
 
 
 
 

    
 

      
 
 
 

 
June 28, 2016 

 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station 
Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project, among other Projects 
Request for Programmatic Review of All Massachusetts Natural Gas 
Pipeline Projects  

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
 I appreciate your consideration of the Town of Weymouth’s March 15, 2016 
request for an advisory opinion under 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge 
Project (“Atlantic Bridge”) and the Access Northeast Project (“Access Northeast”) and 
all other natural gas pipeline projects in the Commonwealth. This letter responds to the 
May 6, 2016 letter to you from Ralph Child, submitted on behalf of Algonquin Gas 
Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C. (the “Natural Gas 
Companies”).  
 
 The Natural Gas Companies’ letter arguing that MEPA review is neither required 
nor warranted includes several flawed arguments. Their effort to segment and break up 
their proposed projects to evade comprehensive environmental review warrants a 
programmatic review under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act of all natural 
gas pipeline projects proposed in Massachusetts. Building a structure one year, doubling 
its size the following year, both projects on the same four-acre parcel of land, for the 
same purpose, by the same owner, is the type of project segmentation no environmental 
regulator should tolerate, for just one example.  
 

Yet to date, the Natural Gas Companies have evaded proper environmental review 
including a robust alternative analysis comparing no-build alternatives to cumulative 
impacts for all projects. Especially in light of the Supreme Judicial Court’s recent 
decision, Kain, et al. v. Department of Environmental Protection, an environmental 
review of all natural gas pipeline projects should consider whether the region even needs 
natural gas, as argued by Attorney General Maura Healey and whether the Commonwealth 
can meet its environmental goals, if the state were to allow additional imported natural 
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gas. No environmental regulator has considered these numerous interlocking projects and 
their associated environmental impacts—not the Federal government and not yet the state 
either. A programmatic review as I propose, instead of the illegally segmented 
environmental review sought by the Natural Gas Companies, would allow the public to 
understand fully all impacts of these numerous pipeline projects. 

 
While I propose a comprehensive review of all Massachusetts natural gas pipeline 

projects, the combined impacts Weymouth faces vividly shows how the Natural Gas 
Companies have escaped appropriate environmental review. The examples I know from 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast effect Weymouth in ways I think the public could 
reasonably apply statewide. 

 
Your review of all natural gas pipeline projects could confirm, or reject, my 

hypothesis that the Natural Gas Companies seek to withhold important information from 
the public. Allay the public’s concerns by requiring the Natural Gas Companies to be open 
and honest about the entire roster of impacts their projects would create. 
 
I.  You Should Consider the Massachusetts Portions of Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast One Project Under the MEPA Regulations.  
 
 For example, one proponent seeks to carry out Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast, as well as the already permitted Algonquin Incremental Market project. This 
one proponent, although teamed with a related entity in Atlantic Bridge, has three 
projects that are all essentially part of one undertaking: expansion of capacity of the 
Natural Gas Companies’ pipeline network in Massachusetts.  
 

The Natural Gas Companies argue (at pp. 5-6) that these are separate 
undertakings because the projects will serve different customers. Imagine the developer 
of a shopping center arguing to you that no MEPA review is necessary because the 
customers of the retail store may differ from the customers of the restaurant next door.  

 
No reasonable environmental regulator would let such an argument be the basis to 

allow a private entity skirt appropriate public review. You should not let these private 
utilities do what nobody else could do. 
 

The different phases of expansion of the Natural Gas Companies’ pipeline 
capacity all depend on each other because the various projects are all part of the same 
system. The choices made in each phase affect the project needs and available options in 
the next phase. Construction of the Weymouth compressor station in Atlantic Bridge 
makes it easy to add an additional compressor in the same location as part of Access 
Northeast. Conversely, the pipeline to be constructed during Access Northeast would 
make alternative locations for the compressor station more feasible.1 The Natural Gas 
Companies should be required to conduct a single wide-ranging evaluation of future 

                                                 
1 Atlantic Bridge Project Environmental Assessment at 3-20, n. 24.  
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expansion of their pipeline network to develop a sensible and efficient expansion plan 
that minimizes overall environmental impacts.  
 
 The Natural Gas Companies also argue (at p. 7) that, because the Access 
Northeast project is so large: 
 

[T]he much more significant effects of the Access Northeast Project 
would almost entirely occur elsewhere and are separable. Also, any 
cumulative impacts of the Access Northeast project potentially 
arising at the Weymouth site are not significant…. Applicants 
acknowledge that the AB Project and the Access Northeast Project 
each would affect the Weymouth site to some extent. In the overall 
circumstances, sharing that particular node on the pipeline system is 
an insufficient basis for finding the AB Project and the Access 
Northeast Project constitute a single project under MEPA. 

 
First, the residents of Weymouth strongly disagree that the cumulative impacts of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast are insignificant. The nearly 100 letters and emails 
you received demonstrate that fact. Second, the Natural Gas Companies should similarly 
show—with actual facts, instead of bald assertions and bare conclusions—that the 
cumulative impacts to Weymouth are insignificant.  
 

No such review of the cumulative impacts of both projects has been done by 
anyone—not FERC and not yet MEPA. Since a comprehensive review of all natural gas 
pipeline projects would prove the Natural Gas Companies’ naked assertions, if the 
unsupported conclusions are actually true, they should welcome the opportunity to prove 
their case. 
 

This casual dismissal of the significance of the total effects on nearby residents 
and the local environment of the construction and expansion of the Weymouth 
compressor station evinces a shocking disregard by the Natural Gas Companies of the 
intent and purpose of MEPA. The cumulative effects at any one location are important, 
especially a four-acre parcel of land in a congested suburban location.  

 
One example of “work or activities that constitute one Project” provided in the 

MEPA regulations is work or activities that “construct more than one structure…and 
appurtenant structures, facilities and other improvements on a site.” 301 CMR 
11.01(2)(c)(2). Here, the Natural Gas Companies, the same owner for both Atlantic 
Bridge and Access Northeast, propose to build a structure and compressor in 2017 as part 
of Atlantic Bridge; expand the building and add another compressor, doubling the size of 
the building and capacity of the compressors, in 2018 as part of Access Northeast.  
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Both projects are on the same four-acre parcel of land, for the same purpose, by 
the same owner.2 Actually, Atlantic Bridge proposes to construct a 5,800 square foot 
compressor building and Access Northeast proposes to expand that building by a similar 
size. The combined impacts of both projects may be limited to less than a 1/4 acre—or 
the size of a typical house lot. If you fail to require a complete environmental review of 
the cumulative impacts of both projects, then I would suggest you take a big, fat black 
marker and cross out 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c) because if you do not enforce that provision 
here, then when would it be enforceable? 

 
I am attaching my June 1 letter to FERC commenting on the Atlantic Bridge 

Environmental Assessment, in which I detail the many significant effects on nearby 
residents and the local environment that would result from the construction and 
expansion of the Weymouth compressor station in the Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast projects, which FERC failed to adequately evaluate.  

 
Please carefully consider these effects in one all-inclusive evaluation by your 

office. Do not allow the Natural Gas Companies to casually dismiss the cumulative 
impacts with unsupported assertions hided by an illegally segmented analysis. 

 
II. The Natural Gas Companies Have Not Amended Their Atlantic Bridge 

FERC Application to Reflect the Project Changes Necessary to Eliminate 
Impacts That Automatically Trigger MEPA Review. 
 
In its own right and separate from a combined review, Atlantic Bridge warrants a 

full environmental impact reports as it exceeds three MEPA review thresholds:  
 

 Atlantic Bridge will alter more than a half acre of wetlands, pursuant to 
301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(f);3  

 Atlantic Bridge will result in a “[c]onversion of land held for natural 
resources purposes in accordance with Article 97 of the Amendments to 
the Constitution of the Commonwealth to any purpose not in accordance 
with Article 97,” pursuant to 301 CMR 11.03(1)(b)(3); and 

 Atlantic Bridge will result in a “release of an interest in land held for 
conservation… purposes,” pursuant to 301 CMR 11.03(1)(b)(5). 

                                                 
2 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c)(2) includes an exception for separate lots or parcels that does not apply 
here, which is further evidence of the illegal segmentation by the Natural Gas Companies.  
3 According to MassDEP’s Wetlands Protection Regulations, the total surface area to be 
compared to this threshold includes those portions of Areas Subject to Protection under M.G.L. c. 
131, § 40 that will be removed, filled, dredged or altered. 310 CMR 10.07(3). Areas Subject to 
Protection include Riverfront Area and Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage 310 CMR 
10.02(1).  
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Wetlands 
 

 In the May 6 letter, the Natural Gas Companies describe changes in Atlantic 
Bridge’s plans that reduce the amount of wetland impact associated with the Weymouth 
compressor station as proposed in the Companies’ October 2015 application to FERC. 
They state (at p. 5) that “[p]rior to receiving any final approvals, [the Natural Gas 
Companies] will adjust the pending applications to reflect this resolution, which reduces 
the environmental impacts of” Atlantic Bridge. However, the Natural Gas Companies 
have not yet submitted any notification to FERC of these project changes.  
 

The most recent Weymouth compressor station plans that the Natural Gas 
Companies submitted in the FERC docket were on February 22, 2016.4 Those plans 
comport with the plans submitted to the Weymouth Conservation Commission in the 
Companies’ February 22, 2016 Notice of Intent under the Wetlands Protection Act and 
the Weymouth Wetlands Protection Ordinance, which proposed alteration of 4.2 acres of 
Riverfront Area and 20,640 square feet (0.47 acres) of Land Subject to Coastal Storm 
Flowage.5  

 
While the Companies submitted a revised NOI to the Weymouth Conservation 

Commission showing reduced wetlands impact, the operative project plans are those 
approved by FERC in its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. Therefore, in 
your Advisory Opinion, you should consider the project as the Natural Gas Companies 
proposed to FERC.  
 
 The Weymouth Conservation Commission determined, in its June 15, 2016 
decision, denying an Order of Conditions for the compressor station that the Natural Gas 
Companies failed to correctly delineate the extent of Land Subject to Coastal Storm 
Flowage on the project site. Therefore, the area of impact to Land Subject to Coastal 
Storm Flowage alone may be greater than one half-acre and further evidence of an intent 
to evade MEPA review.  
 
