground-water wells. 
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staDped: Received By 
}\pi:" 25 1988 
ErNi.J:tnEntal EYaluatien 
8I:anctl 

Gle2 
(typed veBion) 

� F.E.R.C. 
825 North capital st . , N.E. 
Washin;Jtcn, D.C. 20426 

Dear �: 

P.O. Bax 214 
Slatersville, RI 02876 

Re: Doc. No. CP87-132-<Xll 

I am subdtting my ocmaents en the above referenced project as I was not 
able to speak at the hearing held in Woonsocket, R. r.  en }\pl:"il 14th. 'Ihere were 
so mny speakers that I was Wlable to stay until my name cruJ.d be readied on the 
list. 

I dcn't disagree that there is a need for ad::liticnal power generatien am 
ctJVioosly the lcx:al officials are all in favor of the project because of the tax 
benefits as well as other Dalies that a;p has already paid or pranised the local 
towns. 

ttf ocnoem is that it oertainl.y � that the property owners in the area 
of the ptopciN:l plant are not receiving a fair deal. As the lEIS states the area 
IIobere the plant is ptopciN:l is a rural areas where hcmes are located en fairly 
large 'WOOded lots in a �et area. ttf brother am I own awroximately 100 acres 
adjacent to the prqlOSE!d plant. We have been working with the town of Uxbridge 
for BeII'erill. years to gain � to sell tWJ.ding lots en a portion of the 
property. EWn tllcur#l the a;p peq>le keep saying that property values will not 
be affected I cpestien there wisdaa. I have done appraisals for over 20 years in 
my jeb with U.S.D.A. am I have not fourd property adjacent to any SIXtI facility 
as the Q'le being prqlOSE!d to not be affected. 

Nat cnly will the noise am visual affects be a prcblea for us rut our 
property will feel the majority of the affects of the plume frail the plant. � 
of the year the prevailing win:Is are sruthwest tihidJ. will direct the plume 
directly t:Q./ards our property tihidJ. is also at a hiqler elevatien. 

asp has made a tdrsn offer to the llIrrillville residents to offset any loss 
in property value rut not:hin.J has been even prqlOSE!d in either llIrrillville or 
Uxbridge to CXIIp!I1Sate property owners other than hane-owners. Mitigation 
measure 115 stn.1ld be amenied to incllDe all property owners not just residents. 

We have already been severely i:qJacted by the Algcnpin Gas OJ. , A.T. & T. , 
& Term Gas OJ. easaaents as well as the Bost:cn S:fiscn OJ. pu:dJ.ase tihidJ. cut our 
property in to am dcn't need another utility rab::ing the value of our property. 
'!bey shwld either stay out of the area or �te the al:Qtters either by an 
outri<jlt pu:dJ.ase of any affected property or at a miniDun CXIIp!I'ISate all 
affected property owners for any loss of value. 

I , 
" 

I · 

'Ihere are boio other areas of the lEIS that stn.1ld also be looked at mre I closely. '1he lEIS states that the Ircnstcne site WD.1ld not affect pIqlerty 
owners as to visual or noise pollutien. C\.Jr hc:IIIe farm is located directly across 5 
the reservoir fran the alternative site am most: definitely WD.1ld be affected. 

'1he other area of ocnoem is the oil pipeline. '1he prqlOSE!d line will J:\D'l th1:t:Ju:Jh N. smithfield in areas that are entirely residential arxi rely en well water. A high presure oil pipeline th:rough SIXtI a thickly settled residential area WD.1ld becx:me a major prcblem if there were a leak. I att:.emed the 8Jr
rillville zcnirg meeting last ni<jlt arxi they have put a ocrditien en their zonin:J 
exoeptien that the pipe be a <bJble wall pipe in llIrrillville. '!he pipeline I 6 
shwld either be routed away frail the residential areas in N. smithfield or at a miniDua be of <bJble wall oonstJ:uctien. We have a larxifill that is en the EPA superf\mj list because of the groundwater oontaminatien prcblem en Q'le side of us 
arxi do not need a oil pipeline en the other side. 

Sincerely, 

James N. King 

c.c. I.cnie Lister Proj .  Mlr. 
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Apr i l  1 8, 1988 

Referer.ce Dock.t NoC P87-1 32-0Cll 

Secr.tary 
F.d.ra l En.rgy Reg u l a t ory Comm l Es l on 
8a� North Cap i t a l  Stre.t, N. E. 
Wash i ngton, D. C. 20426 

To whom it may conc.rn : 

nc.. ::E!VED B\ 
APR 2 :; 1988 

t:n\lll ... " . . . .. .  , . _ .  '- � \  .. uud.1l0n Branch 

I am a res i dent of West I ror.stone Road , Harr i sv i  1 1 ., Rhod .. I s l and. 
Th i s  i s  the propos.d l ocat i on of t he Oc.an St at. Pow.r ProJ .ct . 

GIC3 

After r.ad i n g  t he D. E. I . S. and at t end i n g  a l l of t he h.ar i ngs, i nc l ud i ng 
t he on. on Apr i l  1 4, 1 988 w i t h  memb.rs of F. E. R. C, I f •• l I must wr i t e  
t o  you t o  eM press my conc.rn. and t h o  • •  o f  m y  fam i l y. 

Th.r. are many t h i ngs in t he D. E. I . S. t hat concern me. The f i r.t on. i s  
t h e  very obv i ous conc l us i on that t h e  Sh.rman Farm Road s i t .  i s  b y  far 
the worst . i t. ava i l a b l e  to O. S. P. Th. stat em.nt " w i l l  negat i v i e l y  i mpact 
qual i t y  of l i f. "  is found i n  a l most .v.ry ar.a t h at was stud i ed ! The 
I ronstone s i t .  how.ver has l i t t l e  or no . f fect on q ua l i t y  of l i fe of wh i ch 
I pl ace a very h i gh pr i or i t y .  Th. Sh.rman Farm Road s i t .  has t he most res i dences 
w i t h i n  ha l f  a m i le - t w i c. as many as a l t ernate s i t .s. 

On page �- 1 ,  you st at . that the construct i on o f  t h e  propos.d power p l ant 
at the Sherman Farm Road .1 t. preferred by O. S. P wou l d  have s i  gr.i f i cant 
eff.cts on water us. and local l and use, and wou l d  ef fect protected wet l ands. 
You a l so state t h at const ruct i on c.f the p l ar.t at t h i s  s i t e wou l d  be cor.
veni er.t for O. S. P. 

I t ems such as fogg i r.g, i c i r.g, l i gh t i r.g, and no i se wou l d  be perce i ved by l oc a l  
res i d.ncR5 t o  b .  5ev.r • •  

Yc. u a l so li t . t lt  t h at o n  P&g. 5-2 t h at rE's i dt!!'nt 5 i n  t h. i Mmed i at e  v i c: i Yl i t y  o f  
t he proposed s i t e wou l d  suffer a l c.ss i n  property val ue5. Under m i t i gat i vlt 
rneasures OYI pAge 5-6, .. 15 st at •• t h at jl " buyout " p l an or liom. compar a b l e  
comp.r.sat i oYI prograrn be est abl i sed f o r  l ocal l and owy • •  rs. 

There are dlaYIY other i ssues, wh I ch were brought u p  in the m •• t l Ylg e,y, 
Apr i l  1 4 , 1 988 t h at I wi l l  r.ot go i nt o, but wou l d  A5k t h at they be s t ud i ed 
i n  ful l by F. E. R. C. 

GIeJ-l staff mtes these 0CCl0eD'IS ani CCIIIIIeI1ts. IroostaIe may be perceived as 
a better site enviraDent:ally (sectia'l 2. 1.6.4) : hoiieYer, Sheman Fann 

Ibid is still rated as an aooept:able alternative. Please be assured that a 
t:hoJ:'Qql search was oamx::ted to assess the bpact:s ani alternatives ani that 
they were reported � the lEIS. 1m: staff does not disagr:ee that lan:l 
use, foggirg, icirg, l:i.ghtin;J, ani noise may be perceived by neart:Iy residents as 
havirg a locally significant iDpIct:, b.It these are within legal limits. 
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GIC3 (cont'd) 

I b. l i .v. th.t F. E. R. C • •  hould � l oo k i ng .t the �.ct • •  nd th ••• �.ct • 
• 1 1  po i nt to the Sh.rM.n F.rM Ro.d l oc.t i on a. b.ing un.cc.pt . b l  • •• 
comp.r� to the Iron.ton • •  i t .  or .n .ppropr i .t. i ndu.t r i . l  . I t  • •  
To put . m.Jor indu.t r i . l  . i t .  i n  t he M i d d l .  o �  • rur. l . r •• i d.nt . l  n. i gh bor
hood .urround.d by wi l d l i �. r.�ug • •  r ••• • hou l d  not .v.n b. con.i d.r.d wh.n 
t he on l y  M.Jor r ••• on �or choo. i ng t he . i t .  i. �or t he conv.n i .nc. o� the 
cOMp.ny bui l d i ng the proJ.ct . 

J wou l d  i n  p.rt i c u l .r. l i ke to .ddr ••• the " buyout " i •• u •• E i ght y •• r .. .  go 

w. MOv� to Burri l l v i l l . b.c.u •• o� the l oc . l  b •• uty. q u i .t • •  nd n.t ur.l 
.urround ing.. Th i .. w. �. l t  was t he �.t .nvi ronm.nt w. cou l d  o��.r our 
d.ught.r to grow u� i n. Our d.ught.r w •• on l y  two y •• r. o l d  th.nl now .he 
i. t .n .nd h.r qu. l i t y  o� l i �. wi l l  n.v.r � t he .... . g.i n !  Wh.n w. 
bu i l t our ho ... w. put .v.ryt h i ng w. h.d i nto M.k i ng i t  • n i c. pl .c� t o  l i ve 
•• • f.Mi ly.  I f  Oc •• n St .t. Pow.r do •• g.t the perm i t  to bui l d  t h i s  p l .nt . 
I v.ry .t rong l y  req u •• t th.t • fu l l  buyout p l .n b. d.v.l oc.d .nd lor cho i c. 
of cOMp.ns.t i on for 10 •• of q ua l I t y of l i fe .nd r.duct i on of prop.rty v .. l u  .... 
Th i s  p l an .hou l d  b. v.ry s im i l .r t o  t he p l .n d.v.l op.d by A. E. S  • •  who i • •  l .. e, 
t ry i ng to bu i l d .. .  i m i l .r o l .nt i n  Woon.ock.t . R. I .  I f •• l A. E. S. shou l d  
b. comp l i m.nt.d on t he w.y they w.nt .bout t h. i r  proJ.ct p l .n. � OUT I N  THE 
OPEN • •  nd w i t h  f u l l coop.r.t ion tow.rd • •  1 1  . f f.ct.d r •• i d.nc ••• 

I propo •• th.t Oc •• n St.t. Pow.r b. r.q u i r.d •• p.rt o� t he p.rM i t  proc ••• 
to off.r to purch ••• outr i ght . 1 1 .f f.ct.d propert i •• w i t h I n  the boundri •• 
of W •• t I ron.tone Ro.d. Dougl •• P i k  •• • nd Sh.rM.n F.rM Ro.d. not on l y  t he 
abbut t i ng prop.rty owner., but on both . i d  •• o� t he .t r •• t .  For 1 00� of 
�. i r  M.rk.t v. l u. b •• � upon • �ormu l .  which wou l d  g i ve • true � i g ur. o� 
wort h �for • •  nnounc.ment o� t he pow.r p l .nt. B •• id •• t h i s  purch ••• pric •• 
• .UM of Mon.y .hou l d  � g i ven to e.ch prop.rt y own.r �or MOv i n g  .M p.n •••• 
.nd d i .rupt i on o� l i fe .nd f.M i l y. "y � i g ur. wo u l d  � •• t i m.t.d .t .pproM
i M.t. l y  . 1 0. 000. Ag . i n. I r.�.r you t o  t he A. E. S. propo •• l. I . 1 .0 b.l i .v. 
th.t . 1 1  prop.rt y owner. b. g i v.n • cho i c  •• good �or up t o  2 y •• r • •  ft.r 
the cOMp l et ion o� t he proJ.ct ( i � .pprov.d ) to .cc.pt t he buyout p l .n or to .t.y 
.nd � cOMp.n •• t .d for qu. l i t y  o� l i fe d i .rupt i on .nd 1 0  •• o� prop.rty v. l u  ••• 
Th ••• • mount • •  hou Id b. d.t .rm i n.d by i nd.p.ndent .ppr.i •• r. by both asp .nd 
l .ndowner • •  nd .n i mp.rt i . l  .rb i t r.tor i �  no .gr ..... nt c.n b. re.ch.d. 

To .t .y in my hOM •• which I d •• i gn� .nd b u i l t  • •  nd do not w.nt to l e.v •• 
• •• t t l .m.nt in the t.n. o� thou •• nd. o� dol l .r. wou l d  b. neC •••• ry. I 
b.l i .ve I wou l d  1 00 •• • I MO.t .50. 000 in propert y v. l u. i �  t h i s  p l .nt i. bu i l t .  
My ho •• f.c •• the pl .nt . i t e  • •  nd your art i .t · .  r.r�.r i ng on p.g. 2-30 cou l d  
h.v. b •• n t ak.n �rom my p i ct ur. w i ndow ! 

Pl ..... ta�. into con.i d.r.t i on t h.t i f  w. have t o  mov •• or e l .ct to mov •• 
t h.r. i. much more th.t mon.y at .t.k •• 

1 - Try i ng to � i nd .noth.r . ppropr i . t .  hOMe of the ... M. c. l i b.r 
•• t he on. w. now hav •• 

2 - H i gher mort gag. i r,t.re6t rat •• , po i nt s  ch.r2I!'s, and c l os i ng 
co.t . th.t we wou l d  h.ve to pay. 

3 - Mo.t .ff.cted wou l d  b. our cau;ht.r. who ha .. grown up h.r • 
• nd h •• met . 1 1  h.r fri.nd. h.r •• To l •• v •• po.s i b l y  t he .r •• , 
m..n. th.t sh. Mou l d  hav. to chang_ schoo l s, 1 00 •• h.r �r i ends 
.nd

-
.ff.ct h.r l i �. dram.t i ca l l y at • d e l i cate ag •• 

1 
cont'd 

2 

GIC3-2 Ooeim state RJwer has prcp:lSEd a oaJp!\I'lSatim plan that it believes is 
apitable for this situatim. CSP will provide a total of $300,000 to 

the 'n:MlS of BJrrillville am tbcbrid;Je for deYel.opuent of a prqleIty value 
stabilizatim plan. Mlitimal f.'Unjs to be DBde available � other 
mcnetaJ:y offers DBde by CEP oc:Wd be used if necessary. CSP argues that there 
wculd be no dimin.Jtim of prqleIty value; see Ooeim state RJwer 0CIIIDeI1t GICB-20 
for llltiitimal infODlBtim. 

'lbe na:: staff takes no pcsitim m the sufficiency of the "CCIIpEIlSatim plan" 
prcp:lSEd by CSP. staff does note, however, that it falls &bltantia1ly short of 
the "prqleIty value protectim plan" prcp:lSEd by AES (described m AR;lenlix F) .  
'lbe staff's reoCliiiileuJatim has been retained but IIOdified. 'lbe staff believes 
that local residents shoold be adecpltely CCIIpEIlSated for prqleIty value losses 
that result frail proximity to the plant. 'lbe AES Riverside plan (see AR;lenlix F 
to the n:IS) is exeuplary, in staff's cpinim. 
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GIC13 (conl'd) 

I do not � l l.V. th.t you would . l low D. S. P. to � l i c.n •• d w i t h  out 
.ddr ••• i ng t h  ••• conc.rn •• 

Th • •  r' i c l .  i n the Woon.oc k.t C. l l  on Apr i l  14, 1988 in wh i ch C. S. P • •  nd 
Burri l l v i l l . Town Counc i l  h.v • •  pproved • $200, 000 buyout p l .n for . f f.ct.d 
l .ndowner. w •• • •  hock, not on l y  �c.u •• t he .200, 000 woul dn' t .v.n purch ••• 
one ho .. , but t h .t •• prop.rty own.r., we were not .v.n . ppro.ch.d or 
con.ul '.d on t h i s  .gr •• m.nt . Th i .  i. on l y  .noth.r i n.t .nc. of • t ot . l  d i .
r.gu.rd for the l .ndown.r • •  ff.cted by t h i s  pow.r cOMp.ny. 

I urge you to pl •••• con. i d.r . 1 1  of the f.ct . pr ••• nted h er • •  nd .t the 
m •• t i ng of Apr i l  1 4, 1988 .nd to t . k. t he prop.r .ct i on to put t h i s  pow.r 
p l .nt wh.r. i t  b.l ong., i n . INDUSTRIAL AREA .nd to •• nd.t • •• p.rt of the 
l i c.n. i ng proc.d ur • •  f. i r  .nd .qu i t .b l .  compen •• t i on p l .n. 

I wou l d  l i ke to . 1 .0 t h.nk you, in c l o. i n g ,  for t he f i n. work on the D. E. I . S  • 

• nd to pl •••• con. i d.r • •  uppl .ment to the D. E. I . S. to .ddr ••• t he i •• u •• 
brought up .t the Apr i l  1 4 ,  1988 ••• t i ng. 

Ag. i n, I th.nk you for the opport un i t y  t o  .ddr ••• my conc.rr •• to your .t.ff. 

P l  •••• f •• l fr •• to cont .ct .. .  t .nyt i •• for .ny inform.t ion or c l .r i f i c.t i on •• 

S i ncer.l y, 

�F-� � Q. ,(� 
� �. �  
St.ph.n F. Kob.ck 
P.u l .  A. Kob.ck 
Mi •• J.nni f.r D. Kob.ck 
1 1 4 w •• t I ron.ton. Ro.d 
H.rr i .v i l l ., Rhod. I . l .nd 02830 

I�" 
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RECEIVED BY 
APR 2 8  1988 

EnvuV.llln .... .  'c... L:.VCluJation 
Branch 

MR . LONN I E  L I STER 
PROJ ECT MANAG E R  
E N V I RONMENTAL EVALUAT I ON B RANCH 
O F F I C E  OF P I PE L I N E  AND PRODUCER 
ROOM 7 1 0 2  
8 2 5  NORTH CAP I TOL STREET , N . E .  
WA S H I NGTON , D . C .  2 0 4 2 6  

DEAR MR . L I S TE R :  

REGULATION 

BOX 1 2 9  R 
ALDRICH S T .  
U X B R I DG E , MA . 
A P R I L  2 2 , 1 9 8 8  

0 1 5 6 9  

I HAVE ENCLOSED A PLAN O F  T H E  I RON S TONE I N D U S T R I A L  PARR 

TO BE DEVELOPED IN U X B R I DG E  OFF RT. 1 4 6 .  TH I S  PLAN WAS PRE S E N TED 

TO THE PLAN N I NG BOARD I N  EARLY AP R I L ,  AND ALTHOUGH I T  IS NOT 

F I NALI Z E D , I T  DOES G I VE THE BOARD AN IDEA OF THE 280 ACRE 

S I TE . 

WOULD L I RE TO COMMENT ON A PE RSONAL NOTE REGARD I N G  

COO L I N G  TOWER PLUME SALT DEPOS I T ION . I H A V E  BEEN OPERAT ING 

A C H R I S TMAS TREE FARM ON MY 8 ACRES FOR ABOUT 4 Y E AR S .  

Gle4 

C U R RENTLY I HAVE OVER 2 5 0 0  T R E E S  I N  THE G ROU N D , AT VAR I OU S  STAG E S  OF 

DEVELOPME NT . THIS RE PRESENTS A CON S I DERABLE I NVE STMENT I N  BOTH 

T I M E  AND MON E Y . PAGE 4 - 3 2  OF THE D E I S  STATE S " THE MAX IMUM 

ANNUAL SALT DEPOS I T I ON RATE WAS P RE D I CTED TO B E  3 9  RG/RM
2

/ MO 

AT APPROX I MATELY 2 . 6  RM SOUTH OF THE TOWERS [ F I G  4 . 1 - 3 ) . "  

MY PROPERTY FALLS B E TWEEN 1 0 0 0  AND 2 0 0 0  F T .  FROM THE S I TE . 

MY CONCERN I S  THE SALT D E POS I T I ON ON THE YOUNG SEEDLI NG S .  

A WH I TE S P RUCE GROWS TO 6 F T .  TALL I N  7 TO 1 0  Y E A R S . 

U S I NG THE CONV E R S ION FACTOR OF 0 . 00 8 9 4  TO G ET LBS . /ACRE , 

I CAN E X P ECT TO HAVE OVER 4 LBS . OF SALT FALL OVER EACH ACRE 

OF MY PROPE RTY PER Y E AR . CARRY I NG THIS OUT OVER THE 10 YEAR 

GROW ING CYCLE , I CAN E X PE CT TO HAVE BETWEEN 2 8  AND 4 0  L B S . 

2 

GIC4-1 Receipt of the site plan is acknoItle:i}Bd ani awreciat:ed. Fi� 
2. 1-17 is based at this doaInent. Pl_ see also the respalSe to 

ocmnent FA2-11. 

GIC4-2 'Ibe III!Ildaa predicted pllml salt depositiat of 39 'trgfbA2;.o, was 
predicted to occur OYer a very �l area 2.6  kila.ters sart:h of the 

project site, ar abcut: 8,600 feet sart:h-southeII of the Iaferriere ptqJerty. 
It shc:W.d be noted that the priJMzy pu:poae of the 1IIOdel.iJ¥j analysis is to 
coosezvativaly det:endne an � brund of the iIIplCts associated with the 
cooliJ¥j tower qlI!nltiat. 'Ibe predicted arnJIll average salt depositiat illus
trated in FEIS Fi� 4 . 1-2 shc:W.d be regarded as an � leptesattatiat 
of W1at llicjlt occur. 'Ibe IICSt bpJrtant point this f� dEIIIlUStxates is that 
the area of IIIlXiD.n iIIpICt is rel.ativaly �l. 'Ibe predicted directiat of the 
iIIpICt shc:W.d not be ccnsidered to be precise. 'Ibe predicted salt depositiat 
rate � the vicWty of the Iaferriexa ptqJerty is illustrated to be less than 1 
kg/kDI /rID, whidl equates to less than 0 . 1  Ib/a,lW:l ar 1 Ib/a OYer the 1G-year 
growirg cycle. Please refer to Sect.iat 4 .1.5.1.2 far a discussiat of the 
effects of cooliJ¥j tower drift at vaget:atic.n. 'Ibe depositiat rate ccnsidered 
taxic to vegetatiat is more than 35 tu.s grater than that predicted to occur 
at the Laferriere ptqJerty. It shc:W.d be noted that the tenD "salts" does not 
necessarily refer to aodi\D dIlaride, tut to a JUIIber of CXIIpCJUI'Xts that 1lIIY be 
pn!SeI1t in the river water ani axe iatic ar cxystalline in nature. With regard 
to the ccnsistency of FEIS Fi� 4 . 1-1 (pl� water depositiat) ani 4. 1-2 
(plume salt depositiat) , please refer to the respalSe to ocmnent FAJ-19. 



OF SALT DEPOS I TED ON MY TREE S . 

I HAVE S POKEN TO A NUMBER OF TREE GROWERS AS WELL AS THE 

UN I VE R S I TY OF RHODE I SLAND AND U N I V E R S I TY OF MASSACHUSETTS 

FORESTRY DEPARTME NTS . MR . DAV I D  WALACE ,  ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

OF PLANT PROTECT I ON ( 4 0 1 - 2 9 S -06 1 2 )  AT U . R . I . , AND D R .  G .  SMITH 

( 4 1 3-S4S-266 S )  AT U . MASS . , HAVE BOTH STATED THAT I SHOULD 

GIC4 (cont'dl 

2 
BE "VERY CONCE RNE D " .  I WOULD BOPE SOME FUTHER MODELS COULD I cont'd 

BE WORKED OUT TO HELP ME W I TH T H I S  PROBLEM • 

AS YOU KNOW , THE PLUME WAT E R  DE POS I T ION F I GURE ON PAGE 

4 - 3 1 ,  AND F I G .  4 . 1 - 3  ON PAGE 4 - 3 3  DO NOT SEEM TO 

C O I NC I DE . BECAUSE OF MY PROX I M I T Y  TO THE PROPOSED FAC I L I TY ,  

I FEEL SALT COM B I NED W I T H  OTHER E M I S S IONS , COULD SEVE RELY 

DAMAGE MY TREE S .  

� I WANT TO THANK YOU FOR TH I S  OPPORTUNITY YOUR AGENCY 

� HAS G I VEN U S . I KNOW THERE ARE MANY D I F F I CULT Q U E S T I O N S  

THAT MUST B E  ANSWE RED , A N D  I T  I S  I MPOS S I BL E  T O  PLEASE 

EVERYONE . YET I HOPE YOUR AGE�CY WILL BE FA I R ,  AND 

UN DERSTAND THE PREDI CAMENT OF THE C I T I Z E N S . 

VERY TRULY YOURS , 

?�C:� 
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NewEnglcrld Power Service 
......... england Power Set"llCe Company 
2S Research Dnve Wes1borough . .... uac:hu .. ns 01S82.Q099 
Tel (8' 7j _1I011 

_ E. �  
- Apr i l  2 2 ,  1988 

Mr . Lonnie Lister 
Project Manager 
Environmental Analysis Branch 
Off ice of Pipel ine and Producer Regulat i on 
Room 7312 
825 North Capital Street . N . E .  
Washington . DC 20426 

RECEIVED '1Y 
APR 2 5 1988 

EnVllu" , . ,,",, �.).. ':;'VG,Uauon 
Branch 

RE :  Comments on the Ocean State Power Project 
Draft Environmenta l  Impact Statement 

Dear Mr . Li ster : 

GIC6 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to comment on beha l f  
o f  New England Power Company (NEP) and our aff i l i ates regarding 
the Ocean State Power Draft Environmenta l  Impact Statement . 
NEP ' s  interests in this pro j ect are man i f o l d .  NEP ' s  aff i l iate, 
Narr agansett Energy Resources Company i s  a 20 percent equity 
part i c ipant in the Ocean State Power pro j ect . NEP has agreed 
to purchase 26 percent of the power produced by the f i rst OSP 
un it . and is current ly negot i at ing to purchase power from the 
second unit as wel l .  This power wi l l  help NEP supply the needs 
of three a f f i l iated ret a i l  SUbsidiar ies . which inc lude The 
Narragansett Elect r ic Company. which serves over 300 , 0 00 
customers in 27 communit ies in Rhode I s l and . 

The Commiss ion and its consultant . Dames & Moore, have 
produced a comprehensive and thorough DE lS in a very t imely 
fashion . We are very pleased that the DEIS concludes that it 
is  prudent to pursue a bui lding schedule that would resu l t  in 
the ava i l abi l ity 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 cont inuing uncertainties in New 
England ' s  electric energy supply . We are also pleased that the 
DElS concludes that the use of the Sherman Road s i te is an 
envi ronment a l ly acceptab le choice . We trust that the qua l i ty 
and thoroughness of the DEI S  wi l l  make possible the exped ient 
preparation of an FE lS so that FERC w i l l  be able to move 
forward on the authori zat ion for pipel ine construction in June 
of this year . 

A He ... England ElectriC Syslem company 



- 2 - GIC6 (cont'd) 

Although the envi ronmental analys is is genera l ly 
comprehensive and accurate,  some of the mit igation measures 
suggested seem unrelated and unsupported by the under lying 
analys is . Of particular concern are some of the mit igat ion 
measures involving the impacts of the plant on the area which 
wi l l  immedi ately sur round it . We apprec i ate the des i re to 
l imit the pl ant ' s  impacts on surrounding propert ies . However ,  
some of the mit igation measures suggested are directed to the 
po l icy dec i s ion invo lved in dec iding if the pl ant 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 part icular concern is mit igation measure No . 1 5  ( DE I S  
page 5-6 ) in which the FERC staff recommends that OSP be 
requi red to "develop a buy-out plan or propose some comparable 
compensat ion mechanism to compensate local res idents who would 
be most sign i f i cant ly af fected by the plant " . This measure 
does not demand further envi ronment a l  mit igat ion , but rather 
demands mit igation of specul at ive economic effects that may 
result from the construct ion of the plant . We bel ieve the 
measure is inappropr i ate for an env i r onmenta l  impact statement 
and should not be inc luded in the FE I S .  OUr reason ing f o l l ows . 

NEPA is "not a vehicle for the a i r ing- of general po l icy 
obj ect ions " but is  " addressed to the end of protect ing human 
hea lth and welfare only through the means of protect ing the 

::E physical envi ronment " .  Olmstead C i t izens v .  U . S . , 793 F . 2d 

� 20 1 ,  204 ( 8th Ci r .  1986 ) . To construct the plant at Sherman 
� Road , OSP requ i red a zoning change , which had to be enacted by 

loca l elected off ic i a l s . Th is dec i s ion has now been made in 
OSP ' S  favor . The zoning dec i s ion ref lects a local leg i s l at ive 
ba l ancing of the general we lfare of the community and the local 
impacts of the pl ant . With thi s  po l icy dec is i on now in pl ace . 
the mit igat ing measure is even more inappropriat e .  " The 
po l i t ical process and not NEPA provides the appropr i ate forum 
in which to air po l icy disagreements "  Met . Edison v .  PANE , 460 
U . S .  7 6 6 ,  777 ( 1 983 ) . The buy-out plan measure is  plai nly 
di rected to the pol icy dec is ion of locat ing the pl ant and not 
to its phys ical impacts . It is therefore outside the scope o f  
NEPA . 

Severa l res idents stated at the pub l i c  hear ing on the DE I S  
( held Apr i l  1 4 ,  1 9 8 8 )  that they had rel ied o n  the area ' s  zoning 
when they moved there .  Unfortunately, this rel i ance is 
misplaced . There is  no r ight in  a l andowner to a pa rticu l ar 
zoning des ignat ion . See Steel H i l l  Development vs . Sanbornton . 
469 F . 2d 956 , 9 6 1  ( 1st Cir . 1972 ) . Almost any loc a l  zoning 
change resu lts in some parties expe r i enc ing economic losses and 
others exper i enc ing economic gain . Other agenc ies , inc lud ing 
FERC , constant ly make dec i s i ons locat ing fac i l it ies necessary 
for the general wel f are of the l a rger community ,  but having 
loc a l ly adverse impact s .  Not a l l  impacts f rom these dec i s ions 
can or  should be mitigated . Such dec i s i ons can have mass ive 
impacts on property values before r i s ing to a level of 
compensable i nterference with indiv idual property r ights . To 

GIC6-1 Please see the IespalSE!S to 0CIIIIIeI1t GICl-2 . 
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deserve compensat ion ,  offsite impacts must r ise to the level of 
a nuisance ( pr ivate interference) or a tak ing ( government 
interference) .  Even i f  the zoning change to a l low the OSP 
pl ant d id r i se to such a level , the res idents recourse would be 
against the mun icipa l i ty and not OCean State Power . NEPA 
should not be used as a vehicle to shift purely economic 
burdens of the po l i t ical deci s ion making process onto one who 
benef its from a democratical ly made zoning change . 

Further , the DEIS does not reach a conc lus ion on the 
relat ive impacts and benef its of the plant that is contrary to 
the l ocal po l icy dec i s ion . Other a l l owable uses of the 
property, which would not require an EIS,  could have s imi l ar or 
more severe impacts .  There is no suggest ion that any of the 
property near the plant site wi l l  become unuseabl e .  The DEI S  
states at p .  4-101 " adverse soci o-economi c  effects o f  the 
project are not bel i eved to be s ign i f i cant . The maj o r  problem 
with these effects i s  they would be concent rated in relat ively 
smal l  areas in the vicinity of the plant s i te and the . . . 
pipel ine corr idors . The compensat i ng benef i c i a l  economic 
ef fects o f  the project would be d i str ibuted over a much l arger 
area . "  The speculative economi c  impacts addressed by the 
proposed mit igat ion measure are not suf f i c i ently rel ated to a 
signi f i cant impact on the phys i c a l  environment that they should 
be cogn izable under NEPA . They result from a po l icy dec i s ion 
which should not be influenced or subject to recons iderat ion as 
a part of the Federal NEPA process . 

We acknowledge that OCean State Power has elected to pursue 
an agreement with the towns af fected ( Burr i l lvi l le and 
Uxbr idge) to provide certain funds to be used at the towns ' 
discret ion for stabi l i zing property values that may be af fected 
by the plant . Although thi s would apparent ly sat i s fy the 
proposed mit igat i on measure, thi s  act ion does not cont radict 
our pos it ion that the measure involves i ssues outside the scope 
of the NEPA process . 

. 

We also suggest that the proposed mit igat ion measure wou ld 
set a very harmful precedent for future FERC act ivi t i es . Many 
proj ects under FERC j ur i sdict ion ( e . g . , gas p ipl i nes , 
hydropower pro j ects ) would be impossible to s ite i f  loca l i zed 
o f f s i te economic impacts are to require mit igat ion through 
compensat ion . By prov iding FERC control over these pro j ects . 
Congress has recogn ized the need to look beyond the local 
impacts and to consider regional and nat ional needs in 
ba lanc ing the negat ive impacts and benefits of these proj ect s .  
I f  FERC takes the pos it ion that there may be no loc a l ly uneven 
impacts it wi l l  abdicate its essent ial  role . 

We wish to thank FERC for th i s  opportun ity to make our 
pos it ion known and despite the above obj ect ion , we aga i n  

2 

GIC6-2 Please see the respoose to CXIIIIIlI1t GICl-2. 
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express our thanks for your efforts in produc ing what is  
general ly a f ine document . 

Sincerely your s ,  

� 1 U<.. L 
Mark E .  S l ade 
Attorney 

GIC6 (conl'd) 
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RETUPN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

-----

National Fuel Ga. Supply Corporation 
10 Lafayette Square 
Buffalo, Hew York 14203 

Attn : David Neitz, Legal Counsel 

�nnessee Gas pipeline 
4 85 Sunset Drive 
Bamburg, Hew York 14075 

Attn :  A. J .  McDeI18Ott , Right of Way Agent 

Hew York State Publ ic Service Commi.sion 
Three Empire State Plaza 
Albany , Hew York 12 2 2 3  

Attn: Administrative Law Judge Furlong 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
825 North Capitol Street , N . E .  
Washington , D . C .  20002 

Re : FERC Docket CP-87-132-00 1 :  Tenneco 
FERC Docket CP-88-94-000: National Fuel 

n;:. 
or Z c· · . �r . 

��� C)::g� Z-<� 
-< 

PSC - Application by NFG for 20-mile gas line 
in Niagara County (T-88-02 2 )  
Ou r  File No .  66/14 , 4 1 3  

Gentlemen : 

r::> C> 
>-
i! 
r-> C-. 
:Do :: 
'P. 
(.!I U; 

We represent Niagara Recycling , Inc . ,  2 3 2 1  Kenmore 
Avenue , Kenmore, Hew York 14 2 1 7 .  Niagara Recycling, Inc . is an 
affiliate of Browning-Ferris Industries , Inc . In 1 9 8 3 ,  Niagara 
Recycling acquired the shaded portion of the property located on 
the attached site p l an consisting of 6 8 . 0 8  acres in the Town of 
Lewiston , County of Niagara, Hew York for a proposed sanitary 
landfill . 

� 
-r, ;:; ,.., 
0 
""l""l -<-:r: r-
-rl1'1 
<1>0 ,.., n '" r-. 
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April 1 9 ,  1988 
Page -2-

As noted on the attached a ite plan, the northerly 
portion of the property ia presently biaected by a 50-foot 
right-of-way for an existing 20-inch underground Tenneco high 
pressure gas pipel ine . Our cl ient ' a  plans for the property wi l l , 
of course , have to take into account Tenneco ' s  r ights pertaining 
to that right-of-way . 

Tennp.co proposes to conatruct an additional high 
preaaure gas pipel fne acroaB the property . National Fuel alBo 
proposes to conatruct an additional high pressure gas pipeline 
across the property . 

We understand that both the propoaed Tenneco l ine and 
the proposed National Fuel l ine follow the route of the existing 
Tenneco pipeline to the eaat of Porter Center Road. We also 
underatand that the existing Tenneco gas pipeline, the proposed 
Tenneco gas pipel ine and the propoaed National Fuel gas pipeline 
are located at approxiaately the aame point on the ahore of the 
Niagara River to the west . 

We auggest that if it ia indeed necesaary to have three 
high pressure gaa pipel ines carrying gas from approxiaately the 
aame point to approximately the aame point , that the three 
pipelines all be located within a a ingle right-of-way to minimize 
the detrimental effect to the various parcels which they cros s .  

We would l i ke t o  have notice and an opportunity to 
appear at any hearings before either the PSC or PERC , the purpose 
of which is to hear evidence concerning the proposed route of 
either the Tenneco l ine or the National FuEl l ine . 

ARL/ejw 
Enclosure 

V� y;;,
� 

Al 1 an R .:� 

GIC7 (cont'dl 

GIC7-l Please see the respoose to 0CIIII1ertt SA5-l. 
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ff'\ OCEAN STATE POWER \..)J 1 10 TR£IoIONT STREET. BOSTON. MASSACHUsen5 02108 TELEPHONE (617) .� 1·1 103 TELEX. !I5. I'�9 

Gle8 

April 2 5 ,  1988 

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

gECEIVEO BY 
APR 2 5  1988 

Re : Docket .CP87-1J l-Ol and .CP87-1J2-002 

Dear Secretary Cashell l 

Ocean State Power is pleased to submit the enclosed comments on 
the ·Ocean State Power Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement· . 

JOC : jh 
Enc . 
cc : L .  Lister , FERC 

C .  Riva , asp 
W .  Butler, 0 ,  S&M 

Ref :  MDOS002 

ff'\ OCEAN STATE POWER \..)J 1 1 0  TREMONT STREET. BOSTON MASSACHUSETTS 02108 TELEPHONE 16171 '�1 . 1 103 TELEX !I5.14�9 

Draft 

Ocean State Power Comments 
on the 

April 2 5 ,  1988 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ' s  
·Ocean State Power project 

Environmental Impact Statement , March 1988 " 

Docket Nos . CP87-1J l-00l 
CP87 -112-001 

I.  INTRODYCTION AND OVERVIEW 

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- 1 J l-00l and CP8 7 - 1 J2-00 1 . 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 f irst addresses 
those areas describing environmental consequences of the 
proposed action , presented in Section Four of the DEIS as 
having a signi f icant environmental impacts , and upon which 
there is new information . Our goal is to demonstrate 
that such identif ied impacts , while they may remain in the 
category of " signif icant , ·  should not be considered ma jor , 
and certainly can be mitigated . 

OSP then reviews the DEIS Section Five · Conclusions " and 
provides comments as to those areas where OSP does not 
believe the evidence supports conclus ions 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 . 



pinally, OSP provides additional information in response 
to comments made by others on the DEIS during the DEIS 
review period . 

OVerview 

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 wi ll 
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 mitigated appropriately at 
the state and local level . 

Glea (cont'd) 

� 
«> OSP remains firmly convinced that the record demonstrates 
to that the Burri llville 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 Burrill ville , 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 conclusionl 

o the Burrillvi lle 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 
thus is exceptionally well poSitioned relative 
to fuel supply and available electrical 
transmission lines with capacity for Ocean 
State ' s  500 KW; 

GICB-l Staff notes these OCIIIIIBIlts, bJt observes that the gas pipeline referred 
to is not prcposed by a;p for deliverirg fUel to the plant; a new 

ll-iJlile natural gas pipeline to another trunk pipeline is prcposed. 
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o the Burrillville site now has strong local 
governmental support and has fully addressed 
local concerns through agreements with the 
appropriate Town Councils regarding both taxes 
and contributions for community education , 
civic pro jects and neighborhood property value 
stabilization ,  and through the recently 
completed zoning approval of the OSP faci lity . 

o this site presents the fastest and surest 
route to obtain the environmental and siting 
approvals necessary to construct a faci lity 
which the region is depending on to meet 
regional energy needs ; 

o to shi ft 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 power 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 OEIS sites can in the future fill 
that role . 

GIC8 (cont'd' 
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GICB-2 staff nates ani generally agrees with these <X1IIIIeI1ts, recognizing of 
course that they are based in OOP's self-interest. 



� 
o 

Gle8 (cont'd) 

I I .  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEOUENCES OF THE PROPOSEP ACTION 
§fiCTION 4 ,  PElS 

water Ouality And Ouantity 

The PElS states on page 4-9 that under a worst case 
scenario,  "the .. ximum water withdrawal would be nearly 7'  
of  the 7010 flow, and over 32' of the minimum daily f low 
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 1 9 8 5 .  However , the recorded f lows 
over this 56-year period are not representative of present 
day f lows due to the discharge during the past 12 years of 
treated wastewater from the Upper Blackstone Water 
Pollution Abat ... nt Pistrict Wastewater Treatment Plant . 
This plant, which went on-line in August 197 6 ,  has a 
design capacity of 86 cf. ( 54 IIIJd )  and an average 
discharge of 54 cfs ( 35 IIIJd ) . Because the source of 
municipa l water which is treated at this plant and 
discharged to the Blackstone River is largely f rom 
reservoirs and water .upplie. outside the Blackstone 
River drainage basin, this discharge represents a 
substantial .upplement to the river ' .  normal low f low. 
This supplemental f low is ref lected in the f low data 
recorded at the gage in Woonsocket . Por example, the 7010 
flow calculated over the period of 1976-1984 is slightly 
over 1 1 1  cfs , or 9' higher than the 56-year 7010 f low rate 
( 102  cfs ) .  In addition , from August 1976  to September 
1986 , river f lows below the 56-year 7010 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 1 9 7 6  was 35 cfs . ( Ecology and Environment ,  April 
20,  1988 , memorandum attaChed ) .  

Examination of  the daily f low 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 f lows resulted from the temporary 
ponding which was reported in the EIS to occur at some of 
the upstream hydroelectric facil ities . I f  these 
faci lities adhere to " run-of-river" restrictions , the 
occurrence of these l-day extreme low f low excursions 
would likely be reduced . 

Additional water quality studies prepared for OSP I demonstrate that the water quality impacts of OSP on the 
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GICB-3 staff notes this 0CIIIIIe.I'lt. 

GICB-4 staff ooocurs with this 0CIIIIIe.I'lt. 