 Conservation Land 
 
 The Natural Gas Companies also claim in their May 6 letter that a change to the 
Atlantic Bridge project – specifically, a decision not to acquire the King’s Cove 
conservation land originally proposed to be part of the compressor station project site -- 
eliminates the possibility of triggering the MEPA thresholds regarding land that is held 
for conservation purposes or protected by Article 97. Again, the Natural Gas Companies 

                                                 
4 Minor Proposed Pipeline, Workspace, and Project Adjustments for the Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C., FERC Docket 
No. CP16-9 (February 22, 2016). 
5 All of the documents from the Weymouth Conservation Commission proceeding are available at 
http://www.weymouth.ma.us/conservation-commission/news/continued-public-hearing-may-
25th-algonquin-gas-notice-of-intent-for-na.  
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state they will “adjust the pending applications to reflect this resolution,” but they have 
failed to do so. Therefore, at this time, the Natural Gas Companies have made no binding 
commitment regarding the King’s Cove Parcel and the associated conservation easement 
held by the Town of Weymouth. 
 
III.  The Natural Gas Companies Actions Also Warrant Fail-Safe Review. 
 
 The Town also requests you invoke the fail-safe review procedures at 301 CMR 
11.04 to require an environmental notification form. The Natural Gas Companies 
responded that fail-safe review is not warranted because “FERC’s and other jurisdictional 
agencies’ permitting procedures will fully consider the pertinent issues and impose 
appropriate conditions on the Access Northeast Project6 that will avoid and mitigate any 
environmental impacts.” However, FERC’s Environmental Assessment clearly did not 
fully consider the pertinent issues regarding the Weymouth compressor station. Nor do 
the draft conditions proposed in the EA adequately avoid and mitigate environmental 
impacts.  
 

While we trust that the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management and 
Department of Environmental Protection are conducting thorough review of the proposed 
compressor station, we believe that it is essential to invoke the requirements and 
procedures of MEPA to ensure that damage to the environment is avoided. The holistic 
review entailed in the MEPA process, including a thorough alternatives analysis, 
including a no-build analysis, and the requirement to use all feasible means to avoid 
damage to the environment, can best address the unique impacts of siting a compressor 
station in a location in a hurricane surge inundation zone, surrounded by important 
natural resources and dense population. No one has taken such a complete review of the 
multiple projects and we ask that you do. 
 
 The Natural Gas Companies assert that requiring an ENF would pose an undue 
hardship to them and their customers, but they provide no evidence to support this claim. 
If any hardship would actually result from conducting a more thorough environmental 
review of the proposed Weymouth compressor station, it is certainly not “undue” in the 
light of the significant concerns of the residents of Weymouth.  
 

The public benefit from more information, more openness, more transparency in 
government decision-making, more expert analysis, and better explanation for why the 
public may face these dangers far outweighs whatever burdens the Natural Gas 
Companies may face from having to comply with the law. 
 

                                                 
6 We believe that the intended reference was to Atlantic Bridge. 
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IV. The MEPA Office Should Conduct a Programmatic Review of All Proposed 

Natural Gas Pipeline Projects in Massachusetts. 
 
 Finally, I would like to reiterate the Town’s suggestion that your Office begin a 
programmatic review under MEPA of all natural gas pipeline projects proposed in 
Massachusetts. I am not the first to make this request, but FERC has rejected the 
suggestion and you have the opportunity to correct their mistake. 
 

Your own Energy Facilities Siting Board already recognized that, because of the 
“rather brief” time separating the project construction periods, Access Northeast and 
Atlantic Bridge could be “perceived as essentially continuous.”7  

 
We believe no qualifying language applies. Access Northeast and Atlantic Bridge 

will make Weymouth suffer continuous construction impacts for year after year to then 
expose these same residents to cumulative operational impacts no regulator has properly 
assessed. Nevertheless, FERC rejected your own agency’s suggestion. 

 
Attorney General Maura Healey also requested that FERC combine its NEPA 

review of several pending New England pipeline projects into a single programmatic EIS 
“to avoid piecemeal review, to utilize a common analysis of regional gas demand, and to 
compare each projects’ impacts and benefits.”8 The state’s chief law enforcement officer 
recognized that “[a] combined EIS would reasonably consider…the various projects as 
alternatives to each other in delivering additional energy to New England, along with the 
other reasonable alternatives consisting of alternative pipeline routes…”9 FERC rejected 
her suggestion.  

 
While these requests from our local experts fell on deaf ears in the Federal 

government, you may pursue the same goal using the special review procedures set forth 
in the MEPA regulations. Therefore, please stand up where the federal regulators fell 
down. The Town of Weymouth and residents across Massachusetts ask you to require a 
comprehensive environmental impact report for all natural gas pipeline projects proposed 
in Massachusetts. 

 

                                                 
7 Atlantic Bridge Project, Comments of the Massachusetts Energy Facility Siting Board at 3 (Dec. 
21, 2015). These comments are incorporated herein by reference.  
8 Specifically, the AGO requested a joint review of Spectra’s Algonquin Incremental Markets 
project, Tennessee Gas’s Connecticut Expansion Project, Kinder Morgan’s Northeast Energy 
Direct Project, Spectra’s Access Northeast Project, Spectra’s Atlantic Bridge Project, and 
Portland Natural Gas Transmissions System’s Continent to Coast Project. FERC Docket PF14-
22, Comments of the Massachusetts Attorney General Maura Healey, at Cover Letter (Oct. 16, 
2015). 
9 Id. at Introduction and Summary of Comments, 4 (italics in original). 
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V. Conclusion. 
 

I also include with this letter the comments of more than 90 concerned 
Massachusetts residents seeking a combined environmental review of all pending 
Massachusetts natural gas pipeline projects. The overlapping deadlines for public 
comments from local, state, and Federal regulators appear to be a concerted effort by the 
Natural Gas Companies to confuse and frustrate public input. I created, therefore, a Town 
email address nocompressor@weymouth.ma.us to collect public comment that I share 
with each regulator whether they be local, state, or Federal. I will make sure that every 
regulator sees every comment from every resident. 

 
These comments are not just from Weymouth residents, however. More than a 

third of the comments are from communities other than Weymouth. We received multiple 
supportive emails from residents of Sharon, Westwood, Quincy, Acushnet, Upton, and 
the City of Boston, including the neighborhoods of Charlestown, Hyde Park, Roslindale, 
and West Roxbury. We also received comments from individuals in Cambridge, 
Dartmouth, Dedham, Freetown, Grafton, Marblehead, Mendon, Milton, New Bedford, 
Norfolk, Rehoboth, Walpole, and West Newbury, for a total of 23 communities. 
Residents from all over Massachusetts support this request. 
 

Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments. 
 
 

Sincerely,  
 
 
Robert L. Hedlund 
Mayor 
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cc:  All Members of the Weymouth Town Council  

Chris Harvey, Director of Rates and Certificates, Spectra Energy Partners 
Ralph Child, Attorney for Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Terrance Doyle, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Michael Tyrrell, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Robert Shea, Presiding Officer, EFSB 
Charles D. Baker, Governor 
Bruce K. Carlisle, Director, Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Martin Suuberg, Commissioner, MassDEP 
Elizabeth Warren, United States Senator 
Edward Markey, United States Senator 
Stephen Lynch, United States Representative 
Patrick O’Connor, State Senator  
James Murphy, State Representative 
Ronald Mariano, State Representative  
J. Raymond Miyares, Special Counsel 
Joseph Callanan, Town Solicitor 



 

 

 
 
 
 

      
 

           
 
 
 
 

 
 

June 1, 2016 
 

Via Electronic Filing 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary  
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
 
Re: Comments on the Atlantic Bridge Project’s Environmental Assessment; 

Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC, 
Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity;  
Docket No. CP16-9-000 

 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
 The Town of Weymouth1 respectfully submits these comments on the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission on the Atlantic Bridge Project (“AB Project” or “Atlantic Bridge”) proposed 
by Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 
(collectively, the “Natural Gas Companies”). As explained below, the EA is woefully 
inadequate and the preliminary Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is 
unsupportable by any substantial evidence in the record. Weymouth therefore urges 
FERC to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and to make the 
necessary finding that the Atlantic Bridge Project will have significant adverse impacts 
on the human environment.2  
                                                
1 The Town of Weymouth filed its timely petition to intervene in the referenced proceeding on November 
11, 2015. Atlantic Bridge Project, FERC Docket CP16-9 (“AB Project”), Town of Weymouth Petition to 
Intervene (Nov. 11, 2015).  
 
2 The comments filed today wholly incorporate by reference Weymouth’s December 21, 2015, comments 
on the Natural Gas Companies’ Resource Reports, including the attached exhibits, filed in this docket, its 
March 30, 2016 comment letter to the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (attached as 
“Exhibit A”), four letters dated June 11, June 18, and July 24, 2015 (two letters) in the Atlantic Bridge 
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 NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for federal actions “significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.”3 
As defined, “[a]ffecting” means “will or may have an effect on.”4 The record 
demonstrates that the unprecedented siting of a natural gas compressor facility in a 
densely populated community may have significant adverse impacts on the environment, 
including the health and safety of the nearby residents. FERC’s conclusion to the contrary 
will not withstand judicial scrutiny. An EIS must be prepared.5 

 
I. The Environmental Assessment has Impermissibly Segmented the 

Atlantic Bridge Project from the Access Northeast Project.  
 

FERC has impermissibly segmented the Atlantic Bridge Project from the 
proposed Access Northeast Project (“ANE Project” or “Access Northeast”)6 in violation 
of NEPA. Through Access Northeast, the Natural Gas Companies intend to expand the 
capacity of the proposed Weymouth Compressor Station by 10,915 horsepower7 and 
install or replace 123.2 miles of pipelines, including 4.19 miles of a new 30-inch diameter 
pipeline in Weymouth and Braintree.8 Access Northeast is currently undergoing 
environmental review at FERC, with construction planned to commence immediately 
after the construction of Atlantic Bridge has finished.  

 
FERC’s refusal to review both of these projects in one EIS deprives the public the 

opportunity to understand and comment meaningfully. Furthermore, dividing this project 
into two phases masks the true environmental impacts of the compressor station and the 
“two projects” as a whole, and obscures viable alternative siting locations.  

 

                                                                                                                                            
Project’s pre-filingdocket (PF15-12), and its May 31, 2016 comments filed in the Access Northeast 
proceeding (PF16-1). Weymouth directs FERC to those comments without repeating each of the many 
issues raised therein, none of which have been adequately addressed or considered in FERC’s EA.  
 
Furthermore, Weymouth incorporates the comments of its constituents filed in this proceeding and in the 
Access Northeast proceeding.  
 
3 42 U.S.C. §4332(2)(C). 
 
4 40 CFR §1508.3 (emphasis added). 
 
5 In addition to the comments included herein, Weymouth has laid out in detail why an EIS is required in its 
December 21, 2015 comments (see pages 3 through 7). 
  
6 FERC Docket PF16-1 (“ANE Project”). 
 
7 ANE Project, Supplemental Project Information Filing, Attachment A, Table 2-1 at 1 (Apr. 1, 2016). 
 
8 ANE Project, Draft RR at 1-9. 
 



Comment letter to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
Algonquin Gas Transmission LLC, Atlantic Bridge Project 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Docket No.: CP16-9-000 
June 1, 2016 
3 of 25 
  

 

Applying its own rules, FERC must complete a comprehensive review of both 
these projects to accurately and completely understand the true impacts that Weymouth 
faces. Anything less than a complete, as opposed to an incremental, multi-phased review 
process, would allow the Natural Gas Companies to evade proper government oversight. 
 

Pursuant to NEPA, FERC must consider all “connected actions” in a single 
environmental review.9 Actions are considered connected if they:  

 
(1) Automatically trigger other actions which may require 

environmental impact statements;  
(2) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 

previously or simultaneously; or  
(3) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the 

larger action for their justification.10  
 

The NEPA regulations also urge agencies to consider conducting a programmatic 
EIS when an agency is considering approvals for multiple projects in one geographic 
region, or for multiple projects that are similar in other ways.11 In addition, FERC must 
prepare a programmatic EIS for “similar actions, which when viewed with other 
reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis 
for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common timing or 
geography.”12  

 
As the Supreme Court has noted:  
 

[W]hen several proposals for…actions that will have cumulative or 
synergistic environmental impact upon a region are pending 
concurrently before an agency, their environmental consequences 
must be considered together. Only through comprehensive 
consideration of pending proposals can the agency evaluate 
different courses of actions.13 

 
The Council on Environmental Quality has also emphasized that agencies should 

prepare a regional or programmatic EIS when “approving multiple actions” that are 
                                                
9 40 CFR §1508.25(a); see Del. Riverkeeper Network v. FERC, 752 F.3d 1304, 1314 (D.C. Cir., 2014). 
 
10 40 CFR §1508.25(a)(1)(i)-(iii). 
 
11 See 40 C.F.R. §1502.4(c)(l)-(2) (EISs on broad issues appropriate when federal actions share “relevant 
similarities, such as common timing, impacts, alternatives, [and] methods of implementation.”). 
 
12 Id. at §1508.25(a)(3). 
 
13 Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 (1976). 
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“temporally or spatially connected and will have a series of associated concurrent or 
subsequent decisions.”14 This may include similar projects in a region, or a “suite of 
ongoing, proposed or reasonably foreseeable actions that share a common geography or 
timing such as multiple activities within a defined boundary....”15 
 
 Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast are “connected” actions, requiring a single 
EIS, because the “two projects” are “connected, contemporaneous, closely related, and 
interdependent” parts of a larger action16 – i.e., the upgrade of the Algonquin line and the 
construction of a large compressor facility. Simply put, the two projects propose to 
construct and then expand the same type of building for the same type of equipment on 
the same small parcel of land. Accordingly, a single EIS must be completed for both 
projects. 
 

Notably, Access Northeast cannot move forward unless Atlantic Bridge is 
permitted as proposed. This is demonstrated in the Draft Resource Reports for the Access 
Northeast Project, which assumes that the proposed North Weymouth compressor station 
is already constructed and operational. However, the compressor station is neither 
existing, constructed, permitted, nor approved. The Draft Resource Reports fails to 
provide any analysis of what would happen if Atlantic Bridge did not move forward. This 
lack of “no build” analysis demonstrates that Access Northeast is dependent upon 
Atlantic Bridge and “[c]annot or will not proceed” unless the Atlantic Bridge Project 
progresses through the permitting stages.17  
 

Additionally, FERC should have conducted a programmatic EIS for Atlantic 
Bridge and Access Northeast because they are “similar actions.” Specifically, these 
projects share “relevant similarities, such as common timing, impacts, alternatives, [and] 
methods of implementation.”18 Both projects impact not only the same geographic region 
(the densely populated community of North Weymouth), but also the same plot of land 
(the site slated for the construction, expansion and operation of the North Weymouth 
compressor station) with essentially sequential construction schedules. The Natural Gas 
                                                
14 Council on Environmental Quality, Final Guidance for Effective Use of Programmatic NEPA Reviews 
(“CEQ NEPA Guidance”), Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 249, Dec. 23, 2014, at 14.  
 
15 Id.; see also Churchill Cnty. v. Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1077 (9th Cir. 2001) (“At least when the projects 
in a particular geographical region are foreseeable and similar, NEPA calls for an examination of their 
impact in a single EIS”) (internal quotations and citations omitted); Nat'l Wildlife Fed'n v. Appalachian 
Reg'l Comm'n, 677 F.2d 883, 888 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (“[T]he environmental consequences of proposed 
actions must all be considered together in a single, programmatic EIS when their impacts will have a 
compounded effect on a region”). 
 
16 Del. Riverkeepr Network, 752 F.3d at 1307.  
 
17 40 CFR §1508.25(a)(1)(iii). 
 
18 See 40 CFR §1502.4(c)(l)-(2). 
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Companies want the proposed North Weymouth compressor station in service in fall 
2017 under Atlantic Bridge. Under Access Northeast, the proposed North Weymouth 
compressor would be expanded and operation in fall 2018—only one year later. The 
continuous nature of the project has also been recognized by the Massachusetts Energy 
Facilities Siting Board, which stated that the projects could be “perceived as essentially 
continuous” because of the “rather brief”19 time separating the project construction 
periods.20  

 
Attorney General Maura Healey has requested that FERC combine its NEPA 

review of several pending New England pipeline projects into a single programmatic EIS 
“to avoid piecemeal review, to utilize a common analysis of regional gas demand, and to 
compare each projects’ impacts and benefits.”21 The state’s chief law enforcement officer 
stated that “[a] combined EIS would reasonably consider…the various projects as 
alternatives to each other in delivering additional energy to New England, along with the 
other reasonable alternatives consisting of alternative pipeline routes…”22 (italics in 
original). 

 
As described in detail below, the segmentation of Access Northeast and the 

Atlantic Bridge Project has already resulted in the rejection of a reasonable alternative 
location for siting the compressor station. A proper environmental assessment analyzing 
the full and complete impacts of both projects—not simply the incremental impacts of 
each project – is clearly warranted to ensure that all reasonable alternatives are 
considered.  

 
FERC also claims that a combined analysis is inappropriate because the Access 

Northeast Project has not reached the proposal stage and therefore is not “reasonably 
foreseeable.”23 The truth, however, is that the Atlantic Bridge Project and Access 
Northeast are undergoing review by FERC at the same time, and both projects are 
sufficiently identifiable. In fact, the deadline to submit comments on the Atlantic Bridge 
                                                
19 The Town of Weymouth believes that no qualifying language applies. Access Northeast and Atlantic 
Bridge will make Weymouth suffer continuous construction impacts year after year, only to expose these 
same residents to cumulative operational impacts no regulator has properly assessed. 
 
20 AB Project, Comments of the Massachusetts Facilities Siting Board at 3 (Dec. 21, 2015). These 
comments are incorporated herein by reference.  
 
21 Specifically, the AGO requested a joint review of Spectra’s Algonquin Incremental Markets project, 
Tennessee Gas’s Connecticut Expansion Project, Kinder Morgan’s Northeast Energy Direct Project, 
Spectra’s Access Northeast Project, Spectra’s Atlantic Bridge Project, and Portland Natural Gas 
Transmissions System’s Continent to Coast Project. FERC Docket PF14-22, Comments of the 
Massachusetts Attorney General Maura Healey, at Cover Letter (Oct. 16, 2015). 
 
22 Id. at Introduction and Summary of Comments, 4 (italics in original). 
 
23 Id.  
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Project’s EA falls only one day after the deadline to submit comments on the scope of the 
EIS for the ANE Project. There is a clear temporal nexus connecting these projects, and 
there is no justification to review them separately.24  

 
Clearly, the two projects are “pending concurrently before” and are “similar 

actions, […] with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have 
similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, 
such as common timing or geography.” Access Northeast and Atlantic Bridge are 
unmistakably “connected, contemporaneous, closely related, and interdependent” 
projects. An single EIS is warranted. 
 

II. The Environmental Assessment’s Alternatives Analysis is Woefully 
Inadequate. 

 
The EA is substantially flawed, failing to engage in the alternatives analysis 

required under NEPA. The inadequacy of the alternative analysis is twofold:  
 
First, FERC bases its no action alternative on the assumption that the project 

shippers would need to obtain an equivalent supply of natural gas from new or existing 
pipeline systems and that only new sources of gas are feasible.25 However, there are 
significant questions regarding the need for the additional gas capacity that have not been 
considered or addressed by FERC in any meaningful way. Specifically, on November 18, 
2015, the Massachusetts Attorney General released a study entitled Power System 
Reliability in New England.26 This report examined the region’s dependence on natural 
gas for electricity and concluded that New England can maintain electric service 
reliability through 2030 without additional new natural gas pipelines. The report excluded 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast from its capacity projections when calculating the 
total quantity of natural gas available to the electric generation sector.27 Given the 
significance of the Attorney General’s finding, FERC is required, at least, to consider the 
conclusions of the report. 