GICB-5 'DIe results of the two in:ticated stulies have been incorporated in the 
FEIS (Section 4. 1.2. 1.2) . 
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Blackstone River are indeed insiqnificant . These studies 
include I " Ef fects of Ocean State Power Water Withdrawal 
On Dissolved Oxyqen in the Blackstone River , ·  Ecoloqy 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 Manaqement 
( RIDEM ) has aqreed with OSP that the impacts of aSP ' s  
planned withdrawal on heavy' metal concentrations are 
insiqni ficant and that no mitiqating ef forts are 
necessary. OSP has aqreed with RIDEM to mitiqate 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 aqreed to mitiqate the DO impacts . ( RIDEM, 
March 2 9 ,  1988 letter, attaChed ) .  

Air Ouality 

The DEIS at paqe 4-24 states l "The maximum percent 
consumption of any standard by the OSP Project is 16'  for 
the qas fired confiquration and 13' for the oil fired 
confiquration, both for the Massachusetts I-hour NO 
Standard . "  OSP suqqests the followinq sentence shodld be 
added to that paraqraph l " For Federal and Rhode Is land air 
quality standards applicable to Ocean State Power , the 
hiqhest impact on a percent basis when firinq natural qas 
is 0 . 6' for the annual standard and a 5 . 2' impact on the 
three hour S02 standard when firinq oil . 

Sound Quality 

Gle8 (cant'd) 
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The DEIS finds on paqe 4-39 that the pro jected total 
operatinq nOise levels demonstrate " that the facility 
would comply with both EPA and the FERC recommended 
operational quidelines . "  The table on paqe 4-37 should be 
modi fied to incorporate the 2 , 000 foot sound impacts of 7 
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 existinq ambient noise wi ll be Leq 42 decibels 
and Ldn 48  decibels . This demonstrates that the sound 
levels attenuate quickly as distance from the plant 
increases . 

Ecology 

GICS-6 O::mnent: aooepted; please see the revised Sec:tioo 4 . 1 . 3 . 4 .  

GICS-7 O::mnent: aooepted; please see the revised Table 4. 1-11. 



� 
� 
o w 

Page 4-41 of the OBIS 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 50 feet resulting 
in a total wetland impact of approximately 1 . 5  acres . "  A 
" jurisdictional buffer sone " is not a wetland . A 
jurisdictional buf fer zone allows the OEM to review 
activities near a wetland . In any event , the Rhode Is land 
Department of Environmental Management has determined that 
the smal l ,  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 .  �porary 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 Noonsoctet, as described on paged 4-42  
of the OBIS . These wetland crossings will be protected by 
erosion and sedimentation control plans . 

Land VI! 

The statement on page 4-51 in the f irst paragraph that 
"present use of the s ite for electricity generation is a 
nonconforming use with P5 , parming , though it is 
compatible with the existing transmission l ine right of 
way and switching station" , is incorrect . The 
Burrillville Zoning Officer, by way of a letter of  
November 6,  1 9 87 , found that the power plant would be an 
allowed use by special exception under Burrillville zoning 
regulations 1 1 -5 . 1  Section 4 ,  Number 1 2 ,  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 
Burri llville on December 9 ,  1 9 87 , 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 
specif ically to include an electric generating facil ity 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 1 9 ,  1 9 88 , lor the 
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GICS-8 '1be statement has been corrected in F£IS Sectia'l 4 . 1. 5 . 1 . 1  to sInI that 
the small wetland is 0.52 acre and mt: subject to RIIBt jurisdict.ia'l. 

GICS-9 Recent act.ia'\S by the 9.Jrrillville Pl.amin;J Board (reg;mliJ:g allCM'ld 
uses of the a;p site in an P-5 zcned area) and the ZaUn:J Board 

(qrant:j.rq a special except:i.al for the a;p plant) are noted. Sectia'l 4 . 1.6.1  has 
been revised to reflect these actia'lS. 
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Gle8 (cont'd) 

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 facil ity will 
cause any significant adverse environmental impacts to the 
community . A transcript of the Zoning Board Hearing and 
f indings wil l  be forwarded as soon as it is available . 

Water Supply Constraints 

The OBIS 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 
t�e amounts of water they may require . "  The OEIS 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 7010 in the 
Woonsocket area of 102cfs to a 7010 level 4 . 4mgd ( G . 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 7010 levels of 95cfs upstream of the OSP 
intake where the drainage basin is less but sti ll 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 " i f  
no constraints on withdrawal are enacted , withdrawal under 
low flow conditions could impact canoeing and the 
aesthetics of viewing the river . "  River water quality 
model ing has predicted river height and width under 
withdrawal conditions both with and without the OSP 
withdrawa l .  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 f low 
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 f low conditions occur as a 
result of inadvertent temporary ponding upstream on the 
river, any aesthetic impacts would be most correctly 

9 
cont'd 
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GICII-lO staff nates this 0CI1IIIeI1t. 
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characterized as related to those upstream events of 
ponding and not related to the OSP withdrawal . 

WAter And Oil Pipelines 

The stateaent is made on Page 4-54 that " rerouting the 
pipeline to follow the tran.mission line right of  way to 
Route 102  would avoid the expected negative impacts along 
Dougla. Pike . " OSP comment. that the con.truction impacts 
of the water and oil pipeline. .hould be localized and of 
.hort duration . The pipeline construction should proceed 
at a rate of about 300 f .. t per day . Thus , the noise 
impact in front of hou.e. along Douglas Pike, is expected 
to be of short duration . All Douglas Pike construction 
would be cOlllpleted in a two ..anth period of time . 
Rerouting the pipeline to the tran.al.sion line right of  
way would .iaply move the .ocioeconomic impacts to a 
dif ferent .et of land owner. , i . e .  to those abutting the 
transmi.sion line right of way . Thi. i. discus.ed further 
in our comments on alternate pipeline routes . 

Transportation 

The DEIS .tates on page 4-55 1 " Re.ident. along Sherman 
Farm Road would bear the greatest iapact of construction 
activity .ince acce •• to the .ite would be from Sherman 
Farm Road . " 

A tra f f ic 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 Ma jor Alternative Site. , "  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 
9 8 ,  that is expected to result from tra f f ic related to 
construction of the OSP facility . Ba.eline traf fic 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 i s  generally expressed a s  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 desi rable standard for peak hour operation . 
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GICS-ll Please see the response to 0CIIIIII!I1t GICS-34 . staff disagrees that 
"rerwt.i.n:J • • •  WDlld siDply shift the aocioeccnDi.c iDpacts to a 

different set of l.anXJwners." 

GICS-12 Traffic analysis oc:nllcted by C6P's ocnsultant was reviewed during 
preparatiCl'l of the lEIS. � staff does nat: disagree with the results 

of that analysis, whidl iniicates that roads near the SheJ::man Fana IaId site 
WDlld qJerate at acceptable levels of service dur.in:J both ocnrtructiCl'l and 
c:peratiCl'l of the C6P plant. 'Dlese aooeptable levels of service notwit:hst:an:tin;J, 
the aD:titiCl'l of trucks and ocnrtructiCl'l WOIirers to rural, local roads will hi!ve 
an adverse effect CI'I the c:haracter and safety of these roads. 
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Thus , by this traffic analys is , the construction impacts 
related to transportation should be cons idered a minor , 
acceptable impact . 

Additional testimony on traffic impacts has been presented 
to the Burrillville zoning Board . The Zoning Board ' s  
approval o f  the plant after examination o f  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 I ronstone 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 traf fic 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 
OEIS that the health ef fects of 345KV lines which will be 
utilized by the OSP Project are reasonably similar to 
those emanating from 76 5KV lines . We are aware of no 
evidence equating ef fect. of the two . While we are not 
convinced there are any adverse effects on health from 
7 6 5KV lines , to the extent one can extrapolate at all , it 
is reasonable to believe the electro magnetiC f ield under 
34 5KV lines would be less , and hence have less potential 
for health ef fects than undera765KVline . 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 . 

Glea (cont'dl 
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GICB-13 staff notes this 0CIIIIIeI'lt; plense see the revised Transmissioo Line 
subsectioo of Sec:tioo 4. 1.6.6. Also note that virt:ually no authority 

in the field believes that the work studying health effects fl"Clll high voltage 
transmissioo lines is CXIIplete. 'Ibere IIRJBIIJ:S to be no widely IICXlI!pted evidence 
that finnly establishes any deleterious effects to healthy irdividuals caused by 
Extra High Voltage transmissioo lines. 
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I I I . §IGNIFlCANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED 
ACTION - §ECTION 5, OEIS 

The .tatement i. made on page 5-1 that ·construction of 
the propO.ed powerplant at the Sherman Farm Road Site 
preferred by OSP would have .ignificant ef fects on water 
u.e and local land u.e, and would affect protected 
wetlands • •  Ocean State Power doe. not agree that the 
propo.ed site would cause significant ef fects on water 
u.e , local land u.e, or that it would cause significant 
effects on protected wetlands . The detailed comments 
pre.ented below addre •• each of the.e is.ue • •  

WAter Use 

The OEIS finds on page 5-1 that the plant ' S  use of 4 
million gallons per day ·would not by itself be a 
significant consumptive 10 •• . • •  • Thi. f inding goes on 
however, to .tate that this use � preempt other 
potential users of the water . ·  ( Emphasi. added ) There is  
no rationale presented in the Oraft Environmental Impact 
Statement which .upport. the concern for preemption of 
potential new uses of the water . As stated earlier , as 
can be seen by public and private u.e of the Blackstone 
River currently upstre .. of the WOOn.ocket intake station , 
where river f low is much lower, down.tre .. from OSP ' s  
intake structure , given minimal volume o f  OSP ' s  withdrawal 
relative to total river flow, there will be no adverse 
impact on potential future u.ers effect either . 

OSP does not believe that there keep will be any limits on 
the use of Blackstone River water keep during low f low 
periods by Rhode Island ' s  State Department of 
Environmental Management . The enclosed letter of March 
29 , 1 9 8 8 ,  from the Department of Environmental Management , 
Oivision of Water Re.ources , indicates that a 4 0 1  Water 
Quality Certif icate will be granted the OSP project , once 
OSP demonstrate. that any nece.sary 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 contract. within a short period 
of time . A Bechtel Corporation report identifying readily 
avai lable 00 replenishment techniques is enclosed . 
( Bechtel · Blackstone River 00 Replenishment , April ,  1 9 8 8 ) . 

10 
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GICB-14 staff notes this c:xmuent. 
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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 
insignif icant . The minor reduction in level of service 
from a current level of A to B during construction when 
service level · C ·  is generally considered acceptable is 
not a s ignificant impact . . 

Noise related to the construction of the powerplant will 
be controlled to every reasonable degree by the use of 
good construction practic.s and the use of all required 
muf flers on heavy equiPD8nt . Furthermore , OSP believes 
that the construction noise impacts would be relatively 
similar, and minor, for any alternative site .  

Testimony presented at the Burri llville Zoning Hearing 
stated that construction activities will generally occur 
only between 7 1 0 0a . m. to 5 1 00p . m .  during week days and 
that there are no current plans for weekend activities . 
Nor will night deliveri •• 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 . 

Perceptions of Significance 

The statement is made at the top of page 5-2 that 
·analyses of operational af fects from noise , 
nightlighting, and cooling tower fogging and icing have 
shown that these would not be severe , but would be 
perceived as significant 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 Burri l lville 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 suff iciently 
minor so as not to present an unacceptably deleterious 
impact on the neighborhood . The findings of fact by a 

Gle8 (cont'd) 
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GICS-17 staff notes this cxmnent. 

GICS-18 Q:mIEnt noted; hcM:lver, staff maintains that sane cperatiooal effects 
that are nat significant envi.rcnDental iDpacts loOlld be perceived as 

significant by local residents. Such peroeptims cannot be igmred in an 
envi.rcnDental evaluatioo. 
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iapact than OSP ' s  to immediate residential neighbors . 
(�, " Bf fect of Resource Recovery Plants on nearby 
Property Values , "  C . S .  Konheim and S . N .  Koehler, June 
1986 . � 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 1 0 ,  1986 . )  The conclusions of both 
of these separate reports are that the waste-to-energy 
facilities have � 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 � be adversely affected by the construction of 
a poverplant , but the significance is difficult to 
determine . "  ( Emphasis added ) The Draf t  continues that 
"aSSuming that the greatest iapact would be on 
residential properties , ef fects � be most 
significant at the Sherman Farm Road Site which has the 
highest number of nearby residences . "  ( Emphasis added ) 

Ocean State Power has .ade the coamitment to be a good 
neighbor, and has expressed this coamiement 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 
f irst and second years , respectively. Once the plant is 
operational , OSP will provide each community with S 1 0 0 , 0 0 0  
per year for scholarships and civic projects for a period 
of twenty years . 

These funds wi ll be administered by local citizen boards 
in each community. In Burrillvi l le ,  the S 3 0 , 0 0 0  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 Burril lville ' 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 
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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 $ 1 0 0 , 000 to provide a property 
value stabilization plan for its community .  

Thus , both a mechanism and funding exist in the local 
communities 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 Foundations 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 wi ll 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 suff iciently 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 suf ficient 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 . 

Alternatives Review and Assessment 

In the comparison of alternative sites , the question is 
presented as to whether or not there is another s ite more 
environmentally appropriate for the location of a gas 
f ired combined-cycle generation facility such as OSP 
proposes to develop at the Sherman Farm Road Site . OSP 
bel ieves that some of the alternate sites reviewed present 
a reasonable location, but not a superior one, for a 500MW 
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 

1 5  
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basis in OOI" s  self-interest. 
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exi.t. at SI£h of the three compared .ites ) is equally 
acceptable .  

The Burrillville aite 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 site. . In Burri l lville, the 
Town Counci l ,  the Town Planning Board , and the Town Zoning 
Board have each found that a powerplant .uch as asp 
proposes can appropriately be located at the Sherman Farm 
Road Site without deleterious 1apacts to the neighborhood 
or the community. As a re.ult of these actions , the 
Sher.an Far. Road .ite pre.ent. the cleareat, atraighteat 
avenue to approval . 

aSP ' s  ca.aenta on the OBIS conclusiona relative to 
alternative .ite. can be.t begin with a review of the 
Comparative Analyse. Table presented at pagea 2-98 through 
2-101 of the OBIS . 

At page 2-98 , under the i •• ue of ·Site Development and 
Construction of the Plant, there ahould be added a new 
initial category entitled · Zoning . ·  In that section , 
Sherman Para Road .hould be de.ignated as currently 
� for an electric generating facility. The 
Iron.tone Site .hould be de.ignated a. zoned agricultura l ,  
with a note that the Town Council i. currently reviewing 
restrictions on use becau.e of an existing on-site aquifer 
are that it earlier turned down a request for the zoning 
category asp would need . 

In the ·Wetlands · category , the Sherman Farm Road 
description should .tate that less than one half an acre 
of wetland is 1apacted . 

In the "Near Site Impact.· 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 s ite . 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 
"wi l l  decrease quality of l i fe during construction" should 
also be deleted as tota lly subjective . There is no 
definition or criterion presented to define "qual ity of 
life " ,  therefore it is not possible to determine how or by 
how much such a feature might be af fected . Similarly, the 
statements regarding quality of l i fe for the Ironstone and 
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GICS-22 a:-att aooept:ed; please see the revised Table 2. 1-26. 

GICS-23 a:-att aooept:ed; please see the revised Table 2. 1-26. 

GICS-24 For the p.u:poses of this EIS, �ity of Life can be defined as 
adiress� the rural residential nature of the area ani the iupacts 

that will be peroeived as significant by the residents who live near the site. 
Cc:n:lerni.rg the traffic category, even thcI.Kjl a level of service is rated "B," it 
does not mean that there will be JK) .i.qlact en the neicjlborbood. 
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Bryant College descriptions should be deleted . ·Ouality 
of life· is not a helpful standard of comparison . 

As to the category entitled ·Traffic · , the Sherman Farm 
Road site review should state : ·Construction traf fic wi ll 
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 f irst sentence presented under each of the 
descriptions of each site should all be deleted . very 
simply, no siqnificant visibility impact should occur 
during construction at any site . 

The next ma jor heading for the comparative analysis is 
titled " Plant Operation, . "  Under the "Noise" category , 
the last sentence under the Sherman Farm Road description 
relating to negative impacts on qua lity of life should be 
deleted . On its face, the statement does not agree with 
the first sentence s "Noise impacts are not expected to be 
significant . "  Furthermore , the findings of fact of the 
Burri llville Board of Zoning should be given great weight 
in the determining that the Ocean State powerplant wi ll 
not negatively af fect quality of life. 

As to the Ironstone site, considerable discussion is found 
throughout the DBIS reqarding the opinion that noise 
impacts wi ll be insiqnificant 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 I related to quality of life should be deleted . 

Under the category "Visibility· , the statement that the 

I 
pristine nature of night skys is expected to be somewhat 
impacted should be deleted . Testimony presented at the 
Burri llville 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 , I the statement should be made that values of neighboring 
property are not likely to decline . 

24 
cont'd 
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GICB-25 ClcmIIent aooepted; please see the revised Table 2. 1-26. staff notes, 
howeYer, that the nearest sensitive noise receptor to the lroostone 

site is OCI'lSiderably farther _y than at the pzoposecl site. 

GICB-26 '!his caIlIIE!I'It is noted; howeYer, staff believes there will be sane 
:ilIplCt to the night sky, partia.llarly fran the ooolirq t:cwer plume. 

GICB-27 Please see the respalS8 to ocmatt GICB-20. staff does not believe it 
awrcpriate or possible to state thIIt ptql8lty values are not likely to 

decline. 
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Und.r the "Traffic" category, the statements r.garding the I quality of life should be del.ted . 

A new prinCipal section of comparativ. analYSis should be 
add.d to the Tabl. 2 . 1-21 . This section should b. titled 
Proj.ct ' s  Scheduling, and the first cat.gory for 
comparison should be "Property Own.rship. " Und.r the 
Sherman Parm Road Site the statement should be made that 
the property is currently owned by an asp inv.stor owner . 
Ironston. should be described as privat.ly own.d with the 
sam. , private own.rship delineated for the Bryant College 
sit • .  

A second subcategory should be .ntitled " P.rmits and 
Approvals " .  Under Sherman Farm Road , it should be noted 
that the area is curr.ntly aoned for an el.ctric 
gen.rating facility and that a tax agr .... nt is signed 
with the Town of Burrillville . It should also be stated 
that all applications for state and local licens •• and 
approvals have been subadtted and are now und.r r.vi.w and 
many granted or issued . Under Ironston. , it should be 
noted that the iocal govern.ent acceptability of an 
el.ctric g.nerating facility or any industrial faciliti.s 
on the aquifer is now being studied by the Town aft.r 
having turned down an earlier request for rezoning to 
industry us. and that the area is currently zoned 
agricultural . 

Another subcategory "Right of Way Acquisi tion" should be 
added . In this category, the Sherman Parm Road sit. 
should be listed as not requiring any n.w 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 proj.ct by at l.ast two years . 
Th. sam. statement should be made und.r the Bryant College 
sit • .  

An additional category of "Ancillary Facility Costs " 
should also be included . For Sherman Farm Road the cost 
of oil /water pipeline should be included 1 for Ironstone , 
the additional anCillary facility costs for cooling water 
pipeline ,  new right-of-way, .xpanded right-of-way, and gas 
transmission pipeline should be included1 for the Bryant 
College site, the additional cost for anCillary facilities 
for cooling water pipeline, expanded right-of -way, and gas 
transmission pipeline should be includ.d . Und.r the 
Ironston. and Bryant College discussions , the additional 
statement should be made that loss of investment tax 
credits would increase costs to rate payers by 30 mil lion 
dollars if plant start-up were delayed by one year . 
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30 

GICS-28 staff notes this suggesti.cn1 �, these points are cx:wered else
IootIere in the document. 

GICS-29 It has been noted in the text that 00eIm state Power does not have 
aninent darBin authority; this reascn shcWd not be used by a;p as a 

substitute far good faith efforts to obtain e!ISEEI1ts by aapisiticn • 

GICS-30 An:illary facility costs are presented in lEIS Table 2. 1-18. 0Jsts for 
Shennan Farm Road have since been aaied for cx:mparative �; 

please see the revised Table 2. 1-23. 'Dle issue of the investment tax credit an::! 
ClCl'ISeQU8I1t ratepayers' costs have been � el.sEWlere in Secticn 2. 
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Alternative Facilities and Operations 

This portion of the OSP comments reviews the alternative 
facilities and operations presented in the DEIS at pages 
2-106 through 2-1 23 . 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 ' Slatersvi lle 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 701 0 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 7010 
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 f low from the 
Blackstone River as noted on page 2-108 . 

Dry Cooling 

Glee (cont'd) 

31 

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 . Omgd 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 32 
readily provide the water requirements without any 
significant environmental impacts . 

The wet cooling system proposed for the Burri llville site 
has no signi ficant environmental impacts on the immediate 
environment at the site nor does it have any signif icant 
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 minima l ,  and 
even this minimal impact on dissolved oxygen in the 

GICS-31 Fm¥:: staff CCIlCUl'S with these 0IlIIIIIeI1ts regardirr;J the Slatersville 
:Reservoir. 

GICS-32 staff generally agrees with these 0CBIeIlts. Dry coolin) would be JOOre 
OCIIpltible with the :trcnst:me site. 
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Blackstone River wi ll be mitigated by agreement between 
OSP and Rhode Island Department of Environmental 
Management . 

Alternative Air Pollution Control Equipment 

I 32 cont'd 

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 1 1 ,  1988 , letter to D .  McVay, 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management ) .  I 33 
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 a ir 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 . 

Alternatiye Oil And Water Pipeline Routes 

OSP believes that there are significant technical 
dif ficulties , significant property acquisition 
dif f iculties and significant environmental impacts related 
to the alternative oil and water pipeline routes suggested 
on pages l-122 through 2-125 of the OEIS to avoid impacts 
along Douglas Parm Road . 

The attached letter from Tenneco Gas Transportation 
Company reviews the technical di fficulties of co-locating 
gas lines with the OSP oil and water lines within a 
overhead transmission right-of-way. ( Tenneco , April 1 9 ,  
1 9 8 8 ,  letter R .  Lyons to N .  Collins , OSP . ) Basically , it 
would be extremely dif f icult to assure cathodic protection 
of the pipelines if they were instal led in the same trench 
due to the DC and he currents in the area . 

Along the transmission line right-of-way , from Route 1 0 2  
t o  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 theae 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 signi ficant 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 

34 

GICS-33 staff nates this <X'IIIIIIElfIt. 

GICS-34 'Dlese � are noted. NeI/ert:heless, staff believes that there are 
alternative rcut.E that are env�ly preferable to the pt� 

routes. Please _ the revised sectien 5.1.2 and the IespciIlSElS to ccmaent:s 
GICS-ll, GICS-15, GICS-1S, and GICS-29. tIrlle idlit.icnal costs would be 
incurred and wetlands would be affected, the pm:: staff believes that sudl 
ocnstructien can be dcne without causirg significant, loog-tem adverse iDpacts. 
It is axiaDatic that ocnstructien of a pipeline within a paved roadway will have 
minimal bpact en wetlands. 'DIe iDpact: en the day-to-day activities of peq>le 
cilrirg the ocnstJ:uctien period wculd be ax:h IIOr8 evident. As cne 0CIIIIItlIlt0r has 
pointed rut, IOlt:e 14M is the busiest road in North Slllithfield. Itlrf ioorease 
in traffic delays ocul.d have a significant effect en the � of fire and 
resae V'Ehicles. 
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construction at dif ferent 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 di tch construction area were 
available on the same side of the right-of-way as the gas 
pipeline now intends to follow. I f  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 pro ject . Furthermore , Tenneco 
expects to be required 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 fol low 
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 
dif ferent 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 1 0 2  to the plant crosses wetlands areas readily 
identified on USGS maps . There would be wetlands impacts 
at the unnamed stream that crosses Jos lin 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 Is land has 
determined that the proposed pipeline route has no impacts 
on wetlands . 

The same technical , property acquisi tion and environmenta l 
issues are presented with the sugges ted alternative of 
bringing in a separate oil pipeline from the north . 

Glea (cont'd) 
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GICS-35 Please see the response to cxmaent GICS-34 . 

GICS-36 Pl_ see the response to cxmaent GICS-34 . 

GICS-37 Pl_ see the l:espoliBe to cxmaent GICS-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 .  Furthermore , the construction along Douglas Pike 
should occur at a construction rate of approximately 3 0 0  
feet pe r  day, with direct construction impacts af fecting 
any single owner only for a very short duration . 

22 

GIC8 (cont'd) 

I 38 

GICB-38 Please see the response to CXIIIIIeI1t GICB-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 . 

Mitigation Measure 1 .  
OSP will continue its coordination with the Rhode Is land 
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 Is land 
Department of Environmental MAnagement regarding required 
environmental monitoring programs . 

Mitigation Measure 3. 
OSP intends to conduct appropriate chemical analyses in 
accordance with EPA and state regulations to determine i f  
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 
1 3 ,  1988 ) 

Mitigation Measure 4 .  

OSP does not intend to establish a contingency plan to 
provide backup water supply . OSP believes there wi l l  be 
no restricted withdrawa l 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 5 .  
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 
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42 

GICS-39 staff notes these ocmnents. 

GICS-40 staff notes these ocmnents; please see the respcn;e to oc:mnent SA7-6. 

GICS-41 s.iooe the awlic:ant does IDt int:eR1 to establish a cxnt:i.n)en::y plan to 
provide backup water �ly, the pt� a;p power plant woold mal to 

sI1It down fl:aD time to time in the event that the RIID iDplses restrictims 00 
witb:1:rawal of river water. 'lhe na:: staff 1IIli.ntai.rB that, if sud!. restrictims 
are iDpleed, it woold be pttD!nt an! in the pj>liC'B best interests for (SP to 
have deIIelc.ped an emergeooy backup water �ly to penait ocntimed q:l&3tims. 
'lhe Slatersville alpifer � to be the JII)SI; suitable scuroe. 

GICS-42 staff notes this oc:mnent. 
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construction sound level survey if necessary to veri fy 
that th.se goals are achieved . 

Mitigation Measure 6 .  
osp wil l  generally be able to meet the spirit o f  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 Burrillvi lle 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, 
Burri llville 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 f indings of fact in areas of 
local environmental impact . 

Mitigation Measure 7 .  

oSP believes it .. ets the spirit of this mitigation 
measure as construction activity for the OSP facility is 
intended to be limited to a Monday through Friday 1 . 00 
a . m .  to 5 . 00 p .m .  schedul. . 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 S .  
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 
coounents , 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 .  
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GICS-43 staff notes this <XIIIDeI1t. 

GICS-44 '1he rec:xmlleuJatim has been IIIOdified to IeOOgnize that certain activ
ities, suc:b as cont:imcus ClOIlCl'ete pours, may extend beycn:I 5 p.m. 

GICS-45 o:muent noted; staff has revised the ocntitim to say that such 
sc:bEdtlirg shall be dale "as reasonably possible." However, staff 

believes that OOP's cxmnibDent to notify the horse farm owner is too general, 
an:! so has also IIIOdified the ocntitim to recpire notificatim prior to ccnb:::t
irg "each oocur:reooe 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 signif icant noise of fsite, 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 1 0 .  

OSP i s  required under Rhode Is land 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 Keasure 1 1 .  
OSP has presented its site clearing and grading plan to 
the Burri llville zoning Board during hearings on the 
zoning application for the OSP plant . The Burril lvil1e 
Zoning Board found that sufficient existing vegetation 
existed with the presented clearing and grading plan to 
create a visual barrier . 

Mitigation Measure 12.  
OSP presented to the Burri llvi lle 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 
faci lity . 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 1 3 .  
OSP wi l l  fully comply with State of Rhode Is land 
requirements for soil and erosion control at wetland 
cross ings . 

Mitigation Measure 14 . 
Evidence regarding construction equipment traffic was 
presented to the Burrillvi l le Zoning Board in testimony in 
hearings on the OSP zoning approva l .  Testimony was 
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GICB-46 staff notes these cxmDeI'1ts. 

GICB-47 staff ac:IcrOf1edges that a;p camet prcwide screen pl.ant:in:JS alc.nJ the 
utility ric1tts-of-way that cress the site, nor in axeas cutside its 

npLl"I'qlO9I!dWY'lO-'\ plant pro::prty. 

GICB-48 staff notes these 0CDB1tS. 
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presented that the primary route for construction traf fic I wil l  be the Sherman Farm Road . The Zoning Board chose not 
to restrict construction equipment traffic to Sherman Farm 
Road . 

Mitigation Measures 15. 
OSP strongly oppos.s any Federal government suggestion of 
a ·buy out · plan to compensate local residents as both 
unnecessary in fact and inappropriate as a federally 
recommended aitigation . 

OSP has undertaken to t.st the thesis , both in fact and in 
theory, that a po_rplant of the nature it intends to 
construct will diainish the value of neighboring 
resid.ntial properti.s . W. attach the April 2 0 ,  1988 , 
re.ult of this inv.stigation by William E. Coyle , Jr . and 
Associates , licensed Rhod. Island and Kassachusetts real 
estate consultants . In r.viewing any apparent changes in 
the local real estate .arket in immediate proximity to the 
proposed poverplant for the y.ar. 1986 to date, Coyle and 
Associates r.ports no notic.abl. aff.ct. 

· Further, va have reviewed data in our f iles concerning 
poverplant sites in n.arby Ka •• achu.ett. .  Our data shows 
that in the immediate ar.a. surrounding these sites,  there 
was little or no effect on the market value of the 
surrounding properti •• . • 

� 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 .et a precedent whose ramif ications would 
carry widely into other situations , where utility or 
public facilities such as highways , airports , low income 
housing , schools , f ire .tations , water treatment 
faCi lities , pipelines,  etc . , vere to be sited . 

We have attached a legal study of the matter done for OSP 
by the Providence Rhode Island law firm of Til linghast,  
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 fol lowing points , 
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GICS-49 Please see the respcose to oaIIIIIeIlt GICl-2. 
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1 .  While both Rhode Is land 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 
all or substantially all 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 especia lly 
so in the case of a "constructive , "  as here , opposed to a 
"direct , "  taking . 

2 .  This standard , applied to the facts of asP ' s  case ,  
would make i t  virtually impossible for adjoining land 
owners to argue , once the asp plant is built and 
operating , that the governmenta l 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, asp 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 asp . 
To require a formal " pay-back " or " buy out " mechanism for 
al leged 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 al leged " taking" 
litigation by speculative neighbors . 

Lest it be thought that asp 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 DEl S ,  asp has voluntarily 
agreed to provide a tota l of $300 , 000 for local 
Foundations , the trustees of which wi l l  include local 
residents and off icials , 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 DElS suggests , is to invite 
speculative claims delaying and even preventing publicly 
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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 . 

Mitigation 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 .  

Mitigation Measure 17 . 
OSP does not believe that the construction of water and 
oil pipelines wil l  af fect cultural resources . The 
pipeline is to be constructed only on already disturbed 
areas within existing roadways . Nevertheles s ,  OSP wi ll 
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 1 9 . 
OSP does not intend to modify the current route of the oil 
and water pipel ine from its intended route along the 
Douglas Pike . Technical issues as wel l  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 . 

Mitigation Measure 20 . 

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 1 2 .  OSP ,  however , cannot 
ensure that third parties abutting or ner the plant wil l  
protect' existing vegetative buffers . 
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GICS-50 staff ootes this a::mnent; please see the response to a::mnent SA8-1. 

GICS-51 'lbe Rhode Island HPC has in::licated to the PERC staff that it will 
c:xniuct field visits at the locatiQ'lS of the pIqXJSed pipelines to 

assess the need for, and level of detail rec;pired in, any cultural resooroe 
surveys neoessaJ:y. In aa:x>rdanoe with Sectioo 106 of the Natiata! Historic 
PreseIvatioo Act and 36 � 800, it is the PERC's responsibility to determine 
the effects of the undertaIti.n:J 00 cultural resooroes that are 00, or eligible 
for listing 00, the Natiata! Register of Hist=ic Places (NRHP) . 'lbe staff 
wuld review the RDIPC's recx:mnerxiatiQ'lS and the results of any cultural 
resooroe sw:veys performed. If any of the pIqXJSed oil or water pipelines wuld 
cross t:hrwgh sites or historic districts that are 00 or eligible for the NRHP, 
the staff will seek the a::mnents of the RDIPC and the Advisory O:Juncil 00 
Historic Preservatioo. 

GICS-52 Please see the response to a::mnent GICS-34 . 

GICS-53 Ocmnent noted; the wordirg of Mitigatioo Measure 17 (Sectioo 5 . 1 . 3 .2)  
has been revised in reoognitioo that asp has limited ocntrol CHer the 

actioos of third parties. Please see also the response to GICS-53. 
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V .  RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS MADE REGARDING DEIS 

This section reviews existing comments on the dra ft 
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 500KW operation of the 
OSP facility and ( 5 )  comments regarding spill prevention 
and control . 

PCB Congents 
In response to concerns raised in public comments 
regarding the potential for PCBs in the gas stream, 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline ha� submitted a informational 
letter to OSP . ( Tennessee Gas Pipeline , letter Apri l 1 9 ,  
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 oi l 
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 oi l .  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 . 

Railroad Right of way Comments 

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 oi l 
and water pipeline route . OSP agrees that the ability to 
route the water and oil pipeline along an existing 
rai lroad right of way would avoid traf fic impacts on 
public roadways . OSP is actively pursuing the engineering 
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GICS-54 staff notes this ocmnent; please see the revised section 2.2.3 .3.  

GICS-55 CX:IIIIIeI1t noted; f1'K: staff caDJcted an analysis of the Providence and 
Woroester Railroad ri.c1tt-<)f� as an alternative 1eter pipeline rrute. 

'lbe ocncerns expressed in this ocmnent were ocnsidere:2 in staff's analysis. 
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feasibility of routing the pipeline along the existing 
right of way . OSP notes that while engineering 
dif ficulties may or may not appear in the ef forts 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 1 0 2  
could be made . Of particular concern is the land a t  the 
end of the actively used rai lroad 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 wi ll 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 rai lroad right of way would give the right o f  
way owners a n  untenable bargaining poSition against OSP .  
OSP must maintain its current ability to utilize the 
existing public roads and highways . 

Fish and Wildlife Service COmments 

Need for Power . In comments submitted April 1 5th, Mr .  
Gordon Beckett o f  the Fish 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 OEIS does 
undertake the necessary resolution . As is pointed in 
pages 2-18 and 1 9 ,  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 
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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 DE IS do include and encourage energy 
conservation and various load management techniques , 
however , they simply do not believe that these measures 
would be suf f icient . In short , we believe that the need 
for power is adequately demonstrated , as well as 
adequately analyzed and discussed in the DEIS . 

Alternative Means of Power Generation . 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 . Fish and Wildl ife 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 stat�d above applies here a s  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 2-21 of the 
' no action alternative' is reasonably brief • 

� 
00 Energy Conservation . The Fish and Wildlife Service 

complains that the issue of energy conservation is 
al legedly discussed only very briefly on page 2-4 9 ,  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 
impl icitly 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 suff icient 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 
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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 . 

Alternatiye Measures of Generation . 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 pro jects making use of Oil ,  hydro power, coa l ,  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 coa l ,  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 f inds 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 eff icient .. ans 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 specia lized 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 al legedly artificially 
restricted because of the refusal to move to a dry cooling 
tower system . According to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service ' s  analYSi s ,  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 . 

Adverse Cumulative Ef fect on Wetlands of Pipelines 
Looping . Fish and Wildli fe Service comments that 
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allegedly the individual and cumulative ef fects of looping 
on wetlands is unacceptable and that the Tennessee Gas 
Pipeline Company should instead add compress ion 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 
ef fects 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 outl ined in the OEIS 
would appear adequate where wetlands do have to be 
transgressed by the pipelines . 

Pipeline Rigbts-ot-way Fragmentation . Fish and Wi ldlife 
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.  

Cumulative Effects of Pipelines and Other 
Right-of-Way. The Fish and Wi ldlife Service suggests 
that the OEIS 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  EIS . 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 
transmiss ion lines which are already present there . 

proposed Plant Site - Construction Damage on Ad1acent 
Property. The Fish and Wi ldlife Service suggest that 
the OBIS is deficient because it doesn ' t  deal with the 
al legedly adverse ef fect on wildlife of construction at 
the site of the plant other than " the foot print of the 
facility· itself . 
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The response is that it certainly is true that where the 
plant is actually being constructed habitat wil l  be 
destroyed , but the effect of this construction on nearby 
areas is short and certainly long term impacts diminish as 
one moves away f rom the actual construction site .  

Time of year Restrictions . The Fish and Wi ldlife 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 . 

asP ' s  response is that the relative impact is too sma l l  to 
warrant modifyinq construction schedules . The suggestion 
of such a limitation does not reflect the balancing of 
interests that a lead aqency mu.t undertake and present in 
the BIS proces • •  

Top Soil Conservation . The Fish and Wi ldlife Service 
urqes that FBRC make a precondition that everywhere there 
is excavation , top.oil conservation should take place, 
including in wetlands . asP ' s  response is that it is 
generally in agr .... nt with this observation, subject to 
Tennes.ee ' .  Ga. Company ' .  comment. on wetlands ' topsoi l ,  
and both the difficulty and lack of  need for .eparation 
under some circumstances . 

Segmentation Ilsue . The Fish and Wildlife Service 
suggest that the impact .tatement doesn ' t  adequately deal 
with gas supply for Unit 2 of asp, thereby creating a 
" segmentation issue " . 
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The succinct respon.e i. that the .ame infrastructure 
would be used for gas for Unit 2 as for Unit I ,  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 compress ion most I 62 
probably built at existing sites and rights of way with no 
signi ficant environmental impact . Therefore, this impact 
statement fully covers significant environmental impacts 
from both Units 1 and 2 .  

Providence Pr01ect . The Fish and Wildlife Service 
suggest that the Providence pro ject of Tennessee Gas 
should be covered in this same impact statement . However , 
the bringing of qas to Providence is a separate matter 
f rom OSP ,  and there is no need to cover it in this impact 
statement . 

Wildlife Management Areas . The statement is made by the 
Fish and Wi ldlife Service that the siting of a gas fired 
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power plant · close' to wildlife management areas , parks and 
similar public facilities should be considered fatal f laws 
and tha t ,  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 
excludinq the Buck Hill Road site from consideration , 
Materials are enclosed from the Natural Heritaqe Program 
of the Rhode Island Department of Environmental 
Manaqement . In that letter the Rhode Is land Department of 
Environmental Manaqement makes the followinq statements 
regarding the Buck Hill area l 

( It )  is not only botanically siqnificant , 
but • • • •  hiqhly utilized for recreational purposes 
includinq campinq ( Georqe Washinqton and Buck Hill 
Scout Reservation ) ,  hunting , fishing , and hikinq 
amonq 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 siqnificant 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 Manaqement stated 
· no state endanqered species of plants or animals are 
known to occur on or in the vicinity of these areas . "  

Wetland Habitats . The FWS also comments that the 
consumptive water withdrawa l by asp would reduce the 
phys ica l habitat in ripple and other shal low water areas 
and that no ef fort 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 Ecoloqy 
and Environment , Inc . and it 
has been determined that minor reductions in water depth 
and river width are not expected to have any substantial 
af fect on the availability of aquatic habitats or to 
af fect wetland vegetation , ( Ecoloqy and Environment 
December 9 ,  1987 letter from C .  Ferris to N .  Coll ins , 
aSP ) . 
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Water Flow. The FWS comments that the FERC should have 
acknowledged a river flow maintenance problem on the river 
and it. relative importance . The FWS comments that the 
7Q10 flows occur with much greater frequency than under 
natural conditions . Thi. 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 f low calculated over the period of 1 9 7 6  
t o  1 984 is slightly over 1 1 1  c f s  o r  9' higher than the 56  
year 7010 flow rate of 102  cf. . In addition , from August 
1 9 76 to September 1 9 7 6  river flows below the 56 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 1 9 7 6  was 35 CFS and 
examination of tne 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 u.ers 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 Ouality. FWS al.o comments that the water qual ity 
impacts related to the OSP withdrawal of water from the 
Blackstone River will adversely af fect resident aquatiC 
life and hinder or prevent f ishery 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 1 9 ,  1988 . ) These more recent studies should suf fice 
to respond to FWS comments in this regard . 

The FWS comments that the of fer of mitigation of any 
potential reductions in disso lved oxygen levels would be 
not allowed by the Clean Water Act and wou ld violate the 
anti-degradation policy contained in the EPA and Rhode 
Is land water quality standards . The modeling studies 
demonstrate that any disso lved oxygen depletion in the 
Blackstone River is indeed insignif icant . Dissolved 
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oxygen levell r. .. in above EPA quid,lin" for prot action 
of .quatie c •• oure ••. N.v.rth.l •••• although it would not 
be required undar federal 'tand,rdl and quidalin •• , OSP 
has agreed with the Stat. Deportaent of tnvironmant41 
"-n'ga .. nt to provide luch attig'tion .1 1, n.c •••• ry to 
••• ura that not avan aint.41 depletion of di •• oIved oxygen 
occurs 1n the Blackatona Rivar . Thu •• thara il alia no 
need for OSP to be required to .. intain the FWS suggested 
Inltant.neoua .1nlau. flow of 201 cta In the Black atone 
River . 

OS. 
one or 
II not 
luch 

Co.Ment that the 
tound in two 

undertaken for the 
exilts in 

ca... It 

III1S.S1 
coropare<l 

luch •• undertaken by 
predicted difterenc •• 

The FWS .1'0 auqqe.ta that ·,nother potential discrepancy 
may axile with cooling tover plw.. depo.ition p.tterns· in 
the figure. for cooling tower plu.. and lalt depositions . 
The FWS doe. not understand why alximw. plwae water 
deposition ia predicted near the plant while salt 
depoaition would be predicted 2 . 6  kilo.et.rs further away 
fro. the plant. In actuality the pl� water deposition 
occurs closer into the plant becau.e of its larqer 
particl. sir. and the weight 'iaply causes it to fall out 
closer into the plant. on the other hand, salt deposition 
is the result of the vlt.r psrticl •• eVlporating and the 
.uch .aliler .alt, being carried farther down wind. The 
fact that 'ignificant con.ervati •• has been utilired in 
the data presented in the C.T.  Main .adeling should be 
noted . for exa.ple, the C . T.Main .odeling presu.es that 
there viII be twenty cycles of concentration in the 
cooling tower wherea, the plant 1. currently designed for 
only seven cycl., of concentration, thu, a threefold 
conservatis� exi.ts in this regard . 