  
The second key deficiency in the EA’s alternatives analysis is its failure to 

consider alternative sites meaningfully and seriously. Regardless of whether an EA or 
EIS is prepared, NEPA mandates “that alternatives be given full and meaningful 

                                                
24 Furthermore, from a public policy point of view, refusing to consider projects in pre-filing encourages 
pipeline companies to divide projects into stages. 
 
25 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 3-2. 
 
26 Hibbard, Paul J., Power System Reliability in New England; Meeting Electric Resources Needs in an Era 
of Growing Dependence on Natural Gas (Nov. 2015).  
 
27 Id. at 8, n.22. 
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consideration.”28 Notably, the alternative analysis is the heart of the environmental 
review:29  

 
[I]t should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and 
the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the 
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the 
decisionmaker and the public.30 

 
Agencies must therefore rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, including the no action alternative. 

 
Although NEPA mandates a rigorous analysis, FERC’s EA presents no serious 

consideration of the potential alternatives:  
 

• Three of the five alternative locations are located in Weymouth, and 
present similar significant risks as the proposed site to both the human and 
natural environment. These cannot be considered “real” alternatives. The 
Natural Gas Companies clearly presented these locations to check a box 
that they considered alternative sites for the facility. FERC should not 
have even wasted its time by reiterating the Natural Gas Companies’ 
findings in its EA. This does not satisfy FERC’s obligation under NEPA. 

  
• FERC’s alternative analysis fails to include any of the pipeline 

segments proposed by the Natural Gas Companies as part of Access 
Northeast in its assessment of potential alternatives. This is a direct 
result of FERC’s improper segmentation of the Access Northeast 
Project and the Atlantic Bridge Project.   

 
• Also as a consequence of segmenting the projects, the alternative 

location in Franklin was quickly and improperly rejected. The EA 
states that the Franklin Site would require “about 30.8 miles of 30-
inch-diameter discharge pipeline…to connect the compressor station 
to the I-10 System.”31 However, “all but about 5.7 miles of the pipeline 
required for the Franklin Site is part of [the Natural Gas Companies’] 
planned ANE Project.”32 Thus, many of the environmental impacts 

                                                
28 Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1229 (9th Cir. 1988).  
 
29 40 CFR §1502.14. 
 
30 Id. 
 
31 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 3-20. 
 
32 Id. at 3-20, n. 34. 
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and human impacts that seem to have driven the choice of Weymouth 
over Franklin will occur, regardless of which site is chosen.  

 
FERC has also accepted the Natural Gas Companies’ tunnel-vision focus, 

considering only those facts that support siting the compressor station in Weymouth and 
obscuring or misrepresenting those facts that do not further this result. Shockingly, the 
EA’s analysis of the Franklin Site implies that there is no opposition to the siting of the 
compressor station in Weymouth from parties with an interest in the land.33 In addition, 
the EA states that the Franklin Site is “not available,” whereas the owner of the 
Weymouth Site, Calpine Corporation (“Calpine”), has not expressed any similar 
concerns.34 According to the Natural Gas Companies, the Weymouth Site is available for 
sale.35  

 
However, the Weymouth – a party with a significant interest in the site – has 

consistently (and loudly) voiced its opposition to the compressor station. In case it has 
not been clear to FERC or FERC somehow misinterpreted the statements made in 
Weymouth’s numerous comment letters, hours of oral comments, and letters submitted 
by residents:  The Town and its citizens are fiercely opposed to the siting of a highly 
polluting and dangerous compressor station within the densely populated community 
of Weymouth!  

 
Moreover, Weymouth entered into a Host Community Agreement in 1999 that 

requires Calpine to work cooperatively with Weymouth to develop a mutually agreeable 
plan for the future development of the proposed Weymouth compressor site. Weymouth 
intends to insist upon strict compliance with Calpine’s obligations under this agreement.  
Weymouth will not agree to the use of land as a natural gas compressor station; nor will it 
agree to the sale of the land for such purposes. The EA fails even to consider Calpine’s 
obligations under this agreement and, in doing so, paints a false picture of a willing 
landowner ready and able to sell the land free of any encumbrances.   

 
In addition to the Host Community Agreement, Calpine must comply with the 

conditions set forth in the Energy Facilities Siting Board’s final decision authorizing the 
construction of the Fore River electric generating facility.36 According to the EFSB’s 
December 21 comment letter, “[t]he Siting Board’s approval of the energy facility on that 
                                                
33 Id. at 3-20. 
 
34 Id.  
 
35 Id.; see also Envtl. Law & Policy Ctr. v. United States Nuclear Regulatory Comm’n, 470 F.3d 676, 683 
(7th Cir. 2006) (“NEPA requires an agency to ‘exercise a degree of skepticism in dealing with self-serving 
statements from a prime beneficiary of the project and to look at the general goal of the project rather than 
only those alternatives by which a particular applicant can reach its own specific goals.”). 
 
36 Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board Docket 98-7 (Feb. 11, 2000). 
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site included two conditions (that remain in effect) and are still awaiting compliance 
because of the lengthy construction time for the Fore River Bridge.”37 These two 
referenced conditions require the owner of the parcel to “minimize visual impacts” of the 
facility and to “work with Weymouth, [the] Fore River Watershed Association and 
appropriate state agencies to develop and coordinate plans for providing additional public 
access, if and where appropriate, in the area of the northern portion of the site that [the 
owner] will improve….”38 FERC has completely ignored the EFSB’s comment and does 
not discuss or consider in any way how these conditions impair the ability of the Natural 
Gas Companies to construct the compressor station.39  
 

The EA also focuses narrowly on the natural environmental impacts of siting the 
compressor station in the various locations, and ignores the impacts to the residents 
residing within the area. For example, FERC states in Table 3.5.1-1 that within a half 
mile of the Weymouth Site are 587 residential structures, as opposed to 131 and 22 for 
the Franklin and Holbrook Sites, respectively.40 Weymouth and Quincy are densely 
populated communities with numerous multi-family homes and large apartment 
buildings. In listing the number of “residential structures” as opposed to the number of 
“residents” within the surrounding area, FERC has obscured the impacts on the 
surrounding community. FERC cannot meaningfully consider the impacts without 
understanding how many people reside within the half-mile radius.  

 
Compressor facilities have inherent safety and health risks and are magnified in 

Weymouth. The Weymouth Site has only two evacuation routes (one of which is over a 
bridge) and is located within a hurricane inundation zone.41 The abutting property 
contains a large electric generating facility with significant amounts of oil reserves on the 
premises.  The area is densely populated, and numerous commuters travel daily over the 
Fore River Bridge. If FERC had given any time to a safety comparison analysis, it would 
have recognized immediately that the safety issues presented by choosing the Weymouth 
Site are not present to nearly the same extent in Franklin and Holbrook.  

 
                                                
37 Atlantic Bridge Project, Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board Comment Letter (Dec. 21, 2015).  
 
38 Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board Docket 98-7, Condition F and L. 
 
39 FERC should not so easily dismissing the conditions contained in the EFSB siting decision. The EFSB 
originally imposed these conditions in recognition of the fact that the Fore River station would emit 
pollutants and compromise the health of the Weymouth community. Thus, the EFSB required the owner to 
provide open space to the residents and work with the community to ensure that impacts were adequately 
mitigated. If the Weymouth Site is selected for the compressor station, the mitigation that was provided to 
Weymouth would be eviscerated, and in its place, the community would be faced with another highly 
polluting and dangerous industrial facility.  
 
40 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at Table 3.5.1-1.  
 
41 See Hurricane Surge Inundation Zone Map, attached as “Exhibit B.” 
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The alternative analysis is deficient and must be redone. 
 

III. The Environmental Assessment Fails to Take a Hard Look at the Impacts 
of the Proposed Atlantic Bridge Project. 

 
a. FERC does not take a hard look at the impacts of a coal ash release on the 

site. 
 

The EA fails to meaningfully consider the impacts of a coal ash release at the 
Weymouth Site, and instead focuses on the clean-up and remediation process that would 
be triggered if the Natural Gas Companies caused a release to occur. According to 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, coal ash can cause cancer and neurological damage 
in humans, and harm and kill wildlife, especially fish and other water-dwelling species.42 
FERC cannot take a hard look at the potential impacts of a project unless it explains those 
impacts, which it has failed to do. Accordingly, the analysis is deficient as it pertains to 
the real and present danger of a release of coal ash into the air and water.  
 

b. FERC air impacts analysis is deficient because it fails to establish an 
accurate baseline. 

 
FERC’s EA erroneously relies upon air quality data collected from locations 

outside of Weymouth to establish the baseline air quality. Notably, the data used in 
FERC’s air impact analysis to estimate the ambient air quality originate from sensors 
located in Dudley Square, South Boston, and Long Island.43 In fact, one monitoring 
location on Harrison Avenue in Boston is near Boston Medical Center and numerous 
other public health facilities. Here, however, the Fore River basin already includes one of 
the state’s largest generators of greenhouse gases, the 800-megawatt dual-fuel Calpine 
electrical generating plant. Additionally, numerous other heavily industrialized facilities 
are in the Fore River basin.44 These highly emitting facilities, including power plants, 
sewer pelletizing plants, hazardous waste transfer and treatment facilities, gasoline and 
oil storage facilities and tanks, emit much different air pollutants than hospitals. A 
localized air quality assessment is necessary to understand fully whether these additional 
projects would actually exceed air quality standards. The EA’s assessment of the air 
impacts fails to make a “convincing case,” as required by NEPA, that the impacts are 
insignificant.45 

                                                
42 Gottlieb, B., Gilbert S., and Gollin Evans, L., Coal Ash; The toxic treat to our health and environment 
(Sept. 2010), available online, http://www.psr.org/assets/pdfs/coal-ash.pdf.  
 
43 Atlantic Bridge Project, RR at 9-17, 18. 
   
44 See Industrial Sites in the Vicinity of the Proposed Weymouth Compressor Map, attached as “Exhibit C.” 
 
45 Audubon Soc’y of Cent. Ark. V. Dailey,  977 F.2d 428, 434 (8th Cir. 1992).  
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Additionally, the impacts of emissions on air quality and public health can vary 

by temperature and location, with documented variations in volatile organic compounds 
only two kilometers from a compressor station. The EA fails to study these impacts 
carefully in order to understand these variations and their significance for the surrounding 
communities.  
 

c. The EA is deficient because the Lovell’s Grove and King’s Cove 
Conservation Areas are not identified as a Noise Sensitive Receptor. 
 

In assessing the noise impacts from the compressor station, FERC has failed to 
include either the Lovell’s Grove or the King’s Cove conservation areas as noise 
sensitive areas (NSA). Federal regulations require that “[t]he noise attributable to any 
new compressor station…must not exceed a day-night sound level (Ldn) of 55 dBA at any 
pre-existing noise-sensitive area (such as schools, hospitals, or residences).”46 While 
NSA is not a defined term, the clear intent is for areas where people congregate and seek 
quiet – such as conservation lands – to be protected. FERC’s analysis is legally deficient 
due to its failure to include these highly used recreational spaces in its acoustical study.  

 
In fact, on the face of things, it appears that FERC would be unable to 

demonstrate compliance with the 55 dba standard at the excluded sites. Notably, NSA 1, 
a residential structure located 610 feet south-southeast of the facility, will experience a 
Ldn of 49.0 dBA attributable to the New Station.47 Lovell’s Grove conservation area is 
located less than 125 feet from the station and the King’s Cove conservation area directly 
abuts the proposed station site. FERC cannot issue a FONSI without considering the 
significant impacts to these conservation areas. 

 
d. The noise impact analysis fails to take a hard look at blowdown events. 

 
FERC has failed to adequately consider the impacts of blowdowns on the 

surrounding community. Indeed, the totality of the blowdown analysis is as follows: 
 

In addition to the operational noise discussed above, there 
would also be blowdown events during which the pipeline 
would generate noise for short periods of time (e.g., 1 to 5 
minutes). Algonquin has indicated that these potential 
blowdown events would be associated with each of the new 
compressor units, which would each be outfitted with a 
blowdown silencer to ensure that the noise attributable to 

                                                
46 18 CR. §380.12(k)(4)(v)(A). 
 
47 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-104. 
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these blowdown events would be 60 dBA at a distance of 
300 feet. Given the non-routine nature and short-term 
duration of these blowdown events, we do not believe that 
there would be a significant contributor to operational noise 
from the Project.48  

 
Obviously, FERC cannot reasonably conclude that these impacts are insignificant without 
first considering the frequency of the blowdowns. The fact that they are non-routine does 
not mean that they will not occur. Furthermore, for an individual recreating on the 
abutting conservation land, both of which are within 300 feet of the facility, a “short” 
five-minute blowdown will not feel inconsequential.   
 

e. FERC has improperly dismissed the fact that the North Weymouth 
community is already overburdened by numerous highly polluting 
facilities. 

 
The EA fails to appreciate that the residents of Quincy and North Weymouth 

already bear their disproportionate share of environmental burdens.49 Indeed, the EA 
states that, because the area is already highly industrialized, use of the parcel in this 
manner “would not be inconsistent with other industrial uses in the immediate vicinity.”50 
Communities should not have to continue to endure new and harmful industrialized uses 
merely because they already have such facilities in their midst.51 FERC’s reliance on the 
“consistent with existing uses” justification demonstrates its failure to understand the 
basic premise of an analysis of this type. 

 
f. FERC has arbitrarily concluded that the construction and operation of the 

facility does not significantly impact public safety.  
 

FERC review of the public safety impacts from siting the compressor station in 
North Weymouth is egregiously flawed and inadequate.  

 
First, FERC states that there is a potential impact radius of 786 feet for the 

existing natural gas infrastructure. However, FERC does not analyze what the potential 
impact radius would be for the compressor station. FERC cannot assume that the impact 

                                                
48Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-111. 
  
49 See Industrial Sites in the Vicinity of the Proposed Weymouth Compressor Map. 
 
50 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 3-20. 
 
51 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, Executive 
Order 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994); see also, Environmental Justice Policy of the Massachusetts Executive Office 
of Environmental Affairs (Oct. 9, 2002). 
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radius for a natural gas pipeline would be the same as for a natural gas compressor 
station.  

 
Second, the EA also fails to consider risks to human health, and instead focuses 

on the structural integrity of the Fore River Bridge. The EA states: 
 

The heat flux level that would be emitted if ignition were to occur 
during a gas venting would be 37.5 kilowatts per square meter at a 
distance of 282 feet. Given that the bridge is 450 feet from the 
point of venting and the heat flux level would be much lower…, 
the structural integrity of the bridge would not be affected.52  

 
FERC has failed to take a hard look at the public health risks of a gas ignition to people 
recreating along the conservation parcels (which are less than 125 feet from the property 
line) or driving along the bridge. These areas, as well as numerous homes, fall within the 
768 feet impact radius and are completely ignored by FERC.53 FERC’s failure to consider 
these human health consequences leaves the EA deficient.  
 
 Third, FERC has refused to analyze the impact on public evacuation routes if 
there were an incident at the Weymouth Compressor Station. Instead, FERC merely notes 
that, if the project were to move forward, the Natural Gas Companies would “create an 
Emergency Response Plan specific to the Weymouth Compressor Station.”54 There is no 
reason that such a plan could not have been provided, at least in preliminary form, and 
meaningfully considered during the environmental review process. Merely depending on 
some hypothetical future plan to resolve the potentially intractable problem of public 
evacuation is a legally untenable basis for issuance of a FONSI. Furthermore, FERC’s 
statement that “[i]f access to the Fore River Bridge were impeded during an evacuation, 
there [would be] other roads available for public use heading south,” is flatly false.55 In 
fact, an individual evacuating from the area of the compressor station would have to drive 
approximately 0.8 miles on Bridge Street before reaching a road to maneuver around the 
Fore River Bridge.  
 
 Fourth, the Natural Gas Companies have inexplicably elected to site the 
compressor station within a Hurricane Inundation Zone, which will become inaccessible 
during and after a Category 2 hurricane, and completely submerged after a Category 4 

                                                
52 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-120.  
 
53 See Impact Map, attached as “Exhibit D.” 
 
54 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-121. 
 
55 Id.  
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hurricane.56 Hurricane Sandy damaged two compressor stations located miles inland.57 
The proposed North Weymouth compressor would be within 500 feet of the Fore River. 
The compressor stations closed by Hurricane Sandy remained shut down for more than 
one week.58 Accordingly, the EA is deficient because it fails to meaningfully address how 
the Natural Gas Companies would protect the site during severe weather events and 
describe in detail the impacts of submerging a compressor station in ocean water and 
completely ignoring the possibility of hurricane storm surge.59 
 

IV. The Environmental Assessment Fails to Consider Cumulative Impacts60 
 

The EA’s cumulative impact analysis fails to provide a detailed analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of existing and proposed projects, as mandated by NEPA. Among the 
specific deficiencies in this analysis are the following: 

  
• Geology and Soil.  

 
The EA fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the Atlantic Bridge Project, 

Access Northeast, and the Fore River Bridge Replacement Project as they pertain to a 
release of coal ash. Specifically, the EA does not consider how these three projects, with 
essentially continuous excavation and construction schedules, increase the likelihood of a 
release of hazardous materials. Simply stating that “[s]hould hazardous materials or 
contaminated soils and/or sediments be encountered during construction, they would be 
disposed of at fully licensed and permitted disposal facilities” does not satisfy FERC’s 
obligation to evaluate the consequences and impacts of such a release in a meaningful 
way.61  

                                                
56 See Hurricane Surge Inundation Zone Map. 
 
57 Reuters, Spectra says two NJ compressor stations down, (Oct 30, 2012). 
 
58 Reuters, Spectra says NJ gas compressors still out, no customer impact, (Nov 6, 2012). 
 
59 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-3. 
 
60 The EA states: 
 

The eastern United States has been affected by human activity for over 
15,000 years beginning with indigenous peoples who lived in large 
settlements and associated satellite villages. Today about 31.4 million 
people reside in New York, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Maine. 
This includes about 2.5 million people that live in the three counties 
where the new take up and relay pipeline and new compressor station 
would be constructed.  

 
Id. at 2-123.   
 
61 Id. at 2-131.  
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• Waterbodies, Groundwater and Aquatic Resources.  

 
The EA does not adequately address the impact on the surface water from the 

construction of the two pipeline projects and the Fore River Bridge Replacement Project.  
Specifically, there will likely be an increase in sediment loading in surface waters and in 
internal sediment loading due to changes in erosion and deposition patterns. FERC’s 
reliance on the Erosion & Sediment Control Plan and the Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasurement Plan/Preparedness, Prevention and Contingency Plan for the 
Atlantic Bridge Project does not address the impacts from all three projects. 
 

The EA also declares that “[c]onstruction of the Atlantic Bridge Project and other 
projects listed in table 2.10-1, …could result in cumulative impacts on aquatic 
resources.”62 However, the EA does not specify the nature of those impacts or how those 
impacts will be mitigated. Instead, FERC relies upon the fact that future projects would 
be required to obtain permits if the project would involve direct in-stream impacts. This 
conclusory statement does not satisfy FERC’s obligation to meaningfully evaluate the 
cumulative impacts projects.  

 
• Vegetation, Wildlife and Habitat, and Protected Species.  

 
The EA states that the “exact acres of vegetation disturbance are unknown” for 

the Access Northeast Project.63 However, the Natural Gas Companies filed a series of 
maps depicting the exact location for the Access Northeast pipeline and associated 
facilities on April 1.64 Moreover, even if the location of the Access Northeast pipeline 
facilities changes marginally between now and when the Natural Gas Companies file for 
a Certificate of Public Convince and Necessity with FERC, the location of the additional 
compressor unit proposed as part of the Access Northeast Project will not change. Thus, 
FERC should have discussed the impacts of siting another compressor station building on 
the site in terms of its impact on vegetation, wildlife and habitat, and protected species.  

 
Furthermore, FERC has restricted the scope of its cumulative impacts analysis on 

vegetation, wildlife and habitat, and protected species, to existing or proposed projects 
within 0.25 miles of the facility. In limiting the area of impact in this way, FERC has 
                                                                                                                                            
 
62 Table 2.10-1 of the EA lists the existing and proposed projects evaluated for potential cumulative 
impacts in conjunction with the Atlantic Bridge Project. A column in this table identifies all “resources 
potentially cumulatively affected.” According to the Table, the construction of the AB Project and the other 
projects listed would not result in cumulative impacts on aquatic resources. FERC should correct this error 
and properly identify all projects that would result in cumulative impacts to the aquatic resources.   
 