Contapioant pathWAy' , FWS co�nt. that contaminant 
pathways related to concentration of surface waters and 
wetland ar.a. need to be carefully evaluated In sub.equant 
revision of the tIS. OSP believe', given the above 
di,cu" ion on the eItre�e con.ervati.� incorporated in the 
modeling undertaken and the sophistication of modeling 
undertaken, that there i, DO .ignificant potential for 
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concentration of contaminants in surface waters and 
wetlands . Furthermore, any salt tends not to readily 
leach from soils and those that do would be di luted by 
rain water . Pinally, the maximum impacts predicted in the 
.adeling do not reflect an area-wide impact . An area
wide impact would be significantly below the maximum 
impacts .  

Gas Supply for Unit 2 
The OEIS states at page 1 - 3 ,  that " ( it )  should be noted 
that Tenness .. ' s  current proposal in Docket No . 
CPS7- 1 3 2-001 is for transportation of 50 million cubic 
feet per day (MMcfd ) to fuel OSP Unit 1 ( 250 KW ) . While 
this impact analysis of the OSP plant covers both Units 1 
and 2 ,  ( 500 KW) 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 wil l  
be another 50 MMcfd o f  gas and that OSP has a n  option to 
purchase that fuel from the same supplier of Unit 1 .  
Transportation of the fuel will be through the existing 
Tenness.. Pipel�ne syst ... 

All impacts described in the OEIS and state and local 
permits sought are for a two unit 500 KW generating plant 
with natural gas as the primary fuel . The Rhode I sland 
extension of Tenness .. Pipeline systea 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 Control 

Concerns over potential oil and chemical spil ls are 
addressed in the enclosed " Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan " for the OSP plant . 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
FOR OCEAN STATE POWER COMMENTS 

REI  OOC�ET NO . CP87-131-001  AND CP87- 1 3 2-001 

Ocean State Power Comments , Public Hearing Statement 
on the Federal Enerqy Regulatory Commission , April 
14 , 1988 . 

Eco1oqy and Environment , April 2 0 ,  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 Nois. Impact , "  November 1 9 8 7 . 

Ecoloqy and Environment , Letter of December 9 ,  1987 , 
reqarding OSP withdrawal impacts on wetlands and 
aquatic habitats , C .  Ferris to N . Col1ins , 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 1 98 8 .  

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 1 0 ,  1 9 86 . 

Ocean State Power, Press Release "Ocean State Power 
to Provide Funds to Town of Burril lville , "  April 1 3 ,  
1988 . 

1 1 .  

1 2 .  

1 3 .  

1 4 .  

1 5 .  

16 . 

1 7 . 

1 8 .  

1 9 . 

Ocean State power, March 1 1 ,  1988  letter regarding 
BACT from N .  Collins to O .  Mcvay, RIOEM . 

Tenneco Gas Transportation , Apri l 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 1 0 ,  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 1 1 ,  1988  lega l 
memorandum on Zoning Action as a Taking or Inverse 
Condemnation . 

Rhode Island OEM, National Heritage Program , letter 
of July 2 2 ,  1 9 87 regarding OSP Siting Alternatives 
and Endangered Species Impacts from C .  Rathel to 
P .  Mara j h ,  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 Counci l .  

Tenneco Gas Pipeline , letter of April 19 , 1988  
regarding PCBs from T .  Matthews to N .  Col lins , OSP . 

Bechtel ,  letter of April 1 3 ,  1988  regarding Waste 
Material Expected from OSP Operations , from R .  K .  
Vassar to C .  Riva , OSP . 

Bechtel Eastern Power corporation , " Spi ll Prevention 
Control and Countermeasure Plan " for OSP Plant , 
Apri l 1 9 8 8 .  

REF : TXTSTEPH MDOS0003 
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A p r i l  22,  1 9 8 8  

Mr. Lon n i e  L i s te r, P r o j e c t  M a n a , e r  
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A na l y sis B r a n ch 
O f f i c e  of P i p e l i n e  a n d  P r o d u c e r  . e , u l a t i o n  
R o om 7 3 1 2  

rit:CEIVED BY 
APR 2 5  1988 

8 2 5  N o r t h  C ap i t o l  S t re e t ,  N.E. 
Vas h i n a t o n ,  DC 2 0 _ 26 

REF : D o c k e t  N o. C P 8 7- 1 3 2- 0 0 1  

Dear F E R C  S ta r r : 

T h a n k  y ou f o r  t h i s  o p p o rt u n i t y  t o  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  D EI S .  
have p r e s e n t e d  i s s u e s  of c o n c e r n  t o  y o u  a t  t h e  P u b l i c  He a r i n a  i n  
W o o n s o c k e t , R I .  I w o u l d  1 1 k e  f u r t h e r  t o  s u bm i t  f o l lowup a n d  
a d d l t l o n a l  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  t h e  r e p o r t .  I c a n n o t  e m p h a s i z e  s t o n i l y  
e n ou , h  t h a t  a l l  l ss u e s  m u s t  b e  l n  d e t a i l e d  o r d e r  b e f o r e  a n y  
a c t l o n  i s  t a k e n  on • F E I S. Y o u r  m l t l , a t i ve . e . s u r e s  m u s t  b e  
s u b s t a n t i a t i ve s o  t h a t  e n f o r o e m e n t  l s  . s su r e d .  S t . t e m e n t s  l i k e  
" s h ou l d " , " sh o u l d  b e "  o r  " w l l l "  e t c .  c . r r y  n o  a u t h o ri t y .  Y o u  
m u s t  r e v i e w  t h e  w o r d i n ,  o f  a l l  t h e  m i t l , a t i v e  m e . , u r e ,  . n d  p u t  
some " t e e t h "  i n t o  t h l s  m e a n l n ,  a n d  e .p e c t e d  r e s u l t s .  

1 )  R o u t i n a  of " T e n n e s s e e  C a s  P lpe l i n e "  a c r o s s  SA R A VA RA P rope r t y .  

In .y o r i a i n a l  · S cop l n ,  C om me n t s "  t o  y o u  I r e q u e s t e d  t h e  
oppo r t u n i ty t o  p r e s e n t  c o u r s e  c h a n , e s  a c r o s s  m y  p ro p e r t y  t o  
r e d u c e  t h e  i .p a c t  of t h e  p r o j e c t  o n  m y  f u t u r e  l a n d  p l a n s .  

S i n c e  t h a t  req u e s t  I h a v e  m e t  w l th T e n n e s s e .  t o  d i s c u s s  
a l t e r n a te r o u t e s .  They h a ve v e r b a l l y  i n d i c a t e d  to me t h e i r  
a b i l i t y  to a c c o  •• odate m y  p r op o s a l .  H o w e v e r  n o t h i n a  
p resented t o  F E R C  o r  m y se l f  to d a t e  rep r e s e n t s  o u r  d i s c usse d  
so l u t i o n .  

V a r i a t i o n s  o f  t h e l r  o ri a i n a l  co u r se h a v e  b e e n  d raw n up b u t  
t h e y  do n o t  r e f l e c t  o u r  f i e l d  m e e t i n a s  - M a r k  D u n n , t h e  R O V  
a g e n t-Cor-Te n n e s s e e ,  e x p l a i n e d  t o  m e  on t h e  p h o n e  that a n  
e r r o r  w a s  m a d e  a n d  h e  w o u l d  a e t  b a c k  t o  m e  i n  M a r c h  - 1 a m  
s t i l l  w a i t i na f o r  h i s  r e t u r n . 

My request was n e v e r  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  DE I S  u n d e r  
" A l t e r na t i v e s  C o n s i de r e d " . ( S ee 2 . 2 . 4 pas . 2- 1 6 2 t h r o u a h  
2 - 1 8 9 )  

1 h a v e  d i s p l a y e d  a n d  p r o v i d e d  c oop e r a t i on w i t h  T e n n ess e e .  
met w i t h t h e m  o n  t h r e e  o c c a s i o n s  a t  t h e  s i t e  a n d  h a v e  s p o k e n  
w i th them n u m e r o u s  t i .es o n  t h e  p h on e .  

GIC9 

GIC9-1 FERC staff has 0ClRb:ted a review of alternative gas pipeline routes in 
the iDmediate vicinity of the Shermn FaJ:1II Road site, incllXling verbal 

ani written cxmuents by Mr. Saravara am written respcn;es by Tennessee to 
staff's Dsta ReIpi!sts. '1he results of this review were used to prepare the 
revised Sectiat 2 . 2 . 5 . 3  ani Fic:pJre 2 . 1-6. 
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Gle9 (cont'd) 

I e x p e c t  my r eq ue s t s  be a d d r e s s e d  in t h e  E I S  as p e r  o u r  field 
meet i n g .  A de f i n i t i ve p l a n  s h ou l d  b e  p r o v i d e d  to a l l  p a rties 
i n v o l v e d .  See E x h i b i t  1 

2 )  T h e  S t r a w  t h a t  B r e a k s  the C a.els B a c k .  

I n  .y o r i g i n a l  · Sc o p i n g  C ommen ts " ,  I r eq u e s te d  a n  a lt e r n a te 
a p p r o a c h  to t h e  O S P  be p r o v i de d  t h r ou g h  t h e  u s e  o f  e x i s t ing 
u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r s  b y  i n te r c ep t i n g  these c o r r i d o r s  a m i l e  or 
s o  from the OSP s i te. 

My p r op e r t y  a l r ea d y  h a s  n u m e r o u s  c o r r i d o r s  c r o s s i n g  it 
p e r p e n d i cu l a r  t o  D ou g las P i ke .  Any T en n e s s e e  p r o p o s a l  w o u l d  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r u i n  a n y  p r o f i ta b l e  r e w a r d  t h r o u g h  f u t u r e  
deve l o p m e n t .  

I am i n  a v e r y  u n u s u a l  p o s i t i o n .  N o t  o n ly w i l l the O S P  p l a n t  
c h a n g e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  a n d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e d u c e  p r o p e rty 
v a l u e s ,  but t h e  T e n n e s s e e  Gas P i p e l i n e  Just takes i t  a l l .  

T h e  e c o n om i c  i m p a c t  of T e n n e s s e e  o n  m y  l i f e ' s  i nv e s tments 
c a n n o t  g o  u n n o t i ce d .  S i nc e  n o  o t h e r  c o u r s e  w a s  s e l e c t e d ,  
o u t s i d e  t h e  · W a g o n  W h e e l "  e f f e c t  i ta e c o n om i c  i m p a c t  o n  .y 
l a n d  m u s t  be s t u d i e d .  

A s  t h e  D E I S  i n d i ca t e s  o n  pag. 3- 58 " V i s u a l  a n d  A e s t h e t i c  
F a c t o r s " : T h e  p r i s t i n e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  a r e a  i s  b r o k e n  b y  
s e ve r a l  t r a n s .i s s i o n l i n e ,  g a s  pipe l i n e  a n d  A T & T  c a b l e  
r i gh ts-o f-w ay. 

I f  F E R C  selects to c o n t i nu a l ly c h op u p  t h e  a re a , I w ou l d  
e x p e c t  c o m p e n s a t i o n  f r o m  b i g  b u s i n e s s  b e f o re t h e  " T re e  
C u t t i n g  C e r e m on y ·  be g i n s .  

3 )  A l t e r n a t e  R o u t e  of T e n n e s s e e  o n  t h e  E x i s t i ng B o s t o n  E d i s on 
C o r r i d o r .  

I req u e s te d  i n  m y  l e t t e r  t o  F E R C  n o  n e w  c le a r i n gs be c u t  
a c r o s s  D ou g l a s  P i k e  s t  t h e  O S P  P l a n t-.re a .  

The r e p o r t  c o n c lus i o n o n  p a g e  --96  s t a te s : 

" H r .  S a r a v a r a  b e l i e ve s  t h a t  no new c o r r i d o r s  s h o u l d  be c u t  
a c r o s s  D ou g l a s  P i k e .  T h e  F E R C  S t a f f  h a s  c on s i d e r e d  
r e c o m m e n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  T e n n e s s e e  p i p e l i ne i n t o  t h e  O S P  p l a n t  
p a r a l l e l  t h e  A l gonqu i n  p i p e l i n e ,  b u t  n o w  be l i e ve s  t h a t  t h i s  
w ou l d  i n c r e a s e  t h e  v i s i b i l i ty of t h e  p la n t .  T h e  f E RC S ta f f  
r e c o m m e n d s ,  h ow e v e r ,  t h a t  T e n n e s s e e  i n s t a l l  v i s u a l  ba r r i e r s  
a t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  c r o s s i n g  of D ou gl a s  P i k e  t o  h e l p  main t a i n  t h e  
w o oded c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  a r e a  w h i c h  w o u l d  b e  m o s t  h e a v i l y  
i m p a c t e d  b y  t h e  p ro p o s e d  p o w e r  p l a n t. " 

N o t e  t h a t  in the r e p o r t  i t  w a s  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h a t  I req u e s t e d  

cont'd 
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the T e n n . s s e .  G a a  P i p . l i n. r u n  p a r a l l . l  to t h e  A l g o n q u i n .  
That w a s  n o t  a y  r e a s o n i n l .  I f  t h e  p i p . l i n. c a n  c r o s s  the 
Boston Edis o n .  lt can travel u n d . r  t h e  Boston E d i s o n .  

GIC9 (con1'dl 

There a r .  j u s t  two p o l  • •  t r u c t u r e s  b . t w e . n  t h e  O S P  p l a n t and 
where t h . y  w o u l d  i n t . r se c t  B o s t o n  E d i a o n  from t h e  K i n g ' s  
p rop . r t y .  Th • • • • t r u c t u r  •• a r .  80- 1 00 f • •  t h i l h .  T h i s  
p ro v i d e s  s u b s t a n t i . l  c l . a r a n o. f o r  a n y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t ivity I 2 
u n d e r  the 1 1 n. s .  
The a d va n t a g . s  a r . : 

a .  T h e  r o u t .  w o u l d  b. a o r .  d i r e c t .  
b .  Reduc. c l . a r i n l  o f  f o r e . t  b y  a b o u t  2 . 00 0  f . e t .  
c. Less c o s t l y  t o  t h e  K i n l  p r o p . r t y  t h r o u l h  t h e  l o s s o f  

valuable r o a d s i d  • •  
d. B e t t e r  l a n d  p l a n n i n l  
e .  H a k . s  s . n s e  

See E x h i b i t  2 
q )  O S P  H i t ig a t i v .  H e a s u r e  , 20 and TGC Hitilative H e a s u r e  , 1 6  

A s  the DEI S  i n d i c a t e s  on p a l e  3 - 58 : 

· The p r i s t  i n .  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  a r . a  is b e i n l  b r o k e n  by 
s e v e r a l  t r a n s a l s a i o n  l i n  • • •  • 

I c om .e n d  t h e  F E R C  S taff f o r  a d d r . s s i n l  t h e  v i s u a l  b a r r i e r  
i s su e .  

I n  s e v e r a l  p l a c e s  t h e  DEIS m . n t i o n s  t h e  v i su a l  i m p a c t  o f  t h e  
O S P  p l a n t  a n d  T G P  o n  t h e  n e i l h b o r i n g  p ro p . r t i e s  a r o u n d  the 
proposed p r o j e c t  s i t e .  

T h is o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r . duc. or . v . n  e l i m i n a t. t h e  view o f  t h e  
p l a n t  a n d  p i p e l i n e  f r o a  p a s s. r s b y  a n d  n . i g h b o r s  i s  • gre a t 
achie veme n t . • 3 

But the m e a s u r e s  ne.d m o r e  de f i n i t i o n .  A s t u d y  must be done 
that p r o vi d e s  s i t e  d i s ta n c .  in f o r m a t i o n  and t h e  types of 
v e g e t a t i on . S c r e e n i n g  shall be . s t a b l i s h . d  be f o r e h a n d. a lo n g  
w i t h  a m a i n t e n a n c e  p r o g r a m .  

T o  e x t e n d  this c o n d i t i o n  t o  b o t h  s i d e s  o f  D ou g l a s  P i k e i s  i n  
the b e s t  i n t e r e s t s o f  a l l  p a r t i e s . 

5 )  F o rmer L e o n  B e n k os k y P r ope r ty 

Hy o r i g i n a l  · Sc o p i n l  C omm. n t s ·  to F E R C  i n d i c a t e d  the 
intention of Boston Edison to clear t h e  forme r Leon B e n k os k y  
p r o p e r t y .  A ga i n  on Dece mbe r 2 .  1 9 8 7  I f o r w a r d e d  the F E R C  
Sta f f  a d e t a i l e d  m a p  o f  t h e i r  devious i n t e n tio n s .  

You r  d e p a rt me n t  w as n o t  my on l y  c o n t a c t .  I h a v e  gone t o  
g r e a t  e f f o r t s  by e a rnestly request i n g  seve r a l  p a r t i e s  n o t  t o  
r e m o v e  the n a tu r a l  vege tation ba r r i e r  on t h e  O S P  p l a n t  s i d e  

GIC9-2 staff nates this ocmnent; this alternative is aJIDlg those addressed in 
secticn 2.2 .5. J of the FEIS. 

GIC9-J Ocmaent noted; staff has considered visual issues, bath in its assess
ment of alternatives and in its XecaJIIIIlIlded ocn::litioos. 
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of Dou , l a s  P i k e . 

My c o n t l c t s  w e r e  m a d e  m o n t h s  b e fo r e  t h e  F E R C  s t u d y  a n d  m o r e  
r e c e n t l y  i n  F e b r u a r y  o f  1 9 8 8 .  

T h e  r e s po n s e  W I S  a l w a y s  t h e  a l me , " We c a n  d o  w i t h o u r  l a nd 
w hat w e  p l e a s e " . N o  one w a s  l n t e r e s t a d  ln b e i n ,  a b l e  t o  h e l p  
r ed u c e  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  t h e  O S P  p r o j e c t  o r  e v e n  i n  b e i n g  g o o d  
n e i g h b o r s .  

I h a v e  a s k e d  t h e  fo l l o w i n ,  t o  s t o p  o r  d e l l Y  t h e  c u t t i n g  o f  
t h e  t r e e s  a t  l e a s t  u n t i l  D E I S  c a me o u t : 

C a r l o s  R e v i s  O S P  
P a u l  T o n , u s  O S P  
B o s t o n  E d i s o n  ROW a l e n t  
B o s t o n  E d i s o n  P e r s o n l l  R e l a t i o n s  
L o , s e r  h i r e d  b y  B o s t o n  E d i s o n  

A l l  r e f u s e d  t o  d e l a y  a c t i o n  k n ow i n ,  F E R C  w a s  s t u d y i n g  t h e  
i s s u e . 

I e v e n  t r i e d to p u r c h a s e  t h e  l a n d  so I c o u l d  m a i n t l i n  a 
n a t u r a l b a r r i e r .  T h e y  wou l d  n o t  s e l l .  

T h e i r  a c t i o n  i s  a w i n d o w  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e .  

T h e y w a n t  t o  d r i v e  u s  o u t . 

It i s  e s s e n t i a l  n o w  . o r e  t h a n  e v e r  t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  s t u d i e s  b e  
u n d e r t a k e n  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  f u l l  e x t e n t  o f  a l l  f u t u r e  
a c t l o n s  o n  t h e  e x i s t i n ,  n a t u r a l  b a r r i e r s .  

I f  t h e  u t i l i t i e s  c o m pa n i e s  a n d  O S P  a r e  d e c e i t f u l  t h i s  e a r l y  
i n  t h e  p r o c e s s , F E R C ' s  m i t i , a t i v e  m e a s u r e s  m u s t  i n c l u d e  
d e t a i l e d  p r o v i s i o n s  "to w a r d s  o b t a i n i n ,  a p e r m i t .  

T h e  O S P  p r o j e c t  i s  f o r c i n g  me t o  p r o v i d e  t h e i r  v i s u a l  b a r r i e r  I 4 
w i t h  m y  p r o p e r t y ,  f u r t h e r  r e s t r i c t i n g  m y  b e n e f i t t i n g  t o w a r d 
f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t .  

I t  i s  a n  e x p e n s e  t h a t  c a n n o t  a f f o r d . 

S ee E x h i b i t s 3, 4 a n d  5 
6 )  N o i s e  - M i t i g a t i v e  M e a s u r e ' 5 

T w o  s t e p s m u s t  be t a k e n  to s t r e n g t h e n  t h i s  me a s u r e . 

1 .  S e c t i o n 3 . 1 . 4 . 2  o f  t h e  O E I S  r e a d s  as f o l l o w s : 

" 3 . 1 . 4 . 2  A p p l i c a b l e  N o i s e S t a n d a r d s  

A t  p r e s e n t , n o  n o i s e  s t a n d a r d s  o r  g u i d e l i n e s  a r e  e n f o r c e d  
b y  t h e  S t a t e  o f  R h o d e  I s l a n d :  

GIC9-4 o:maent noted. As in its respcnse to 0CIIIIIeI1t GI<1I-53, PERC staff 
observes that oc:ntitioos can be ilIposed ally upcn those parties 

directly associat:a:1 with the Ocean state R:lwer project. 'Drlrd parties are 
beycrd the readl of these oc:ntitiCl'lS. PERC staff, where possible, has included 
the inability to oc:ntitioo the activities of third parties in its evaluatioo. 
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Gle9 (cont'd) 

T h .  C ommo nw •• l t h  o f  M . s s . c h u s . t t s  h.s .n . n f o r c e d  n o i s e  
g u i d . l i n. t h . t  l i m i t s  . v . r . l. p r o p . r t y  l i n e  n o i s e  l e v e l s  
g e n . r . t . d  b y  . n  i nd u st r i . l / comm. r c i . l  f. c i l i t y  t o  1 0  d B A  
. b o v .  the . x i s t i ng n o i s e  l .v . l s .  T h i s  l u i d . l i n e e x c l ud e s  
imp.ct -t y p .  n o i s .s s u c h  .s b l . s t i n l . -

B a s . d  o n  the i n put r . c . i v . d  . t  t h e  D E I S  h • •  r i n g , 
.dd i t i o n a l  s t u d i . s  .r • • • • •  n t i . l  i n  o r d . r  to m e e t  t h e  
M . s s a c h u s . t t s  l u i d . l i n. s . 

2 . ) On p . a e  3-39 o f  the D E I S  u n d . r  n o i s . , i t  i s  i n d i c a t e d  
t h . t  a s p  propo • •  s to l i. i t  n o i s e  - to 5 5  d BA . t  t h e  s i t e 
p r o p . r t y  l i n . - , y . t  t h e  a t . t  ••• nt you p r . s . n t  i n  t he 
m i t i la t i v  • • • • •  u r .  i t  •• l f  •• n t i o n s  - a t  t he n . a r . s t  n o i s e  
s . n s i t i v  • •  r • • •  ( such • •  r • •  i d . n c . s ) . -

T h i s  1 s  t o t . l l y u n . c c . p t . b l . .  T h .  s i t . p r o p e r t y  l i n e h a s  
to b. t h e  z o n e  l i n. fo r t h e  . t a n d . rd a n d  t h i s  p r o pe r t y  
l i n  • •  u s t  b .  t h e  o n .  O S P  h a s  p r o po s . d  to F E R C . 

The a r . a  is a l r i c u l t u r a l  .nd I h . v .  p r o p. r t y  w h e r e  
p r o pos. t o  p l .c • •  h o  • •  i n  t h e  f u t u r . . B e c. u s e  o f  t h e  
l a y o u t  o f  t h e  l an d , t h e  • • •  s u r . , .s i t  i s  w r i t t e n  now , 
w o u l d  w i p e  •• o u t .  

7 )  N ig h t  L i g h t i nl 

My c o n c . r n  to F E R C  . b o u t  n i l h t  l i l h t i nl h . v .  n o t  b e e n  
a d d r e s s.d . 

The s k y  w i l l  b e c ome • h U I .  f r o s t . d  l i l h t  b u l b  w i t h  t h e  
d i s s i p a t i o n  o f  c oo l i n g  w . t . r  i n  t h e  a i r .  

N o  w h e r e  d o e s  t h e  r e po r t  m . n t i o n  . e . s u r . s  i m p o s e d  o n  a s p  t o  
r e d u c e  l i g h t i n g  w i t h i n  s . t  s t . n d . rd s .  

T h e  n um b e r  o f  l i g hts , i n t. n s i t y , n . c . s s a r y  r e f l e c t o r s  
d i s t a n c e  o f f  t h e  g r o u n d , . t c  . r e  e s s e n t i . l to t h e  n e i g hbo r i n g  
h o m e s  a n d  l a n d  d e v e l o pme n t  p o t e n t i a l  from a n  a e s t h e t i c  po i n t  
o f  v i e w .  

T h e  i m p a c t  t h i s  p l a n t w i l l  h a v e  o n  t he n i a h t  t i me m u s t  b e  
s t ud i e d . 

8 )  H i t i ga t i v e  M e a s u r e ' 1 2  a s p  

A 1 0 0  f o o t  b u f f e r  f o r  a p l a n t  t h i s  s i z . i s  t o t a l l y  
i n ad e q u a t e . 

My w i fe a n d  I h a v e  a l q  a c r e  p a r c e l  o f  l a n d  t h a t  h a s  
d e v e l o p m e n t  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  o u r  fu t u r e  " n e s t  e g a " . O n  t h i s  
par c e l  e x i s t s  a p r i me home s i t e w i t h i n  q O O  f e e t  o f  t h e  a s p  
p l a n t .  

I 5 

6 

7 

I 8 

GIC9-5 Please see the respoose to cx:mnent FM-19. 

GIC9--6 C6P has agree:) to limit noise attributable to the qJeIation of the 
proposed facility to an L of 55 dBA. at the nearest residence, ani is 

therefore CDlSistent with nx: poney for jurisdicticnal noise emitt� facili
ties. 'Ihis is eIJlivalent to an L of 48.5 dBA. at the closest residence, which 
is �tely 1 , 200 feet scuthSSt the center of the plant EqrlpDent. At the 
nearest prq:erty line (760 feet scuth of the center) , the L wculd be awrox
imately 53 dBA.. '!be EFSB may recpire a lQller noise limitat� if it deeSI& this 
8WIqlriate. 

GIC9-7 C6P has claimed that the facility will have "minimal to no i.Dpact on 
the night sky" (cx:mnent GICS-26) ; staff believes that ni<jlt li� 

at the plant will be sanewhat noticeable to nearby residents. Effects of this 
will be reduced or mitigated in several ways. '!be 1oa-foot-wi.de, forested 
blffer will help to ClC.'fX'lEl8l the light�. OOP does not intend to illuminate the 
site perimeter; art:door li� will generally be limited to roadways ani 
eqripnent requirirg maintenance. '!be light fixblres will be shielded, high
pressure sodilDD laup; that will be directed taoIard the areas to be lit. 

GIC9-8 Oc:mnent noted; staff believes that a loa-foot blffer is a sufficient 
width that, if forested, wculd provide an adelpate visual barrier to 

the plant. staff has also reviewed Oc:mnentor's Exhibit 6, which slnls the 14-
acre parcel that lies between the AT&T ani Ba6ton alison rights-of-way, ani 
CXJnCUrS that if houses were to be construct:ed on that parcel , they wculd be very 
close to the plant site. 



GIC9 (cont'dl 

Th. a r . a  i .  o n .  o f  a . a t u r .  f o r  •• t . t . n d  w i t h  l i t t l e  
u n d . r s t r o n l  I rowth . Th. f o r  • •  r L . o n  B.n k o s k y  l . n d  h . d  • 
n a t u r . l  1 50 foot b u f f. r  b . t w  •• n . y  p r o p . r t y  . n d  t h e  O S P  
p l . n t . T h i s  no l o n l . r  . x i s t . .  B o s t o n  E d i s o n  w i l fu l l y  
r • •  o v . d  the n . t u r a l  b u f fe r .  F u r t h . r  . t u d i . s  . n d  s t e p s  Must 
be t.ken to r ••• dy s i t i n l  o f  the OSP p l a n t  i n  .n a e t i v e l y  
Irow i n g  r . s i d . n t i . l / a g r i e u l t u r . l  I o n  • •  

I w . l e o  •• the o p po r t u n i ty to •• e t  w i th y o u  .t m y  p r o p e r t y  
s i t  • •  

9 ) R . l . a s e  u pon A b .n d o n  •• n t  C l a u  • •  fo r T e n n . s s e .  G . s  

I n  t h e  o r i l i n . l  " En v i ron •• n t . l  R ' p o r t "  a u bmi t t .d b y  T.nn. s s e e  
G a s  P i p e l i n e  Co.p.n y .  D o e k . t  No . C P 8 7  - E x h i b i t  F-I V .  p g . 3 0 ,  
S.e . 3- 3 .  i t  i s  i n d i e . t.d t h a t  t h e  U . S .  D e p a r t . e n t  o f  
T r a n s p o r t . t i o n  b y  F.d. r . l  e o d .  wou l d  b • •  l l o w.d t o  h . v .  a l l  
t h e  i n a e t i v. o r  .b.ndon.d r i g h t .  o f  w . y  r . t u r n  t o  the i r  
n a t u r a l  s t . t. s .  

I 9 

A b a n d o n  •• n t "  e l .us. . T h i s  w o u l d  p r . v . n t  . b . n d o n . d  l i n . s  fro. 
b.eom i n l  • b u r d . n  to r • •  l . s t. t .  t r . n s . e t i o n s  i n  t h e  fut u r e  10 

a n d  wou l d  b r i n g  p ro p . r t y  b . e k  to • u s . fu l st.t. w i t h o u t  the 
lelal h . r d s h i p  i t  eould i . p o s .  if it  i s  n o  l o n g. r  i n  u s e . 

F o r e v . r  i s  • v . r y  l o n g  t i .. .  I r . q u . s t  t h . t  F E R C  r . q u i r e  t h e  

I 
TG P d r a w  i n to a l l  . a s  ••• n t  . g r  •••• nt • •  " R. l  •• s. U p o n  

� 1 0 )  P u rpo s e  o f  T G P  E . s  ••• n t  
� 
.j:>. 
I\,) T e n n . s s  •• h . s  . p p l i .d f o r . "Con v . n i . n e  • •  nd N e e. s s i t y  

P e r. i t "  t o  t r . n s p o r t  n a t u r a l  g . . . A • •  l .n d o w n e r  I h a v e  n o  
i n t e n t i on to I r . n t  a n  • •• • •• n t  f o r  •• t h e y  put i t  " a n y  

-

s u b s t . n e e  t h . t  e . n  b. t r. n . p o r t e d  t hr ou g h . p i p . l i n. " . T h e  
p . r m i t s h o u l d  o n l y  b. i s s u . d  f o r  t h e  s u b s t .n e .  t h a t  i s  
n e ee s s a r y  to t ra n . p o r t  . t  t h i s  t i m. - n . t u r . l  g . s .  I t  i s  
tot a l l y  o u t  o f  o r d . r  to I r .nt • p . r . i t  f o r  u n k nown s u b s t a n c e s  

1 1 )  B u y o u t  - O S P  M i t i g a t i v .  M •• s u r .  N o .  1 5  

The s i t i n g  o f  t h e  OSP p l . nt i n  .n . I r i e u l tu r . l / r e s i d e n t i a l  
a r e a  i s  n o t  i n  l i ke e h . r ae t . r w i th t h e  n e i l h b o r h o o d . A 
B u y o u t  or eomp. n s . t i o n  p l an f o r  t h e  e h . n l e  i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  
l i fe a n d  . e o n o m i e  h a r d s h i p  i t  wou l d  i mp o s e  o n  i t s  n e i g h b o r s  
i s  a b s o l u t e l y . s s.n t i a l . 

M i t i g a t i v  • ••• s u r .  N o .  1 5  e l . a r l y  i n d i c . t e s  c o m p e n s a t i o n  i s  a 
n.e e s s a r y  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r o J . c t .  

Mowe v e r ,  i t  i s  f.r t o o  w . a k  to b • •  f f e c t i v e . T h e  p l ant i s  
gO i n g  t o  b e  a mon.y m a k i n g  m a c h i n . . R . s t r a i n t s  t h a t  h a v e  t o  
be i mp o s e d  . f t e r  t h e  p e r m i t s  a r e  i s s u e d  w i l l  o n l y fo r c e  t h e  
w e a k e r  p a r t i . s  t o  l o s e . 

1 1  

12 

GIC9-9 Please see the respmse to <X1IIIIE!rlt GIC9-4. 

GIC9-l0 A release-upoo-abmdcnaent clause is a IIBtter far negotiatiat between 
the lardowner ard TEu1essee. If ard IoIhen Temessee proposes to aban:ion 

these facilities it DUSt awly for suctl authorizatiat fran the FERC under 
Sectiat 7(b) of the Natural Gas kt. An envinrmental review wa..tld be � 
taken at that tiDe am awrq>riate cxn:titialS my be attacbed. 

GIC9-11 A Certificate of PUblic Cl:rMlnienoe am Neoessity issued in the 
prooeedi.n;J wa..tld allow Temeseee to transport ally natural gas. 'llle 

fact that the PLqxad easement acp:eellllelit presented to the ClCIIIIEI1tor SUI};JeSts 
that other smstanoes cw1.d be transported has ID bearin:J at the authority 
oattained within the OmRissiat certificate, 10bich is to transport natural gas. 
'llle mtter is CI'le for negotiatiat between the two parties. It should be noted 
that water wa..tld be used to hydrostatically test the pipeline prior to p.tt;tin;J 
it into service. 

GIC9-l2 Please see the respouse to <X1IIIIE!rlt GICJ-2. 
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GIC9 (coot'd) 

W. v i l l  h . r d l ,  b. in • pos i t ion to o b t . i n  • f. i r  c ompens . t i o n  
s . t t l  • • •  n t  . f t . r  t h e  con. t r u c t i o n  b. a i n s .  Th. m • •  s u r .  m u s t  
b. d . t . i l . d  . n d  . p p r . i s.d b . fo r .  the p. r . i t t i n a  p ro c e s s  i s  
.ct i v .t.d . I t  . u s t  . l s o  i n c l ud .  the h . r d s h i p  o n  u n d e v . l op.d 
l.nd . M ,  v i f  • •  nd I do not v i s h  to f.tt.n t h e  coff.rs o f  O S P  
v i th . 1 1  o u r  l i f. ' .  i n v  •• t •• n t s .  T h . ,  . r .  not u a i nl t h e  l . n d  
i n  l i k e  c h . r . c t . r  to the n . i lhborhood d . c i d .  t h e  f i n. n c i . l  
i.p.ct MOW . 

1 2 )  The E f f.ct o f  W . t . r  R u n o f f  on P r opo s . d  p o n d  P rojec t  o n  
S . r . v . r .  p r op. r ty 

On p.a. _-15 of the D E I S  it i. i n d i c .t.d t h e  d . v . l op.d 
cond i t i o n s  o f  the proj.ct .it. v i l l  i n c r  • •• •  o f f s i t. r u n o f f  
7 0 1  .boye e x i s t i n a  l . v . l  • •  

I c u r r e n t l ,  h . v  • •  pond p r o j . c t  o n  f i l .  v i t h the U x b r i d l e  
Con s e r y . t ion Co • •  i a s ion . Th. d . a i a n  o f  t h e  s , a t  •• • n d  
p r o j e c t  c o u l d  b. j . o p . r d i z.d v i t h  th. i r  i n c r  • •  sed f l o w .  do 
not . x p e c t  . n ,  . d d i t io n . l  l . v . l s  o f  v . t e r  f l o w  o n  o r  . c r o s s  
m, p r o p e r t ,  .s • r . s u l t  o f  t h e  O S P  p r o j . c t . I w . n t  
. s a u r . n c . s  t h . t  the p r o j . c t  v i l l  not r . d u c  • •  , . b i l i t y o r  
i n c r  • •  s .  the c o . t  t o  •• o f  u s i n a  .Y l .n d . 

S •• E x h i b i t a  6 . n d  7 
1 3 )  B l .s t i nl - M i t is . t i y .  M •• s u r .  Ro . 9 OSP 

As • d i re c t  n . i ahbor to the a i t. ,  I . x p. c t  • b e fo r e  .nd a f t e r  
e v a l u . t i o n  o f  t h e  . f f. c t a  o f  b l . a t i n a  on . Y  v. l l  . n d  b u i l d i n l  
s t r u c t u re s .  The h o  • •  I h . y .  r • •  t .  d i r e c t l y  o n  l . d l . . A n y  
sho c k  v i br . t ion v i l l  b .  t r . n s . i tt.d d i r . c t l ,  i n to c h i m n e y s  
a n d  foun d . t i on s .  I t  c o u l d  b. v . r ,  t.mpt i n l  f o r  b l . s t e r s  t o  
u s e  e x c e s s i ve c h . r a . s  t o  s p . e d  u p  t h e  . x c . v . t i o n  p r o c e s s .  
M o r e  d e t . i l  .nd p r o te c t i o n  . u s t  b .  p u t  i n to t h i s  m e .s u r e . 

My w e l l  i s  • h i l h  p r o d u c . r  .t 60 ap. , v e r y  u n u s u . l  for t h e  
are a .  I don ' t  w . n t  t o  l o s .  i t .  

See E l h i b i t  8 
l ij )  U s e  o f  t h e  TG P E a s eme n t  to the p r ope r t y  O w n e r  

I f  a n  e a s em . n t  m u s t  be I r a n t e d  to TGP , i t  i s  a b s o l u te l y  
e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  v e  b o t h  be n e f i t  from t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  l a n d . 
am n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  h . v i n l  a n o n -p r od u c t i v e 2 1 / 2 a c r e s  a s  a 
r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  c o r r i d o r . The r e fo r e ,  i f  I c a n n o t  c o n t i n u e  t o  
r e a p  t h e  r ev . r d  o f  for . a t  p r o d u c t  p r od u c t i o n , I e l pe c t  t o  u s e  
t h e  l a n d  for o t h e r  s u i ted . I r i c u l t u r a l  u s e  ( fo r  w h i c h  i t  w a s  
i n t e nd e d ) .  The r e f o r e  the p r o pe r ty m u s t  b e  r e m o v e d  o f  a l l  
r o c k s  a n d  s t umps , t h e  . r e .  l e v e l e d  . n d  s p r e a d w i t h  l o a m  t o  
p ro v l d e  m e  t h e  oppor t u n i t y  to p l .n t  C h r i s tm a s  t r e e s , 

I 

b l u e be r r y  b u s h e s  e t c . o t h e r  s h. l l ov r o o t  s y s t em c r o p s . f E R C  

I 
m u s t  e n s u r e t h . t  t h e  two u s e s  o f  the p r o pe r t y  c a n  

c o e l i s t .  b u t  I ,  a s  a l a n d o w n e r ,  c .n n o t  b e  e l p e c t e d  t o  b u r d e n  
t h e  e l pe n s e  o f  b r i n l i n l  the l a n d  b a c k  t o  a u s e f u l , p r o d u c t l v e  
a lr i c u l t u r a l  s t . t e . I s h a l l  e l pe c t  f E R C  t o  d i r e c t  T G P  t o  

13 

14 

16 

16 

GIC9-13 Total runoff volUllle fraa the asp site would incr:ease by 70 percent, We 
to the replaoaaent of exi.stin;J forest vegetaticn in porticns of the 

site with grass CCNer, piM!d areas, am rooftqlS. Runoff fraD storms will be 
directed to detenti.al basins, Vlich will t:aIplrarUy store excess runoff am 
release it over tiDe. 'Jhese basins, designed to RIIBI criteria, shcW.d prevent 
negative iDpc:t:s to downst::I:'e!II receivin:} waters, incl� the pcni project 
PLc::yosed by the CX1IIIIeI'Itor. 

GIC9-14 Modern t:ec:bni.cp!s allow rode bl.astin) to be done in close proximity to 
GIC9-15 brl.ldin:Js am other sb:uctures Vtile causin:} little or no damage. 

Usin:} procec:kIres sudl as IIIlltiple-rat blastin:} with short-del.ay 
igniticn can ensure proper looseni.n:J am fragIIentaticn of rode without 1DYIIlOeS
sary thrat or significant vibraticn. tIlen bl.astin) work III.ISt be carried rut 
close to brl.ldin:Js, oonsideraticn of grcurd vibraticn is often the primary 
factor deterIIinin:J blast design. Research has shown that pec:ple noJ:DBl.ly react 
stral;Jly to the nrlsance effect of grcurd vibraticn at levels significantly 
below these needed to cause damage to well-blilt structures (lanjefors am 
Kihlstram, 1978) . 'lbe staff nat.es that most states, includirg Massadlusetts, 
Rhode Islarrl, am New York, have strict regulaticns regardiJ:g the handlirg am 
use of explosives am the licensin:} of blasters. 'lbe blaster is liable for any 
damage he may cause. 'lbe nearest halSe is aboot 600 feet fraD the prqxlSEld 
plant fence line (1,400 feet in the case of the cument:or) .  Because major gas 
pipeline, electric transmissicn lins, am switchlrq staticn facilities are IIUCh 
closer to the site, We care would need to be exercised in blasting cperaticns. 
'lbe cument:or may request that the blaster perform sudl evaluaticn, but the 
staff believes that nq,drirg a DD'litorirg program is unnecessary. 

GIC9-16 Please nate the revegetaticn t:.echnicpes described in secticn 2.2.3.2 of 
the FEIS. 
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GIC9 (cont'dl 

prov l d e  .e w l t h  a p r o l r a. / po 1 1 c y  t h a t  w l 1 1  1 • •  v e  t h e  l a n d  I 16 
f e r t l 1 e  and co.pa t l b 1 e  w l t h  c ro p s  s l 11 1 1 a r  to t h o s e  me n t i oned . cont'd 

l q )  !..!2.! 
P 1 e  •• e n o t e  E x h l b l t  9 .  The d l r ec t l on of the P 1 u.e l s  
d l r e c t 1 y  o v e r  .y o w n e r s h l p .  T h l s  l a n d  h a s  s t r on l  d e v e lopme n t  
poten t l a 1 .  T h e  pro f l t s  o f  OSP a r e  p a r t l a 1 1 y  be l n l  . a d e  a t  m y  
e x pe n s e . I e x pe c t  F E R C  to be t h e  l e a d  a l e n c y t h r o U l h  s t ud l e s  
and c o n t r o l s  and e n f o r c e a b l e  . e a s u r e s  t o  a s s u r e  J u s t l c e  i s  
s e r v e d  l n  t h l s  o b v l o us 1 y  d es t r uc t l v e  p r ed l c a. e n t  I f l n d 
mys e l f  i n .  

cc : S e c r e t a r y  

R e s p e c t f u l l y  s u b . l t ted , 

_' -J...).Jf'J�'� } .. uv· .. v .... J/� 

Wayne J. S a r a v a r a  

Fed e r a l  E n e r l Y  R e l u 1 a t o r y  CO • •  l s 8 1 0n 
825 N o r t h  C a p l t a 1  S t re e t , N . E .  
W a s h l n l t on , D C  2 0 Q 2 6  

17 
GIC9-17 'lbe iscpleths of plume water BId plume salts depositicn shown in 

Figures 4 . 1-1 ard 4 . 1-2 do nat J:ep.t_.t a visible ooolirq tower plume. 
Rather, they are CatSeJ:Vative1.y estimated patterns of the groon:I-level. deposi
ticn of plume water BId plume salts that IIBY occur after the facility beoaaes 
cperatiatal. Except for areas iDmediately adjacent to the ooolirq talers 
(within a few tum'ed feet) , plume water ard salts depositicn should nat be 

perceived in the vicinity of the 8aravaJ:a prqlE!rty. For aclditiatal infonaaticn, 
please see the response to ocmnent GIC4-2. 
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Cx\,\\t '3 
BAY STATE FORESTRY SERVICE 

Lowmt Road 
Shu ....... ". M� Durn 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN . 

This le tter is to no t ify you that Boston Ed ison C o .  will 
be clearing an add it ional 150 ft. of width along ROW # 1 )  
f rom Uxbridge �o Mendon MA .  This cutting will take place 
only on properties 2!D� by Boston Edison C o .  As an 
abbuttor on record to the property in quest ion, you are 
he reby be ing no tified of this action. If you would l ike 
further information or if you have any que st ions , pleas e . 
contact Dana Batley of Bay S tate Forestry Service at 61 7-
869-6))9 . 

S incerely, 

�9j 

GIC9 (cont'd) 

Tolephon< 
(fU)  2�'·75lf 

Hr . Wayne Saravara 
Douglas Turnpike 
Uxbridge , HA 01721 

r:. . ,J1 
8OSJOjV EDISON 
800 Boylston StrHt 

Boston, Ma,sachu"'tts 02199 
'f;}. 'f J O (, ,, 

�1.<} 
June 26, 1985 

HE :  Property o f  Boston Edison Coapany 
rran .. iasion Lina 13, Parcel 2 
Uxbridge, HA 

Dear Hr . Sarvara: 

£)I\,\,� " 

Pursuant to our telephone convereation on June 24th, please find 
enclosed heRwi th a print of a plan showina , outl ined in orenge , the 
land owned in fee by Boeton Edison eoapany, and situa ted on the south
westerly side of Douglae Turnpike in Uxbridae . You inquired relat ive 
to the possibility of purchasina the land situated northerly of and 
outs ide of the eompany ' s  transatssion line, corridor,  all as shown out
lined in purple. Total ecreage contained in thie excess lsnd is 2 . 70+. 

If you are intere.ted in purchaeina .aid property , kindly submit a 

letter to the undersianed stat ina therein a fir. non-bind ina emount you 
would be willing to pay for a aood .. rketable t i tle to said ecreage . 
Once received , we will submit eaid offer to one of our independent 
eppraisers for his review and comments.  

Pleese be advised also that Boeton Edieon Coapany pays no brokers 
commission to anyone , thus if you are act ina a. a broker in beha l f  o f  
some other persons , any commie. ion due you for any services rendered 
will have to be paid by others as no remunerat ion will be made by said 
Company. 

Very truly yours, 

JJB/mfs 
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If"\ OCEAN STATE POWER \..)I \10'llllMONT IIIIUT • ..mH. MMUCItUIE11I 021111 1'ELII'ttONE "'7) 41,·\103 1ELEX: .. ,. 

aepre.entative aichard �. Moore 
Bou.e of aepre.entative. 
State Bou.e 
Bo.ton, KA 02133 

Re I gg •• n Stl\. roy" 
Dear Repre.entative Moore, 

Augu.t 13, 1986 

I .. vriting in re.pon.e to your letter. of July 22 and 
July 29 , 1986 concerning certain question. vbich bave been 
raised about tbe propo.ed electric generating facility to be 
located in Burrillville, abode I.land. Althougb tbe project is 
cur rently in tbe preli.inary de.ign and engineering .tage, ve 
have atte.pted to an.ver que.tion. and provide information as 
co.pletely a. ve can at this .tage of tbe developaent of the 
propo.ed project . �ho.e que.tion. vhicb ve cannot ansve r in 
full at this ti .. vill be anavered in .ore detail a. infor.ation 
is obtained and developed • 

In di rect re.pon.e to tbe questions rai sed in your lette r , 
ve submit for your information the folloving ' 

1 .  Q. Why i. Bo.ton Edi.on clearing it. r igbt of vay to the 
Burrillville .ite? 

A. We bave no knovledge vbetber Bo.ton Edi.on i. 
clearing it. rigbt of vay to the Bu r r illville .ite. 
Any .ucb clear ing ba. no relation at all to tbe 
propo .. d project. 

2 .  Q. What vill be done vith sevage f rom the plant? 
A .  With respect to sevage f ro. the plant , the proposed 

design of the plant provides for a vastevater 
clarif ie r  system to treat any and all vastevater 
generated at the facil ity. The residue vhich remains 
after this treatment vill be taken by truck f rom the 
site to a properly licensed landfill f o r  disposal . 
It is expected that not more than tvo truck loads o f  
residue per day vill be s o  transported f rom the s i t e .  

3 .  Q.  Will const ruction activity be conducted dur in9 no r ma l  
business hour s  or othe rvise? 

A.  Although the f inal construction schedule has not been 
prepared ,  it is expected that const ruction activ i t y  
vill occur normally dur ing the hours o f  1 : 00 A . K . -

, 
i I 
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V l t L A I D I  • •  O t a c T I O I  A C t  
G.L. C. Ul , ••. 40 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - � - � � - - - � - - - - -

:In/TOIIII UnRrME 
!!!. IWCI Wane t .Te.n S'renr. 

CD.nrIED HAIL IlUKIU:-____ _ 

'ILI IUKIEl )&2-4B 
� Popela, Pika 

Vxbrldje, Mass. 01�69 

PKO.1lCT LOCATIONt 
pa 14 ASf' Parcel Westerly Side 13dr... Donr]" 0 

Iaconeel at Ie,iatry of Worct!ter , look 64484 " .a.e -----
CartUicata (U r .. l8tu.), ______________ _ 

REC.utDI He t 
tioUca of l"to"c .et. Septe,ber 'I 1985 

... plallO tiCloel ... . ac. Septe.ber 9, 1985 

THIS OlDER IS ISSum OII(date) October 21, 1985 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - � - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

PuUvant to the _thorlt, of G.L. c. 131, •• • 40; the UXBRIDGE 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION baa rev' ..... JOUr NOC1ce�of-.I;O:":-:t�oll�t=-:.:-:nd-::-p�l�.:-:II�.---

id.nUti.d aboy • • • nd ba. decal'1llilloel that the area Oft .... lch the propo.oeI work is co. be 
�:ecb���Vx�tcb��S�ff

ore 
:!r::; !;::!:

.
!�!I::.eelf!�1���,

c
;O���i:�.4�;. 

nec •••• ry to protect •• id i"tero.t. and all work oball bo porforae. i" atrict .ccordallco 
with thea .nd with tho Notice of IfttODt aDd pl ... 14a"tified above axc.pt whor. 8uch 
pl .. a are .0,l1floel b, .ai. coDdiUou. 
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-... > if "  2 , '; / " 
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Charles R • . lilith , airman C70� �!<;A!'� 't3/f:: >" . 

Me&( 4· Cac; .. :L_ 1.. ---.,--

Oft thi. -tJ. 'Jt< •• , of tJ1 C;;�../ �,r..)-; before .. puaoll&l.l, .ppeueel Char" .. R �b . to .0 
k_ co be tho ponoD ... cri '110 '" who .. ecuted, tbe fora,oiD, i".t�Dt 
eDd ackllov1e4, .. tbac be .. ecut .. the .. e .. lILa fr .. act ... d .... 

,vt;;;,.:JT Aft�Ac .., eo.u •• ..,U.. :si I 

laAOt � IkmED LINE AND &.eMIT TO 1l£ ISSlER OF nns (Ra PRUR TO � 
CF \omK • 

TO UXBRIDGE CONSERVATION CQMMISSIO •• llia. Alatbo�lCY) 

PLUSE IE ADVISED THAT THE ORDU or CONDITIOIIS roa 'rill 'I\OJECT AT DflIrr.us fTYE 
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If record .. la"d . tbe iaat.,...t _ber vtllch U .. UUo. thl8 tUDuctlo" 1a� _____ _ 

It r&llotored laIWI , the d_t DUaber whicb 14eDc1fieo cbia crUlOactioD 10 ______ _ 
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TEL. 401 • 788-2832 ® 

SOLD TO 

A & J WELL CO. 
P. O. BOX 888 

SLATERSVILLE. RHODE ISLAND 02878 

Wayne Saravara 
Douglas Turnpike 
UxbridJre. Ma",,,,_ 

June 2 7 ,  1974 

245 �t . l of dri 1 1 in� and 1J Pt . of 6- pipe . 

Wel l  Log l 
Drilled 
Bedrock 
Cased 
We l l  lIad. 

245 , Pt .  
5 Pt . 

1J Pt . 
60 GPM 

of 6- pipe 

� �� l/� �._.� / 7', ap? e<�·· �.;a.C.I-'7r-
1N1I115f AI IHI IAII Of ,y,� PU MONIH W1U £1 AOOID 

10 AU UNPAID WANeIS Ami JO DAYS. 
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COMPLETE 
WATER SYSTEMS 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL EJlERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

GIC10 

In the Matter of 

Tennessee Gas pipeline company 
Docket IIIO . CP81"J.31-001 
Docket Ro .  CP87- 1 32-001 

COMMENTS OF 
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPANY 

ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Tennessee Gas pipeline Company (Tennessee) submits 

these comments on the Ocean State Power Project Draft 

Envi ronmenta l  Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Staff of 

the Federa l Energy Regulatory Commi ssion ( Staf f ) . 

The DEIS is a complete analysi s  of the envi ronmental 

consequences of the proposed projects , and Tennessee strong ly 

supports its fundamenta l conc lusion : that construction and 

operation of the Ocean State Power plant and associ ated 

pipe l ine faci l i t ies wi l l  have a l imited adverse envi ronmental 

impact and wou ld be an envi ronmentally acceptable act ion .  

Nonetheles s ,  Tennessee does d i sagree with certain o f  Staff ' s  

recommended -mitigative measures , - because they are 

unjusti f ied , or beyond the Commission ' s  juri sdiction. 

I .  

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The DEIS is a voluminous document that requi red wel l  

over one year o f  preparation from the date the project was 

Noticed by FERC . During the preparat ion of the DEIS, Tennessee 

responded to dozens of detailed data requests submi tted by 
Staff . Staff has conducted f ield surveys to i nspect 

Tennessee ' s  proposed route , a l ternate routes , and ezisting 

fac i l i ties , including recent ly-completed pipeline 

construction . Tennessee a l so notes that Staff has thoroughly 

cons idered various issues rai sed by appropri ate agencies , 

i nd ividual l andowners , and other concerned citizens . 

Tennessee has been responsive to concerns raised by 

the Staf f  and others . In particu l a r ,  the route design of the 

Rhode I s l and Eztension has been eztensively modi f ied to 

mitigate impacts to landowners and the environment . 

As a resu lt of Staff ' s  intensive analys i s ,  and proj ect 

modi f ications/improvements developed by Tennessee, most 

potent i a l  points of contention were resolved prior to 

publ ication of the DEI S .  Nevertheles . ,  Tennessee is not in 

agreement with Staff on some issues, and presents its rationale 

i n  the fol lowing comments . 

- 2 -
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GIC10 (cont'd) 

I I .  

MITIGATIVE MEASURES 

Staff bas analyzed a number of alternatives and 

proposed eztensive mitigative measures in the DEI S .  In some 

cases, Tennessee bas accepted Staff ' s  recommendations regarding 

route changes and construction practices , in order to minimize 

impacts .  Tennessee bas also submitted eztensive routing 

rationale to PERC in opposi tion to certain alternatives which 

Tennessee bel ieves are unreasonable. Tennessee supports 

Staff ' s  decision not to recommend the I.oop 5 Alternative, the 

Loop 7 Alternative, and various alternatives along the Rhode 

Island Eztension . Tennessee ' s  rationale for opposing these 

al ternatives has been wel l-documented in previous 

correspondence with Staff and is incorporated by 
reference.

1/ 
Tennessee does object to several of Staff ' s  

recommendat ions , as ezplained below. 

1/ Correspondence f rom Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company to FERC 
dated : Apr i l  2 0 ,  1987 ; June 3 ,  1 9 8 7 ;  October 5 ,  1987 ; 
November 4 ,  1 9 8 7 ;  November 1 2 ,  1987 ; December 1 1 ,  1 9 8 7 ;  
and February 2 ,  1988 . 

- 3 -

GIClQ-l staff J'ICIt.es these cxmaents. 
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GlC10 (cont'dl 

Mitigatiye Measure .1 
"Tennessee shall  not operate the proposed fac i l i ties 

unless : ( 1 )  OSP has implemented or agreed to implement the 
PERC Staff ' s  recommended mitigating measures conta ined in 
Sect ion 5 . 1 . 3  of this DEIS,  or (2) the Economic Regulatory 
Commi ssion attaches these mitigating measures as condit ions to 
its permit granting Permanent Exemption from the requi rements 
of the Fuel Use Act . "  

Response 
Tennessee opposes this condit ion because it  i s  an 

improper attempt to assert cont rol over nonjurisdictional 

act ivit ies and because it seeks to appoint Tennessee -- an 

interstate pipel ine company -- as an inspector over elect ric 

power pl ant const ruct ion .  

FERC cannot use i t s  condit ioning power under Section 

7 ( C )  of the Natural Gas Act to accompl i sh ind i rectly what it i s  

wi thout j u r i sdict ion t o  d o  di rect ly. Further , neither FERC nor 

ERA has any j u r i sdiction over the construction of elect ric 

power plant s ;  nor do PERC or ERA have any responsibi l i ty for or 

j u r i sdiction over envi ronmenta l  permi tting of elect ric plant 

construct ion . In this case, these responsibi l i t ies vest in 

agencies of the State of Rhode I s land . FERC thus is wi thout 

power to requ i re those agencies to adopt particular condi tions . 

FERC i s ,  of course ,  requi red by the National 

Envi ronment al  policy Act to � the envi ronment al impacts of 

cons truction and operation of the Ocean State plant . Furthe r ,  

FERC can -- as in the DEIS suggest mitigative measures that 

wou ld , in its view, reduce the envi ronmental effects of 

cons truct ion and operation of the plant . FERC could even deny 

2 

GIClG-2 '!his 0CIIIIIE!Ilt is noted; the wording of the staff's teccl\lDE!lidaticn has 
been JOOdified. However, the staff disagrees that the � camot use 

its certificate cxntiticniJ'g pcM!r to iBpose measures to mitigate i:q;lacts that 
are inextricably related to a jurisdicticnal project. 



GIC10 (cont'd) 

a cert i ficate outright on envi ronmental grounds i f  the agencies 

with jurisdict ion -- here the State of Rhode I s l and -- did not 

adopt these or similar mitigative measures . But FERC cannot 

use its Natural Gas Act conditioning power to usurp state land 

use and envi ronmental permitting functions eaercised with 

respect to nonj urisdictional fac i l i ties . 

Tennessee ' s  second concern ar ises f rom Staff ' s  awkward 

effort to assert jur isdiction where it has none. With no power 

to issue or enforce envi ronmenta l  permits for construction or 

operat ion of  power p lant s ,  Staff suggests that Tennessee be 

prohibi ted from operating ten. of mi l l ions of dol lars of 

pipel ine faci l i t ies , which are constructed in full comp l i ance 

with a l l  envi ronmental and other condit ions , i f  Ocean State 

� does not implement or agree to implement Staf f ' s  -mitigative 
t1l 
W measures , - Staff provides no ana lys is  of how this blunderbuss 

prohibit ion is in the public interest .  As a pract ical matter , 

i f  Mi tigat ive Measure No . 1 were imposed and upheld , Tennessee 

w i l l  not agree to beg in construction of f ac i l i ti es absent Ocean 

State ' s  agreement to comply with mitigat ive measures . 

Tennessee requests the Commiss ion to clarify that , once it has 

obtained this agreement f rom Ocean State Powe r ,  Tennessee w i l l  

have completely satisfied t h i s  condit ion without regard t o  how 

Ocean State implements its agreement . Tennessee is  not i n  the 

business of construct ing elect ric power plants and FERC cannot 

appoint Tennessee to be an envi ronment al i nspector for electric 

powe r plant construction . 

2 
cont'd 
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Mitigatiye Measure •• 
-The proposed Rhode Island EKtens ion sha l l  fol low the 

route modi fication ident i f ied as the Seaver variation on Figure 
2 . 2-18 of the DEIS . -

Response 

Tennessee strongly opposes Staf f ' s  proposed Seaver 

Vari ation (V-5) because the variation would increase the 

envi ronmental and aesthetic impacts of the pipel ine proj ect , 

because it would unfai rly shi ft the burden of envi ronmental 

impact from one landowner (Mr . Seaver )  to anothe r ,  and because 

the impact of Tennessee ' s  current proposal on Mr . Seaver ' s  

property i s  relatively smal l .  

To help visua li ze Tennessee ' s  concerns , Tennessee has 

attached to these comments an aerial photo (Attachment 1 )  

showing the relevant portion o f  the Rhode Isl and EKtens ion . 

Property l ines have been overlaid on the photo , and the 

af fected properties identi fied . Also shown is Tennessee ' s  

latest proposed al ignment. This al ignment d i f fers s l ightly 

f rom the proposed al ignment previously submitted to Staf f  in 

this detai l :  the proposed route bas been further shifted to 

the east to keep impact to Seave r ' s  property to a minimum. 

This s l i ght modi f ication was developed by Tennessee in response 

to negotiations with Mr. Seaver subsequent to Tennessee ' s  last 

correspondence with Staf f  regarding tbis matter . 

Representatives of Tennessee presented Mr . Seaver with a 

drawing indicating tbis al ignment on February 1 2 .  The enclosed 

- 6 -
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GIC1G-3 staff has reviewed this CXIIIIIeI1t ani a separate letter received by Mr. 
seaver (CXIIIIIeI1t GICl3) , ani cxrcludes that the alignnent shift to the 

west side of seaver's prq!eIty, as prqx:JSed by staff, wo.lld best serve the 
interests of seaver ani Olson. HcM;!Ver, in consideratioo of lUtter, their 
neighbor to the south, staff has lIDII'ed its preferred alignnent to the north side 
of Maple street, as shown 00 the revised Figure 2.2-22 in the FEIS. As initial
ly shown 00 Figure 2.2-18 in the IEIS, the pipeline easement wo.lld have ernmt
bered Potter's prq!eIty 00 its entire frart:age with Maple street. 'DIe staff 
disagrees that variatioo V-5 wo.lld cause any greater envircnDental or aesthetic 
inpict than the prqx:JSed alignnent. 
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photo clearly ahows the eziating homes along Maple Street 

theae homes were not indicated in Figure 2 . 2-18 of the DEIS,  
nor were impacts to these eziating homes addressed. 

1) Ya,iation y-5 inc,eases the environmental and 

aesthetic impacts of the project. Staff notes that the 

V-5 modi fication would be about 250 f .. t longer ( and cost 

$24 , 000 more) than the propoaed route . Thia 250 feet would be 

in wooded acreage . Thia in itaelf repreaents an increased 

environmental impact . .ote however that Staff ' a  propoaed 

modi fication entaila 300 feet of clearing and construction 

along Maple Street , creating a a ignificant v i aual impact to 

residents and passersby. 

2) This ya,iation unfairly shifts the increased bu,den 

of enyi,onmental impact from one landoWDe, to neighboring 

landoWDe,s without conSideration of thei, interests . Staf f ' s  

V-5 modi f ication unfai rly and unreasonably ahifts the burden 

from Seaver to his neighbor s ,  Potter and Olson. Staff states 

that ·V-5 would a ignificantly reduce the loss of • • •  aesthetic 

qua lity that would occur f rom biaecting the ( Seaver) property 

with the proposed pipeline . ·  Tennessee must agree that 

avoiding the Seaver property wi ll el iminate the loss of 

aesthetic qua lity to that property, but must urge Staff to 

consider the much g reater loss of aesthetic qual ity on the 

Potter property created by clearing 300 feet of f rontage along 

Maple Street. 

3 
cont'd 
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Tennessee has spent considerable time negot iat ing 

with landowners in order to develop a route which wi l l  minimize 

impacts to these individua l s .  Both Potter and Ol son have 

stated that they have plans to subdivide the i r  properties , and 

thus Tennessee has attempted to route the line to maintain the 

mazimum development potential  of these propert ies . Staff ' s  

proposed modi f ication fails to take this into cons iderat ion. 

Nowhere in the DEIS does Staff indicate that it  has ei ther 

consu lted with these neighboring property owners or that Staff 

has f u l ly considered the increased impacts the V-5 variation 

wou ld have on the Potter and Olson properties . 

As the owner of an ezisting home on the south side 

of Maple Street, Potter clearly wi l l  perceive greater impacts 

from construction than Seaver or Olson. Tennessee ' s  proposed 

route al ready para l lels Potter ' s  east property line for over 

1300 feet . Staf f ' s  modi fication would impact an additional 

300 feet of Potter ' s  frontage along Maple Street , resulting in 

the removal of a signif icant portion of the wooded buffer 

between Potter ' s  home and the street . Tennessee asserts that 

this impact to the ezisting Potter home is unnecessary and 

unwarranted . If Staff continues to recommend the 

V-5 variat ion, Tennessee urges that this alternate be modified 

such that the pipel ine would para l lel Maple Street on the north 

s ide rather than on the south side, to minimize further impact 

to Potter . Seaver wou ld retain suf ficient acreage for homesite 

development . 

- 8 -
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The impact to Olson ' s  property, whi le less severe , 

is nevertheless signif icant and must be cons idered . Olson has 

indicated his intention to subdivide his property into 

additional house lots that would run bas ica l ly west to east . 

Access to these lots would be provided by a road bu i lt a long 

Olson ' s  west property line .  Bote that Olson provided for this 

by retaining a 50-foot strip of land when he sold the 2 . 5-acre 

parcel to Seaver . Tennessee has worked with Olson to develop 

an a lignment that wi l l  protect his abi lity to develop his 

property. In fact,  Tennessee has obtained a r ight-of-way 

ag reement from Olson for the proposed pipel ine . I f  the route 

is mod i f i ed by Staff ,  Tennessee is not confident that it wi l l  

be successful in re-negotiating this agreement wi th Olson . 

Furthermore, Staff ' s  proposed modi f ication wi l l  

� impact the property owner west of Olson. Since Staf f  has not 
� 
U1 
'-I 

spec i f ied ezactly where the l i ne would be placed near Olson ' s  

western property l ine, i t  i s  schematica l ly indicated on the 

enclosed photo as being on the property line .  However for 

pract ical purposes the line would be placed on one property or 

the other.  Pa ral leling this property l i ne at less than a 

2 5-foot sepa rat ion wi l l  requi re that Tennessee negot ia te a 

r ight-of-way ag reement with both Olson and the adjoining 

neighbor on the wes t .  Tennessee is not confident that a 

r ight-of-way agreement can be successfu l ly negoti ated with this 

adjoining property owner .  

- 9 -
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� 

Tennessee has attempted to negoti ate in good faith 

with all the affected landowners a long the proposed route, and 

has eztensively modi f i ed its a l ignment to minimize adverse 

impacts to landowners,  including Seaver , Olson, and Potter . 

Olson has signed a right-of-way ag reement , and Potter has 

indicated a general acceptance of Tennessee ' s  proposed route .  

Therefore , Tennessee bel ieves that it  would be unf a i r  and 

unjust i f ied to shift addit ional impacts to these neighboring 

landowners . Tennessee bel ieves that this action is unwi se and 

unwarranted . 

3) Tennessee' s  current pipeline alignment will not 

have a significant impact on the Seaver property . The DEIS 

states that -Mr . Seaver has ezpressed a concern that approval 

of the proposed route would severely l imit and constrain the 

use of his property for its intended use as a homesite . -

� (pp. 2-17 1 ,  2-173 ) .  However ,  this statement is 

unsubstant iated . Tennessee asserts that i t  is  without 

foundat ion . The Seaver property is approzimately 2 . 5  acres in 

size, with a f rontage of over 300 feet . Tennessee ' s  proposed 

route closely parallels Seaver ' .  east property l ine north f rom 

Maple St reet , to avoid adversely impacting the development 

potential of the property. The portion of Seaver ' s  property 

west of the pipeline is approzimately 1 . 5  acres in size, with a 

f rontage of 275 feet . Rote also that this western portion 

f ronting on Maple Street is f a i r ly leve l ,  but that the back 

- 10 -
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portion on the northeast side of the property drops off fair ly 

sbarply in elevation. (This is shown in Figure 2 . 2-18 . )  

Cl.arly the western s ide o f  Seaver ' s  property i s  the prime area 

for siting a residence. In addition, homes in this a rea are 

typically bui lt near the road , not set back in the woods , 

partially in r.sponse to the demands cr.ated in removing snow 

from d riveways to maintain access .  In thi s regard ,  the western 

portion of Seaver ' s  property is again clea r ly more suitable for 

siting a home . 

During our negotiations , Tennessee has received no 

information from Mr . Seaver that be intends to site a home on 

the sidehi l l  portion at tb. back of bis property . Logic 

dictates that the western portion f ronting onto Maple Street is I 3 

the preferable homesite . Tbis property wi l l  s t i l l  be in full 

compl i ance with local zoning requi rements -- ut i l ity easements 

cont'd 

«) a re conaidered aa property for .eeting lot s ize and frontage 

requi rements .  The 1 . 5-acre portion to the west of the pipeline 

is clearly suf ficient for resident ial development __ compare 

the size of even the largest homes on the enclosed photo. And 

the I-acre portion above and east of the pipeline wi l l  s t i l l  be 

suitable for various residenti a l  land uses -- only on the 

50-foot easement would the placement of structures be 

prohibi ted . Thus , the presence of the pipeline wi l l  have very 

l imited ef fect on uses of the land. 
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Tennessee therefore maintains that the proposed 

route w i l l  not siQni ficantly l imit or constrain Seaver ' s  

intended use of his property a s  a homesite. 

In sum. Tennessee has extensively modi f ied the 

proposed aliQnment of the Rhode Island Extension in response to 

leQitimate concerns raised by landowners .  relevant aQencies . 

and PERC Sta f f .  and Tennessee bel ieves that its cur rently 

proposed aliQnment represents the best possible route . Any 

route, however ,  involves trade-offs of various kinds ; one 

concern must be weiQhed aQainst another and a j udQment 

rendered . Even i f  the resultinQ compromise is in rea lity 

equitable. it wi l l  not be perceived as such by every individual 

involved . In ri Qht-of-way acquisit ion. it is essent i a l  that 

each landowner ' s  concerns are considered. but it  is  not 

essenti a l  that every affected landowner be tot a l ly satisf ied 

wi th the f inal route aliQnment : thi s is an impossible Qoal . 

ConQress was aware of this impossi bi lity when it empowered PERC 

with the authority to Qrant the RiQht of Eminent Doma i n .  

Otherwise, any project determined t o  be in the be s t  interest of 

the public could be stopped by one landowner who opposed the 

project . 

Mitigatiye Measure '6 
-Topsoi l sha l l  be seQreQated in a l l  wet land areas 

crossed by the proposed pipeline faci l ities to the maximum 
extent pract icable. unless the appropri ate state or loca l 
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I ' GICl0-4 Please see the responses to ClCDIIEII1ts FA3-24, 8M-8, and 8M-lO. staff 
disagrees that it has OYeJ:Stated the iDplcts of ocnstJ:uction in 

wetlards. staff does agree that t.qJsoil segregation DBY be bpJ:actical or oot: 
envira"mentally preferable in saae ci:ra.llstan::le, such as whel:e the spoils pile 
cnlld oot: be oootained within the cleared right-of-way. 'lhis IeCXlllllelXJation is 
oot: an "edict," I::ut the staff's q:linion on an envirormentally �iate 
action: EPA, U5F1iS, and NYIE agree. 
with respect to definirg wetlanls, these are lanls transitional � ter
restrial and acpatic systans whel:e the water table is usually at or near the 
surface, or the land is oavered I:7f shallow water. For the pnpoees of this 
IE!CCIllneldation, wetlards DUSt have one or I\DI'8 of the following three attri
I::utes: at least periodically, the land SlJAlOrts predaninantly hyd:cqbytes: the 
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permitting authority spec i f ically grants Tennessee rel ief f rom 
this requi rement . -

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 topsoi l segregation . Whi le some short-term disturbance 

is inevitable, Tennessee has found that wetland areas 

revegetate wel l  within a season or two fol lowing construction. 

Staff implies that wet land construction without topsoil  

segregation creates greater envi ronmenta l  impact than wetl and 

construction using topsoi l segregation ,  but presents no 

supporting documentation . Tennessee bel ieves that topsoi l 

segregation in wetlands provides minimal envi ronmental 

protect ion, if any .  In some instances , topsoi l segregation may 

even increase envi ronmental impacts associated with 

construction, due to the additional right-of-way width 

requi rements , temporal length of the construction period , and 

increased movement of earth-moving equipment . 

Tennessee is requi red to obtain wetland permits f rom 

various local and state bodies prior to construct ion. These 

individual permits wi l l  stipulate numerous s ite-speci f ic 

construction procedures tai lored to the ezisting environmental 

conditions and any special envi ronmental sensi tivity. Where 

4 
cont'd 

substrate is predani.nantly urdrained hydric soil; and the substrate is nansoil 
and is saturated with water or oovered by shallow water at saoe time during the 
growing seasoo of each year. 
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appropri ate, these permits may include a condition that topsoil 

be seQreQated in certain wet lands . Tennessee would comply with 

any such requi rements imposed by local or state permi ts . This 

permittinQ process is  adequate to protect sensitive wetland 

habitats . Local wet land boards , fami l i ar with the 

characteristics of individual wet lands,  are wel l -qua l i f ied to 

determined where topsoi l seQreQation is needed . It i s  

therefore unreasonable t o  impose upon Tennessee the requi rement 

that - topso i l  sha l l  be seQreQated in All wetland areas unless 

the appropriate • • •  state or local permittinQ authority 

specifically Qrants Tennessee relief f rom this requi rement . 

These loca l and state authorities may interpret Staf f ' s  

recommendation as a strict federal edict , and may be reluctant 

to waive topsoi l seQreQation, even in those cases where this 

procedure is unnecessary and unwar ranted • 

Fina l ly Staff ' s  recommendation, as stated , i s  overly 

broad in that it  is not limi ted to any specific wet land areas , 

reQardless of sensitivity .  There i s  no justi f ication for 

requirinQ topsoil  seQreQation in every area that meets some 

definition of the word -wet land- . 

Mitigatiye Measure " 
-No herbicides sha l l  be applied in or adj acent to any 

wet lands affected by the proposed project . -

- 14 -
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GIClo-5 staff has recxnsidered this leoaIIIII!Ildaticn ani determined that, sin:le 
it walid awly cnly to the facilities pIqXIEISd in this project, the 

rest:ricticn walid be largely ineffective. staff hqles that Tela e ssee will 
oart.ime its a.u:rent pIaCtioe of not usin;J herbicides in New YOIit as well as 
Massachusetts ani Rhode Islani. 
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RIIPonse 

Tennessee objects to Sta f f ' s  recommendation a s  being 

unreasonably restrictive. Tennessee does not have any program 

to use herbicides for maintenance of right-of-way in Bortheast 

wet l ands . However ,  the Env i ronmenta l  Protection Agency has 

approved certain herb�cides for use in wet l and areas , and can 

be ezpected to l icense additional herbicides for wet l and use as 

they may be developed du ring the l i fe of the pipeline 

faci l i ties . Federal and state l aws permi t the application of 

these materials under carefully cont rolled cond i t i ons . Indeed 

these materials are routinely applied by private individu a l s ,  

commercial f i rms , and state and federa l agencies involved i n  

land management .  Despite t h i l  widespread u s e ,  Sta f f  has 

presented no evidence to support its impl icat i on that herbicide 

appl ication in wet lands creates more env i ronmenta l  impact than 

other means of vegetation management . Bor does Staf f  l imit 

this proposed herbicide ban to sens i t ive wet l ands , but merely 

refers to - any wetlands . - I n  this regard , Staf f ' s  

recommendation i s  unreasonable and overly broad . 

Tennessee bas stated its commitment to comply with a l l  

federa l .  state. and local l aws and regu lat ions concerning 

herbicide application. including any that restrict the use o f  

herbicides in wet land s .  Tennessee asserts t h a t  any further 

res tr ict ions imposed by Staff WQuld be unj ust i f ied . 

- 15 -

5 
cont'd 



� ..... 0) .j:>. 

GIC10 (cont'd) 

Mitigatiye Measure .12 
-Tennessee sha l l  avoid construction within Papscanee 

Marsh (Loop 6 )  between Apr i l  1 and June 30 to avoid disturbing 
the suspected breeding site of least bittern, a Mew York State 
l isted special concern species . -

Response 

Tennessee objects to this restriction because i t  wi l l  

adversely impact the schedu ling o f  construction activities.  

Tennessee expects clearing and grading to be underway wel l  

before June 3 0 .  I f  Tennessee i s  requi red t o  postpone 

const ruction activities in Papscanee Marsh beyond June 1 ,  

addit iona l mobi li zation of workers and equi pment w i l l  be 

requi red, and const ruction costs w i l l  increase as a resul t .  

Mitigative Measure '14 
-Tennessee ' s  right-of-way restoration sha l l  comply 

with the specified seeding mixes , rates , and dates , and with 
the use of mulch , as ShOWD i n  Table 4 . 2- 1  of this EIS . -

Response 

Tennessee objects to this measure for the reasons 

detai led below .  

1 )  Staff ' s  recommendation i s  overly restrictive . By 

speci fying precise seed mixes , Staf f  has created an inf lexible 

revegetat ion program that is unresponsive to s i te-spec i f i c  

cond i tions encountered in the f ield ( including unseasonable 

weather conditions ) ,  Staf f  has a lso f a i led to address the 

6 

7 

GICl0-6 1be staff's Iec:x:moelK:lation has been DDdified; please see the revised 
Section 5 . 2 . 3 . 2 .  

GIClo-7 1be staff's lecxmoellded seedin::J progr8III i s  based on the experience of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil CXnIerVation service, am on 

its awn many years of professicroal experience in right-of-way restoration. 1be 
seed mixes lecxmoerded by staff are both widely available am adapted to a rarge 
of ccntitia'lS E!I'lCOOI1tered altn} the pipeline rrute. Mrlle it is xeoognized that 
usually several seed mixes can be used in 8lfj given set of ocnlitia'lS, Tennessee 
ctid rDt identify its preferred species mix in response to staff's data recp!St, 
'Ibe staff believes that it is necessary to specify the seed mixes to be used 
before certification, with the exoeption of 8lfj different species specified by 
lan:iowners, to ensure that adapted species are used. 
staff does rDt OOject to Ten essee's Blr;J98Sted use of perem.ial tyegraSS in the 
reo:moeJded seed mixes. "Lim" perem.ial tyegraSS (as qlpOEIed to Pemfine or 
Citation) provides a rapid CXNer, am in the event that seedin::J occurs within 
the narrow wirdow between fall germination am winter dormncy, it would provide 
aatiticroal erosion protection. However, this grass provides only short-t.enn 
CXNer; it is therefore :1np>rtant that the seedin::J rate be low eI'lClUjl that it 
does rDt � with the perennial species in the mix dur� germination am 
establishment. 'Ibe lec:x:m.aded seed mixes have been DDdified to inclu:ie "Linn" 

peremial ryegrass at a rate of 5 poords per acre (Table 4.2-1) . 

staff rDtes that page 13 of Teu_'s plan identifies a few CXIIIIICZ'l species 
used in right-of-way restoration, but does rDt identify 8lfj seed mixes, or 
explain how they would be awlied. staff does rDt roject to TeI.lessee's 
prcposal to dlarge seed mixes based on specific nqrlrements fran lan:iowners. 

staff suspects that the SCS official in Ha\IpJen cnmty was referrin:J to the fact 
that deertorY;JUe is susoeptible to CX11p!tition fran other species Wr� germina
tion. 'Ibis is the main reasa'l \oily it is only seeded in oarbination with other 
nonaggressive species, such as trefoil. However, Q'ICI! established, Tioga 
deertorY;JUe � extremely �l with other species in very acid, sandy am 
gravelly soils, am may be the only species that will produce aoceptable stams. 
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po •• ibi lity tbat .ome component. of the recommended .eed mizes 

may not be avai lable when needed : in this . i tuation , it may be 

nece •• ary to .ub.ti tute . imi lar plantinQ materia l. . Tennessee 

a •• ert. that the final deci.ion on .eed mizture i. mo.t 

appropri ately made by company per.onnel in con.u ltat ion with 

appropri ate authorities .bortly before reveQetation commence • •  

2 )  Staf f ' .  recommended .eed miztures are deficient in 

seyeral respects. While Staff ba. taken into con.ideration a 

number of the .iQnif icant vari able. invo lved in riQht-of-way 

reveQetation. Staff ha. neverthele •• overlooked .everal 

con.ideration. critical to Qood reveQetation . Staff h •• • 1.0 

m.de cert.in recommendation. which .re impract ic.ble . B.sed 

upon eztensive ezperience in the f leld of riQht-of-w.y 

re.tor.tion. Tenne •• ee .ubmit .  the fol lowinQ comment. on 

St.f f ' .  recommendation • •  

I n  each o f  it. recommended .eed miztures , Staff 

has fai led to include quick-QerminatinQ .pecie • •  uch a. 

perenni.l ryeQ r ••• • de.pite the f.ct that Tenne •• ee 

.pecif ically mentioned the u.e of ryeQr ••• in it. Sediment and 

Erosion Control Plan .nd it. Apri l  20 . 1987 , re.pon.e to 

St.ff ' .  D.t. Reque.t Bo . 22 . This type of pl.ntinQ m.teri.l i s  

very u.efu l f o r  riQht-of-w.y re.tor.t ion . If reveQet.tion 

c.nnot commence unt i l  f . l l ,  Qermin.tion of St.ff ' .  recommended 

.eed varieties m.y not occur unt i l  .prinQ , but ryeQ r.ss 

Qermin.tes rapidly • •  tabi liz inQ the .oi l .urf.ce .nd minimizing 

erosion potent ial  unt i l  other .pecies c.n become est.bli shed . 
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'1lle grasses that Tennessee prefers will not tolerate acid ClCIRlitions as well as 
Tioga �. Also. the mix is too high in tall fescue. whien does not 
tolerate high acidity. an:! too low in redtq>. wen fairs better. In deference 
to Tennessee, the seedirg table bas been c:t:\anJed to specify tall fescue (at a 
lower rate) , an:! a higher peroent:age of red tq>. Birdsfoot trefoil bas been 
aaied to iDprove la-gevity of the stan:!. '!be staff strcn:Jly � that Tioga 
� be seeded in acid soils lotlere the above aix fails to prociJce an 
aooeptable stan:!. 

Flat:pea bas beoc:ma a species of dloioe for rights-of-way because of its ability 
to suwress woody growth. A good stan:! of flat:pea will significantly reduce the 
need to _ the right-of-way. thereby ndx:ing mai.ntenaooe casts an:! the 
oooasiooal. envi.ra'l1lental dist:w:baroe fran 1IDoIi.ng. staff does not agree that it 
bas critical germinatioo recJ.rlrements or that it recpires specialized seeding 
EqJipDent. Flat:pea bas been successfully established by hydroseedi.ng aver a 
slightly � surface. '1lle mix was not int:.erdEd as a nq.dranent, t:ut as a 
Iex .... nelldatioo mainly to help Tennessee reduce maintenance casts. Because of 
Tennessee's d:!jectioo to this mix, it bas been I'EIIICMId fran the table. 

'1lle staff disagrees with the ocntentioo that the r:eccmneridatioo is \IIlI'IE!ClE!SS, 
based 00 Tennessee's past perfOIllliUDE!. Alt:hc:u;Jh for the UJSt part the staff 
believes that Tel1il12ssee's :teeent: revegetatioo work bas been adeqJate, it is 
always possible that individual projects will deviate fran the mininum prac
tices. For exanple, during staff's SeptEIIiler 21 an:! 22. 1982, inspectioo of 
right-of-way restoratioo alCDJ portions of the NESP project (Docket No. CP8� 
65) , staff abse:tved that many areas were bare an:! eroded sane 6 to 9 or:nths 
after oonst:roctioo. staff's cpinioo was that the failw:e was caused by seeding 
at the wrtn;J ti:ae of year, an:! by the lack of lIIJlen an:! runoff diversions 00 
slqlE!S. Tennessee persoonel infOIllllld staff that the erosioo prcblems would be 
oon:ected. HcJweYer. in staff's cpinioo the prcblEIIIS were avoidable with (lI'CIl8I" 
revegetatioo practices. As stated previously, TelD essee did not provide any 
infotmatioo 00 seed mixtures. staff believes this Iecx:I1I1IE!I'idtioo is necessary 
to ensure that adeqJate seeding practices are used. 
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This rapid revegetation a lso provides an aesthetica lly pleasing 

appearance, which landowners appreciate. Staff has apparently 

overlooked the benef its 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 f a i l s  to note 

that this procedure also reduces erosion potent i a l  and may 

provide winter browse for wi ldlife.  

Tennessee bel ieves that , with the inclusion of 

ryegrass , Staff ' s  f i rst seed mizture (trefoi l ,  fescue , redtop) 

would be adequate for genera l use . Thi s seed miz is simi lar to 

the conservation mizes referred to in Tennessee ' s  Sediment and 

Erosion Control Plan. 

Staff ' s  second seed miz ( trefo i l ,  reed 

� canarygrass , redtop) was developed for use in a wet area, and 

a; should be appropri ate for thi s purpose .  Rote however that some 
m 

landowners and land-managing agencies dislike some of th� 

characteristics of reed canarygrass . Tennessee will offer 

affected landowners the option of using an a lternate seed miz 

if they object to this seed miz .  

Tennessee is  spprehensive about Sta ff ' s  thi rd seed 

miz ( trefoi l ,  deertongue) , due to the fact that a s ing le grass 

species is used on an area Staff describes as sandy and 

eztremely acid . Tennessee a lso notes that no optimum seeding 

date is presented for this mizture. Tennessee consulted with 

- 1 8  -
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tbe U. S .  Soi l  Con •• rv.tion Service in H.mpden County reQ.rdinQ 

tb. recommended •• ed miz ;  .n SCS r.pr ••• nt.tiv. indic.ted tbat 

d •• rtonQue i • •  low to •• t.bli.b,  .nd do •• not compete wel l  with 

otb.r Qr..... . Tb. fol lowinQ •• ed miz W •• • uQQ •• ted by SCS .s 

.n .It.rn.tiv. tb.t would .st.bl i.b more quickly: 50 pounds of 

t.ll f •• cu • •  nd 2 pound. of redtop per .cre.  T.nn ••••• b •• b.d 

Qood .ucc ••• witb tb ••• mat.ri.l. on .cid .oil • •  nd .upport. 

tbi • •  ltern.tiv • •  eed _iz .  