63 Id. at 2-133. 
 
64 ANE Project, Supplemental Project Information Filing (Apr. 1, 2016).  
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avoided having to consider the cumulative impacts of constructing the Access Northeast 
pipeline under the Fore River using horizontal directional drill technology.65 A 
directional drilling project under the Fore River and Mill Cove area for the Massachusetts 
Water Resources Authority resulted in the release of bentonite onto tidal flats, causing 
long-term impacts to the tidal flats. FERC is therefore obligated to the risks associated 
and potential impacts from the installation of the pipeline. 

 
Additionally, the Natural Gas Companies’ Resource Report 1 notes that it is 

possible that “direct mortality to smaller mammals and birds that are less mobile could 
occur during clearing and grading operations associated with the construction of the 
facility,… [and that] similar mortality could also occur at nearby Fore River Bridge 
Project.”66 The EA is void of any analysis of the cumulative impacts on slow moving 
birds and mammals. FERC has not satisfied its obligations under NEPA. 
 

• Land Use, Recreation and Special Interest Areas, and Visual Resources.  
 

o Land Use.  
 
  FERC has failed to discuss or even to consider any cumulative land use impacts 
that would result from expanding the Weymouth Compressor Station as part of the 
Access Northeast Project. Instead, the EA provides: 
 

[T]he overwhelming majority of this land (affected by the ANE 
project) would be outside of the area of potential cumulative 
impact (i.e., the region of influence) for the Atlantic Bridge 
Project, and thus would not contribute to cumulative impacts.67  

 
This is unfathomable, as the expansion of the facility will occur on the same site as the 
proposed compressor station. Simply stating that “some additional cumulative impacts” 
would result is insufficient to meet FERC’s NEPA mandate.68   
 

o Recreation and Special Interest Area.  
 
 FERC’s cumulative impacts analysis is also deficient because it is void of any 
consideration of the cumulative impacts on Lovell Grove, a privately owned parcel with a 
conservation restriction, which is approximately 125 feet southwest of the compressor 

                                                
65 ANE Project, Draft RR 1-15. 
 
66 AB Project, RR 1-57. 
 
67 AB Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-135. 
 
68 Id. at 1-135. 
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station site boundary. This is shocking, given how the Fore River Bridge Replacement 
Project and both pipeline projects will have significant impacts on the public’s desire to 
recreate on Lovell Grove during construction and operation.   
 
 Additionally, the cumulative impacts analysis fails to provide any meaningful 
consideration of the impacts of the various projects on the King’s Cove conservation 
area. While FERC notes that “noise, visual, dust and other construction impacts at the 
Kings Cove parcel could be prolonged if both projects are approved,” FERC fails to 
provide any meaningful analysis of those impacts.69 Instead, FERC provides only a 
conclusory analysis that the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (E&SCP) would 
effectively minimize any negative impacts.70 Even assuming the E&SCP could mitigate 
the dust impact from the facility, the E&SCP would have no impact on the “noise, visual 
…and other construction impacts” of the facility.  
 
 Moreover, FERC has impermissibly tiered the EA, relying on policies that will 
not undergo environmental review. The EA recognizes that the “operation activities 
associated with both projects…would result in noise, dust, and visual impacts that could 
impact the quality of the recreational experience on the parcel.71 FERC, however, 
assumes that these impacts will be mitigated through “coordinat[ion] with the Town of 
Weymouth.”72 It is irrefutable that the EA demonstrates that the cumulative effects of 
these projects will have significant effects on the conservation land. However, FERC has 
left the mitigation of those impacts up to Weymouth and the Natural Gas Companies to 
determine in some future agreed upon policy. This is problematic in two ways:  
 
 First, relying upon a future agreement that will not be subject to NEPA review to 
mitigate these significant impacts is akin to tiering an environmental assessment, and 
therefore violates NEPA. NEPA permits agencies to “tier their environmental impact 
statements to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and to focus on the 
actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review.”73 “However, tiering 
to a document that has not itself been subject to NEPA review is not permitted, for it 
circumvents the purpose of NEPA.”74 
 

                                                
69 AB Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-135.  
 
70 Id.  
 
71 Id. 
 
72 Id. 
 
73 40 C.F.R. §1502.20. 
 
74 Kern v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1073 (9th Cir., 2002) (emphasis added).  
 



Comment letter to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission  
Algonquin Gas Transmission LLC, Atlantic Bridge Project 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Docket No.: CP16-9-000 
June 1, 2016 
18 of 25 
 

 

 Second, the cumulative impacts from these three projects cannot be sufficiently 
mitigated; the impacts will continue to be significant. The area will essentially be under 
construction for at least three years. Even after construction of the Fore River Bridge and 
the pipeline projects is complete, the operation of the compressor facility will hinder the 
public’s desire to recreate in the area. As discussed, the facility will emit high levels of 
pollutants and present a real and present safety risk to those individuals in the vicinity. 
These risks must be addressed and reviewed in an EIS. FERC cannot push its NEPA 
obligations off on the Town.  
 

o Visual Impact.  
 
 The EA states that, because the extension would be “constructed to visually blend 
with the MWRA building…, there would be no permanent cumulative visual impact 
associated with the ANE Project at the proposed Weymouth Compressor Station site.”75 
This statement defies reason. Expanding a building will have impacts on landscape. Here, 
the expansion will be seen from individuals recreating on the abutting conservation land, 
driving over the Fore River Bridge, and boating along the waterfront. These significant 
impacts have been ignored and must be fully vetting and reviewed.  
 

• Socioeconomics – Traffic.  
 

The EA’s cumulative traffic analysis is wholly insufficient and based on faulty 
assumptions regarding cumulative impacts. Specifically, FERC has taken the position 
that cumulative traffic impacts will only occur if construction schedules overlap: 

 
Depending on the completion date for the Fore River Bridge 
Replacement Project, construction of the Atlantic Bridge Project 
may overlap with the final stages of construction for the bridge. If 
this were to occur, there could be a temporary cumulative impact 
on traffic associated with commuting workers in the vicinity of the 
Weymouth Compressor Station. The AIM Project and ANE 
Project would not contribute to the traffic impacts of the Atlantic 
Bridge Project because they would be constructed a year prior to 
and a year after the Atlantic Bridge Project, however if the ANE 
Project were to be approved and constructed as currently proposed 
it would prolong the traffic related impacts at the Weymouth 
Compressor Station.76  

                                                
75 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-135. This statement further demonstrates that 
the AB Project and the ANE Project have been impermissibly segmented. It is impossible to conclude that 
a project which will expand the size of a building will not have impact the visual landscape around the 
building unless the construction of the building and the expansion of the building are considered to be one 
project.  
 
76 Id. at 2-138. 
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However, living through year after year of continuous construction related impacts is in 
itself a cumulative impact. The end date for the Fore River Bridge Replacement Project is 
“November 2017-June 2018.”77 If approved, construction on Atlantic Bridge would begin 
in early 2017, and end no sooner than eight months later.78 Under Access Northeast, the 
proposed compressor station would be expanded starting in early 2018. This is essentially 
three years of major construction projects at the site. The cumulative impacts of living 
through year after year of constructed related traffic and congestion must be explored 
meaningfully in the EA. FERC’s failure to do so leaves its analysis incomplete and 
legally deficient.   

 
Even the Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board recognized that, because 

of the “rather brief” time separating the project construction periods, the projects could be 
“perceived as essentially continuous.”79 Thus, while each individual project’s traffic 
related impacts may be temporary, the impacts are neither temporary nor insignificant 
when viewed as a whole.  
 
 Furthermore, the EA incorrectly assumes that only the “final stages of 
construction for the [Fore River Bridge Replacement Project]” will overlap with the 
Atlantic Bridge Project.80 According to MassDOT’s project website, however, the “job is 
currently 650 days behind schedule.”81 The new expected in-service date with “all four 
lanes open and all traffic on the new bridge” is approximately November 2017-June 
2018.82 Significantly, the construction of the bridge will overlap, not only with all of the 
Atlantic Bridge Project (scheduled to commence construction in early 2017), but also 
with the Access Northeast Project (expected to commence construction in early 2018). 
The EA has not sufficiently considered the cumulative traffic impacts of the Fore River 
Bridge Replacement Project and the two pipeline projects.  
 

                                                                                                                                            
 
77 MassDOT, Fore River Bridge Replacement Project Timeline Overview, accessed May 24, 2016, 
available online at http://www.massdotprojectsforeriverbridge.info/timeline_overview.html. 
 
78 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-71. 
 
79 Atlantic Bridge Project, Comments of the Massachusetts Energy Facility Siting Board at 3 (Dec. 21, 
2015). These comments are incorporated herein by reference.  
 
80Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-138. 
 
81 Supra, at 68. 
 
82 Id. 
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 The cumulative analysis is also deficient because it fails to address parking-
related impacts, which the Natural Gas Companies highlighted in their Resource Reports 
as a potential impact on the surrounding community.83  

 
• Air Quality and Noise.  

 
The EA’s cumulative noise and air impacts analysis is conclusory and fails to 

demonstrate that FERC adequately considered the environmental consequences of siting 
a polluting compressor station in North Weymouth. Principally, the EA lacks any 
quantitative data to demonstrate that the cumulative impacts from Access Northeast and 
Atlantic Bridge will not result in significant impacts on the environment.84 Without a 
quantitative analysis, FERC can offer no assurances that the noise and air impacts are 
insignificant.  
 

Moreover, the EA’s “Summary of Predicted Air Quality Impacts for the Atlantic 
Bridge Project”85 demonstrates that the pollutant NO2 would have a facility and 
background impact of 79.4% of the allowable National Ambient Air Quality Standard for 
one-hour exposure after construction of the facility. According to the EA, the Atlantic 
Bridge proposed facility would contribute 31% of the total modeled NO2 one-hour 
exposure. FERC never estimates what would be the impact of another, larger compressor 
as proposed by Access Northeast in regards to NAAQS compliance.  