T.nn ••••• bel i.v • •  St.ff ' .  fourtb • •  ed miz 

( f l.tp •• , f •• cu. , r.dtop) i. in.ppropri.t. for wid •• pr •• d u.e , 

.1tbouQb i t  may b.v • •  p.c i f ic u... . A. St.ff not •• , fl.tp •• 

b •• v.ry critic.l Q.rmin.tion r.qui rement. .  Tbe ••• d mu.t be 

buried to • d.ptb of on. to on.-.nd-on.-b. lf incb.. . Tbi. i.  

not comp.tibl. witb typic.l riQbt-of-w.y r.v.Q.t.tion .quipment 

or procedur.. . St.ff .1.0 corr.ctly not •• tb.t tbere i. only . 

l imited optimum •• edinQ d.t. for f l.tpe. . Tbi • •• v.r.ly l imit. 

it. u.efuln ••• for riQbt-of-w.y r.v.Q.t.tion . 

3) St.ff ' .  recommend.tion i. unnec •••• ry. Tenne •• ee 

b.s many ye.r. of .zperi.nc. in r.v.Q.t.tinQ riQbt.-of-w.y 

fol lowinQ con.truction, .nd i. committed to •• t.bli.binQ 

veQet.tion on tb •• e di.turbed .r... . In tbe p •• t ,  Tenne •• ee 

b •• con.ulted with .ppropri.t • •  Q.nci •• • nd otber knowledQe.ble 

.ource. in tb. development of .uit.bl • •  eed mize..  Tenne.see 

believe. tb.t this proce •• b •• worked wel l ,  •• evidenced by its 

recent con.truction project. in tbe nortbe •• tern United 

St.tes . Indeed St.ff b •• pre.ent.d no evidence tb.t 

- 19 -
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� 
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Tennessee ' s  past revevetation practices bave been less tban 

suffi cient . Tennessee asserts tbat tbe seed mizture 

information previously submitted to Staff i s  adequate to ensure 

vood revevetation, tberefore mitivative measure '14 is 

unnecessary. 

Mitigatiye Measure '16 

-Tennessee sba l l  insta l l  and maintain visual barriers 
of natural vevetation wbere tbe proposed vas delivery pipeline 
for tbe OSP plant crosses Douvlas Pike to belp maintain tbe 

wooded cbaracter of tbe a rea . -

Response 

Tennessee notes tbat tbe pipe l i ne a l i vnment turns 

sbarply eitber s ide of Douv las Pike, in sucb a way tbat tbere 

wi l l  be no lonv views down tbe clea red rivbt-of-way. Tberefore 

v i su a l  impact w i l l  not be sivnif icant . However ,  Tennessee i s  

en wi l l inv to ins t a l l  and maintain visual barr iers a l onv Douvlas 
00 

Pike, to tbe eztent tbat tbe bases of larve woody specimens a re 

not closer tban 10 feet f rom tbe pipe. Tbis provision i s  

intended to prevent tree roots from damavinv tbe protective 

pipe coatinv or interfer inv witb tbe pipeline ' s  catbodic 

protection system. 

7 
cont'd 

8 

GICl0-8 <lmDent noted; staff awreciates Termessee's sensitivity to the 
iqJortaooe of visual iDpact mitigaticn. 
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I I I .  

OCEAN STATE POWER PLABT MITIGATIVE MEASURE 

osp Mitigatiye Measure Ro. 15 : 
-OSP sha ll develop a -buyout- plan or propose some 

comparable compensation mechanism to compensate local residents 
who would be most s ignif icantly affected by the plant . This 
plan should be acceptable to the Energy Fac i l ities Siting 
Board, the Burri l lv i l le and Uzbridge town councils , and the 
affected landowners , -

Response 

Tennesaee is not directly affected by this propoaed 

mitigating measure; it was not proposed as a condition of 

�ennessee ' s  proposed conatruction, However ,  Tennesaee ia  

strongly opposed to the precedent that Staff ' s  proposal would 

aet for sny company or entity involved in construction 

projects . The only justif ication for this proposal ia  a 

� concern that -net benefits would be unequa l ly distributed 

� throughout the local community unleas some compensat ion is  

provided to residenta in the immediate vicinity of the power 

plant , - (DEIS at p ,  ES-2) 

First , Tenneasee is  unaware of any prov i s ion in either 

the Natural Gas Act or the National Envi ronmental Po licy Act 

which authorizes the Commission to act aa a soc i a l  welfare 

agency redistributing the net benef its associated with 

construction of nonjur isdictional faci lities , 

Second , Tennessee is concerned that the Commiss ion ' s  

proposal  might subsequently be advanced in pipel ine 

- 21 -
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const ruction projects , wbere tbe Commi s s ion 4gaa beve 

j u r i sdiction. I f  so, bowever , tbe PERC would tben be 

interfering witb tbe j u r i sdiction of stete end federel courts 

to determine, in condemnetion proceeding s ,  f e i r  compensetion 

for e teking o f  privete property for public good . 

Thi rd , tbe Ste f f ' s  propose l ,  es drefted, would eppeer 

to preclude AD% construction of publ ic feci l i t ies tbet migbt 

ef fect privete lendowners . By requiring e plen to be 

eccepteble to locel town counc i l s  -ADd effected lendQWpers , 

Steff ep'peers to contemplete e world in wbicb pipeline, power 

plent end t rensmission l ine construction cen teke pI ece witb 

ecquiescence f rom ell individuel l endowners . Yet it wes 

precisely beceuse ut i l i ty construction CADDQt obtein tbe 

egreement of e l l  effected lendowners thet stete end federel 

stetutes -- including tbe .eturel Ges Act -- provide e rigbt of 

eminent dome i n .  

Tbe Stef f ' s  proposed campen.etion system i s  o f  greet 

potentiel signi f icence, end yet bes been suggested witb 

ebsolutely no enelys i s  o f  its impect ei tber to tbi. project or 

es i t  migbt be eztended to otber projects thet migbt requ i re 

federel epprove l .  Tennessee s t rongly urges tbe Commi ssion to 

delete Stef f ' s  propose 1 to requ i re e -buyout- plen for 

lendowne rs . 

- 22 -
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IV. 

TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS 

T.nn ••••• has identified the fol lowinQ minor 

typOQraphical/.ditorial errors in the DEIS . 

paQe 2-127 , S.ction 2 . 2 . 1 ,  l in. 5 :  ·propo.ed by OSP" I 10 .hould r.ad ·proposed by T.nn ••••• • • 

paQ. 2-130 (Tabl. 2 . 2 . -1) : the notation · (b) · .hould 

I appear und.r the ·LenQth· column for both 

·Station 233· and ·.ew Sherman Road Met.r Station . ·  
1 1  

paQ. 2-157 , Section .nt i tled ·Stringing· : Th • •  econd 

s.nt.nc. i .  incorr.ct a. stat.d . Th. followinQ 

statement .hould be u •• d in.t.ad : ·Wh.r. the supply, 

sch.dul., and location permi t ,  the pip. would be 

t ran.ported di rectly f rom the r a i l  car to the 

riQht-of-way. Th. pipe wi l l  be plac.d a lonQ the 

riQht-of-way at the sid. of the d itch . ·  

paQe 3-84 . Section 3 . 2 . 6 . 1 , par . 2 ,  l i ne 2 :  ·Hud.on" 

.hould r.ad ·.iaQar a . ·  

V.  

REED FOR ADDITIONAL FACILITIES 

The DEIS analyzed the impact of construction and 

operation of both unit 1 and Unit 2 of the Ocean State pl ant , 

12 

1
1

3 

1 14 

GIClQ-10 a:ument aooepted; please see the revised Sect.im 2 . 2.1.  

GIClQ-n a:ument accepted; please see the revised Table 2.2-1. 

GIClQ-12 a:ument accepted; please see the revised Sect.im 2.2.3 .2 .  

GIClQ-n a:ument accepted; please see the revised Sect.im 3.2.6.1 .  

GIClQ-14 a:ument noted; please see the response to 0CIIIIIIlI1t FA2-2. 
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but only ana lyzed the pipeline facil ities 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 ezactly what 

faci l i t ies Tennessee would need for f i rm transportation of the 

Unit 2 fuel requi rement , nor whether Tennessee would even be 

involved in supplying fuel for Unit 2 .  Staff ezpressly states 

its intention to conduct an appropriate envi ronmental ana lysis 

if  and when Tennessee fi les an application for t ransportat ion 

of fuel for OSP Unit 2 .  This procedure w i l l  permit Unit 1 

construction and operation to proceed without undue delay, 

whi le sti l l  providing suf f icient opportunity for envi ronmental 

review of the pipe l ine f aci l it ies needed for transporting 

Unit 2 fuel . 

Ocean State Power has contacted Tennessee for f i rm 

� transportation of Unit 2 volumes , and Tennessee has initi ated 
� 

� faci lities design work for this project . These faci li ties have 

not as yet been established , but Tennessee notes that this 

ezpansion wou ld include additional looping (primar i ly alongside 

ezi sting rights-of-way) and/or compression on i ts Riagara Spur 

line and its 200 Ma inl ine, upstream of the Rhode I s land 

Eztension; no additional faci l it ies wi l l  be required on the 

Rhode I s land Eztens ion to provide service for the Unit 2 power 

plant . 

These faci lities wi l l  be simi lar to the looping and 

compressor faci l i ties ana lyzed under the OSP proposa l ,  and wi l l  

be subject to appropriate Staff review. Furthermore, these 

- 24 -
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faci l ities wi l l  be constructed in accordance with Tennessee ' s  

construction specifications , including those i n  its Sediment 

and Erosion Control Plan, and wi l l  comply with Staff 

requi rements as set forth in the Certificate . Consequent ly, 

Tennessee bel ieves that the proposed faci l it ies needed to 

supply unit 2 wi l l  not constitute a major Federal action 

signif icantly affecting the qua l i ty of the human envi ronment , 

and that this proposed expansion would be envi ronmenta l ly 

acceptabl e .  Tennessee believes that Staff wi l l  be able to 

perform its envi ronmental review in an expedit ious manner 

through the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) 

rather than through the more lengthy EIS process . Appropri ate 

state and local regulatory bodies wi l l  have ample opportunity 

to comment upon the proposed fac i l i ties during the EA process . 

� Tennessee supports Staff ' s  rational approach to the 

� issue of future expans ion , namely ( 1 )  the immediate analys i s  of 

the readi ly ident ifiable Unit 1 and Unit 2 power plant 

facilities followed by ( 2 )  the deferred analys is of any 

pipeline fac i l ities needed for Unit 2 fuel unt i l  such time as 

those faci l i t ies can be determined . Tennessee urges Staff to 

proceed with the Certification of the faci l i t ies proposed in 

the DEIS, in order to al low the orderly construction of these 

facil it ies to commence . 

- 25 -

14 
cont'd 



::E .... 
...... 
.j:>. 

GIC10 (coot'd) 

VI . 

COIICLUSIOR 

The Drift Envi ronmentl l  Implct Stltement fully Ind 

completely Inllyzes the environmental implcts of the 

construction and operation of the proposed power pllnt Ind 

associlted pipeline f aci lities , and concludes thlt the project 

wi ll  hive I limited adverse envi ronmental impact and wi l l  be an 

envi ronmentally acceptable act ion. Tennessee does oppose 

certain mitiQat ive .. asures 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 Fina l Envi ronmenta l  Impact Statement and a 

certificate authorizinQ Tennessee to construct and operate 

f ac i l ities as proposed . 

Respectfully submitted , 

TERllESSEE GAS PIPELINE COMPARY .. �!.�I..if-
Deputy General Counsel 
P. O. Boz 2511 
Houston , Teaas 77252 

- 26 -

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certi fy thlt I hive served the foreQoinQ 

document upon elch person desiQnlted on the officill service 

l i st compi led by the Secretlry in this proceedinQ . 

Dlted It Houston, Tezls , this ��dlY of April , 1988 . 

f2 f t5ht:tr---: 
Ernest B .  Abbott 
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Uxbridge Public Schools 
Michael B .  Ronan 

Superintendent 
GRANITE STREET. RR 02. Boll 4C . l  • UXBRIOGE • MASSACHUSETTS 0 1 569 . ,6 1 7 1 2 78.5442 

J\p r i l  1 4 , 1 9 8 R  

secretary 
Fede ra l Energy Regu l a tory Commiss i on 
8 2 5  North Cap i t o l  St . NE 
Wa shington , D . C .  2 0 4 26 

Dear Secretary : 

· ; r.: ·· ;E\/ED BY 
APR 1 E: 1988 

i.!n�...... . . . . ..  ._ . .... .. ... , ..... tioh BranCh 

I am wri t i ng to express my s t rong support for the loca t i on 
of the Ocean State Powe r generat ion faci l i ty , at the proposed 
s i te in Bur r i l l v i l le , Rhode I s land I s land . 

Ocean State Powe r Company has demon s t rated a wi l l i ngne s s  to 
de s i gn a f ac i l i ty that mee ts powe r gene ration needs of t h i s  
a r e a  in a manner that i s  sens i t i ve to t h e  envi ronme n t . 

Thank you for cons ide rat ion of my views . 

MBR/j 
cc : Mr . Lonnie L i s t e r  
REF : CP 8 7 - 1 3 2 - 0 0 l  

Yours t ru l y'  

�a� 
Supe r i n tendent of Schoo l s  

GIC l l  
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UNITED STATIIS OF MERICA 
BErORE THE 

PRDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 00""I5SION 

Tanna •• ea Ga. Pipe1in. ca.pany DoQk.t NO • •  CP87-11 1-001 
and CP87- U a-OOl 

COIOU:NTS OUT OF TIME OF 
A�NQUIN GAS TRANSMISSION COMPANY 

IN RESPONSE TO DRAFT INVIROIOIElfTAt. IMPACT STATEMENT 

GIC12 

A190nquin Ga. Tran.mia.ion Co.pany ( "AIQonquin" ) har.by 

• ubmita it. co ... nt. out-of-tia. in r •• pona. to the Draft 

Environm.ntal Impact Stat.aent ( "DEIS" )  r.l.a.ad by the 

P.daral En.r9Y R89ulatory coaai •• ion , "PERC· or ·Co .. i.

.ion· ) 1n the abova-caption.d proc.eding. on propose4 

natural 9aa pipeline tactliti •• and a propo.ad 470 aegavatt 

pow.r plant in northwe.t.rn Rhod. Ialand . 

t .  

On Dec.mb.r 19 , 198 6 ,  T.nn ••••• Ga. Pip.lin. Coapany 

( ·T.nn ••••• · ) fi l.d appl ication. b.for. the Coaai •• ion tor 

authorization to tran.port up to 50, 000 Dt/d of natural va. 

and to con.truct int.r.tat. natural 9a. pipelin. faciliti •• 
to d.liv.r va. from the canad1an/Unit.d Stat.s bord.r at 

NiaV.ra , M.w York to the propo •• d .tt. of a n.v el.ctric 
pow.r 9.n.rat1n9 plant tn Burrillville, Rhod. Ialand .  

oc.an Stat. Pow.r ( HOc.an State" )  propo ••• to con.truct , in 

tvo pha ••• , a 470 m.vawatt ( tva unit., .ach 235 KW) 

GICU 'lbe disalssioo of the Algcnpin alternative has been e.xpa1'¥3ed in the 
revised FmS Sectioo 2.2.5.3  • 
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ooabined-oycle electric venerating .tation, which will burn 

natural va. a. it. primary fuel . The Ocean State Power 

project will provide ba.e-Ioad electricity to the New 

England Power Pool qriO . 

II . 

On september 2 1 ,  1987 , Alqonquin, a party 1n Docket 
No •• CP87-131 and CP87-13 2 ,  fi led ti.ely co .. ent. in this 

prooeedinq in re.pon.e to the Notice of Intent to Prepare a 

Draft Environ.ental Impact Stat.ment and Requ •• t for 

Comment. on it. Scope ( "Notic. of Intent" ) i •• ued by the 

Commi •• lon . (See Attachment A) . In it. co ... nt. , Alqonquin 

stated that its exi.tinq facil itie. were favorably located 

to provide the requisite qa. tran.portation servic. to Oc.an 

� State. Algonquin expla ined that th. proposed Ocean Stat. 
� 

� plsnt .ita i. located approximat.ly � . O  ails. down.trea. of 

Alqonquin ' .  8urr i l lville ,  Rhode Island compr ••• or station , 

and that Alqonquin ' s  24-inch .. inlin. and 30-inch aain11n. 

loop runs through the propo.ed Oc.an State pow.r plant aite. 

Algonquin further .tated that a Kajor int.rconnection 

between the fac i l it ies of Alqonquin and Tenn ••••• alr.ady 

exi.ts only a .hort di.tance fro. the Ocean Stat. aite which 

would allow for del ivery of Ocean stat.' • •  upply into 

Algonquin' • •  y.ta� . Alqonquin furth.r indicat.d in it • 

• arlier comaants that it could therefore •• rve Oc.an state 

by addinq a .in91e compres.or .tation on a .uitably .elected 

- :2 -
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.i�. 01 ,pproxi.a�.ly riv. acr •• (th. ·Al�onquin Alt.rn.

tiv.-) ,  in co.pari.on �o the con.truction by T.nn ••••• of 

.pproximat.ly 1 1 . 0  ail •• of 20-inch pipeline through pri

.. rily virgin right-or-w.y (the -Rhod. I.land Ext.n.ionM ) .  

I I I .  

On March 4 ,  1" 8 ,  the Coaai •• ion r.l •••• d the DEIS on 

T.nn ••••• ' . propo •• d natural �a. pipeline faciliti •• and 

OC.an 8ta�. ' .  propoeed .1.otric pow.r plant . Th. DEIS w •• 

pr.par.d und.r �h. dir.ction of the rzac in cooperation with 

the Stat. of Rhod. I.l.nd Of tic. of Intergov.r�ntal 

a.lation. to •• ti.fy the Nationel Environaental Policy Act 

and the Rhod. I.land en.rqy racil ity S itinv Act. Th. DElS 

.t.t.. tb.t the Co.-i •• ion .taff ba. d.terained that 

.pproval of the propo.ed proj.ct, includinv the propo.al �y 

T.nn ••••• to con.�ruct and oper.t. pipeline faciliti •• , with 

.ppropriat. ait igating •••• ur •• , would be an environ .. ntally 

.cc.ptable .ction .nd th.t approval of the propo.ed project 

would h.v. l iait.d adv.r.e environaent.l i.,act . (OilS at 

p. ES-l) . Th. natural ga. pipel ine facilitie. oov.�ed in 

the DElS includ. a tot.l of 2 5 . 5  ail •• of JO-inch dia .. t.r 

loopinv in fiv • •• parat • •• �.nt. loc.ted .dj .c.nt to 

.xi.ting T.nn ••••• ga. tran •• i •• ion pipelin •• in N.w York 
and Ma •• achu •• tta .  Al.o includ.d in the DElS ar. approxi

mat.ly 11 ail •• of new 20- inch d i a  .. t.r pipeline in 

- l -
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M •••• chusett. and Rhode Isl and constituting part of the 
-abod. leland Ext.n.ion" . 

Comm.nt. on the DEI5 w.r. due on April 2 5 ,  1988 . 

IV. 

Alqonquin i. activ.ly involv.d in the op.n .eason 

proc •• dinq initiat.d by the commi •• ion in Docket No . 

CP8 7-451-0 0 0 .  In r.c.nt month. ,  Algonquin has b.en engaied 

in the prepar.tion of nuaerou. document. in re.pon.e to 

c.rta in coamis.ion open .ea.on orders and varioue pl.ading. 

ti led by oth.r op.n .ea.on participant. . Thi. extraordinary 

proce.. has de .. nd.d the attention of all Algonquin 

per.onnel who otherwi •• would have been ava ilable to review 

and prepare comment. on the DIIS . A. a r •• ult of this 

.xceptional conflict of work load and unavailability of 

a.ai.tanc. in this m.tt.r , A190nquin did not tlle ti .. ly 

comment. on the DEIS . Kowev.r, the acceptance of th ••• 

comm.nt • •  hould not d.lay the commi •• ion etaft in its 

pr.paration of the Final Environa.ntal Impact Stat •• ent, a 

proce •• which typically take • •• veral month. . Accordinqly, 

Alionquin r •• pectfully requ •• ts permi • •  ion to til. th ••• 

co ... nt. out-of-ti.e . 

I
T•nn ••••• propo •• d in Dock.t No . CP87-75-000 to 

con.truct and operate , int&[ ilia, 1 0 . 7  mil •• ot 20- inch 
dia •• ter pip.l in. and 2 5 . 3  mil •• ot 16-inch dia .. tar 
pipel ine to a new del ivery point in Cran.ton , Rhode leland . 

Thi. new pipel ine .y.te. wa. id.nti fi.d a. the -Rhode I.land 
Exten.ion . - A190nquin til.d comment., attached herato a. 
Attachment 8,  in re.pon.e to FERC ' s  data requ •• t dated 
March 6, 1987 related to that propo.al . 

- 4 -
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A. ftot.d above at S.ction II , �lqonquin fil.d timely 

co ... nt. 1n r •• pon.. to the Notic. of Int.nt in thi. 

proc.eding and h •• r •• ponded to FIRC det. reque.ts. Thi • 

• arl i.r f i l ing not only •• t. forth the ba.i. of Algonqu in ' s  

.ub.tanti.l int.r •• t, but al.o provid •• the publ ic int.r •• t 

grounds for �raittinq Alqonqu i n ' .  l.t. co ... nt. , namely, 

Algonquin ' .  alt.rnativ. propo •• l vill .p.r. Oc •• n St.t. ' .  

rat.pay.r. from incurring the unn.c ••• a ry  .xpen.. o f  .ddi

tional faci l iti •• n.ce •• it.tad by T.nn ••••• ' .  p�opo •• l .  

�lqonqui n ' .  propo •• l vould obviate the n.ad for new 

facil iti •• on approximat.ly 11 ail •• ot virgin right of vay / 

ther.by gre.tly reduoing adv.r •• • nvirona.ntal iapact . 

Furth.r ,  Algonquin not •• the exi.t.no. of r.l.t.d T.nn ••••• 

� appl i oation. in the open •••• on proca.dlnq . Th ••• 
� 
00 .ppl ication • •  nd the co.-i •• ion ' a propo.ed treat •• nt of them 

refl.ct.d in the Commi •• ion '. Karch 1 7 /  1'88 ord.r in the 

opan •••• on proc •• dinq , Dockat No . CP87-4 5 1 /  further 

support. con.id.ration of Algonquin ' s  oo ... nt. in re.pon.e 

to the DElI in this proc •• ding . Thu. , it is v.ry auch in 

the public int.r •• t th.t the Co.-i •• ion t.k. Algonquin ' .  

co ... nt. into con.id.r.tion. 

v. 

Th. DtIS provide. an in.dequ.te .naly.i. •• the basi. 

for it. r.jection of the A1Qonquin Alt.rn.tiv. . For 

.x •• pl. ,  the DEIS .t.t •• th.t the Algonquin Alt.rn.tiv. 

r.pre •• nt • •  ".ignificant r.duction in n.e •••• ry pipel ine 

- 5 -
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GIC12 (cont'd) 

.. intain contracted for deliv.ri •• to T.nn ••••• ' . Blackston. 

V.ll.y ar •• cu.tomer. and Alqonquin ' .  cu.tom.r • •  

Thu., it i .  di fficult to cont •• plat. how • 2000 h . p . 

coapr ••• or locatad on a five .cre .it. can be di •• i ••• d a. a 

-trad.off· when co.par.d to .pproxi.at.ly 11 .ile. Of 

20-inch pip.lin. l.rg.ly on virgin ri9ht of w.y . 
) 

Th. 

DEI S '  r.j.ctian ot the Al vonquin Alt.rn.tiv. i. ba •• d in 

l .rq. pert on T.nn ••••• ' . proj.ction. of the need for ) . 4  

ail •• of loop on the Blackaton. V.l ley tat.ral ,  a proj.ction 

which Alqonquin bel i.v •• i. in.ccurat. . Ev.n under con

.arvativ. a •• umption. , Alqonquin ' • •  naly.i. a. depicted 1n 

AttaChaant B .how. hiqh.r d.l iv.ry pr ••• ur •• • t the 

Pawtuck.t .t.tion withQYt .ddit ional loopift9 than 

T.nn ••••• ' . Original Oc.an Stat. pr�po.al . Givan that 

T.nn ••••• has not propo.ed n.w d.l iveri •• to Bl.ck.ton. 

Val l.y cu.to •• r. in thi. proc •• d inq , Alvonquin aubmit. that 

no loopinq af the Bl ackaton. lateral would be n.c •••• ry to 

provide •• rvic. to Oc.an Stat. . Thu. , the Al90nquin Alter

native would r •• ult in .v.n eare 8i9ni ficant reduction. in 
pipel in. con.truction than indicated by the DEIS . 

'
Alqonquin ' .  r •• pon •• to Data R.qu.8t in Attachment B 

h.r.to d •• cribe. two unit. at 1000 h . p  • •  ach for . tota l  of 
2000 h . p .  to provide alt.rnativ • •• rvic. to Oc.an Stat. � 
propo.ed .ervic. to Providence Ga. Co.p.ny . Thu. , if the 
Oc.an St.t. propo.al i. c.rtific.t.d indep.ndently, only 
1000 hora.power of add itio�al co.pr ••• ion capacity would be 
requir.d. 

- 7 -
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GIC12 (cont'd) 

av.n a.swming certain minimal loopinq facil iti.s ara 

n.eded under the Algonquin Alt.rnativ. , .uch f.ciliti.s make 

it po.a ibl. to take advantage of "pr.viously clear.d end 

9rad•d riqht-of-wey . M  ld .  xn .plt. of the expr ••• ecknowl 

ed9.ment by the DEIS of this .1qnlflcant adventeq. , the otIS 
In.Yplicebly conclude. that Mth. 1.pact of con.truction 

und.r the Algonquin Alt.rnetiv. would b. ne.rly lndistin-

9Ui.hable fro� whet would occur along the proposed route . " 

ld .  The propo.e� impects und.r the T.nn ••••• and Alqonquin 

propo •• l • •  r • •  nything but indl.tin,ui.habl.: T.nn ••••• ' . 

propo.al r.quire. the con.truction of 11 .11.. of n.w 

pip.l in. facil iti •• which , with the .xc.ption of saall 

•• ction. al ign.d edjac.nt to a pow.r l ine corridor, vill 

trav.r •• virgin r ight of waY I the Alvonquin Alt.rnativ. will 
require minimal , lf any , looping facilitl •• on T.nn ••••• ' • 

.y.t •• plus • new compr ••• ion facil ity on an approxiaat. 

fiv.-acre .it •• In · compari.on to the approxiaat.ly 100 

acr •• Whlch T.nn ••••• ' . propo.ed Rhod. I.land Ext.naion will 
di.rupt , the Alqonquin Alt.rnativ. , av.n a •• umlnq the 

looping facil iti.s proj.ct.d by T.nn ••••• ar. n.c •••• ry , 

will di.rupt 1... than 20 acr.s of land not currently 

dedicated to pipeline u.. . Thl. dlff.renc. alone r.pre.ent. 

an '0 perc.nt r.duction in ar •• of iapact . 

A. a point of clarlfication, A190nquin not •• that tha 

2000 h . p.  compr ••• or .tation 11.t.d in the DEIS at p .  2 - 1 8 8  

i. duplicatlv. of the additional compre •• ion propo •• d in the 

Alvonquin Alt.rnat iv. . A • •  xplain.d by Alqonquln ln lts 

- 8 -
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GIC12 (cont'd) 

Sept.aber 2 1 ,  1987 comm.nt., wh.U.er constructed by 

Tenn ••••• or Alqonquin, this n.w compre •• or .tation would 

r.quir. no .ar. than five acr •• of land in compari.on to the 

11 ml1 •• of vi�in right-ot-way which th. T.nn ••••• propolal 

vould di.rupt. 

Though the DII& atteapt. t.o ju.tify it. virtual dia

r.9ard for the di.ruption of virgin riqht-of-way which the 

Alqonquin Alt.rnativ. obviat •• , the .tat.d rational. fal l • 

• hort of r.a.oned analy.i.. For in.tanc., the DII, .tate. 

that the 3 . 4  mil. Black.ton. loop propo.ed by T.nn ••••• •• 

part of the A190nquin Alt.rnativ. would aff.et aore 

r •• id.nc •• than the propo.ed T.nn ••••• rout. . Algonquin 

agr... that the Black.ton. loop would cro.. through a 

r •• id.ntial ar.a for approximat.ly one-hal f  mil., but 

bali.v •• , a. explsined .bov. , that the loop it.e1f i. 

altQ9.th.r unnece •• ary. Noneth.le •• , to the extant any 

loopin9 i. ne.d.d , the temporary iapact impo.ed on re.id.nts 

from pip.lln. loop con.truction con.titut •• an environm.ntal 

i.pact which would b. of a .hort t.ra nature and ¥bieh would 

not outw.igh the more far r.achinq and intru.iv. environ-

•• ntal impact. a •• ociat.d with tha con.truction and 

paraan.nt .. int.nance ot 11 ail •• of pipeline through virqin 

ri9ht of vay . 

In another in.tanc. of att.mpting to minimize the 

advanta9. of .paring 1 \  mil.a of vi�in riqht of way, the 

DEIS .tat.. that the "Blackstone Vall.y Line riqht-of-way is 

narrow and ha. become ov.rqrown with veqatation . "  14 .  Even 

. , -



GIC12 (cont'd) 

e •• uainq, that this lateral i. n •• ded and that the exi.tin9 

ri9ht-of-way i. unusual ly d.ns. with n.wly grown veg.tation, 

only the for •• t.d area. of the total 3 . 4  mile. of l in. are, 

.ccordin9 to the DEI S ,  aff.ct.d 1n this vay, a di.tance that 

i • •  ub.tantially 1 ••• than the 11 mile. of v1r9in right of 

way comprising T.nn ••••• ' . Rhod. Island Extenaion . 

In regard to w.tland., the DEIS .tat •• that the 

.nvironmental impact. on vat.r r •• ourc •• und.r the Algonquin 

Alt.rnative "would not be ai4Jlliticantly 1 ..... than the 

.xp.cted impect. und.r T.nn ••••• ' . propo.al .  14. However, 

a. the DEIS indicat •• , the .xt.nt of wetland cro •• ing. under 

the A190nquin Alt.rnative involv •• the cro •• inq of the 

Pet.r. Riv.r, a ainor wat.rway , and oth.r .inor w.tland. in 

co.peri.on to the impact upon approxiaat.ly nine acr.. of 

� wetland. cau.ed by T.nn ••••• ' . Rhod. I.land Ext.n.ion. Of 

gg cour •• , a. not.d above , it i. Algonquin ' .  cont.ntion that 

the 3 . 4  mil •• of Dlack.ton. Vall.y Loop 1. not required at 
all .  Con.equently,  Algonquin ' .  Alt.rnativ. a • •• t forth by 

A190nquin,  ha. ev.n 1 ••• wetland. i�ct. 

rinally,  ae furthar evid.nc. of the incompl.t.n ••• of 

the analy.ie contained in the DIIS,  the Environaental 
Protection A9.ncy r.cently conclud.d that the rIRc report 

contain. a • •• riouely flawed" analy.i. of alt.rnativ • •  it •• 

for the propo.ed power gen. rating facil ity. IIa Attach.ent 

c .  
I n  conclusion , Algonquin r • •  pectfully r.qu • •  t .  that its 

co ... nt. be accepted out-of-tim. and 8ubmit. that the DEIS 

- 10 -
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ha. tailed �o .ddr ••• adequat.ly the Al90nqu1n Altarnat ive 

which i • •  up.rior in tera. of .tficiency and .nv1ronaental 

coneequenca . 

••• pecttu11y eub.itted , / 

7?:J ... ...(. ,4. ·R ... £. ,.r/ ',c I�Y ........... Richard A. Perkin. 
RAP/DC 

- 1 1  -

CEBTIFICATI or SERVICE 

I her.by certify th.t I have .erv.d a copy at the 

fora90in9 upon .ach p.rty l i .t.d on the attached •• rvica 

1 1.t by f1r.t cla .. .. 11 , postage pr.pa id • 

19. 8 .  

Dated a� ao.ton, " •••• ohu • •  tt. , thi. 17th day o t  Nay , 

&::,4,: • .///{LJLI 
Richard A. Perlt11l8 € 57 X. 
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Hr . William T .  Seaver 
Rt 02 RFD 2SS Maple St 
East Douglas ,  HA 0 l S I 6  

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
Off ice of Pipeline and Producer Regulation 
Washington , D . C .  20426 

Lois D. C8shell Sec : 

I am writing in referance to Docket , CPS 7 - 1 32 and the Seaver variation 

2 . 2 . IS (VS) Page 2 - 1 7 2 .  

I t  would appear that the varat ion would help somewhat , if the Gas l ine 

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 quest ion--Would the varat ion be using a part of Maple Street 

or would it be all on my property? If it is on my property would I be land 

locked by the pipeline? What I 'm concerned about it , would I be able to have 

00 a drivewsy over the pipeline? 

I wsnt 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 t ime .  Again , I want to say thanks . Knowing that 

someone cares about the little land owner is most gratifying . 

Sincerely yours, 

tJ� 1!� 
William T .  Seaver 

GIC13-1 '!be staff leo:o11IftI2!JDs that the pipeline be placed iDmediat.ely adjacent 
to (or within, if possible) the north side of the Maple street right

of -way • '!be pteSeOOE! of the pipeline shcW.d nat precll.de <XlIlStructian of a 
driveway across it: however, Tennessee shcW.d be made aware of such plans at the 
time the easement is negotiated. 
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()(E\N � R:Mm PRlJ:EX:'l' 
mAFI' � IMPJ\Cl' � 

StH!ARY OF RJBLIC CXHD!Nl' MEETmG 

0pErIiDJ of JIeet:iuJ 

'DIe F\i)lic <X:mDent Meetirg in the Naticnal. &1vircnDental IUlicy 

Act (NEPA) prooeedin;Js far the proposed Ocean state RlWer (OOP) project 
was held 00 April 14, 1988, in the Wocnsocket, RI¥xIe Islard, City Hall. 

'DIe meetin:J was cbaired by la1nie Lister, a lepr:esEntative of the 

Federal Energy Regulatory o:mrlssioo (FmC) . Mr. Lister qlE!I'l8d the 

meetin:J by identifyirg the � �ies: the RI¥xIe Islard 

Department of &1vircnDental Managenent (RII:JiM) , the Energy Facilities 

Sitirg Board (EFSB) ard the Offioe of lrJt:ergcYeL:rD Re1.atioos, 

lepr:esentirg the state of RI¥xIe Islard, the Department of &1vircnDental 

Quality ER)ineerirg (IEJE) ard the MassaclaIsetts Energy Facility Sitirg 

Q:luR::il, represent.i.nJ the Q:Ima1Wealth of MassadllIsetts: the u.s. 

&1vircnDental Protectioo Iqe!rcy (EPA) , the U.S. Fish ard Wildlife 

SerVice (FWS) , ard the U.S. Department of Energy, FLlalcDic Regulatory 

Mninisttatioo, Iepl.....m:in::J the U.S. GaIIerr'IIa1t, with the FmC setVirg 

as lead aqen::y in the prooeedi.o;js. 

Olairmn Lister oot:ed that the meet:in;J served as a pmlic forum 

for ocmaents 00 the Draft &1vircnDental IDpsct. statement (lEIS) for 

OSP, issued Mardl 11, 1988. Qlaracterizirg the lEIS as an initial 
att.eupt: to ackiress all the significant envircnDental issues associated 

with OOP, he said FmC hc.p!d the meet:in;J participants wruld criticpe 

the lEIS ard help the aqen::y to ilIprcIYe it. A B\DIBIY of the oral ard 

written 0CJIIDE!flts subDitted at the meet:in;J, together with FmC staff 

IespalSE!S to the 0CJIIDE!flts, wruld be incbrled in the Final &1vircnDental 

IDpsct. statement (FEIS) . 

Mr. Lister introduced the three speakets that wruld follow him, 
two lepr:esentatives of the state ard me for Dames , JotloLe, FmC's 

envircnDental ocrosultirg cx:ntractor for the OOP EIS. Mr. Lister said 

RESFCtISES ro MEETmG <XIIBITS 
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that, followiJg these statements, the meetir:g would be c.pen for the 

�ticrI of ocmaents frca all interested parties. 

IIJDda Islard GauoeI:'JICI: am Office of � Ral.atiaJs 

Saniy SUllivan, Assistant Director of the Ib:de Islan:I Office of 

� Relatials, presented the GaIieJ:nor's position on the 

OOP prqIOSal. 'lhi.s viewpoint acknowledges a definite am st:rtn:J need 

for new generat..i.nJ capi:lCity in Ib:de Islam. In July of 1987 am 

JartJiUY of 1988, the state's electricity OCI'lSUIIption reac:bed bath 

SlIIIIIer am winter peaks that � darJ;Jerous1y cloee to exoeedin:j the 

available awlies of electric power. To maintain Ib:de Islam's 

present st:rtn:J ecx:naaic graoIth, adeIplte am reliable electricity 

Slg>lies are =itical. with this bIIIc:kI.Jroond, the GaIieJ:nor has sq>

port.ed the prqXlEIEId OOP project, on the st:rtn:J ccn::titions that the 

plant be envi.ralllentally swrd am that a t:barc:u#l analysis be UOOer

taJcen to ascertain the effects of the plant's cperaticrl on the Towns of 

lmTillville am Ulcbridl}a. '!be GaIieJ:nor I:'eIpested that an EIS be 

oan:b:::ted, and the state's regulatmy prooeedin:Js have been delayed to 

allDil preparation of the EIS to follDil the NEPA process. Ms. Sullivan 

ooted that the Rmlic a-rt; Maet:in;J, as well as the plblic soq>in) 

meetirq in SEpteaber 1987, are iJII)O't'tant parts of this process. 

Ib:de Islard EnI!I:qy Facility sitin) IIaIm:I 

�las Hartley, Qx)rdinator of the Ib:de Islard &lergy Facility 

Sitin) Board (EFS8) , identified the 500 )Ii OOP plant as a major energy 

facility requirirq a license frca the EFSB. He noted the Sitirq 

Board's statement that it would not arrive at a decision on the OOP 

prqIOSal until the FEIS was available. 

n.es ,  IIxre 

Mr. IOlald ¥ear of the envi.ralllental ccnsultirq firm Dames , M:xlre 
briefly reviewed the � of the EIS, Iobidl was largely prepared by 
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his finn. He presented graprics shclwin:J the geograp:ric extent of the 

act1at, with gas pipeline inprovements fran western New York. across 
Massadrusetts, ani into Hhode Islard. At the eastern em, about 80 

possible sites � identified as possible locatiatS for the gas-fired 

electric generatin;J statiat. 

After ocnsiderin:J each possible site in tenDs of available lard 

area, aooess to water SlJRllies ard the electric power grid, ard 

envira1lllental .iJrpacts, two sites � identified that wculd be very 

suitable for a power plant. 'Ihese sites � ClCIIJl81:'ed to the Sherman 

Fann Road site in arrrillville, Hhode Islard, 1o'hidl is asP's favored 

site. 

Mr. ¥.ear acknCJwledlJed the inevitable .iJrpacts that operatiat of the 

plant wculd have at its nearest neic1Jbors, wherever the plant might be 

located. He noted that there wculd be greater .iJrpacts durin;J the 2-

year ocnstructiat period. 'Ihese wculd be na;t significant in the 

vicinity of the plant site, b.rt: wculd also exteR:I alcrg the natural 

gas, fuel oil, ard ooolin:J water pipelines. Sane of these wculd follow 

city streets, ard so disJ:qJt: runerous residences for brief periods. 

Rlsitive .iJrpacts wculd incllde the needed electricity so.wlied by the 

plant, a major increase in the 8.Jrrillville tax base, ard direct grants 

fran the project's owners to the Towns of 8.Jrrillville ard Uxbrici;Je. 

Mr. ¥.ear noted that the lEIS had been written to address not. ally 

the major issues, b.rt: all ClCI1IIIE!fIts ard c:xr.cerns subni. tted by people 

persatally affected by the proposed actiat. '1he purpose of the Public 

o:mnent Meetin:.J was to hear any acklitiatal positive or negative 

ClCI1IIIE!fIts, so that these oculd be addressed in the final EIS. 

Ci.ty of 1il:Jt:nBuc::tc 

0Jainnan Lister then read a prepared statement by Charles Bal

delli, Mayor of the City of Wooosocket, expressin:J his ard the Woat

socket City CWncil 's strcrg suwort for the csp prqlOSal to ocnst:ruct 

4 



the facility at the SheDIan Farm lG!d site in aJrrillville. '!beir 

pcait.icn trt:. the begil'lnin:J of c:U.scussioo 00 the actioo has been that 

the project holds a pot:ential for extensive eotn:1IIi.c benefit to 

northetn IbJds Islam ani south oentral. Massach.Isetts. '!be New &glani 

req1oo's need for power to sustain eotn:1IIi.c growth, alDDSt reganlless 

of cost, was given as the IIIlin raason for the City's strorg SIg?OXt. 
'!be Mayor also noted the in:tirect benefits sudl as paI:ential jdJs for 

WOCllsoclQet residents dJrirg ani after ccnstructioo of the generatin:} 

statioo. 

u.s. Senatxrs frmI � 

'!be Honorable Senators 8Mrd F. J<'emedy ani JdIn F. ICierry of the 

�th of Massach.Isetts IllDaitted a joint stat.ae1t of respctlSe 

to the lEIS; the stataaent: was r-s t7t tblica � of Senator 

J<'emedy' s staff. 

'!be Senators eJqll e Had CXII10IIrJl that data 00 noise iDpacts were 

insufficient. 'Dley specifically rap!Stecl that bac:kgroun::l noise levels 

be detenIined at the site to assess fully whether the facility would 

!ii: violate the Massach.Isetts noise stan:iaJ::ds. 
0, 

'!be Senators also eJqll: se:! CXII10IIrJl at the site selectioo. 'Dley 
asked that the FKIS fully address two issues at the Il:alsta'le site. 

'!be 1.Dln!S01ved water SUWly issue ani the cpmt!fiable i.JII8Ct of water 
cpality in the Blackst:ale River DUSt receive close attentioo before a 

final decisioo is Dade. 

with respect to the SheJ:mn Farm IGd site, the Senators notecI 

that this site ranked higher than scme others in taIp>rat.y ani pema_ 
nent nei� iDpacts. .Acoordi.n}ly, ani witheM: expressinJ any 

suwort for the selectioo of this site, the Senators I'eIJ.II!St that f»IC 
adqJt as permit req.ri.rEIIIent all of the mitigatioo measures prqlOSed t1j 
its Staff, sIlCAlld the SheJ:mn Farm IGd site ultimately be selected. 

Please see the respctlSe to <XIIIIIeI1t FM-19 ani the revised FKIS Sectioo 
4.1. 4 .2. 

Please see the respctlSeS to 0CJIIIIeIlts FM-24 ani FM-27. 

staff generally agrees with this <XIIIIIeI1t, ani int:ems to mintain its 
rect1IIIIeIdatioo that all permit req.ri.rEIIIent be ccntitioos for awroval 
of the prqlOSed actioo, to mi.ni.mize its iDpacts so far as possible. 
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'!hey asked that � take all appropriate steps to minimize the i:apact 

of the prq:IOIEI9d OOP facility m area residents ard the environaent. 

'ftM1 of Rortb Sldtbfield, IbJde Islard 

Ray QnleJ:y, Vice Olairman of the North smithfield ToWn council , 

presented the views of Rayuni C. <hIrdl, North smithfield ToWn 

Mministrator. Mr. <hIrdl ard the ToWn council have mcpressed ooly me 
ooncem OYer the prq:IOIEI9d actim, the inten:Jed rrute of the CXlOling 

water pipeline frail the Blackstme River at Woonsocket to aJrrillville. 

At present, this is plamecl to follow the riqrt:-of.....ay for IbJte 146A, 

me of the busiest roads in mrthem IbJde Islard. On February 22, 

1988, Mr. carlos Riva of ocean state Power explained the project in a 

p1blic hearing before the North smithfield ToWn council. Mr. Cknlery 

at that tilE � to Mr. Riva that OOP omsider following the 

Providence ard Worcester Railroad line frail the Blac:ksta1e River to 

IbJte 102 . In this waty, the project oculd avoid exravatim all alC1D3 

sooth Main street in WoaIBOCket as �l as �te1y 7 miles of 

IbJte 146A in smithfield. since that tilE, the ToWn Mministrator has 

provided OOP with maps, pv:,tograpl, ard ownership desc:ri.pt:ims of this 

rrute. 'lhe ToWn Mministrator ard ToWn council asked, in their 

<XIIIIlIIlity's interest, that the pipeline follow the railroad riqrt:-of

waty rather than IbJte 146A frail Woonsocket to aarillville. 

Olairman Lister noted that he was rot previcusly aware of this 

alternative rrute. He asked that cq>ies of all ckx:uments oonceming 

this rrute previcusly sent to OOP be suboitted to �. He asked if 

this stret:dl of rail line was active or abar¥bled. Mr. Cknlery replied 

that it is active, but prbBrily to serve the Slatersville Industrial 

Park. He also stated that the North smithfield ToWn Mministrator 

WQlld SUWly the ckx:uments to � within a week. 

staff agrees that it WQlld be desirable to DDiify the routing to avoid 
i:apicts alC1D3 the heavily traveled roadway, so this alternative is 
being given serialS oonsideratim. OOP is investigating the feasibil
ity of DBkirg this dlan)e in alignnent, but has recp:!Sted that it oot 
be a JllllD:lated ocniitim: their reasons for this are lUlllllU"ized in 
ocmnent GICB-55. OOP does oot believe that the iIIpacts of ooost:ruct:in:: 
the pipeline alC1D3 the p1blic roadway are so severe as to be unaccep
table ard wishes to retain this qltim, amoog other reasons to streng
then its bargaining positim in negotiating access to the riqrt:-of-way 
with the railroad. 
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lIIDda ISland AsaaIbly REp: ...... tative 

Mr. Clintm Remin;Jton, state Representative far the district that 

in::l\des llJrrillville, stated his Iq:flOrt far the OOP proposal, 

provided it is iDplEllll!llted in a way that satisfies all Federal. , state, 

am local health, safety, am erwira'lllent:al. �ines am restric

ticns. He believes that the regim needs the electric generatin;J 

capacity, am the Town of IlJrrillville needs the tax revenJe, that the 

ptqXJSed actim will provide. A residential OCIIIII.Ulity, lllrrillville 

has diffiwlty at:tractin;J irD.Jstzy. A cxaaen::ial develcpaent that 

oculd generate 8IJ.livalent taxes wwld be ot a scale that wwld have a 

IIUdl DDre severe ilIpK:t:. m the IoIhole CXWIIlI'Iity. Mr. REIDir¥.Jt:.a't mqad 

FmC to make a decisim as �y as possible. 

Town of BD:ril1ville 

william Flanag;m, President of the lllrrillville Town OJuncil, 

ment.ia1ed his OCIIIII.Ulity's I8ld to expml its oaamercial am i.n:Justrial 

base to balaooe its residential cbaracter. QratiraJed pcpll.atim growth 

has strained the services provided by the Town; rat sctlools, roads, am 

various services are rma:Ied. Mainta.iniIq a qJality lifestyle in 

IlJrrillville has rapired a significant tax �. After extensive 

review, the BD:ril1ville Town <l:u1cll l.IIlIIIlimcusly decided to suwort 

the ptqXJSed ClCIIlStructim by CBP of a 500 *, OCIIbined cycle electric 

generatin;J statim at the site m s-n Fam ibid. '1he Town has 

negotiated am signed an agreemellt with OOP that provides far the 

payIEI1t of DDre than $73 millim in taxes. Dlrin;J the same period, OOP 

will provide DDre than $2 millim in OCIIIII.Ulity antril:uticns. CBP will 

also provide $200,000 to assist residents in the iDaliate vicinity of 

the ptqXJSed site IoIho 1Iicjrt: suffer loss of prqJerty value. 'DIese 
significant tax payments am other antril:uticns will allow the Town of 

lllrrillville to stabilize its tax rates, to the benefit of all its 

residents. 
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'lbe Town camcil further \JI'IaI\iJoously resolved that FmlC, the state 

of A10de Island, am the Town Zoni.rg Board of Review ensure that the 

plant be emri.ra::mentally safe, am that it be built in the Town of 

ll.Irrill ville. 

Jadt IbIyB 

Mr. Jac:It Hodys, fanner ll.Irrill ville Plam.i.n;J Board JIIE!IIiler, 
explained bJw the Board IIOiified its zcnin;r ordinanoe, IIIIICI'lg other 

reascns, to maintain areas of open space. 'lbese open spaces were 

preserved, not only for the use of residents, tJut also so the Town 

oruld attract: a project SIXh as a;p with available lam. Mr. Hodys 

expressed st:nn:J SUAJOIt for the project, 10bidl he said oruld stabilize 

the Town's tax rate without inoJrring the severe iDpK:t:s en the rural 

lifestyle that a mre extensive irdust:rial deIIelqment might cause. He 

pointed out that, in the oentw:y after 1850, ll.Irrillville exploited its 

unilJ)e locatien alc:n;J st:rean& that served as sruroes for water power. 
At present, in his view, the Town is in a c:x:JIIIIU'able situaticn. 'lbe 

B.JIIIel:Q.lS natural gas, electric transaissien, am other utility corri

dors that t::r1Iverse am intersect in the Town make i.t what saaecne 

described as the "Times Scpu:e of utilities." Mr. Hodys called en the 

Town to again take advantage of its locatien. He expresse� his hope 

that iDplct:s en the project's closest nei.qmoring residences would not 

be too severe, am that a IIIBIU'E oruld be deIIelqai to ackIress their 

needs so that E!IIeJ:YCIOe in ll.Irrillville oruld benefit frt:m the a;p 

project. 

J_ Salc.! 

JIIIEIS Salcae, a North Sllithfield Town Cli:uIcilman, said he favored 

the project tJut also expressed his ooocerns for the health, safety, am 

welfare of the peqlle in his Town. He was particularly OCIloerued at: 
the stated pl_ to raJt:.e the cooling water pipelina alc:n;J Iblt:e 146A., 

the I:lusiest road in North Smithfield. Part of this al� would 

cross what he described as an historical district known as Unien 

Pl _ _  the respa_ to Mr. 0rneJ:y en pIIIJB M-6 abaYe. 
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Villaga. lIB was also ocnoemed that � vehicles en route to 

Fogarty tt.orial ani WOan8ocut Hcapitals lUSt \88 Ib1t.e 14M. lIB 
nstat:ed the urqjn;J of his oolleague Mr. o:rnery, that if the alP 

project is sited in the a.:-n Pima JbId area the owners ahculd 

ClCIW.ider blil.dinJ the cooliJ'¥j water pipelina alCDJ the Providence ani 

Worcester Rail.roIId ric#lt-ot� rather thIIn in tha oorridar IlCIIi beiDJ 

CXlI'IteIIIplat. Mr. Sal� IIIlid that, � tor this Q'lB issue, he 

believed tha pt� act.iaI wrul.d be good for the area, creating jctJs 

ani at:t:ractirlg in:lBt.ry. 

n.r- JIId:ley 

'DlaMs Bentley, an 1J:xbJ:'1dga, MII&aacb:Isetts, 5elecblan, mted that 

the £IS identified two � sites in the ToWn of Uxbridge. lIB said 

Q'lB of these site aicjJt � IKJPt attractive as a result of a recent 

-=we to rezcn! it indIJstrial. lIB also expr:nael.'l the oonoems of 

Uxbridje residents CNeC the possibility of a pcIMl" plant beiDJ blilt 

either in their toIIn or in the IIdjoj.nin) ToWn of llJrrillville, IIlOde 

Island.
' 

Mr. Bentley mted that tha �th of MIIsIIaduIetts would 

enforce strict:er � en a plant of this size. He said that 

alP's prqxlSed mise l� of 55 dBA., or 30 dBA. CNeC the bac:kgrcuId, 

represented a mise .increase of 1,000 tilEs the exist.in;J awn:! level, 

an:! is clearly unacceptable. Because the plant wrul.d be located cnly a 

fEW hInked feet fnID the border, he asked that it be rapired to 

OCIIply with MassadIuset:t:s standaI:ds for mise. Mr. Bentley was also 

ocnoemed at the anticipated volta! of oonst:ructien traffic to the site 

alCDJ IOlte 98. He mtsd that oonst:ructien of a fuel oil supply 

pipeline did rot OCIIpletely rule out trucJt delivezy of oil to the 

plant. At eicj1t trucks per hair, arourd the cloc:k., he believed this 

would create severe :i.Dpacts, an:! ahwld be avoided at all oosts. 

Mr. Bentley asked that all of the mitigatien measures reccmnellded 
in the n!pOrt be adqJt:ed as cxnUticns for permittiJ'¥j the project. He 

was partiallarly in favor of the property buy-out for affected resi

dents, asItinJ that this plan be spelled out in detail in the FmS and 

Itlre infonaatien en the ZCI'IiDJ status of the Iralstcne site is proII'ided 
in � GICl-3 ani the xaspoI_ to it. 

Pl_ see the respc:lW88 to � FM-19 ani GIC9-6 ani the revised 
� 4.1.4 .2.  

Based en a stOOy t7t mr (Octciler 1987) , alP has daalstrated that 
traffic :i.Dpacts should be Ilinar. more informatien is caJtai.ned in 
<XIIIIIeI1t GICB-12 . 

staff is satisfied that truck delivezy of fuel oil would cnly occur for 
brief periods un:Ier EIIIelgellc:y ocntiticns. 

Please see the respcnse to cx:mnent GIC3-2. As presently envisicned, 
the plan would oc:apensate any prqlerty owner sufferiJ'¥j negative effects 
en prqlerty values. 
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bpl-*.ed prior to g:t'III'It:iJ11 any pemits to a;p or Tell Essee Gas for 

the prqxlSE!d actim. lie was CQICE!J]IEICl that this program mi� arbi

trarily be restricted to residents Wloae prql8rties iDIIIediat:ely abJt 

the plant site. Mr. Bentley stated that the bJy-Q.It shculd in::lu:te all 

residents lIbo hIM! CXIIl!Iistently expIuseCi � about the project. 

lie asIred that nK:, in receivinq cuments, be sensitive to the issue 

that the project is prqxlSE!d in a basically residential area. Many 
pecple in llJrrillville an:! Ulcbric:k)e bc:u#lt their prc.perty in the 

expect:atim that it wa.t1.d r:anain that way. In fairness to these 

pecple, Mr. Bentley asked that all practical mitigatim be iBplaaented, 

ani that the residents IDSt affected by the acticn be CXIIp!I1SIlted for 

these iDplct:s. 

IIlDIIB :rsI.and state SenItxr 

'lhe RIede Islan:! state Senator UiplE!iiiO!ll1tin;J Jl.Irrillville, Joan 

Wiesner, stated that she has been mere of the a;p prqxlI!IIll fraI the 

beg.iJnirg. As a resident m SheDan f'ImI Read in the general. area of 

the prqxlSE!d site, an:! as a a.uter usinq IbJte 98 tl:Ir:'ouIll Ulcbridge 

daily, she wa.t1.d persallIl.ly be affected by the ptqJOElEld actim. 

Together with the Repr:eeentatives fraI nart:hem RIede Islard, she 

steered tl:Ir:'ouIll the General .IIseEd:Ily legislatim that wa.t1.d hIM! 

allowed use of the scituate Reservoir as a � scuroe of CXlOlinq 

water. She rDted that a;p had been CJrlte respmsive in deIIelq'linq 

plans for another, primary IUlJ:'CI! of water. Senator Wiesner expIEHeCi 

her ca1fidenoe that a;p wa.t1.d be forthcaain;J in EE!I:ing the e.xpecta

tims of the aIrlce a.aittee an:! any other Federal an:! state � 

agercies to Wloae prooeedinJs they are SliJject. 

Not.i.n;J that she had tan'ed the stmy Broat facility, Vddl is very 

similar to the prqxlSE!d a;p plant, SEnator Wiesner said she was 

inpL sseCi that the noise level aroun:l the statim was minimal until me 
acbJally enteLed the plant. She also CXIIl!IideLed the plant itself to be 

very cle;m. Because the cpsratim is m a fairly large scale, the 

plant wa.t1.d clearly hIM! iDplct:s m the site area, as wa.t1.d any 
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in:Just:r1al develc.pDEll1t of similar size in a generally rural enviral

awlt. 

Wei.c1rlnJ the advantages ani di.sadvant:aqes of the pr:c:posed actia'\, 

&tw! said &tw! is very Iqp)l'tive of it, so len) as all cxnUtions raised 

in the ptllic c:x.a'It -un;, am BIt. 'Iha technology to be used is 

� c:prat:ia1al at BeII'aral. iJBtallations. She believed it woold 

meet or exceed envi.rcx-.tal stardards in RlOde Island ani Massacb.l

satta. 

Rrllip AnienIcn 

Speak:i.ng as a 8Jrrillville �ident, Mr. Arderscn said that he 

served a'\ the TcMt CkA.Jncil. at the time the TcMt Master Plan was 

developed, a 6-year urdertaki.r:g. aJrrillville, CIlCe a heavily imus

trialized settiaEllt, suffered CDlSiderable loss of pcpulati.al when the 

textile IIills closed. sc.! in:Just:r1alizati.al is desirable to relieve 

the bJrden a'\ prqI8rty �. lis hale values rose, so did tax 

bills. Mr. Arderscn stated that he belfevl. 85 peroent, if not mare, 

JIJoda Island Depu:1: .. d: of � IIai&JE*iL 

Mr. victor Bell, Chief of the Office of Environnental Ox>rdina

tia'\, RIrDI, pointed out that RlOde Island's environnental st:an:Iar:ds in 
all areas am apivalent to or gmater than �, st:an:Iar:ds, 
except in noise tobere RIrDI has no jurisdictial. He presented a 

current status report a'\ all the permits unier review I:7j his l1qS'C':f. 

'Iha Cl(:plicant (OOP) has sutnitted most. of the docunentatia'\ for a 

fuel oil storage ani spill preventia'\, CDltrol, ani <XlUI'IteDIIeas 

plan. RIrDI does not: yet ooosider this plan CXIIplete; further work a'\ 

� ani lllitigatia'\ is necessary. 

staff appreciates Mr. Bell's OYerView of OOP's permit status. 
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'DIe Matima! Pollutant Di.sdIarge Eliminatiat Systaa penaits for 

ncn-point-scuroe runoff are OCIIplete and awroved· 

'DIe PreIIentiat of SiCjl'lificant Deteriaratiat (FSD) penait for air 

cpU.ity bas not been cbt:ained yet. 'DIe awlicant is SWlyin:) RIIB4 

with Iqlplaattal data to IIdkess all tDlOel'JlB raised ciJrin:) prelimi

nary review of the FSD permit awlicatiat. OOP has at:taIpted to 

dellaiSuate 0CIIp1iarr:le with all awlicable stan:Iards and recJJ.ired 

�ines. RIIB4, howeIIer, otrIt.i.rues to express oonoetTI CNer OOP's 

Best Available 0:rItr01 'I'el::tP>logy (BI\Cl') analysis and its pzqxJi!lbl 

altemative cxrJtrol net:worIt. Q1ce all these data are received, RIID 
will issue a pmlic notice and hold a plblic hearin;J if recJJ.ired. 

'Jbree fI:eshwrater wetlands JKXIi.ficatiat permits are recJJ.ired for 

the OOP project. '!be permit awlicatiat for wetlands crossfn:)s for the 

pipelines to the plant site is virtually OCIIplete, since these cross

in)s are all within existin:J roadiIays and the necessary alteratiatS to 

the wetlands are allIIJSt insiCjl'lificant. Another wetlands peI1IIit is 

recJJ.ired for the plant site. '!his awlicatiat is iroaIplete and RIIB4 

is awaitin:) infarmatiat. 

A third wetlands pendt is t:eepired for the coolin:) water intake 

saucture. '!his IUIt awai.t anm:wal of the sectiat 401 water cpU.ity 

oertificatiat, Wich J:eCJrlres �tiat that the plant's water 

witldrawals will not have adverse effects at water cpU.ity in the 

Bl.ac:kst:me River. RIIB4 bas just OCIIpleted its review of the latest 

DDdelin:) of dissolved CIX)'gI!Il in the river as affected by the intake 

saucture, cxnlucted at behalf of OOP. ttdle a a:nsiderable i.JIpraIIe

ment CNer previrus SlbDittals, the DDdelin:) still J:eCJrlres explanatiat 

and axe irpJt data. 'DIe available data and .m.torin:) irdicates that 

the water witldrawals JI!IJ'f cause dissolved CIX)'gI!Il levels to dec:rMse 

awroxiJaately 0.3 milligram per liter, an � that III.ISt be mitiga

ted. 
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with I:eSp8Ct to the intake st:J:u::ture, RIIBI prqxlSeS to enter into 

a 0CJ:lIII!I1t agI 6 It with aw, in whidl the 0CIIIpU1J( agrees to perform 

IID1itorin) ani BDdelirq urdar the DepartIEnt's �isia'l. 'Ihese data 

will be used to define the iBpact ani dsYelcp llitigatia'l strategies; 

the agr e It .-:  inclu:le provisioos for sb.ltdown of the generatirq 

statia'l if necessary. Shculd the available aitigatia'l measures prove 

ineffective, RIIBI will reIJlire further llitigatia'l that will inclu:le 

other parties, whidl will reIJlire additiCl1lll II1II1'6: Its with these 

parties. 

'DIe plant � treatment syst. will reIJlire a panait. RIIBI has 

cuplet.ed a detailed review of aw's design for a zero ciisdlarge 

syst., ani saE 0CXlCIIl'IlS ani quest.iols reuain xegaxdi.n) this systan. 

It should be kept in ailxl, Mr. Ball pointed cut, that the various 

penrl.ts he has identified � por:ticns of the project. Even 

ocnsidered tcgether, thsy do not. look at the 0\Iercll1 enviJ:aJaental 

iDpacts of the pr:cposed actia'l. RIIBI will also be sul:Ditt.irq to the 

Jb:xJe Isl.aDi Energy Facility Sitirq Ibu'd an evaluatia'l of the entire 

aw project's enviroraental iqIact, based a'l the EIS an::I the detailed 

penrl.t awlicatia'l reviews. RIIBI's general positia'l a'l aw is 

incaIplete at this tmI, because I'IDBrCQS unanswered c;pesti.als reuain 

a'l a I'UIber of pemit awlicatioos. 

'DIe Department believes that FERC has delle a good jm in analyzirq 

the project's iDpacts, thcujl DDre worIt -.1St be delle a'l saae of the 

alternatives, especially � SII(:ply. Salle of the analyses of 

alternatives---1illlCh as they dIy coolirq system an::I use of the 'l\:Ml of 

Lincoln's aban:knad �l field-are incaplete. Even thcujl witb:kaw

irq Blackst:.ale River � my be "penIi.ttable," other alternatives Day 

be DDre desirable. RIIBI believes that IIIOSt of the water cpU.ity 

iDpacts a'l the BlacItsta1e River are mitigable, thcujl saae refinements 

of the analytic worIt are needed. 

Please see response to CXJIIIIeIlt SA7-S; the issue is also ad:iressed in 
the response to CXJIIIIeIlt FM-S. 

'DIe dIy coolirq systan is discussed in the response to CXJIIIIeIlt SA7-8 ; 
the use of the �l field is CIIkIressed in the response to CXJIIIIeIlt SA7-
l2 .  'DIe examinatia'l of alternatives is CDltained in the response to 
CXJIIIIeIlt SA7-11. C6P has agreed to provide mitigatia'l to assure that 
there is no depletia'l of dissolved oxygen in the river, thcugh its 
investigatialS have shown that the coolirq water witl'xlrawals should 
cause no iDpacts recJ1irirq mitigatia'l. 
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RIJBII also xequil:es better identificatien of the fUel source for 

orlt 2,  whim the lEIS did nat �. Hopefully, all the needed data 

will be SlDitted to RIJBII in the next f_ weeks, so that the Depart

JB1t will be able to CD!plete its envircnaental analysis for the Energy 

Facility Siting Board. 

0cIB'I SbIte � (OOP) 

Mr. Carlos Riva of ocean State IQIer said that the 0CIIpUIy would 

l:iJait its ctDB1ts en the lEIS to the doamIent;'s "�atory sufficien

cy." OOP's detailed 18SPOlises would be SlDaitted in writing. Mr. Riva 

disclJssed briefly the pmpcses of the EIS. He noted the secticns in 

the lEIS that reviewed the need for the electric power that the plant 

would procl.1oe, the alternative methods for JEeting this need, and the 

revi_ of alternative sites for the plant. OOP believes that the 

siting ass "it contained in the lEIS fully DEets the �atoIy 

criterien of a rigorous and cbjective evaluatien of siting possibili

ties. 

'lhe lEIS acllre ;ses a variety of alternatives for plant equ:Ipaent 

and syst;.aIB, and suggested alternatives for the � water surply and 

oil and water pipeline IOJtes. OOP is reviarlrg all this infm:matien 

and will SlDait its Ies&XI1S8S to it as written ctDB1ts. 

OOP noted the lEIS's elChaustive revi_ of the potentially affected 

envircnaental and c:ultmal. resouroes, and its analysis of potential 

envircnaental ocn;;ecpen::leB of building and qll!I'8ting the plant. OOP 

believes that the lEIS firds that IlCI'Ie of the potential envin:nDentaJ. 

ocn;;ecpen::leB of the plant are deemed unacoeptable. He briefly identi

fied the variws agencies participatin;J in revi_ of the EIS, and the 

steps it had already passed �. 

Mr. Riva caIIIIIeI1ted en the selectien of aJrrillville as the site 

for the Plqx:eed actien. For a nmiler of teasalS, asp telBins fully 

cx:mnitted to this as the best <M!l'all site. 'lhere is an inmediate need 

Please see the response to ocaaJt FJ\2-2. Mlitional infODlBtien is 
praYided in caaents by OOP (GIC8�) and Tela essea (GIClo-14) .  

Staff generally agrees with these ctDB1ts, althaJl1l it does not 
re:JeSsaI'ily endorse the dlaracterlzatien of the ShenIBn Fann lbtd site 
as the best <M!l'all site. 
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for new � generatien in the regial surrcur¥iin:J the site. 'DIe 

ShaDIIim Fal'II IGId pt:ql8rt:y hils already been a utility site for decades. 
A large site, it is excepticnally well positioned with respect to fuel 

Iq.ply ani electric tranaIission liJal able to receive the 500 1M of 

� the plant will pt'O(lloe. 'DIe 8Jrrillville site I'DI has st.rcn;J 

local gaver:r.n: �, with a � available to address local 

CQICeJ:'I18 � the ToWn's zcnin:) IIfiPtOIIIll process. 

0XltiJuad selec:tial of the ShaDIIim Fal'II Road site represents the 

fastest ani rmrest rcute to ctJtainirr;J the env� , zcnin:), ani 

sitin) � for a facility neceasaxy to � the regien's energy 

needs. <lIoosiJ¥) another site at this stage would significantly delay 

needed electric � p:tXb::ti.cn. em> also believes that the regicnal 

need for � far � the IJEqxmai C6P plant's 500 1M, ani other 

good sites will also be needed tar OCI1StJ:uctien of alktitialal genera

tin) facilities. 

QJlIOBIDBd citizens of au:rillville and tIIItw::idI.Je 

Ms. Dcma VoJ:bees identified herself as a professicnal envircnaen

tal plamar, lepa:E6&JtirI) the Cklnoemed Citizens of aJrrillville ani 

Uxbrid;Ja. 'DIeir � of the lEIS identified Iohat they believe to be 

significant gaps in the analysis that hiJder an adeIplte revi_ of the 

p:qxmai act.ien telative to the alternatives diBO.JSSed in the lEIS . 

For this teaBOIl, in its written ocaart:s the Olroemed citizens will 

ask for a Iq.plaaental EIS to address certain issues. 

'DIe QJlD!I.1'IBd Citizens gE'Cq) does oot believe the lEIS gives ecpa.l 

(DlSidetatien to all teaSCfl!Ible alternative locaticns for the project. 

Many paroel.s of lard Sl4lBl'ior to the Shetman Farm Road site were 

eliminated en the basis of subjective criteria. In a:kiitien, the 

possibilities of transpart� <XlOl� water across the border fran 

MassacbIsetts ani the use of a my <XlOl� system deserve special 

(DlSideratien in a SUWlaaental EIS document. It will then be possible 

to make reasonable OCIIplU"iscns of SheLman Farm Road with other sites. 

Please see the response to cx:mnent GICl-23. 

staff notes that, while BaDe of the site evaluatien criteria ClCAlld be 
described as subjective, am many of the sites were eliminated en the 
basis of those criteria, the pn:pose for choos� these criteria was 
oot to eliminate fran oonsideratien paroel.s of lam Sl4lBl'ior to C6P's 
SheLman Farm Road site. 

Please see the responses to 0CIIIIIElllts FA4-25, FA4-26, am FA4-27. 
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'Ibe Olnoemed citizens gI'Cq) disagrees st:rcngly with the view that 

water issues are ootside the EIS socpe. 'lbese issues need to be 

iDpact:s on the Blaclcstcne River and at the 

'Ibe graJp believes that the alternatives analysis is SCI1IEMlat 

sJ-s by the statement that the a;p project is "cxmpletely oaIPBtible" 

with land uses at the SherIaim Farm ibid site. 'Ibe lEIS has failed to 

CXlI1Sider the Town of aJrrillville's OCMPLehellsive a.amity plan, Ioobidl 

calls tor sparse and residential uses of this area. '!bey believe these 

uses IIIlI'E! CCIIPltible with the local envircnaent at the site. 

Ms. Vorhees said that the noise levels predicted at the site are 

not. CXlI1Sistent with MassacbJsetts st:amards. PraJdJaity of the site to 

the border E!l'IIXlUl'8gCS IdterenOe to those stardaIds. In this area the 

Olnoemed citizens graJp asks tor st.rcn;Jer IIitigatim. 

'Ibe gI'Cq) believes
. 
that __ items t1'tI1I the original socpe of the 

EIS have been aaitted ftal the docuIent. Specifically, floret and falDla 

within the Wildlife MluIllilJlllllliIt Araas have not. been described. 'Ibe 

Olnoemed Citizens organizatim requested in its Min'dl 1987 letter that 

the a;p project be CXlI1Sidand and evaluated with reterence to the 

(404) (b) (1) guidelines IDier the Clean Water J\ct, because wetland 

alteratia'E will be 118OIlI!IIIIIlY. 

'Ibe Olnoemed Citizens' general evaluation of the lEIS is that it 

does not. provide the b1sis tor a CCIIPlete wderstandi.nJ of the envi.ral

mental � of cc.nstzuct.ir¥J and c:p!%'ati.n;J the a;p project. 'Ibe 

lack of certain pertinent infOIllllltion, particularly J:1!IgaI'dinJ ocolin} 

water availability, unjustitiably slants the analysis in favor of the 

preferred site. Far these IE!UCI'IS, the graJp recpests that a �e
mental EIS be prepared. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIII!f1t GICl-22. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIII!f1t GICl-7 and the revised Section 
4 . 1.6 .1. More information on this issue is provided by OSP in 0CIIIII!f1t 
GICS-9. 'Ibe PUblic Ccmnent. Meetin} test.imny of Mr. Hodys (page 7 of 
this summary) presents another view of this issue. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIII!f1t PM-19 and the revised section 
4.1 .4 .2 .  

staff believes that the biotic <XDlII'Iities in the vicinity of the 
plcplSed site area, includinq the Wildlife M!II'IagIID!nt Araas, have been 
described in sufficient detail for the pur:pcaes of the EIS. 

Please see the xespcnses to 0CIIIII!f1ts GICl-ll and GICl-12. 

please see the response to 0CIIIII!f1t GICl-23 m the � for a 
Slgllaaental EIS. Coolin} water issues are discussed in the n!SDCI ....... 
to 0CIIIII!f1ts PM-25, PM-26, and PM-27. 
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DIIVid IafaI:ria:e 

Mr. Laferriere identified hi:Eal.f as a 1� resident of 

Uxbridge 1obo believes that IIIIIIlY cp!Stions ranain c::xn:lel.ll.i. the 

project. Racent newspaper stories in:licate that natural gas pipelines 

an::l � facilities have � CCI'It:a.tnated with PCB's, 101hidl 

flOil with the gas. If the Fedm:al regulatioo lillit.in;J PCB's in natural 

gas to 50 parts per aillioo Ill'8 exceeded at the a;p facility, then it 

III.ISt be licensed as a hazardws waste ird.nerator. 'lhe lEIS does nat 

mentioo any provisions to IID1itor PCB's in the gas used by the Q)P 

facility. 'DIe final an::l BI.gll� EIS shCAIld address the issue of 

bJmin;J PCB-<:Xnt:aIIIited natural gas. 

Mr. laferriere believes that the sit.in;J issue is unresolved. He 

int:eJ:pret:s the lEIS as or:n:l.l¥lin:J that the Shermn Fam IaJd site is 

neither the best site far the facility, nar 8118'1 the secord ar third 

best. 'DIe Irc:nrtale aite in MIIssac:tuIetts is rated hiqIar, as are 

several others. 'DIe preferred site was dIoaen sbply because it is a 

0Cl'M!I'I.i.ent decisioo far the utility 0CIIpUlies. Q)P has claimed that 

the site is a logical locat:ion far the plant because it is near a gas 

pipeline an::l an adecprt.e oooli.n:j water &alt'OB is available. In fact, 

new pipelines III.ISt be oonsb:uct:ed far both natural gas an::l oooli.n:j 

_ter, eadl IIDI'8 than 10 lIiles in length. 

Alt:hcugh a>P claiJqs that the plant has been designed to ql8rilte 

within strict guidelines, Mr. Iaferriere believes that the entire 

prqlOSecI actioo is in:xnJistent with the exist:in;J zarin;J regulations in 

both llJrrillville an::l Uxbridge. 1his in:xnJistency with oamunity 

Mr. laferriere explained that the MassatbJsetts Department of 

Envirtnnental. �ity &1gineeri.n:j (IEJE) noise stamard for an iIdIs

trial ar OCIIIIIBr:'Cial facility limits noise increases to 10 dB!>. OYer 
existi.n:j (�) levels. 'DIe noise study oc:nJucted for Q)P � flawed 
because the inst:.rume.ntatioo used for lcn;J-term measurements � 

staff has received infomatioo frao Q)P an::l Tennessee regcu::d..Ug the 
presence of PCB's in Tennessee's systan. 'lhe follOlli.n:j is a SUIIIIliUy of 
that infarmatioo (Tennessee Gas Pipeline a:mpany, April 19, 1981) . In 
1981, at EPA's �, Tell Bsee Gas Pipeline a:mpany dIecIted its 
pipeline gas an::l a:mpressioo facilities far the presence of PCB's. 
Alt:hcugh BaDe PCB's were famd in pipeline licpids at that time, 
awarently frao int:erocnnects with other OCIIpUlies, no PCB's were famd 
in Tennessee's gas stream. 'lhe 0CIIpU1y has mcnitored far PCB presence 
since then. QnTently, PCB's are either nat present in elements of 
Tennessee's systan, or are present in calOeI'lt:rations of less than 50 
Rm in pipeline licpids. Tell1essee perfoms CJ.IiIl'.terly IID1itori.n:j of 
its systan far PCB's, in aooordanoe with EPA requirements. Nrt liquids 
oollec:ted at the Shermn Farm IaJd meter statioo will be analyzed far 
PCB's an::l disposed of in aooordanoe with state an::l Federal regulations. 

Please see the :r:espalS8S to ocmoents GICl-6 (sit.in;J effort) an::l FXl-26 
(evaluatioo of lroost:ale site) . 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIII!rtt GICl-7. 

Please see the :r:espalS8S to ocmoents FM-19 an::l GICl-8. 



irDtpable of r:ei!Idin;J SI1Ind leYels be1aor 43 dBA.. N�ght no� levelS 

that were acb.Ially far lCliler were reoorded as beinq 43 dM, leadinq to 

an artificially hicJl bac:::Icgroun:l average. 'lb ccmpensate for this flaw, 
... shmt-t:erm I8lIdings were taken, but theee were cnly far 1o-mirut:e 

periods and nr::me was taken at nicJlt. EVen this cpest..icnable pIOOIidn:e 

reoorded � I8lIdings as laor as 25 dM, Wrlch prdJably wruld 

have been E!W!I'I lCliler at night. yet OOP is designing the project to a 

SI1Ind leYe1. of 55 dM at the nearest residence. 

Mr. Iafmrlexe � with the st:at:aatt that envircnDental 

bpcts shcA1l.d be addressed withcQt regani far the IbJde Islard

MassacbJsetts balder. '1he affected citizens of the o:.monwealth of 

M!IssacbJsetts expect that an enforoeIIble guideline--a 10 dM i.nc:rease 

above existi.r¥.J noise l�l be awlied. Bac:::Icgrourd noise sb.Jdi.es 

shwld be repeated, to MassacbJsetts I:Q: starmrds, with prqlI!!r 

instJ:uDentatien cap!Ible of full-nII1Je noise JIIe!ISUI'BIIE!. 

since similar oad:>ined-cycl.e gas tUIbine generating plants 

proqJOSed in MassacbJsetts are �tted to satisfyinq noise starmrds 
of 48 dM and lCliler, Mr. Iafmrlexe asked my the OOP was allowed a 55 

dM level. He asked that additicnal noise SlJAlE'8SSien be designed into 2: the tUIbiJle-gerleIators and ooolinq towers. '1he 55 dM level is 
00 unacoept.able, CXlIlStibJt:iJI;J an i.nc:rease of at least 30 dM, or 1,000 

times the bac:::Icgroun:l noise leYe1., that will cross the state boun:Iary. 
M!IssacbJsetts residents will be !UJjected to III.Ich hicJler noise levels 

than their state law permits. 

Mr. Iafmrlexe believed that the noise studies are another exzmple 

of retroactive justificatiCII far the selectien in advanoe of OOP's 

preferred site. If, after III)I'e CXlipIebellsive i.nvestigaticns for a 

SlWlemental EIS are ocmpleted, the SheImn FaI1I Road site is still 

selected, then the citizens livinq near the site DlSt depen:i en 

mitigatien JDeaSUI"eS to limit the i.qlact. CmstIuctien shcA1l.d not 

begin, and no Federal permits shoold be granted, until OOP and Ten1es

see Gas Pipeline CkIIpmy hIIve � to a mitigative package. Both 

Please see the IespalSe to 00IIIIIE!I'It FM-19 and the revised Sectien 
4 . 1 . 4 . 2 .  

'1he U.S. EPA ,  in an infOIDBticnal guideline, has detenrlned that a 
SI1Ind energy level averaged CJ\IeI' a 24-hoor period resultirq in a 
decibel leYe1. of L 55 will adec;pttely protect p.t>lic health and 
welfare with an � lIBI'CJin of safety in 0Itd0ar areas where peq>le 
spend limited lIIIIOUI1ts of tiE. EPA detenrlned that an averaged 
day/ni<ltt SI1Ind energy leYe1. (Ldn) of 55 dM is a standaId that shoold 
avoid interfexenoe and arnoyanoe outdooIs in residential. areas, fanns, 
and other areas where peq>le spend widely varyinq IIIII:UIts of time. '1he 
OOP plant wruld be designed to II!II!t the 55 dM L standaId at the 
prcperty line (resultirq in an L of 47 dM at the &rest residerre) .  
It wruld also be designed to mBa: the Ldn standaId of 55 dM at the 
nearest residerre, Wrlch is CXlIlSistent wim past: Pm: pxac:tice. staff 
notes that an cperatien noise level of 55 dM is CXlIlSidered I.IIlI!IOOep
table to certain local residents. HoIieIIer, the staff feels oa!p!lled 
to clarify SCIIIE! of the ooofUsien that exists reIJIII'din:J noise levels. 
'lb urderstand the noise bpcts of a proqJOSed irDIstrial facility, it 
is beneficial to uncJerstan;I the perceived effect en the tuIBn ear 
caused by a specific noise leYe1. ctIarJ3e. '1he table belaor shoold be 
used in evaluatirq infOIDBtien en noise leYe1. bpcts pertaininq in 
this project to power plant ar CXlipIes&ar statien qIEIl'aticnal noise. 
Please see also .I\ppendix E, D!scussien of Noise Tetminology. 

Noise Qwpe CdBI\) 
1 
3 
5 

10 

� 
BIIrely peroeptible 
'lbreshold of noticeable diffexenoe 
Clearly noticeable diffexenoe 
Da.i>linq of perceived lc:u:Jness 

Pm: staff refers to a letter tIaa the � en EnvircnDental ()Jality 
(J:JeoeIdJer 10, 1987) to the <n1oemed citizens of BlrrillvillejUxbridge 
for a ammaIY of the jurisdicticnal cpest..icns reIJIII'din:J the OOP 
project. '1he Fm: cannot prevent nor ocn:litien the OCI'lSt.IUctien of the 
power plant; the jurisdictien of the Fl'l¥:: exten:Is to authorizinq (and 
ocn:liticninq) the OCI'lSt.IUctien of a pipeline to service the power 
plant. mA's jurisdictien is primarily limited to fuel issues urDer 
the RIel Use Act, and thus does not issue permits far other aspects of 
the plant. '1he state of IbJde Island, 1:hr:ooI1l the Energy Facilities 
Sitinq BoaId and the Deparbnent of Envira'laental M!IMgIement, hIIve the 
primary permittinq authority for the power plant. 
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l'!R: an:! the J!lcaDIic RI9llatOIy MIainisb:ati<rl have the authority to 

8Rlly cxnlitions to their pmaita, ani shculd em so. Mr. Iaferriere 

said t:bIlt the mtigative � da8cribed in the lEIS need to be .me 

clearly datinsd. 

Mr. Iaferriem askIad that aw oaUJct tarts <rI J:eBidential �ls 

prior to oonst:ructial. Artesian � ..... t.aI � by CX'I1Str:uc

ti<rI blastin). 

A bly-<lUt plan, ar sillilar � ECilIII'WD, is mentiC03d in 

the lEIS tut stolld be described in .are dIItail. iIlile variws puts 

of the � state t:bIlt neamy J:eBidents will suffer a loss in 

prqlBrt:y values, Mr. laferriere said it is not clear hew aw int:enE to 

CXIIp1IlIIIlte far this loss. 

'DIe fact t:bIlt the aw plant will distuI:b the "pristine" nature of 

the surroon:lin:J � is illustmted by aw's plans to relocate 

the MassadUIetts Institute of Technology sei.sao:JraPU.c stati<rl <rI Mr. 

laferriere's prqlBrt:y. MIT _ initially attracted to this site far 

the imItJ:uaIenta becIIUBe of the law noise levels in the Uxbridge

B.lJ:Tlllvllle arm. aw hils � agreed to pay MIT far the reloca

ti<rl of the seisaI:x.JnII:h facility a half lIile fn:III the propceed site, an 

ac:Ia1awledgeEnt of hew mch the propceed acti<rl will cban:Je the 

dlaract.eristics of the �. 

aw aJllIlilI'S to have no diffiaJlty .win} cpickly to CJCIIIl8IlSilte 

MIT, tut aJllIlilI'S to ignore totally the citizens lotio DIlSt live near the 

propceed facility, said Mr. laferriere. He oont:rasted this with the 

exaJlPle set by A(::plied &leJ:gy systems, �ch propceed to oonstruct a 

siailar facility in Wcx:IlSOCket. cne of that CCIIpUlY's first acti<rIB 

was to offer OCIIp!I1S8.ti<rl to J:eBi.dents. He said that amcrg OOP's first 

acti<rIB were to speak of a benign facility, to cpesti<rl the need far an 

EIS, ani to tIy to I:luy ita way into the Blrrlllville-Uxbrid;Je axea with 

cpestionable cash dcrlati<rIB to the Town goverments. He claimed these 

grants are clearly int:erded to influence Town officials. 

Mitigati<rl measw:es are .me clearly datined in the FEIS, based <rI 
oaaaants received <rI the lEIS. 

Please see the J:espcI1S8 to CXIIIIBlt GIC9-14 an:! GIC9-15. 

Plense see the respc:rlSB to CXIIIIBlt GIC3-2. 