 
Without this combined cumulative review, FERC and the Natural Gas Companies 

must expect the public to believe that Access Northeast’s 40% larger natural gas 
compressor will emit less NO2 than the Atlantic Bridge’s proposed compressor. 
Otherwise, the combined Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast compressor station would 
exceed the one-hour NAAQS for NO2.  

 
In fact, a filing made by the Natural Gas Companies clearly shows that this will 

not be the case; the Access Northeast compressor will add 12.9 tons per year of NO2 
emissions to the 10.6 tons per year emitted by the Atlantic Bridge compressor.86 Basic 
math would indicate that this addition would have to cause a violation of the one-hour 
NAAQS for NO2, but the EA does not address this. FERC cannot rely upon it in finding 

                                                
83 Atlantic Bridge Project, RR at 1-61. 
 
84 The Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board and the Town of Weymouth both commented 
previously that a quantitative analysis of the Access Northeast and Atlantic Bridge projects’ cumulative 
noise and air impacts was warranted. These requests have fallen on deaf ears. 
 
85 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-97, Table 2.7.4-6. 
 
86 Atlantic Bridge Project, Algonquin’s Responses to Staff Environmental Data Requested dated Jan. 21, 
2016 (Feb. 10, 2016) at 8. 
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that the cumulative air impacts from constructing and then expanding the compressor 
station will be insignificant.  
 
 In addition, neither the Natural Gas Companies nor FERC even considered, on a 
quantitative level, the cumulative noise impacts from operating the expanded compressor 
station. While FERC recognizes that “[i]t is possible that…the ANE Project [could] 
increase noise levels at some NSAs near compressor stations above what is predicted if 
only the Atlantic Bridge Project is constructed,” FERC did not study the impact on the 
community from the planned increase in any meaningful way. 87  
 

Instead, FERC has relied on the fact that federal regulations require that 
compressor station stay below 55dBA to support its conclusion that the proposed 
expansion of the facility will not significantly impact the environment. However, FERC 
has failed to consider that, in addition to the 55dBA standard, state regulations require 
that all new sources of sound will be considered to be violating the MassDEP’s noise 
regulations if the source increases the sound level by more than 10 dB above ambient 
levels.88 Thus, FERC must demonstrate that, as compared to the site without any 
compressor station, the increase to the broadband sound level at the site will not increase 
by more than 10 dB after the construction and expansion of the compressor facility. The 
EA is deficient in this regard.  

 
Furthermore, the cumulative impact analysis does not consider the cumulative air 

or noise impact from the Weymouth Compressor Station during blowdowns. FERC 
cannot conclude that the cumulative impacts are insignificant without assessing how 
blowdowns will impact the surrounding community.  

 
• Reliability and Safety. 

 
The EA erroneously and without any analysis concludes that “the proposed 

Project would increase the risk to public safety slightly, but this effect would not be 
significant, and it would not result in a cumulative or public safety hazard.”89 FERC did 
not conduct a cumulative impacts analysis, but rather has pointed to Section 2.9.1 of the 
EA, which discusses the reliability and safety impacts of siting the Weymouth 
Compressor Station under Atlantic Bridge. However, the Natural Gas Companies intend 
to more than double the capacity of the compressor station as part of Access Northeast. 
Simply relying upon the safety analysis for the smaller 7,700 hp compressor station is 
insufficient. FERC must analyze the impacts of a release of gas or an explosion at the 
station after the expansion of the facility.  
                                                
87 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-141. 
 
88 310 CMR §7.10.  
 
89 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-143. 
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Additionally, there is no explanation or consideration of terrorism or other types 

of directed attacks in the cumulative impacts analysis. The Access Northeast Project 
intends to sell gas directly to electric distribution companies, and therefore, may be a 
more likely candidate for attack. This analysis must be conducted prior to concluding that 
there is no significant cumulative impact from expanding the facility.  

 
V. FERC Should Not Act Until All Outstanding Permits Have Been Issued. 

 
FERC must delay issuing a FONSI and a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity until the Natural Gas Companies have demonstrated compliance with the 
Coastal Zone Management Act, the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, and M.G.L. 
c.91. 

 
a. Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”).  

 
The EA notes that “Algonquin has determined that the Project is consistent with 

the [Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management]’s enforceable coastal policies as 
outlined in the MACZM’s Policy Guide (2011) and filed their application for a Coastal 
Zone Management Consistency Determination with the MACZM on October 21, 2015.” 
The EA then recommends that “[p]rior to construction of the Weymouth Compressor 
Station, Algonquin should file with the Secretary a copy of the MACZM’s determination 
of consistency with the CZMA.”90 Compliance with the CZMA is not a 
“recommendation,” but rather a mandate under the Natural Gas Act.91 FERC should not 
issue its determination until the MACZM has issued its determination.  

 
Alternatively, FERC should condition the Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity on the Natural Gas Companies obtaining a consistency determination. To do 
otherwise would not only violate the CZMA, but also allow a key determination – 
whether the construction of the Weymouth Compressor Station would be conducted in a 
manner consistent with the MACZM’s enforceable program policies – to be left in the 
hands of the project proponents.   
 

b. Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act. 
 

On March 15, 2016, the Town of Weymouth requested that the Secretary of the 
Executive Office of Energy and the Environmental affairs issue an Advisory Opinion 
pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the applicability of the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act to the Atlantic Bridge Project and the Access Northeast 
Project. The Town has argued that, even if the Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast 
                                                
90 Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment at 2-66. 
 
91 See 15 U.S.C. §717b(d). 
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projects are considered independent actions by FERC, MEPA’s more stringent mandate 
requires that the projects be considered in one environmental impact report.92 
Accordingly, FERC must delay issuing its final determination until the Secretary has 
issue a certificate of compliance under MEPA.93  

 
c. Chapter 91. 

 
The Chapter 91 License is an essential state environmental review procedure that 

ensures designated port areas within the Commonwealth, like the Weymouth Fore River, 
are protected and reserved for water dependent industrial uses. Weymouth believes that 
the compressor station is not a water dependent use, and that issuance of a Chapter 91 
waterways license would therefore be improper. Therefore Weymouth encourages FERC 
to condition the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity on the issuance of a 
Chapter 91 license. Failure to do so would allow for the siting of a non-water dependent 
use along our shoreline. 

 
VI. FERC has Violated NEPA by Scheduling the Comment Deadline on the 

Atlantic Bridge Environmental Assessment for the Same Time as the 
Comment Deadline on the Scope of Access Northeast’s EIS. 

 
Federal regulations make clear that “public scrutiny [is] essential to implementing 

NEPA.”94 Agencies are accordingly expected to “[e]ncourage and facilitate public 
involvement in decisions which affect the quality of human environment” and to “[m]ake 
diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA 
procedures.”95 In determining whether a public agency provided sufficient public 
participation, courts will consider whether the alleged “lack of public input prevented the 
agency ‘from weighing all the factors essential to exercising its judgment [under NEPA] 
in a reasonable manner.”96  

 
Here, the public’s ability to participate in the NEPA process has been hindered by 

concurrently scheduling key comment deadlines in both the Atlantic Bridge and Access 

                                                
92 For a detailed explanation of why the projects cannot be reviewed separately, please see Weymouth’s 
March 15, 2016 letter to Secretary Beaton, incorporated herein by reference and attached as “Exhibit E.”  
 
93 Even the EA recognizes that the issue of applicability is still outstanding, noting in Table 1-12.1 that the 
status of the Natural Gas Companies compliance with MEPA “ongoing.” Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment at 1-27. 
 
94 40 C.F.R. §1500.1(b). 
 
95 Id. §§1500.2(d), 1506.6(a). 
 
96 Brodsky v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com’n, 704 F.3d 113, 121 (2nd Cir. 2013) (citations omitted). 
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Northeast projects.97 Specifically, on April 29, 2016, FERC issued notice of its intent to 
prepare an EIS for the Access Northeast Project. Comments on the scope of the EIS were 
set to be due to FERC by May 31, 2016. A hearing was also scheduled on May 19 for 
members of the Weymouth community to express their concern over the project.98  

 
On May 2, 2016, less that a week after FERC issued the notice of intent in the 

Access Northeast proceeding, FERC released the Environmental Assessment for the 
Atlantic Bridge Project. Comments from the public were set to be due on June 1, 2016,99 
only one day after the public file comments in the Access Northeast Proceeding.100  

 
This short timetable constituted a considerable hardship for the members of the 

Weymouth community, who are significantly impacted by both projects and were already 
struggling to file comments on the scope of the Access Northeast EIS. Furthermore, by 
failing to extend either of the comment deadlines, FERC has forced commenters to file 
less than complete comment letters. This will directly impact FERC’s ability to obtain 
“all the factors essential to exercising its judgment in a reasonable manner.”  
 

                                                
97 Numerous commenters requested an extension of time to file comments in both the Access Northeast and 
Atlantic Bridge proceedings, including the Town of Weymouth. See Town of Weymouth’s Request for 
Extension of Public Comment Deadline in CP16-9 (May 27, 2016); see also Request of the Town of 
Weymouth’s Request for an Extension of Time to submit Comments on the Scope of the Project’s EIS 
under PF16-1 (May 25, 2016). FERC did not respond to these requests. 
 
98 In addition, the EFSB held a public hearing on May 11 to discuss the ANE Project. The EFSB also 
requested comments from the public be submitted to its office by May 20.   
 
99 Even if the Access Northeast comment deadline did not exists, providing the public with less than 30 
days to review an environmental assessment constitutes a significant burden.  
 
100 It is also worth noting that Memorial Day, a federal holiday falls within this period. 
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VII. Conclusions. 
 