'DIe staff's opini<rl is that �c i.nstJ:'uIIEnt:ti<rl, by design, 
is so sensitive to vibrati<rIB of any type that the relocati<rl of the 
facility is a reasa'lIIble aitigati<rl measure. staff cbes not believe it 
valid to oc.n:lude frail this t:bIlt IIIIjar iIIpIcts will cxx:ur in the 
vicinity of the propceed plant. 

staff cbes not agree that OOP is totally ignarin} the citizens livin} 
near the propceed facility; please see the :resp:xlSB to 0CIIIIlE!I'It GIC3-2. 
staff cbes not cxn:::ur with the characterizati<rl of the tax treaty ani 
grant agrealleuts between the Town of B.lJ:Tillville ani OOP as "cp;!S
tionable. " 'lhey are a reasonable ani nomal part of the process of 
negatiatin} the de'oIelqJDE!l1t of the facility within a specific jurisdic-
ti<rl. 
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By cxnJb:ucting a facility of this �t:ude in a residential. 

arm, according to Mr. Lafarrier:e, OOP is placin:J a bmten m the 

II8III:by residents that carnot be justified, since alternative sites are 

lMlil.able that are rated hi� than the preferred site. '1bese 
alternatives shculd be sb.di.ed further in a awlElllE!lltal EIS. '1he 

sitin;J study prepared with the lEIS is based in part m outdated am 

inaccurate infozmatim. 

Mr. Laferriere dlaract:erized the prc::pc:8ai lOO-foot IIini.aa 

IOIist:w:bed vegetative toffer zme to be left arourd the peri:aeter of 

the plant as � for the scale of the facility. He believes 

that this toffer's size shculd be i.nc::reased SI.ilst:antial.ly. 

Mr. Laferriere ocncluded by statin;J that the nei�in:J citizens, 

hilvin:J sb.di.ed the OOP prqlOSal, were in a positim to oa1daIn it. 

lIrlle the CCIIpU1y speaks of a cl8lll'l, natural-qas-fired facility, it 

never II!!Iltims the 5 lIillim gallms of fuel oil stored msite or the 

related pn:blElllL!l of :reslIPlyin:J this by txuck or pipeline. He atlClI.Wai 

OOP of Blintaini.n;J a dcQ:)le stancIard in its actims, with me stancIard 

for responling to the c:xnoems of politicians am MIT, am another, no

actim stantaJ:d for dealin:J with citizens. He also pointed cut that, 

since OOP believed an EIS \oB: 5S!%y, if the CCIIpU1y had had its way 

there wculd be no Plmlic <kImEnt Meetin.J. 

1fIIyne SanMu.1l 

Mr. Saravara CXIIpl.:baented FI!RC m the effort experded to (II:'OIb:Ie 

the lEIS, Wrlch can serve as a fourdat!m far lIO.dtin.J cut pn:blElllL!l. He 

said that Vlen he and his wife first �ied their ptqlerty m lDJql.as 

Pike, they were the a'Ily residents of the iDmediate arm. After 

initially p.u:dlasin:J 12 acrE, the oc:qJle has pJt all its savi:rgs into 

bJyin:J "" adjacent lard. '1bey now own 52 acres, with 1,300 feet of 

l'CIId fra1tage for the 38 acres m Wtich their house is located and 258 

Please see the J:eSpa ...... to CXIIaeI'Its FAJ-26 am GIel-I. It is iqJor
tant to note that NEPA am bplaaent:inq regul.at.j.ms nq.W:e 8lIplmatiaa 
of the alternatives to an actim, bit 00 not specifically nq.W:e 
dIoosin:J the alternative with the least envira'aental. �. OOP's 
cpinim m this issue is summ-ized in CCIIIIIeIIt GICS-2I. 

Please see the response to CCIIIIIeIIt GIC9-I. OOP has stated that it will 
retain the IIBXiJun width toffer that is practical, Wtich will in sane 
di.rectims a:.ndderably exceed 100 feet (CXIIIIII!I1t GICS-47) .  

staff believes that OOP has been generally J:eSpalSive to the c:xnoems 
of all affected parties, � naturally fraa the perspective of its 
own interests. staff notes that msite storage of 5 mUim gallms of 
fuel at the OOP plant wculd not be atypical for a facility of the type 
am size ptCipQgeCl. '1he plans for this storage have been described in 
the lEIS am other Plblic doaIDents. If use of oil as a � fuel is 
�, pipeline :reslIPly is strai�. Truck delivery of 
large cpmtities of fuel oil is not beirg actively ClCIlSidered by OOP. 



feet of f:rclntaIJe far the 14 acres they own al the CJAIOSite side of the 

I'OIId. 

'Ihe Saravara's -.in ocncern hils t.al the roJti.ng of the Tellnessee 

Gas pipeline. At the vouy early st:aIjas of the prc:posal., Temessee did 

not iJd1cate that it wul.d be .-.:y to cross the Saravara prc:perty. 
1beIoar, Mr. Saravara said that � before the pIblic 0CIIIIIeIlt 

E8tin;r al the IICqIII of the EIS, Tal lssn IIlDitted a IIIOdified 

ptqJCSal, to cross directly behiJd his hcuse ani b.isact his prc:perty 

with the pipeline riqJt-of�. 

Mr. Saravara q.JOt.ed a letter that he subaitted to FmC, describi.n;J 
the area arCJI.IId his hcuse as bei.n;J transfClIlEd into a "Wagon WIeel, ·  

with the an> site bei.n;J tha mm .  'It-.. are � a 300-foot-wide 

Bcsta'l B:HsaI � line 00II:Ti.dcr, a l5O-foot Algcrq.rln Gas 

�ial pipeline carr1dor, ani a 5O-foot ATfIr cable riC#lt-of...-",ay, 

all � 5 ani 400 feet fraa the Saravara hcuse. 'Ihe ptcpoeed 

Tamessee Gas �ial ClaIpsny pipeline ¥XJl.d parallel Dcuglas 

Pike, at abcart; 150 to 300 feet fraa the I'OIId, thrcII.I1l the Saravara 

pr:qIerty. He believed that this additialal riC#lt-of...-",ay wul.d serioos-

� ly bpact his ability to cxntirJJe residentiaJ.--agrio.lltural deIIelqment: 
,.." of his pr:qIerty. 

Mr. Saravara further q.JOt.ed his letter to FmC al the iDptct that 

roJti.ng decisials can have al prqJerties in wucb aaall lardowners have 

invested their life savin:Js. &ainent daIBin riC#lts enable cm:poratialS 

an:! goverJIIIeIlts to ignore individJals' plans far their Ian:!. He asked 

that oc.apanies send representatives ahead of their maveyi.n;J teams lobo 

can leam ani 1.lrderstand lardowners' ocncerns. 

After he 1'eIpISted an alternative roJti.ng of the pipeline, it 

� that Tel. Essee began to OClCpIrate with Mr. Saravara. He said 

that he walJcsd the suggested route with two of the pipeline OCIIpimy's 

E!IIPI�. He IIBde it clear that he does not want the pipeline routed 

thrcII.I1l his pr:qIerty. 1bIever, if the ra.tti.o:J is inevitable, he wants 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIIeIlt GIC9-l. 
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a oonidor that has the IIIiniBB1 ilIplct at his Ian:! an:! his plans for 

it. '1he <X1IpU1Y splayees flagged the route he suc;,;rested, an:! Mr. 

sar:avara believed 'l'EUteSSee had aocepted the new route. HoweIIer, when 

one of the CXIIP!UIY's eaplayees rebJmed with the document Mr. saravara 

was to sign to release easanent r�, it described a traverse of his 

property different frail the one he had walked with the Tela essee 

U!Pl.....entatives. Mr. Saravara refused to sign the document. '1he 

OCIIPII1Y's survey team flagged the route, t:hc:JuIlt the �ive 

agreed that it differa:l frail the one that had been agreed �. Mr. 

Saravara iIBisted that the route be resurveyed, 10bicb the CXIIPUlY 

agreed to do in MiU'cb. HoweIIer, oot:hin) has haA;lerted in this uatter: 

Mr. Saravara was infotmed at the PUblic Qmaent Meeting that the 

pipeline OCIIpUlY's representative he had been dealirq with no lcn]er 

had respalSibility for the situatiat. He has asked FmC to aOkess the 

issue, bJt has received no positive iRiicatiat that the route would be 

dtan;Jed as he recpst:ed. 

Mr. Saravara said that the lEIS does not lEI1tiat the alt:emative 

route across the Saravara property, t:hc:JuIlt there are Iesponses to other 

lardowners' <XIlOeD'IS. Tel. e11ee has d:Jtained aainent daDain ri� to 

survey a route � his property. 'Itte lEIS does lEI1tiat Mr. 

saravara by .-.e, to mte the various utility corridors crossirq his 

property, bJt does not describe the reIISCII'lIIble alt:emative to a partiat 

of the route that he ptqxa:d. Mr. Saravara tocIc a cx:py of a plan view 

of his property an:! a pair of scissors. He denollstrated his situatiat 

an:! his frustratiat by cuttin::J � the cx:py, first remavirq a 

comer al� the Algorq.rln corridor. He aJt. al� the AT6Il cable 

ricj1t-of-1taY an:! the Bostat s:lisat tIansmissiat line. He then aJt. 

al� the originally pr:qIOSEd Tell essee Gas tIansmissiat route, 10bicb 

he believes is still the int.en:Jed corridor. '1he raaai.ni.n;J scrap of 

paper IeplE!l5a1ts to Mr. sar:avara the usable partiat of his property, 

an:! an illustratiat of how adversely he is beirq affect.e::l. 

Mr. Saravara recpst:ed a Iqplaaental EIS to aOkess both the 

route cttarqe tltroltIjl his lan:I an:! the eoc:mmic iDpBct of the gas 

Please see the Iespcnses to � GIC9-2 an:! GIC9-4 an:! the IeYised 
Figure 2 . 1�. '1he positiat of the iIRllicant is SlIIIIIIarized in 0CIIIIlE!Ilts 
GICB-ll an:! GICB-34 . 

Please see the respalSe to oc:mnent GICl-23. 
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pipeline oorridar. He recpested that the pipeline share the IIost:al 

8iiscn riqlt-of�, nat: that it parallel it. Dostal S:iiscrI has 

a:u:-iy sent letters to property awnars atJutting en its transmissien 

line riqlt-of-..ay, lII'WOJOOirg its intent:icns if the a;p plant is b.dlt. 

en Mr. Saravara's land, the utility plans to c1.ear-cu.t an additicnal 

150 feet beycnd the 200-toot wide aeth that is already cleared, 

affect:in) land �, an! viaihle tn., Mr. Saravara's. He 

believes he did ever;yt:hhq possible to pr:event this clear-<:Uttin). He 

wrote Dostal S:iiscrI offerirq to bJy the land ar the trees; they replied 

that the land _ nat: far sale. 1Idle he _ tzyirq to prevent the 

clear-cutt.in;J, an! FI!RC � to be � his positien, the 

trees were cut. 

Mr. Saravara noted the II9l a It by a;p to use noise-slg;lressicn 

devices to lillit the noise levela to 55 dM at the nearest nlSidences, 
Ioilereas el.sENIeJ:e they said they wa1ld lillit noise to this st:ardard at 

the property line. He c:lispl.ayed a � of hWielf en his 

property that illustrated 1DI near he is to the proposed sits and to 

the stats llc:JurdaJ:y, an! the extent. that the clear cut:t:in;J has raIOIIed 

trees that wa1ld have se.r:ved as visual and &aIIld berrlenI. 

Mr. Saravara ciJjected to wordirJ;J in the lEIS inticatinJ that a;p 

walld oantrol and set its own stardaJ:ds en the visual � of the 

plant's ni<1tt l�. He asked that this st:ardard be formlly 

detailed as a mitigative JIIl8SUJ:'8, an! that the methods to be used 

shwld be stated. He does nat: beli_ that this can be left to alp. 

Mr. Saravara an! his wife are very interested in the details of a 

tuy-QJt scheme. 'lbey had Iqled to BlDiivide their 1, 300-fax frmtage 

alcrg Douglas Pike into haJse lots. 'DIey now belielle that a semible 

bly-QJt � is the cnly way they will be able to J:eOOYer their 

investment in the land. Mr. Saravara asked that the bly-QJt pr:ogram be 

awroved and in place before arr:t permits are granted for the alP 

project. He noted that the bJy-QJt plan (ar Ot'IIpIU'IIble ClClJIlE!IlS8tien 

mechanisIII) is to be develcped by alP and IIIlSt be acceptable to the 

Please see the respc:n;es to cx:moents GIC-2 and GIC9-4 and the revised 
Figure 2 . 1-6. 'llle positien of the awlicant is su .. m'ized in cx:moents 
GICS-ll and GICS-34 . 

Please see the responae to ClCIIIIIeI'lt GIC9-6. 

Please see the response to CXDIIlI1t GIC9-7. 

Please see the respalSe to ClCIIIIIeI'lt GIC3-2 . 
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EFSB, the Illrrillville ard Uxbridge 'lI:Iwn Cl:Juncils, ard the affected 

lar:dawners. Mr. Saravara believed that it would be very diffiallt for 

the 'lI:Iwn Cl:JuncUs rot to be affected by the IIDleY grants they would 

receive frail asp. 

Mr. Saravara noted that Tei. essee Gas intends to test wells of 

nei� lar:dawners within 200 feet of any blastirg alcrg the 

pipeline corridors it would tW.ld. Mr. Saravara c:pated the lEIS 

statement that the average yield of bedroc:It wells in the Blac:l<st:one 

River basin is 8 gallcros per mirute. His own well, a rare ale for the 

area, prcxlloes 60 gallcros per mirute. He statal that he would like to 

keep it, actlirg that his well casirg cnly extends 5 feet dawn. 

Mr. Saravara argued that, prior to blasting, a t:horclgh analysis 

of affected ptqlerties shoold be carried cut. Rather than examine cnly 

wells, it IIIJSt iB:ltde tW.ldinJ fOlll'Dtticros ard the general geologic 

strucbJres unierlyirg the ptqlerties. He asked that the sdlane for 

0CIIp!I'lSatirg lar:dawners for blastirg daaacJes be clarified in advance, 
so that lar:dawners will rot em � in 0Cllrt liti9llting mtters. 

Mr. Saravara OOjected to the lOO-foot veqetat:ed tluffer ptcp:eed to 

screen the plant fraa its �. Mentioning his prior sezvice 

at the 'lI:Iwn Plamirg BoIIrd, he noted that a lOO-foot blffer is nq.rlred 

for a oonkIIIinila CXIIplex ard is totally inadequate for a 500 ,., 
electric generatirg plant. Usirg a EaSUrlng tape, he showed the 

diagmal length of the roca in loihidl the � was held to be 71 

feet. since forests in the area IlJ:e mt:ure, trees stard 20 to 25 feet 

apart ard the urDergrowt:h is minilMl. . '1hese factors limit the forest's 

capability to screen visually ard att.enJate noise. Mr. Saravara 

reocl1loE!lIded a 200-foot veqetat:ed tluffer. 

Mr. Saravara said that Terr ease e Gas Pipeline's &!vircnnent:al. 
REport. iniicatal that the pipeline ocu.ld be abandoned in aooordanoe 

with the U.S. Department of Transportatiat regulaticros ard other 

apptq?riate Federal ard state oocIes; all inactive rights of way would 

Please see the response to ocmoent GIC9-l5. 

Please see the response to ocmoent GIC9-l4 ; the PUblic Qmaent Meetirg 
testi.Da1y of Mr. HIxJUenin CIB'}e M-46) is also relevant. 

Please see the response to 0IDa'It GIC9-8. 

Please see the response to ocmoent GIC9-l0. 



be alloai to rebJm to their natural ocntitime. He asked that the 

FI!B:: � shcIJ.ld address a rel� of the 

pipeline if it were no lcn;JBr needed to transport natural gas. 1'00 
many abardaled railroads and other oan-idars interfere with land 

develqllll!llt in the area, and another me does not need to be aQ:Ied. 

Mr. Saravara was disawointad to see the lEIS mention that the pipeline 

oalld be -m available to house other activities and possibly to 

transport other materials. since the original pemits and easaaent:s 

were to pipe natural gas, it is WWX"e(Itable to hia as a l.an:icwner that 

the st:J:ucbJre oalld be used to t:raJwfer other, possibly hazarda.lS 

to sign asked for a pemit to transport anythi.ng that will IIIO\Ie in a 

pipe. He said that he is nat prepared to pemit this. He asked that 

FI!B:: address the issue-release 1.pXl aban::IcnIient and reversion to 

natural state-in a SlWl-al EIS. 

Mr. Saravara an::l.Ided I7f addressin) the water vapor plUDe 

predicted to extsn1 fXaa the coolin) � anay. He beli_ this 

plllE will ad:IIeraely affect � prq:Jerty owners, partiallarly 

alCOJ �las Pike. He asked that the PIeIICIBICII be �y stuiied 

:5: and a IIIeCtIani..a for � affected l.arD::Jwners be develqled in 

� advaooe, before oonstruction begine on the project. 

R:ilert Pitts 

Mr. Pitts identified himself as the owner of the horse-breeciin1 

q:leriltion identified in the lEIS as being one-hal.f mile fraa the 

prqx:lSed site. He explained that his prq:Jerty batders on the site, and 

so is III.Id!. closer than stated. He cbjected to the use of OOseJ:vatime 

of horses next to an airfield as being an invalid model for horses next 

to a power plant. He also cbjected to the choice of words "no evidence 

of inc::reased health pn:blaas," and other words such as "expected, " 

"possible,"  "maybe," "nat expected. It In respoose he posed his own 

p.rase, "what if?" 

Please see the respoose to CXlIIIIIeI1t GIC9-11.  

Please see the re&pa1Se to c:xaart: GIC4-Z on the effects of the coolin) 
� plume; please see the response to a.art: GICl-Z for details of 
the oc::IIpI!mation plan. 

staff has nat fwnd reason to believe that the OOP plant will have 
negative effects on Mr. Pitts' business. Please see also c:xaart: GICB-
45 and the staff's Ie&paISe. 



Mr. Pitts believes he will definitely be affected by the prqxJEiiE!d 

act.ien. He does rK:Jt beliE!lle ail' will OCIIIIII.Dlicate or docuDent any 

J.nformtien reflect.io;J negatively en its pr:qlOSIll. 

0laiJ:mn Lister IespciIJded, stating that any negative infonatien 

0[' bpK:t:s that mic1tt be fWld wruld definitely be inc:hJded in the EIS, 

as this is the _jor pnpose of the document. 

JdJn Jmat:my 

ldentifyinl hilIBelf as an ergineer, Mr. ItJratmy cp!Sticned 

infarmtien in the lEIS en the zeIt) water disc::barge system for the 

pLqxJEiiE!d ail' facility, specifically possible 10ll"-Cpllity water dischar

ges if the zeIt) disc::barge elaEl'lts of the design prove 1JI'IoIOI'kab1e. He 

asked, first, if this iapli.es that these elaEl'lts axe in fact UI"IWOItc
able. He then asked if II cpmtitative analysis has been c:xnb::t:ed to 

deteImine the possible daily disc::barge of 10ll"-Cpllity water. A 99 

percent effective systaI wruld disc::barge 44, 000 gallcns per day. He 

asked if it is possible to project the mitigatien strategy to prevent 

or recbJe the effects of an urDet:eI1ained cpmtity of low cpal.ity water. 

:!!: O:nIiderinl that all haBes in the IIUITQIIUin;J __ c:iJtain their water 

N aw1.ies frca wells, he asked for an ass! It of the CCXlSEICp!IlOI! of 0) 
that disc::barge. He cp!Sticned Wether the isIu! of possible grcani 

Mr. ItJratmy asked if a;p will be respcnsible for lcnrt:exm 

so, he asked what the OCIIIpU1Y's obligaticns will be with respect to 

short- ani lcnrt:exm effects rK:Jt predicted by the EIS. 1Ilile he 

believes the lEIS to be II good report, nipIesaltinl CXI'ISiderable worlc., 
it is logical to __ that it JIII!I.Y rK:Jt have examined all possible 

effects of activities that have rK:Jt takEn place. Mr. MJratmy is 

ooooemed that neaxby xesidents will suffer det:rilEI1t frtD these 

effects unaided by the types of prior mitigaticn agxeEIIIE!Ilts that have 

been develqal for kncwn i:JIpIc:t:s of the ptqxJEiiE!d ac:tien. 

staff believes it now has � infoxatien to remer II judgement that 
the zeIt) disc::barge elaEl'lts of the water treatment system axe in fact 
woricable. Please see also the response to CCIII1IE!I1t FM-S. 

Please see the IespciIlSeS to ocmaent:s FM-33 ani FM-IO. 
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Mr. tlJratmy noted that the lcn:t"tem samd JDeIISlII.lDe.I were 

:t'EICOI:Ued with equipaent that is unable to detect soums below 43 or 44 

dBA. He plinted rut that 54 peroent of the readi.nJs over a period of 

24 hours were at or below the threahold, inclldin;J 42 peroent of the 

readi.nJs fran /lIXtl to 11:00 PI. Beca\.we so mny values are probably 

well below the mad:rine's IRin.imal. threahold, Mr. tlJratory CD'IClIded that 

the a'Ily valid use of the data would be to prove that noise levels are 

hiq)er in the daytime than at niqIt. 

().Ial:i.o:J fran 11ei" "rim  Srund eJ!deJines, a IIBI'Ull pmlished by 

Bruel , Kjaer (an aowstic lleaSUring equipaent 1IIlI1"I1facb.u:er) , he noted 

that shart--tenl samd IEIISUI'aIIents I'eCJl.ire a wild screen II4IeneIIer there 

is a rntioeable breeze. He said the lEIS did not. Bentim wild oonli

tialS or the use of a wild screen, so he cDtained average wild speed 

data for the awrcpriate dates fran the Matima! OceimogJ:aprlc an:! 

At:Ioosf;tIeric AdIIinistratlm (KlAA) affica in Worcester, MassaduIetts, 

as follCMi: 

Ililt§ 

12/4/86 

12/6/86 

2/6/87 

2/1/87 

2/10/87 

Average Wild SMed Cgil) 

15.0 

11. 5  

7 .7  

8.9 

20. 5  

He also learned fran KlAA that the average wild speed in the area is 10 

DPt. 

CaIparinj this informatim with the Vanasse IIan;Ien Brustlin, Inc. , 
data, Mr. tlJratory noted that wild oonlitialS m February 6 an:! 7, 

1987, were close to average. He sees an 8 to 10 dBA increase in 

readings taken m Deoeutler 4 an:! 6, 1986, an:! February 10, 1987�ys 

when he inteJ:pret:s wild speeds as being above average for the area. 

Please see the respa1Se to 0CIlIIIeIlt FA4-19. 

Please see the respa1Se to 0CIIIIIeIJt SA7-22. 
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Mr. MJratory noted iJunlistencies between san'd � data 

(Table 3) in the report ani the data sheets presented in J\RX!ldix B. 

� for DeoeIIiJer 4 ani February 6 were listed in Table 3 as beirg 

recorded fI'CIII 9:42 to 9:53 am, 1o'hi1e the data sheets give as the time 

3:44 to 3 : 54  pD. 'lbe m.inilun dB!\. reading reported in Table 3 is 38, 

1o'hi1e the lowest reading <n the data sheet is 30. 'lbe hieller value was 
used in the averaging to deYelql the baseline. similarly, the lso 
value was 6 dB!\. hieller in Table 3, the �o i.Jx:reased by 8 dBA, ani Leq 
was 13 dB!\. hieller. 'lbe maxinun reading in the table was 11 dBA higher 

than the data sheet. 

Mr. MJratory noted similar iJunlistencies in the data recorded at 

stati<n 2. Table 3 identifies the time of measuranent as fI'CIII 10:03 to 

10:13 am; the J\RX!ldix B data sheet gives 4:23 to 4:33 pD. stati<n 3,  

for the saue day, has times listed in Table 3 fI'CIII 10:24 to 10:34 am :  
the data sheet lists 4:08 to 4 : 18 pD. stati<n 3 exhibits najor 

incn1sistencies between the Table 3 inf�ti<n ani that listed in the 

data sheets. 'lbe mi.ni:Dum san'd level reported in the table is 37 : the 

m.inilun <n the data sheets is 29. 'lbe �O <n Table 3 is 57 dB!\.: <n the 

data sheet it is 39. 

Mr. MJratory believes that the possibility of vim interferen::s in 

the measurements taken by Vanasse HanJen Brustlin, together with the 

iJunlistencies in the noise level data presented in the rEIS, in:Ucate 

that a new baseline aut>ient noise sbdy IIIlSt be umertaken. He 

RIIBt ani the Massadlusetts [E;lE IID'Iitor this new 
investigati<n. 

Mr. M.Jratory had I:lorrowed professi<nal san'd measurement EqJ.ipnent 

(GenRad IbJel GR 1988 Integrating Sruni-1evel Meter ani Analyzer) fI'CIII 
his euployer (Gl'E) ani cxn:lucted a fat measurements of his own in his 

front yanl <n Aldridl street, Rcute 98. He noticed that 11 of the 21 

noise JlD'litoring statialS used by Vanasse HanJen Brustlin were at the 

ecqe of pavement or at a roadside. He !p!St.i<neli the ar:plicability of 

Please see the response to oaIIIIeI'lt GICl-27.  

Please see the Iespa ISEI to oaIIIIeI'lt SA 7-22. 

Please see the response to oaIIIIeI'lt GICl-29. 



� � in dateI1II:in.i.n the IDIDi level baseline at residen

ces JWBr the prq;lClS8Ci site, since IIIJSt houses in the area are an 

average of about 100 feet ftta the road. 

Mr. Ib:'atary c:xnb::ted his � en SUrday, April 7,  1988. 

He did nat use a wind �, ani he beliavad that this mcIe his � 

CXIIIp11I'able to that of Vanasae Ifanr}en Brustl.in. ']be wind speed averaged 

14.0 aph. � at the roadside yielded an � of 53 dIP. ani a 

mx.iJua sound level of 88 dIP.. He did nat report the time or <l1ratien 

of this �, but stated that 12 cars pa-s � this time. 

Mr. tlJratary then mved the IDIDi .mer 50 feet frail the road. At 

this pcsitien, the Leq drqp3d bf 10 dIP.. 1lJrin} this measuraaent, 14 

cars passed. tbrin} the � to 100 feet fl:I:m the road, he famd 

no notiOllllble effect en the � or ___ IDIDi levels. He I"Epe!\ted 

his inteJ:pretaticn, that sound � taken at roadsides are nat 

valid il1dicatam of adJiatt ocrditia'lS at houses alCBJ the roads. 

Mr. tlJratary believes that the �, the IDIDi level exceeded 90 
percent of the tiE, provides the IIIJSt useful. infOl1lllltien en envinn-

s: mental (Jlality. 'lhis is the criterien used bf the MiIssachlsetts D!QE � for deteraini.ng adJient IDIDi levels in a residential env�. �o 
values haw nat � included in the lEIS; he n.i.Ried the � that 

�o values will be significantly lower than L:..o levels. 

Li.nda Ait:Jaen 

Mrs. AitJrsn identified herself as a resident of Uxbri.d<Je, livin} 

en Douglas PiJce, who has been concerned about the asp proposal for 2 

years. � believes that review of the lEIS has shown inadequacies in 

the areas of sitin:J, noise, traffic, pipeline routes, 1iqrt:in:J, the 

pJblic address systaa, wetlands, I:lazanbJs wastes, l'CB's, ccnf� 

to the OCIIp1:ehensive plan, necessary pemits, ani mitigatien. To 
correct these inadequacies, she asked for preparatien of a SUAllemental 

Please see the respa1Se to 0CI1IIIE!.I1t GICl-23 en the cpestien of the need 
for a SUAllemental EIS . Please see the respa1SeS to ocmnents GICl-6, 
FAl-26, ani GICl-1 en the cpestien of whether other sites are superior 
to the ShImnan Farm IGKi  property. staff believes that Mrs. AitJrsn has 
not deIIolstrated that the document suwarts her cpinien that the 
Shermn Farm IGKi site is a poor dloioe. All the issues that she 
raises have been respcnied to el.sEMIeze in this document, as all have 
been cxmtained within other ocmnents. 



EIS. In 0CI'It:rast to the lEIS's ocn::lusim, the site st:Wy Wicates to 

her that other sites are far superior to the ale a'l Shennan Farm Road . 

:Residents have all al<nJ stated that the prq1ClSEld site represents 

a locatia'l of ca1IIeIlienoe for the a;p owners ard is a poor envi.ra'lllen

tal choice, aocordi.ng to Mrs. Aitken. She listed several areas in 

vu.dl the lEIS � to agree with these viewpoints. 

Q1 page 2-87, the docunent states that, urder the lard use 

oaq:JIltibility criteria'l, the ideal locatia'l for a power plant is in the 

midst of � i:ntbrt:ry. '1he least desirable locatia'l is ale in Vddl 

sucb factors as noise ocnlitiQ'\S ard air aaissiQ'\S are out of character 

with the surrourd.i.R.J area, vu.dl she claimed is certainly the case in 

the ll.Irrillville,'UlcbriO:je area. Also with regard to lard use CCIIp!ti

bility, a'l page 2-49 the lEIS states that residents place hi4t values 
a'l cpi.et, low ocn;,estia'l, ard the ab&enoe of visual stiDulatia'l. Also 

a'l page 2-49, it states that an urdesirable locatia'l WOlld be ale where 

significant local traffic exists ard the traffic associated with the 

plant WOlld cpi.ckly el«le8d the capacity of local roads. Also urder 

lard use, a'l page 4-51 the lEIS states that the power plant oculd be 

s: Ca'lSidered inconsistent with the envirc:nDent surrourd.i.R.J the Shennan � Farm Road site. 

Q1 page Ell-1, the lEIS states that the plant, if b.li.lt at the 

SheJ:mn Farm Road site, WOlld have significant effects a'l water uses, 
local lard use, ard protected wetlands. Q1 page ml-2, it states that 

noise ard traffic clJrin:J cx:nst:ructia'l WOlld have significant effects a'l 

surrourd.i.R.J rural residential nei�. Q1 page 0-70, the lEIS 

states that cx:nst:ructia'l noise WOlld be most noticeable to residents 

al<nJ Shennan Farm Road because of the area's rural nature. 

Q1 page 0-73, the lEIS states that iIIplCts a'l nei� 

residences are mre significant at Sheman Farm Road than at the two 

alternative sites. Q1 page 2-104, the report Ca'lCludes that iDplcts a'l 
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residential. prql6lty values loQ.lld be mst significant at the SheriDan 

Fanl ibld  site, whicb has the largest IUItler of neartJy residences. 

Mr. Aitken noted that, m page 2-98, the lEIS states that durirg 

ooost.ructial noise will decrease the (Jality of life arcAII'Xi the SheriDan 

Pam ibid site. At this site, traffic and visibility will negatively 

iBpact the CJ.IIllity of life. Property values are liJcely to decrease 

arwnd the SheriDan Fana ibid site. All U- factors will decrease and 

negatively iBpact the CJ.IIllity of life of residents arcAII'Xi the SheriDan 

FanI lGId site, Ylile rerb:::in;J the value of their properties. 'Ibis is 

nat the case at the lrcnIt:ale and Blyant CblleIJB sites. 

Mrs. Aitken noted that, m page 5-2, the lEIS states that asP's 

preferred site is nat envirc::natt:ally Sl.p!rior to the other sites 

identified. She pointed rut that the RXlde Island Energy Facility 

Sitirg Act ocntains a Decl.a:tatial of 1'Olicy, Sectim 42-97-2, statirg 

that energy shall be p:ab:Jed at the least possible oost to the 

�, CXOIist.ent with the dJjectiYB of assurin;J that the ocnrt:ruc

tim, q:eratim, and deocweissimirg of the facility shall pr:oWce the 

fewest: adverse effects m the CJ.IIllity of the state's envircnaent. Mrs. 

Aitken believes that daIIalcpirg the SheriDan Farm lGId site as ptqlCAled 

loQ.lld nat Eat U- policy criteria, Ylile uee of other sites 10IQlld c:b 
so. 

Mrs. Aitken said that other sites are in:lJst::rial in c::tw:acter, 
in::l\dirg the Brandl River Imustrial Parle, Hic#lland Inilstrial Parle, 
1-295 Inilstrial Parle, lrcnIt:ale, and St:meybroak sites. She retpeSted 

that a awlemental EIS be prepanld that examines these sites in teIms 

of oosts, ocmpatibility with local land use, and 1Dpact m the sur

roonding areas. 1he supplemental EIS should nat assume a preferred 

site, but truly cboose the best site. 

Mrs. Aitken retpeSted that the IIIini.uua land area � for 

the plant be closely investigated. She c::tw:acterized the 4o-acre 

m.in.i.Jua size as arbitrarily established by asp to eliminate many sites. 

Please note, as stated in response to Mr. laferriere's testiDaly (page 
M-20 of this meet:i.n} SUIIIIlIIl:Y) ,  that NEPA does nat require that deci
siauakers cboose the alternative with the least envircnaental. iDpact. 
fbIever, Mrs. Aitken is oorr:ect in statirg that the RXlde Island Energy 
Facility Sitirg Act m::ludes a Declaratim of 1'Olicy (42-98-2) that 
" • • •  ooostructim, c.peratim and deaJmtissimirg of the facility shall 
pr:oWce the fewest: possible adverse effects m the CJ.IIllity of the 
state's envircnaent • • •  " Int:erpretatim of this policy with respect to 
the final sitirg decisim m the asp facility will be the respcm-
sibility of the Energy Facility Sitirg Board, Iotridl has delayed actim 
until the FEIS is available. 

Please see the response to oc.moent GICl-23. 

Please see the response to oc.moent 5117-7 . 
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other power plants are beirq bJilt en smaller sites, such as the ooal

fired facility beirq bJilt en 11 acres in Bellirgham, MassadlUsetts. 

Mrs. Aitlaln asked that .i.rdustrial areas be given preference in 

selectin;J a site, with residential areas to be examined cnly as a last 

resort. 

Mrs. Aitlaln ctlaracterized the noise analyses in the lEIS as 

extremely inadec;pl.te. with a lower measurement threshold of 43 of 44 

dBIt., the eqrlpnent used for the l<n;J-term dlservaticns was incapable of 

actually measurirq the lDIbient SCAJrd levels. Short-term measurements, 

thcJlql performed cnly Wring the day, recorded lDIbient levels as 1011 as 

25 dBIt.. A new baseline stOOy of noise is required because of these 

prcblBl\S. 

Because it was agreed at the SClq)irq meeti.rq that the EIS would 

address .iDpacts withwt regard for the Massac:blsetts-Rlode Islam. 

border, Mrs. Aitlaln said nK: shalld adhere to the IIDJ:'e striBJent 

enforoeable guidelines fi'aI either state. with respect to noise, this 

means that the Massac:blsetts standard for residential areas-no more 

than a 10 dBIt. increase at the site prql8tty line-1lust be awlied. lEI' 

shwld therefore be restricted to pt'IJIb:ing no more than 35 dBIt. at the 

pIqleIty lines. 

Mrs. Aitlaln noted the stataDent:s in the lEIS that 5 millien 

gallcns of fuel. oil would be stored cnsite (page 2-38) , that an oil 

pipeline would be <XtlStructed to fill the tanks (page 2-46) , am that 

IIDJ:'e than 100 tank. tJ:ucks per day (8 per hour in daylicjtt) would be 

needed to fuel. the plant withwt the pipeline (page 2-13) . She stated 

that the possibility of this IIIID.Int of truck traffic is unaooeptable to 

residents living alcng R'Jute 98. Mrs. Aitlaln requested that a stg:Ile

mental EIS address the issue of fuel. oil deliveries, am that mitiga

tien measures i.rd.lXIe a prcbibitien of truck. deliveries. Not:i.rq that 

ate of the mitigatien measures restricts oonstructien activities to the 

hours between 7:00 am am 5:00 pD, she pointed out that there are no 

A careful read.ir¥,J of � D desoonstrates that .i.rdustrial areas were 
in fact given preference in the sitirq analysis. SUdl areas were 
assigned a positive weightirq for the lam use issue, while residential 
areas were negatively weighted. 

Please see the responses to ClaIII8Its FM-19 am SA.7-21. 

Please see the response to <XIII1IeI1t GIC9� am. the revised Sectien 
4.1.4 .2 .  

staff is satisfied that truck. delivery of fuel. oil, if it  occurs, would 
be ccnU::ted cnly for very short periods of tbe urder emergen::y 
cxnliticns. NonBl fuel. oil resupply would be by pipeline. 

lEI' has stated that niqrt: deliveries of eqrlpnent am. materials would 
0CC1Ir cnly as urusual. am infrecp!nt EM!Ilts, am. that there are no 
current plans for week:enj worlc or any oonstructien activities outside 
the stated worIci.rq hours. 
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IlUCb t.Ue-of� restrictions en deliwrias to the plant or start-1lp of 

�. She asked that eveninq am waeIrentl work be OCIIpletely 

prdlibited. 

Mrs. Aitken noted Tennessee's cxmmit:lB1t to inspect residents' 
I 

wells am to replace any walls dII-.JBd or destroyed by blastirg (page 

4-54) • She pointed aIt that m IlUCb a.d.tment en the part of (tip 

awears in the lEIS. 

Mrs. Aitken stated that the isaJes of the plant's lightirg am 

pJblic atklress systaa hIIva mt been � adecJ.iately in the lEIS. 

She stated that loodspeakers wool.d be UIlIICOIIIptable to local residents. 

Mrs. Aitken cl.aimed that the Town of aJrrillville, in response to 

the offers of cash payIIIeIlts, is a.dtted to totally charJ:Jirg the 

ctIaracter of the Sherman FImI lUId site area, at the expense of its 

residents. 'lhis is particularly c:U.stumirg to Mi!IssacbJsetts residents, 

who are sevetel.y affected by the Town of lmrillville's lack of 

adherence to zcning priJd.ples. She asked that na:, as lead llgefC'C'f, 
assure that all Ilitigaticn EaSUreS are enforoad am foll�. She 
nqJeSted that m pendts be granted until. all issues have been 

resolved am all I*iIani.sm for iDplBlBltirg Ilitigatien are in place, 

includlrg the b.ly-aJt prognua. 'Dlere shcWd be an envinlnnental 

DOti.torirg prognua that i.pcl\des traffic mise, ooolirg taier drift 

depositien, am gran:! level visibility prdllEIIIS fran the pllue. 'DIe 

designatien of who will carry aIt the arnitorirg am Iobat authority 

they will hIIva to enforce st:arQmls III.ISt be spelled alt. 

Tal e Gila Pipeline 0:IIpIqr 

Mr. H.E. DeGrenia identified himself as a representative of 

Tennessee Gas Pipeline �. He said that his oaJpaI1y has been 

doirg bJainess in New ErJ;Jlam for 37 years, deliverirg natural gas to 

25 aJStaaer OCIIpInies. Mr. DeGrenia claimed that his oaJpaI1y has 

always 0CI':dJcted its qJeraticns in a safe am secure manner. sin:Je 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIIeIlt: GIC9-15. 

Please see the response to <X1IIIEI1t GIC9-7 en the issue of nicjJ.t 
lightirg. other than in aaerqencias, the plblic atklress system would 
be subject to the CMlrall standard lildtirg all mise souroes in the 
(tiP plant to an eq.rlvalent am a c:Jay-nicJrt: level of 55 dBP.. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIIeIlt: GICl-7. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIIeIlt: FM-33 en the iDplaaent:atien of 
Ilitigatien measures. RII'tX will have the primary responsibility for 
ensurirg that all Ilitigatien measures are iDplement:ed. the na: has m 
authority to do this. M:lst of the pemits for the plant will have 
requirements for enviraJnental IIDlitorirg associated with their 
ocn:li.ticns. again, RIr.uI will have the authority to supervise am 
awrove these activities. 'DIe Department will also decide whim 
envirx:naent:al media am isaJes recpire IIDlitorirg prograIIB. 
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1981, the CX1!p!II1y has toilt sane 145 miles of new pipelines in New 

Englam, urrler severe environnental restrictioos am while minimizin3 

di.sturtlaooes to the pmlic. 

Briefly, Mr. DeGrenia described Tennessee's role in the asp 
project. To serve the prqlOSEd pcM!r plant, the CX1!p!II1y will need to 

tuild abrut 36 miles of new pipeline, abrut 25 of those miles parallel

in3 'la.Lessee's existirg system in New Yor1c am Massachusetts. A 

"virgin" line of smaller (2o-in::b-diameter) pipe will be toilt fran 

Worcester, MassadJusetts, to the mLOde Islam line, a distance of 10 

miles. Based al his CX1!p!II1y's record, ani al the inforuatial in the 

lEIS, he believed this worlt can be CCIIpleted in an envin:nnentally 

soun1 manner. 

Mr. DeGrenia dlaracterized Mr. SaravaJ:a' s testi.Da'Jy as very well 

prepared, ani stated that if he owned his pr:qlerty, he would feel the 

same way as Mr. 5aravara. He noted that all of the speakers � well 

prepared, am no ate lost his tEqler. 8Jt he stated that there was a 

greater need at staJce than individual interests; extremely diffiallt 

decisioos need to be Dade. 

Mr. DeGrenia ocn::lu::led that he believed 'lal essee can tuild a 

pipeline to serve the OOP facility that will be safe, depeOOable, ani 

hqlefully will minimize the iDplct al the pmlic at large. He rec0g

nized that the CX1!p!II1y OCA1ld not possibly satisty the specific prct>lems 

of all individuals cxn::teI11E!d with the project. 

Blac1cst:c:n:! V8lley Elect:ric 0JIpIny 

Mr. lBvid QIl.vin, a npr;esent:ative of the Blacksta1e Valley 

Electric a:mpmy (a �lly owned lIlitsidiary of Electric utility 

Associates) , called attential to the passage in the lEIS that notes New 

Englani's g:rowi.r:g eocn::my has driven up the CXX1SUIIptial of electricity. 

J:lemard for electricity has increased in New Englam at an average 

anmal rate of 4 . 3  percent since 1982. since 1972, New Englani's 
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electricity Cla'ISlIIptioo has increased about 50 percent. 'Dle regioo's 

electricity daIIan.i gI'CJoIth rate is �f times the natiooal 

gI'OIith rate. 

within the Electric Utility Associates' service area, scutheastem 

Massacb.Jsetts ard oorthem Rhode Islard, gI'CJoIth has been epally 

dramatic. In the past 5 years, the rud:ler of ClCIIIIIIel:Cial custaDers has 

increased by 18.9 percent, Iobile sales to tlrls sector have increased by 

28 percent. 

Peak deman:i in MeW Erglarn inr::reased nearly 25 percent in the 6 

years frcm 1982 to Jaruary 1988. MeW Erglarn's winter peak Cla'ISlIIptioo 

in Jaruary 1987 was �tely 17, 500 Ki. '1his year, the winter 

peak was 00 Jaruary 14, 1988; deman:i read'Ied 19,310 Ki. '1his is a 10.2 

percent gI'CJoIth in ally 1 year; the level of the 1988 peak was not: 

projected to be read'Ied until the winter of 1993-1994. Withalt the 

emex:gen:::y deman:i rEdlctial measures that were taIcsn 00 Jaruuy 14, it 

is estimated that MeW El'KJland's peak deIIBn1 wruld have been �

mately 19,800 Ki. '1his III!IgI1i.tude of peak deIIBn1 was not: projected to 

occur until 1995-1996. 

In Rhode Islard in 1987 , the Blackstale Valley Electric 0::IJpany 

aperienced a 51 percent :I.rx::rease in new residential service ooonec

tioos 0\IeI" 1986. GroWth in the state's electricity 000SUDpti00 was 

nearly 50 percent above the natiooal average. M:lst of the needed 

electricity came fran art: of state; Rhode Islard presently iq;lorts 

about 90 percent of its electric power. 'Dle Provi.deooe Journal 

recently ooted that 00 new electric generatin:J statioos have been tuilt 

in Rhode Islard in the past 4 years. In its stOOy for the Rhode Islard 

PUblic utilities camrlssioo ard the GoVernor's Office of Energy 

Assist.arnl, the Energy Resear:dl GraJp pointed art: that, even with asP's 

W'li.t I'I.JIIi)er 1 00 line in 1990, Rhode Islard will produce ally 30 

percent of the power used within the state. 



Mr. GulvJn called attenticn to the st:at:aDent In the lEIS that a 

delay In tuilding C6P would result In a loss of a 6 .5  peroent develcp

ment tax credit OYer a period of 20 years. He said that this credit 

would save Ib:de Islarrl 0CX'ISlI1IerS about $30 millicn. 

Mr. Gulvin said that failure to Wilt the plant as plaJTleCl wculd 

result in a substantial loss of euployment In the Town of aJrrillville 

arrl surrwn:li.R.J oamunities. 

Mr. GulvJn stated that the availability of the transmissicn lJne 

was ate of the reastI'lS for selecticn of the proposed site. A sirgle 

mile of new transmissicn line req.rlres about 30 acres of larrl; expard

irg an existirg transmissicn lJne req.rlres about 24 acres per mile. At 

the proposed SheJ:man Fann ibid site, because the plant wculd be tWlt 

adjacent to an existirg switc.tlirg staticn arrl transmissicn lJne, no 
new transmissicn lJne oonstructicn would be necessary. '!he power 

generated oculd be fed directly Jnto the 345 k.V power grid. 

Mr. GulvJn said that Blackstale Valley is the owner of the SheJ:man 

Fann ibid site. He said he beli_ his cx:apany has been a respoosible 

s: corporate citizen In the towns it serves. '!he cx:apany beli_ that 

w use of the ptqxoued sita for the C6P project will prove to benefit the 
0> 

citizens of Ib:de Island, as well as the _jority of citizens of 

aJrrillville. 

Mr. Gulvin noted that his cx:apany runs a variety of oamunity 

rut:readl pI'ClCJr.1IIIS In eciJcticn arrl plblic safety. He cited these to 

demonstrate Blac::kst:ate Valley's ccnoem about the tpIlity of life In 
northern Ib:de Islarrl. '!he cx:apany cannat: pick � stakes and leave 

tam; its future is inextricably tied to the social and eccn:mic 

structure of the Blac::kst:ate Valley. '!he utility is ccmnitted to 

servirg its cust:aoers. However, it will need to be able to pu:dlase 

the power to be procb::ed by the C6P plant if it is to cxm:ime to JEet 

this ccmnitment. 



ADa AI:a!nIUl.t 

Mr. Arsenault noted his satisfactia'l at the statements in the lEIS 

indi.ca� that the � to be procbled by the OOP units is needed. 
He said that the IhJde Islam Enetgy Facility si� Board reached the 

_ oonclusia'l seal a::nths ago. sin:la then, the regia'l has JIDIIed 
closer in tiJIIe to a pericxl loben � shortages beocIIIe a possibility. 

In JIII'UInY 1988, Mr. Arsenault said that the New EDjlard Power 

1001 (NEroOL) hit a recm:d peak load of mre than 19,000 1If. A load of 

that -:JIlitu::le had nat been anticipated until the winter of 1993-1994. 

IhJde Islard experienced a peak of mre than 1,000 1If: he aIkIed that 

there are a'Ily 250 IIf of genera� capacity within the state. 

Past projectia'ls of the power awly situatia'l have IISSIm8i that 

the Seabrook ru::lear plant would be a'I line. Seabrook is row oa!pletacl 

witllcut an ql81'Il� license. th:Ier the � scenario, the Goller

nor's Q:l'\feren:l8 Report predicts seri.ous capacity deficiencies in the 

early 1990's. 

s: Despite Rhoda Islam's acoelera� efforts in load IIIIIIlIII}SIeI ani 

W CXIISetVatia'l, loads cxntirue to grow. Oller the past 2 years, daD!IRi -..J 
growth in the state has been abaJt 5 percent: for the first 3 a::nths of 

this year it has been hi<#ler than 5 percent. Mr. Arsenault claimed 

that the need for OOP to be available cpickly beocIIIes mre prcn:lUI¥Jed 

f!NerY day. 

Given the acute need for OOP's additia'l to New EDjlard's generat

in) capacity, Mr. Arsenault noted that the lEIS iniicates the � 

Farm IOId site and the hi.cjlest-ranked alternatives canoot easily be 

dist:in.Ju.ishe a'I the basis of envircnDental iDpacts. """in) the 

prqlOSSd actia'l to an alternative locatia'l walld recpire that the time-

0ClI'ISUIIin:J lioensin) process begin virtually all Oller again. '1he 

prooeedi.o;Js to penait blildirg new trammissia'l lines ala'\e coold add 
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years of delay. He said that the CRJOrtunity to lIYOid this prcbl_ is 

a I.Ulicpe adwntage of the SberIIIan Farm Road site. 

If the lJYailability of OOP's CJI!Ilel'iltiat is delayed, Mr. Arsenault 

said that New I!D}lard electricity SUWly situatiat in the early 1990's 

would beccme even DDre precariws than it already is. 'Ihe lEIS 

inllcat:es, he CD'lCludecl, that no site has enviranental. adwntages 

sufficient to justify the illcEeased eventual oosts to <Xn!lUIIerS c:lle to 

an extemed delay and the waste of all the liOI1t already e.xpelded at the 

SberIIIan F'anD Road site. 

Mr. OIpist:rcn 

Mr. capistrcn identified himself as a 'l'cMl of B.u:Tillville 

resident � wished to voice his Slg)Ort for the ptqlQ!ed OOP plant. 

He stated he belief that the project can do the 'l'cMl a lot of good, 

t:hcuIlt it sealS sane enviraDent:al cpestia1S reaain to be addu ]Sed. 
Mr. capistrcn expresse:1 his gratitme to OVlinBn Lister for the IlIID.II'lt 

of time he ard the fHlC staff have deYoted to the project, Widl is 

evident in the lEIS doamIent. 

W AII:Uxm Societ:y of RIDIIe JslJInd (Xl 

ZedIarlab a.r.. Mr. OVlfee inb:t:dloed himself lIS the first of three 

J\OOubcn Society IIIE!IdJers � would speak at three different sets of 

issues; his CDlOerIl was water resouroes. 'Ihe Society believes that the 

lEIS does not ilII:Jeq.Iately address the possibility the PLCp':setI OOP 

facility coold witMraw 4.4 milliat cJalla1S per day (DJ}:i) frcm the 

Scituate RIeseI:voir system. In acklitiat, the draft states (page mr3) 

that the priJImy OOP issue to be resolved is the nature and extent of 

the restrictia1S RIID would place at the facility's water withtrawals 

fraa the Bladcstale River. Mr. OVlfea stated that RIID now has issued 

such restrictia1S. since OOP previwsly stated that it would accept 

the Bladcstale River lIS the ooolirg water scurce atly if there are no 

restrictia1S at the plant's withdrawals, the Society is CDlOerIled that 

staff thanks Mr. capistrcn for his ocmnent. 

'Ihe awlicant has stated that present plans ocnt:ain no provisiat for 
withirawi.n:J ooolirg water fraa the Scituate RIeseI:voir Syst.- (OOP, in 
ocmnent GICB-41) ; please see the respc:n!Ie to ocmnent FM-1. With 
respect to inooJ:poratirg studies of the Scituate system in the EIS, 
please see the responses to ocmnents SA7-13 and GICl-22. 
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alP will .-1 another acurce, with the Scituate Reservoir systan the 

.-t liJ111ly pcaaibility. 

Mr. Olafes disagreed with the sta� in the lEIS (PII':JB �-3) , 

that B1.ac:kstale River coolin) water wi� restrictioos wruld 

detemine the IIIKlUI'It of ti-. the alP plant wruld cease or reclJoe 

cpu:atiaw, am u... detemine the finllncial feuibility of the project 

in the aI:&aP! of a � coolin) water acurce. 'DIe Society is forced 

to belisva that the Scituate �, pravicusly designated the baIc.kql 

water aooroe, is still CXDI1.daral a pot:a1ti.al acurce. since this 

reservoir � �ies drinkin) water to about 60 percent of RlOde 

Islam's pqlUlAtJ.on, � effect (Xl it wculd be the .-t dI'amtic 

erNirc::naJtal. iIpIct of the alP project. 

Mr. Olafes explained the bacIcgra.ni of the issue, the disagJ:_ot 

� the state Plamirq Divisial am the Providence water SIQll.y 

Board (Xl � the Scituate RBaeJ:I/oir � has adecplte cap!lCity to 

rq:ply alP 4 . 4  • without aftectirq other �bEnts. 'DIe Society 

believes that the EIS effort is the ptqI8r __ to exzaine am resolve 

this issue. Disappointa1 that the lEIS dsvotes l.-s than a PII':JB to 

this issue, Mr. Olafes UI.1JIId � to oaDJct the � field 1IiIllit. 
'1his discussioo (PII':JB 3-14) Erely restates lOhat .-t paq!le failiar 

with Rhode Island water i.saues � Jcnaw, that there is d.1.saI.P:-at 

(Xl the �ir �'s safe yield. 

Mr. Olafes said that the Society disagrees with the � staff 

leocJIIIIeIldatioo, whidl essentially :refers the issue to the state for a 
decisioo. 'DIe water SIQll.y Board has a � inteJ:est in sellin) its 

water, am can be expected to claia that water �ies are adecplte. 

'DIe rest of the people in Rhode Island YIo dEpInd (Xl this water scuroe 
wruld liJre to Jcnaw if �ies are 8IIpl.e am lOhat the IIBXi:auD safe 

yield act:ually is. 

Mr. Olafes said this issue was not thorcu:jlly examined in the lEIS 

because use of Scituate � water was ally an alternative. He 



pointed rut that wt¥!n the project was initially bein; pl.arned, the 

Scituate Reservoir system was designated the primaJ:y ooolin; water 

swroe. 'Ibis raised sane qlPOSitien, so the plam were c::tIaR;Jed to use 
the Blackstone River as the primry swroe and the Scituate was 

redesignated the bacIcq) swroe. 'Dle Society is 0CI'ICemI!d that this 

pattern of drastic cilan;Jes in plarning DBY be repeated, particularly in 

lit#lt of the state's decisien to restrict witb:kawals fran the Blac:k

stene River. 

Mr. OJafee rutlinad a scenario in whidl, after the EIS process is 

OCIIPleted, C6P would decide nat to use Blackstone River WIIter under the 

state's restricticns, and wculd c:xnclude an agIeanelit with the city of 

Providenoe water �ly Boimi. '1he actual reservoir systan capacity 

wculd still be unkn:Jwn. He lmJI!d that this issue be thoroughly 

adiressed in the FEIS. 

Mr. OIafee adIied that this issue is nat cnly cne of drinJdn;J water 

supplies. 'Dle Scituate Reservoir systan is a _jar swroe of the 

Pawtuxet River, an .i.Dprtant RIode Island waterway. Wittmawals fran 

the reservoir systan will affect. news in the PIJ.wb.JxJet; suctt effects 

s: deserve the &alE level of !I 59 It as appears in the lEIS far the 

� Blackstcne River. '1he draft does nat e\IeI'I mentien the PIJ.wb.JxJet River. a 
He c:xncl1Ded by urgin; PERC to resolve the issue of the Scituate 

Reservoir system capacity. 

I!Ugenia 1IIdIB. Mrs. M!IrlcB identified herself as the lssuir:ls/Plmli

caticns Director far the AuIU:Icn Society of RIode Island. She ex
pressed the Society's appreciatien to DIraIes , MxJre far its efforts in 

gatheri.ng the infOCllltien used in the lEIS. She was presentin;J sane 

specific points Wlere the Society believed the detail and scc.pe of the 

docuaent owld be iDproYed. 

Mrs. M!IrlcB asksd the basis far the � that "Effects of WIIter 

wittmawals en water cpl1.ity in the Blackstone River also wculd nat by 

themselves be significant" (pages fS-2 and 5-1) . Table 4. 1-2 indicatal 

staff notes that suctt a Drdificatien to C6P's prqIOSal. oould <X.IlStit:ute 
a substantial. dIanJe in the ptqlOSE!d actien that is relevant to 
envi.raDental. concerns, and thus Day tri9)er a need far an EIS �le
merit or further evaluatien by state authorities. 

Please see the IespCI&eS to 0IDIEIlls FA4-3, flU-13, and flU-lS. 



that fcur of the six Etals CXDIidanJd wculd increase as a result of 

tbI wi�. Mrlle el8Ylltei cuUlltzaticnl aiqIt not negatively 

affect i.ndklatar' specjAa unIar test oanti.ti.c:nI, she stated that l1ftj 

� is wdaairable. 

!lie pointed cut that wtar cpllity data aDittad by Ocaan state 

lQMr for its Sectial 401 (Clean Nater Act) wtar cpllity certificate 

lists � Etals (cadIIiIa, �, 0CAJIIr', l�, n1dcal, silver, 

ani ziJK:) plus disaolYal axygan as � of cx:n:em in the 

Bl.adIBt:cne River wtar oal� anI ..u.mt:s. '!be lEIS alits ziJK: frca 

its �. '!be Society � that a 0CIIIpUisal of � 

ocnoelltxatims with the st:anIaJ:ds f(lE' Class B wtar (fishable/an.

atble) be IIIIpU'Ilted frca the ctIIplriaal with Class IVc tater that is 

presented, sin:la attaini.nJ Class B status is a goal of the Federal 
Clean Nater Act. !lie noted that it wculd be helpful if the ocnoeutxa

tims � wem expt! 5 adi in the _ units as the tater cpllity 

st:ardards (1Ii.c::r:ocp:a. per liter) . '!be Society SUIJJIISbI that RIIBI's 

respcnee to the Sectial 401 awlicat.klll, spec1fyin:J aitigatian -

unIS, ind1cates that theEe is IKJl'8 than -an imignif1cant bIpact.

RIIBI also cplSticned the cxnt:ential that the aeratien provided by the 

3: 'lhlrde1:1I1st DIDI is sufficient to restore diseolYal ax:ygen l8ll'8l.s in the 

� river. '!be Society asked F1!RC to ocnsult RIIBI's Divisien of water 

Resources to dlta1n details en wtar cpllity in the Bl.ackstc:ne River 

far inclus1cn in the FEIS. 

Mrs. Marks explained that 01:". Frank BIillen of the University of 

Ccnnect:1cut Ms been reviadn;J the Sectien 401 awl1catian far the 

A1xiIbal Society. It appears that data SlDaitted far this pendt 

awlicatian are JDl'8 detailed than the data presented in the lEIS, 

Io1hic:h was oa!plet:ed at an earlier date. '!be pendt awlicatien was not 

available to the pIbl1c until April 1, 1988; the Society's review of 

this infonatien was not 0CIIPlet:ed at the time of the Fllblic CXIInent: 

Meeti.n;J, am. liDJld be SlDaitted in writin). 



Mrs. Marlc& nata:! the st:at:aEnt in the lEIS -At; the time of IIinbaa 

flow, sc.e water WIlS byplIssing the gage t:bJ:'c:JuI1l II canal, 90 the total 

river flow WIlS grMt:er than shr:Ml in the record- (page 3-10) . She said 

that this a.art: _ to be irrelevant, since biota in the natural 

river bed would be affected by the gaged low flow, and would not 

benefit haD the total flow in the river. 

Mrs. Marlc& said the Society c:pesticned the safe daily yield of 

89. 3 .p pr:cIII'ided by the city of PrcNidenoe Nat.er Slg>ly BoaJ:d for the 

Scituate ReseJ:voir systE!II (paIJII 3-16) . Mrs. Maries repeated Mr. 

OIafee's � that the FEIS inclwte II .:Jre datailed sbJdy of the 

bpd:s of wit.lldrawiD} '" to 4.4  .p haD the scituate systaII. '!he 

Society is partia1lllrly interested in the effects en water cpUity in 

the RlwtUxet River below the outflllls of -:JII tJ:eabaeut plants en the 

river. Itnf recb::tims in water released by the Gainor 1lIIIII, shwld the 

water SWly be c:MIn!ld:enJed, <D1ld have significant effects en the 

RlwtUxet. 

Mrs. Marlc& asked VIy the lEIS did not pIe!M!Ilt ac:tual effluent 

water cpUity lII'IIllysea far the NoclIsoc:loet wastewater t.reatIIIent plant in 

s:: Table 2. 1-23, rather than fi9Jres for II "typical- plant. 

� 
I\) 

Mrs. Marlc& asked how the 0.5 percent ___ sulfUr-in-fuel. 

ocrJt:ent nata:! in the lEIS (pIIge 4-17) would be assured. '!he Society 

would also lilce to know if this pr:c:poeed standaI'd, �dl is lower than 

Rhode Island's 1 percent -cap" en sulfur ocrJt:ent, was used in the 

aaissims calC11latims. 

Mrs. Maries said the Society was interested in learning how leD) 

the em> plant <D1ld qJerate en the 5 millicn gallms of I'UIt:ler 2 fuel. 

oil that will be stored msite. She asked W1at the cbratien of the 

storage lif� for the fuel. oil would be, and how often the plant 

would use '" the stored oil . 

'!he reference to a canal bypass in 1934 was made in an historical 
cx:rrt:ext, to explain the reooIded extraae low mean daily flow. It has 
no relevance to present-day flow ocntitims. 

Please see the response to Mr. Olafee's cxunents en page M-38 above. 

Please see the Iespollse to 0CIIIIDE!I1t FA2-12. 

Please see the IesptIlSE! to 0CIIIIDE!I1t FM-2l. 

q,E!ratien of the OOP plant en oil is �.-l en pIIge 2-123 of the 
lEIS. oil stored msite would qJerate the plant for about 6 days at 
full 10lld. em> would not need to opeIIlte the plant en oil JIDI'e than a 
few tiJaes 8!Idl year in order to maintain flesh fuel oil in the msite 
tanks. As nata:! in the response to a.art: Sll.7-43, the maxinmt 
duratien of fuel. oil OCIItJustien would be liaited to awroximtely 1, 500 
hon's per year. 



Mrs. MIIrbI asIoad if the gas SlWly ocntracts IIIIID) 'J.'al.essee, esP, 

an:! ProGIIs of canada are i.nt:err:qIt.ibe. If so, hicjl residential 

� ct.an:l for c;JIIS could int.e:rrqJt SlWlies to iJDJstrial QlS

talers adt as esP. In this case, the Society asks for a projec:tien of 

the 1'reqIBtCy an:! c:lJra1:i.cn of the periods IohBl the esP facility would 

tum fuel oil. 'DIe Society asIoad that the projected aaissicns in tens 

per � for oil firin} in Table 4.1-5 be calallated for variws 

scenarios. 

Mrs. Marks said that esP's Pr:ewntion of Significant Deterioratien 

peDDit 1IIPlic::at.ial was bein) pt •• ! 5 R 1 by RIIBI, an:! the infarmatien in 

it had not yet been __ available to the pjJlic. 'DIe Society would 

tbJs BlDit its � en thia lIIPlicatien at a later date. 

Mrs. Marks askad if the MaW England 8I'IeE1)Y CXlIlIiUq)tien figures 

presented in the lEIS (JB)II 2-2) in::bde cxmaervatien -.u:es. If so, 

she asIoad Vlat oawexvaticn � MEroOL hils iJIpl&ll!lltad. She noted 

that the stateDa1t -rotal electricity daaiuD is adjusted (recbJed) to 

accxutt for projected ocniI8I:'Vlltion an:! 10ild JIIII'IaI)I!III tectlniques" 

(page 2-6) iJIplies that the � are or will be in place. She 

s: asked Viat NEroOL has cble to date to redi.st:ribJte peak. an:! seasonal 

t; loads: to bpl.� .al'I)inal rate stxuctures: an:! to i.nt.rocb:le other 

� � t:edlnicpIB into its �. She askad that the final 

EIS detail specific pr:ograE in NEroOL's � II!IIlIIgaIIE!I plans for 

the next 5 an:! 10 years. 

Mrs. Marks askad lobat species list the Rhode Islani Natural 

Heritage Program provided to � the stateDa1t " • • •  00 state 

erdm;Jered or thl:'mt.ened species of nora an:! fmDlil are known to exist 

en the prqlOSEd site" (page 3-47) . She asked if FfR: staff is aware 

that this evaluation is basal en lISIUIpticns JBie withwt OCIIpt1!hensive 

field wmit. 'lhat is, 00 erdm;Jered species are known to exist en the 

ptcp::aa:l site because 00 organized effort has been made to search for 

them. 'DIe list of plants provided by the AI.JClJbcn Society of Rhode 

Isl.ani an:! included in the lEIS was deYelc:p!d by a several-hoor survr!!i, 

esP has an agr:eemsnt with 'J.'al essee for a fina (uninterJ:qltible) 
natural c;JIIS SlWly for esP's tAUt 1, an:! has ca:ttacted 'J.'a. essee 
regardi.n:J a fina SlWly for tAUt 2 (see <X8IEI1t GIClo-14) .  staff does 
not believe that presentation of variws scenarios in lEIS Table 4. 1-5 
would be 1II8iIIlin;Jful. 

Please see the response to 0CIIIIBIt fXl-3. Elements of NEEOOL's 
"adjust:.nts to 10lld" are presented in FEIS Table 2. 1-5. 

Please see the response to 0CIIII1eI'lt FA2-31. staff is awreciative that 
the Society provided the informatien en species in the site vicinity, 
am recognizes the cpUifiers associated with these data. 



cr:nlJct:ed at a sinfle diIy in SeptaItler by a professiatal botanist. 

Mrs. MIu:tB cautimed that it U1J1Esents atly a saaple SUI'IIey of the 

site, ani should nat be construed as CCIipldlensive or OCIIplete. 

Ellat GI:eiJJeI:. Mrs. Greiner identified herself as a IDI!IItJer of the 

Board of Directors of the AIDIbon Society of Jbxie Islani, ani said 

that her 0CIIIIII!I1ts wculd focus at the issue of the IIIIXiaD safe yield of 

the scituate ReseJ:voir systaI. As stated by Mr. Chafee, the Society 

believes this to be crucial, given the pJS&ibility asp could decide to 

use the SCituate systaI as its molirq water sauroe. 

Mrs. Greiner cp!SI:imed SCIIIB of the data ani its presentatiat in 

Table 3 . 1-4, "Scituate ReseJ:voir Qlpillcity ani Yield" (page 3-16) . 

Referrirq to the IIIiniIIua ani IIBXi.Jua "Total delivery ani cuaitments" 
figures urder the � "ProI/'ideroe Water S\g)ly Board,· she stated 

that the "IIi.n.iluI" fi� was based at the 1960's drwght years, was 

calculated in 1986, ani is correct. 'DIe "mxiDua" fi� of 82.0 1I9i 
(she said 84.0) is nat based at the same tt.! period. 'lbe sauroe of 

the IIBXiDD yield is apparently a 1957 Metcalf , B:kJy SeJ:vioas sbdy, 
based at a period around 1909, ani t:aJdn:) SCIIIB of its drainage area 

� inf�tiat freD another put of the state • 

.f:,. � 
Mrs. Greiner noted that the lEIS does nat indicate the criteria 

qx:n Wtich a safe yield should be based. She charac:t:erized the IIIi.niJIua 

ani IIIIXiaD safe yield fi� as be.i.rq derived freD unknown criteria 

that my nat be accurate or awropriate for the analysis. 'lbe Society 

believes it to be cnx:ial to deIIelcp a st:andaJ:d for deter::II\inin; a safe 

yield. 

Mrs. Greiner pointed rut that the scituate Reservoir is now 

�y 62 years old, ani lledi-.tatiat has \DIoubtedly recb:lad 

its capacity by an unknown mIDII1t. She asksd that field SUI'IIeyS be 

cr:nlJct:ed of the reservoir. She asksd why � recent data than 1982 

were nat used for this table. She cp!SI:imed the lack of differelXll! 

between IIIIIl1Y of the IIIirWIua ani maxiDD figures. She asksd lohst the 

Please see the respcIlSe to Mr. Chafee's 0CIIIIII!I1ts at page M-38 abcNe. 



legal � tor water flows in the PawtuxIet River were. She 

stated that this leads to the quest:i.m of VIilt the City of ProVidence's 

riqlts are to water fJ:aa the North Bnrdl of the PawtuxIet River. '!be 

City did not claiJa such ri4Jts until the CSP plant WIIS prqxlSeCi, at the 

tiJIe with the i.ntEnt:ial of dJ:'awin} CXJOlin) water fnD the Scituate 

systaa, aooordinq to Mrs. Greiner. She EIltimed an agreement I:lebIeen 
the City ani IIill owr.rs early in the oanb.lly CJII'8r water rilj1ts in the 

river, ani cl.a.ba:l the issua is still in c:Uspute. 

Mrs. Greiner EIltimed the issua of the Scituate Aeaer:voir 
systaa's water Iqply 0CDIit..Jts to lUlicipalitiss. She said the 

Society hils lcn:J criticized the City of Providence water SIWly Board 

because it hils no idea ot the lCD,J-teJ:a dImInd t:.hJ:'c:u1lOUt its service 

ama. Many RlOde Islard caamitiss lacit capabilities for CXOiiplehen

siva plami.ng, she said. Growth is oocurrin;J in any __ of the 

state, but it is not known 8IIlIiCtly tibm:e, nell:' VIat the OOUespcIJding 
demand en the Scituate � will be. Mrs. Greiner noted that, 10ben 
the coolin) water Iqply pipeline tam the Scituate to CSP WIIS first 

prqxlSeCi, the City ot Sllithtield asked it it a:I1l.d tap water SUWlies 

fnD the pipe. '1he City ot WoaISOClcet triad unsuooessfUlly to pass a 

3: bill in the legisl.atUJ:e to eIIpIIId the Nater &w!y Board's service 

"'" arM, so that WoaISOClcet a:I1l.d obtain Scituate water. 
U1 

Mrs. Greiner asked for infcnwlticn en the City of ProVidence Nater 

SU(:ply Board's 1oh:llesale cart:raots. � ot these are based en a 

figure of 150 gallcns per capita per day. Based en rurrent pcp1l.aticn 

infOIDlilt.i.cn, the Society believes that in both legislatien and ocn
tracts, the water SU(:ply Board is averoaIIIIi.ttad. She OCIIPlained that 

the lEIS does not ocnt:ain infonat.i.cn en the future water SUWly 

situatien. Nor does it aa:tress a situatien VIera the Board IIIi!Iy be 

OCIIIDittad to SUWlyin) water to CSP and a dr<luI1lt forces water use 
restriot.icnS en IUliclpalities. 

Mrs. Greiner said that the Society was interested in the possi

bility of usin} the Wcxnsocket wastewater treatment plant effluent for 

Please see the response to ocmnent FA2-16. 'lbe speculatien that it 
woold be necessary to upgrade the treatment plant for aiP to use its 
effluent as coolin} water, and woold thus provide an envircnDent:al 
benefit, is .interestin} but ootside the � of the EIS. 



:1: 
.i:. 
0) 

oooling �. She pointed rut that the Bl.aclIstale River does not 

-.t the state's designated _tar cpllity stardards. Were em> to use 
the ernuent as CXJOl.ing _tar, there is the pc:asibility IIII!I'Iticned in 

the lEIS that the b:eat.nt plant woold need to � to t.ertiaJ:y 

b:ea ..... l. Mrs. Greiner said that this _ prc:b;mly IJIl att:ractive 

qJlim, IJIld should be addusseli in the FEIS. 

BiWnl Jb.pmin 

Mr. Jb.pmin identified trl.Ielf as a anrl.1lville resident, living 

very near the ptqxsecl em> site CI"I Dcu:jlaII Pilla at the interaectiCl"l 

with 1Iast Ira'Bt:.c:ne AoiId. stati.ng that he _ "100 percent in fllVOr of 

the plant, " he also reg.i.steJ:ed a OCIiPlaint about the natural gas 

pipeline route, 10hlcb is plamed to cross his IJIld adjacent ptqlert.y. 

He said that the original route IIIIIpS he exBIIinad at the anrl.1lville 

ToWn Hall did not show the pipeline crossing his ptqlert.y, al1:hc:u1t 

Tel essee had already ocnt:act:.ed him about the riqJt-of--r release. He 

said aployaes of the CXIJIlIII1Y eM!I1tually told hila the original route 

had been selected to follClil the power lines � the aJCk Hill 

Mai'Iagea!nt:. AmIl. He said they bplied to hila that the state did not 

-.1t the gas pipeline crossing ite lIJIld, 110 the route _ d:Iarl}ed to 

run bEhlntl his hcAJse. He 0CIIPlained that private indivicbals have I'D 

:teOOUl'ge in this typs of sit:uat.i.Cl"l. 

Mare generally, Mr. Jb.pmin said he is cgJOSed to clearing any 

IIDll! forest or taking any IIJ['e lIJIld for utility ri«1tts of way in this 

sec:ti.CI"I of llIrrillville. 'lbe area near his ptqlert.y is already criss

crossed with varioos utility lines. He stated his belief that new 

lines should as aJCb as possible follClil established corridors, to 

minimize the iqlacts CI"I private ptqlert.y. 

Mr. IlJgI.alin described trl.Ielf as IJIl engineer at the saxnf 

l.arqe&t hospital in IbxIe IsllJlld, IJIld said he had CCI"I!IideIable exper

ieroe worItirq aranl blasting ql8ratiCl"lS. He wished to ressure 

residents that specialists expert in deiIIolitiCl"l IJIld excavatiCl"l with 

'lbe gas pipeline route in the vicinity of Mr. Jb.pmin's ptqlert.y is 
part of the ptqxsecl Providence Project, 10hlcb will be the sOOject of a 
separate enviraDental document. staff will address routing alterna
tives in its analysis of that project. 

Please see the Ie&pa1Se to ocmnent:. GIC2-4 ; adliitiCl"lal infOIllBtiCl"l CI"I 
the issue is ptCII'i.ded in ocmnent:. GICB-J5 IJIld the IespaISe to ocmnent:. 
SA5-4 . 

staff generally agxees with this ocmnent:.. 



&IIploai_ will be able to llII'Oid �in:J st:ruc:tur5. 
pEd:Il_, 1oba'I they occur, are I'IIlI:.llly hyd:I:aulic effects. 

Blastin.J 

Mr. � claiIIed fi.rsthllnd krDIleOJa of RICde Islard's 

electricity lIlglly sit1latial. He has bea'I taroed to run the hospital's 

generators in the past ___ IUd winter to llII'Oid browrnI.t ocntitions 

or even total loss of electrical paII8r. He said anycne t:ravellin:J in 

the state can see the raI c:x:mst:tuct:ic IUd daval�. I\hCWir¥:J that 

no raI generatin:J at:at.i.cww t.- bea'I blilt in 8DY yeam, the Mal for 

raI plants is evident. He urged rapid bIpl.-aticn of the pr:qlOBE!d 

actkn, IUd expressa1 syIIIPlthy with the � farced to make 

decisions en the project. Mr. � admcwltd)ed that the issues 

irNolvad are fairly �ax, IUd that local q:paaiticn to the use of 

lJl'P;/ site that tWltt be aelected is cnly natural . 

Allan BIItastani 

Mr. Ililtastani said his � would be cxnfined to the llitiga

ticn EIISUl"8 irNolvin:J a bly-alt plan or siailar CXJIIlI!I'IMt.icn IMICtIanisa 

for the .-t affected residents. He exp:assatl his personal an::lusien 

� that the a;p facility would be blilt en Shet'mn Yam RJiId, based en the � st:nn) EqpJrt fn:a state IUd local officials evident at the �. 
He said it ocW.d be seen trca locltinJ aroni the roca that a positive 

ilIpK:t of the prqlOSI1l. was that it would negatively affect cnly about 

50 voters. 1!le �t !R.s of WJl'Sf involvad mice it a phD for the 

state am c:u.Jnity. Mr. aatastani said he was di.sowraged to read 

that the Town will receive $73 IIillicn in taxes am a $2 IIillien 

sctIolarship fund, loblle the residents � affected tr.i the plant are 

receivin:J $200,000 in OCJIIIileIlSI1ticn. 

Mr. aatastani said that, in spite of the npeated t:est.i.Ia1y about 

the Mal for the pr:qlOBE!d actien, the issues in fact. n!IIOlve around the 

profit KJtive. 1iCIWeIIeI', he does oot see for hbEelf the profits frail 

the inII'estIEnt in his haDe am ptql8X'ty. He asked that the FEIS better 

ad:iress the CXJIIlI!I'IMticn or buy-out mitigatien. He CJlOI:.eCl Mr. Riva's 

staff generally agrees with this oaaaent IUd weloaaes Mr. RlgUenin's 
viewpoint. 

Please see the respa1S8 to oaaaent GIC3-2. asP's view en the "taly-out" 
plan is ocntained in oaaaents GICB-20 am GICB-21; '1\111 assee's in 
0CIIIIIBI1t GICl0-9; New En:Jlard PoWer SerVice's in 0CIIIIIBI1ts GIC6-1 am 
GIC6-2. 
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stat:aDent to a newspaper that a;p did believe there wa.tld be any 

adverse effects Q'l p;rc:pu:ty values fran the project, and that the 

$200, 000 OCIIIIlII'lity tum is the best way to satisfy E!YeJ:1IOOe's needs. 

Mr. Bastastani claimed that, even Q'l casual reflectiQ'l, the ocmamity 

tum � to be very insufficient. He asked that an in'lepenJellt 

� be awo.inted, either as part of the EIS process or t;hrQ]gh 

the Energy Facility siting lIoiud, to detemine the effects of oon
st:zuct:irq the plant Q'l nearby haDes. 1kIvin;J spokep to peJ:scUiel fran 

appraisers, he Icncws sucb studies can be done and have previously been 

carried cut ara.n:I prqx:eed power plants. 

Il1t Mr. Batastani OOjected to the idea that CCIIp!l'lSIltiQ'l is CI'lly 

to be calculated in tenDs of p;rc:pu:ty value effects. '1here are also 

negative effects of c::perat:in;J noise, licjJt:, traffic, and visibility. 

He believes all these issues shoold be explicitly CDlBidered in the 

CX1Ip!I'lSatiQ'l plan in additiQ'l to their indirect effects Q'l p;rc:pu:ty 

values. He said that the $73 IIIilliQ'l and the 27 percent tax increase 

made the Town O:Juncil's jcb a little easier, b.Jt at the expense of the 

nearby residents, the people 'otIo were still. at the Plblic a:maent. 

Meeting at the late ha.Jr. 

Mr. Batastani reiterated his SUlJ':JE!Sl:.iQ'l that the FEIS and the 

Energy Facilities Siting lIoiud address the OCIIpI!flsatiQ'l plan in IIUdl 

JOOre detail. He also asked that the plan 0CI1tain J'UIIe['QJS c.pticns. He 

asked that the affected residents be J:ep.tEi!lEii1ted Q'l the CCIIp!l'lSIltiQ'l 

<XIIIIIittee, claimirg that of the nine JBIIbeJ:s to be awo.inted IlCI'lE! lives 

near the prqx:eed site. He n!peIlted his contentiQ'l that, for all the 

positive aspects of the pJ:upceed actiQ'l, SCI1e 50 people were bein;J 

asked to suffer IIIOSt. of the negative effects. 

L Arl.lotheas BelaJ 

Mr. 8eJ:es i.nt:rocllCed himself as a resident of Uxbri<iJe 'otIo had 

1IIOIIed there 2 yean; ago, and develqlE!d great ilR'I'E!CiatiQ'l for the rural 

beauty and qrlet of the area. He OOjected to the tax treaty between Please see the respcnse to cxmnent GIC3-2 . 
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C6P and BJrrillville lIS mt addressin;J the negative effects en Uxbridge 

residents near the � site. 

Rsver.ad D. &nIBth BeI:5 

RaYareI1d BeI:5 i.nb:ocl:Ioed hbaelf as a resident of Aldridl Road in 

u:xbri.a}e, mrt:h of the � site within a half mile. He expressa:l 

satisfaction at the way the IIIII8tin:.J hIId t.sl oorDx:t:ed. He also said 

he was iq;II:essed t¥ the speaJcers, Iotlo hIId in his cpinien deaalStrated 

in great detail that the IEIS is umaliable and largely a fabricatien. 

He said that he hIId &alii IIUIJ}BSt.i.a'I tor ravisin;J the PEIS. 

ReYeren1 BeI:5 claiMd that if the general. prqlCSal to build the 

C6P facility at the !hamlin f'anI Road site hIId been kncMl 6 years ago, 
then there hIId t.sl oollus1cn againIIt hill en the part of the 'lUWn and 

the people Iotlo sold hill his tnJaa, �y for mt tellin;J h.iJa abrut 

the prqlCSal. He claUad he wculd loaa $50,000 if he sold his tnJaa. 

He also decried Viat he beli8lllBCl to be the inevitable negative effects 

en wildlife in the nearby � arMS. He stra'¥Jly suggested that 

the C6P plant shculd be located at ate of the fcur sites that were JIIQre 

hiJ:#ll y ranked, and pl'ObIIbly at the lJ:'alStc:nt site. 

Chsirmn Lister stated that he tacit exoepticn to the view that the 

IEIS ocntains fabricaticns. RaYareI1d BeI:5 nplied that the ewnl.ng's 

discussicns CQ1\:ai.ned sufficient Iqp)rt for his positien. 

AmB Bi.sbqI 

Mrs. Bishcp i.nb:ocl:Ioed herself as a resident of Aldridl street in 

UXbridge, who recently DPYed there frail WOOum, Massach.Isetts, to 

escape pollutien and ocn:JEISticn similar to Viat the OOP project wculd 

br:in;J to ll1rrillville. 9le exmplained that IIIJSt ll1rrillville residents 

were mt cbjectin;J to the prqxlSal because the site is an isolated area 

en the Massacblsetts line, and wculd mt affect IIIJSt of them. She 

FIiK: staff is unable to address the dlarge of oollusien, but is 
generally of the cpinien that it is unlikely. 

Please see the respcIII.e to cx:moent GIel-2 en mitigaticn for property 
value dlan;Jes. Based en the EIS investigatien, staff believes that 
iDpacts en wildlife in the Management Areas will be minimal ;  please see 
sectien 4. 1.5.1.  With respect to the SUl};JElStien that an alternative 
site be selected, please see the responses to 0CIIIIIlnts GAJ-26, GIel-l, 
and FAJ-7. 

Please see the response to cx:moent GIel-2. 



claimed DDrEI residents of Massadlusetts than lbJde Island live in the 

hIIIediate area of the plant, and their oonoems are be.i.n;J ignored. 

tie:t Woods 

Mr. Woods int:roCb:led himself as a Iln'rillville resident livin;r 00 
Nest Iralst:ale JbKI, with his prqlE!rty arutt.ing the pJ:qJCXiIEd OOP site. 

He also identified himself as hsvin;r fomerly eerved the Town of 

Iln'rillvllie in the positioos of build.irq inspector and zoning officer, 

advisor to the Plarninq Board, and health officer. He said in recent 

years he has at:t:enied and participated in IUII!l:'aIS lIIE!et:inJs 00 the a;p 

ptqXlSal. He claimed that the Town's elected officials have nat 

listened to his oancems; at me Town Chalcil meet:.ing he was called cut 

of order eicpt tilEs. 

Mr. Woods cbjected to the decisioo to allow the plant to be brllt 

in his neighbor:lxxxl. He said he I:x:JuIltt his InIse assumin:.J that the 

zoning laws I«lUld preserve the residential ctw:act.er of the area. He 

said he tx:ujlt the prqlE!rty because he believed he ccWd there raise 

his dtlldren in an envircnaent: that ensured their health, safety, and 

s: welfare. He believes that this erwircnaent: is threatened by the 

� prqlOSed actioo, whim will sdJstantially c:tIarqe his tpllity of life, 

and is intolerable to hill. 

He recpest:ed that, if the pJ:qJCXiIEd actioo is so iIIpOItant for the 

state and Town, that their J:epJ:eseutatives slnUd JDeet direc:tJ.y with 

him and negotiate an erpitable price for his heme. He teJ:med the 

$200,000 f\n:I for all affected residents as totally unaooept:able. 

CI.oaa of IIBeI:inrJ 

<lIai.J:'mn Lister J:eOOgnized Mr. Saravara, tobo cbjected that the 

Tern sue Gas Pipeline O::IIp!my's U:Plesentative, in leavin;r the meetin;r 

while it was still in progress, showed a disregard for the NEPiJ\ 
process. Mr. Saravara also asked if there I«lUld be an actlitiooaJ. 

staff has dem:lnstrated in the EIS that there are 00 threats to health, 
safety, and welfare imerent in the prqlOSed actioo. Please see the 
response to CXIIIIII!I1t GICl-7 00 the status of the zoning designatioo of 
the She:r:man Fana JbKI site. 

Please see the J:espoilse to CXIIIIII!I1t GICl-2. 
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� periai for the EIS. ChainMn Lister said that he cnUd not at 

that tiE MY anythi.n) with respect to Iobet:her nx: woo.ld cxnb::t a 

�� EIS. In .-r  to anather cpestien frca Mr. saravara, he 

said he cnUd not state if there woo.ld be fOllllill I'ICItificatien of a 

�� EIS, blt iJwited i.nt:erasted indivicllals to call hill at the 

PDIB JUItIers en the � paI)B of the lEIS. <llainIIan Lister thanked 

the .at:.inJ part:icipIInts an:! adjourned the PImlic ec-tt Maetin;J at 

12: 30 _ en Jlpl:'il 15, 1988. 
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