For all the reasons stated above, the impacts of siting a compressor facility in the 
densely populated community of Weymouth will be significant. Weymouth therefore 
urges FERC to undertake the review process carefully and to prepare a single 
comprehensive EIS for the Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast projects, as required by 
law. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Robert L. Hedlund 
Mayor 
 

Encl. 
 
cc: Robert Shea, Energy Facilities Siting Board 

Chris Harvey, Director of Rates and Certificates, Spectra Energy Partners 
Ralph Child, Attorney for Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 

 Terrance Doyle, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
 Michael Tyrrell, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
 Charles D. Baker, Governor 
 Elizabeth Warren, U.S. Senator 
 Edward Markey, U.S. Senator 
 Stephen Lynch, U.S. House of Representatives 
 Patrick O’Connor, State Senator  
 James Murphy, State Representative 
 Ronald Mariano, State Representative 
 Rebecca Haugh, District 1 Council, Weymouth 
 Joseph Callanan, Town Solicitor 
 J. Raymond Miyares, Special Town Counsel 

 
 
 
   

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

     
 

        
 
 
 
 
 

March 30, 2016 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 

Re: Algonquin Gas Transmission, L.L.C. & Maritimes & Northeast 
Pipeline, L.L.C. - Atlantic Bridge Project  
Federal Consistency Review 

 
Dear Secretary Beaton:  
 

On behalf of the Town of Weymouth, I respectfully submit these comments on 
the application of Algonquin Gas Transmission, L.L.C. and Maritimes & Northeast 
Pipeline, L.L.C. (collectively, the “Pipeline Companies”) for a determination that 
their Atlantic Bridge Project is consistent with the Coastal Zone Management Act. 
The Town and I believe that the project is inconsistent in several different ways with 
well-established Massachusetts coastal management policies. 

At the outset, I wish to stress the importance of the federal consistency 
review conducted by your Office. The Pipeline Companies requested that the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issue a Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity, pursuant to the Natural Gas Act, for the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(FERC Docket CP16-9). As part of that project, the Pipeline Companies propose a 
natural gas compressor station in North Weymouth.  

The issuance of such a Certificate would preempt some state and local 
regulation of the project. However, the Natural Gas Act explicitly excludes from such 
preemption the “rights of States” under the Coastal Zone Management Act, the 
Clean Air Act, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.1 Thus, the regulatory 
scheme relies on state regulators, such as yourself, to examine carefully and 
thoroughly the impacts of projects affecting the coastal zone.  

As you know, the Coastal Zone Management Act allows the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) to approve coastal zone management 

                                                 
1 15 U.S.C. §717b(d). 
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Mayor 
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programs developed by the states.2 Any applicant for a required federal license or 
permit for an activity in the coastal zone of a state with an approved management 
program must demonstrate “that the proposed activity complies with the enforceable 
policies of the state’s approved program and that such activity will be conducted in a 
manner consistent with the program.”3  

NOAA approved Massachusetts’s program in 1978. The Massachusetts Office 
of Coastal Zone Management Policy Guide, published in October 2011 (the “Policy 
Guide”) contains the current official statement of that program’s policies.4  

The detailed and thoughtful policies set forth in the Policy Guide show the 
value that we in the Commonwealth place on our coast. The cursory discussion 
provided in the Pipeline Companies’ application for federal consistency review falls 
well short of demonstrating that the construction of the proposed compressor station 
complies with those comprehensive policies. 

I. The Available Information Shows That the Pipeline Companies’ 
Proposed Compressor Station Fails to Comply with Enforceable 
Policies of Massachusetts’ Approved Coastal Zone Management Plan. 

 The Pipeline Companies provided limited information that undermines the 
application’s conclusory assertions of compliance with the enforceable policies of 
Massachusetts’ approved coastal zone management plan. 

A. The Proposed Project Fails to Comply With Energy Policy #1. 

Energy Policy #1 (an enforceable policy) states:  

For coastally dependent energy facilities, assess siting in 
alternative coastal locations. For non-coastally dependent 
energy facilities, assess siting in areas outside of the coastal 
zone. Weigh the environmental and safety impacts of locating 
proposed energy facilities at alternative sites. 

The Pipeline Companies claim that the proposed compressor station “must be 
sited close to the I-10 pipeline system near the coastline both for engineering 
reasons related to the maximum operating pressure of the pipeline system and to 
minimize environmental impacts.” The Pipeline Companies fail to show, however, 
that the proposed station is “coastally dependent” as defined in Energy Policy #1.  

                                                 
2 16 U.S.C. §1455(d). 
 
3 16 U.S.C. §1456(c)(3)(A). 
 
4 Available at http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/czm/about-czm/czm-policy-guide/.  
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The compressor station does not meet any of the criteria for coastally 
dependent facilities listed in the Policy Guide. Moreover, the Policy Guide 
specifically states (at p. 32) that “[g]as facilities that are not coastally dependent 
include…gas processing facilities and storage facilities.” 

For non-coastally dependent facilities, the applicant must “propose, evaluate 
and compare at least one inland site.” The Policy Guide provides a list of nine factors 
that must be considered in all evaluations. In addition, evaluations of alternative 
gas facility sites must include assessment of the risks to public safety and evaluation 
of the size of available buffer zones between the proposed facility and other land or 
water uses.  

The Pipeline Companies admit that the compressor station could be located 
on other parcels of land, many of them away from the coastal zone, while still 
allowing for the operation of the HubLine and the proposed pipeline expansion. 
Indeed, the alternatives analysis submitted as Appendix A to their application 
shows five alternative compressor sites away the coastal zone that would meet 
engineering requirements.  

One of the identified alternatives is in Franklin, more than 22 miles away 
from the coast. The cursory analysis rejects all of the alternatives without 
considering all of the required factors. Moreover, the Pipeline Companies failed to 
specify how they identified the alternative locations, making it impossible to 
determine whether other more appropriate alternatives may be available. 

The Town believes that a detailed and thorough alternatives analysis would 
show that there are better locations for the proposed compressor station than on the 
waterfront in a densely populated area. In particular, a more comprehensive 
evaluation would identify the unnecessary risks posed by siting the facility in the 
proposed location, including the public safety implications of the proposed location 
compared to other possible locations.  

In addition, inclusion of the Pipeline Companies’ proposed Access Northeast 
project (FERC Docket PF16-1) in the evaluation would likely identify alternatives 
that are more feasible. In the Town’s view, the Pipeline Companies impermissibly 
segmented the Access Northeast project from the Atlantic Bridge project in order to 
mask the true environmental impacts of the compressor facility.  

The segmentation of these projects also prevents a thorough and robust 
alternative analysis. For example, the Pipeline Companies argue that the Franklin 
alternative would require the construction of at least 30 miles of new pipeline.5 
However, since the Pipeline Companies would construct much of this pipeline length 

                                                 
5 FERC CP16-9, Resource Report 10, p. 10-35. 
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anyway as part of the Access Northeast Project, siting the compressor station in 
Franklin would require the construction of only 5.7 miles of additional pipeline.6  

The Pipeline Companies admitted this fact only after detailed follow-up 
questions from FERC as opposed to their voluminous FERC filings. The 
Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board comments provided in Exhibit A 
similarly raise additional concerns about the omission of the Access Northeast 
project from the Weymouth compressor station alternatives analysis. 

CZM as part of it federal consistency review should require a comprehensive 
review of both Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast Projects to ensure a proper 
alternatives analysis, considering both projects’ impacts, actually demonstrates, as 
opposed to presupposes, that the projects are truly “coastally dependent.” I wrote a 
similar letter requesting that the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
conduct such a review to determine whether both projects require a combined 
environmental review. 

B. The Proposed Project Fails to Comply With Coastal Hazards Policy 
#1. 

Coastal Hazards Policy #1 (an enforceable policy) states: 

Preserve, protect, restore and enhance the beneficial features of 
storm damage prevention and flood control provided by natural 
coastal landforms, such as dunes, beaches, barrier beaches, 
coastal banks, land subject to coastal storm flowage, salt 
marshes, and land under the ocean. 

 In the introduction to the Coastal Hazards section of the Policy Guide, CZM 
states that one of CZM’s intentions is to “prevent, eliminate or significantly reduce 
threats to public safety, property, and environmental resources resulting from 
hazards such as erosion, flooding, and storm damage.” The discussion of Coastal 
Hazards Policy #1 explains the problems created by siting facilities too close to the 
water and building coastal engineering structures to protect them; it recommends 
siting facilities as far landward as possible and using non-structural approaches to 
protect the coast.  

 The proposed Weymouth compressor station contradicts these goals. 
According to the federal consistency application, the proposed location of the 
compressor station is on filled tidelands, artificially elevated above the 100-year 
flood zone, on a manmade peninsula edged with riprap.  

The proposed site is within a Hurricane Surge Inundation Zone. A Category 2 
hurricane would render the compressor station inaccessible. A Category 4 hurricane 

                                                 
6 See FERC CP16-9, Pipeline Companies’ Response to January 21, 2016 Data Request, at 
Resource Report 10, Question 5, fn. 4.  
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would completely submerge the station. A review of historical storm data 
demonstrates that Category 2 storms have occurred in the area. See Exhibit A.  

C. The Proposed Project Fails to Comply With Several Ports and 
Harbors Policies regarding Siting Non-Water Dependent Uses in 
Designated Port Areas, such as the Weymouth Fore River. 

Ports and Harbors Policies #3, #4, and #5 (all of which are enforceable) state: 

Preserve and enhance the capacity of Designated Port Areas to 
accommodate water-dependent industrial uses and prevent the 
exclusion of such uses from tidelands and any other DPA lands 
over which an EEA agency exerts control by virtue of ownership 
or other legal authority. 

For development on tidelands and other coastal waterways, 
preserve and enhance the immediate waterfront for vessel-
related activities that require sufficient space and suitable 
facilities along the water’s edge for operational purposes. 

Encourage, through technical and financial assistance, 
expansion of water-dependent uses in Designated Port Areas 
and developed harbors, re-development of urban waterfronts, 
and expansion of physical and visual access. 

The proposed compressor station is wholly located within the Weymouth Fore 
River Designated Port Area. The Policy Guide articulates the purpose of Designated 
Port Areas (DPAs) as follows: 

DPAs are land and water areas with certain physical and 
operational features that have been identified to have 
particular state, regional, and national significance with 
respect to the promotion of commercial fishing, shipping, and 
other vessel-related activities associated with water-borne 
commerce and to manufacturing, processing, and production 
activities reliant upon marine transportation or the withdrawal 
or discharge of large volumes of water. The two central 
principles of the state’s DPA policy are to promote water-
dependent industries as an important sector of the state’s 
economy and to prevent the loss of areas that have key 
characteristics.… Because economic, environmental and social 
factors now virtually preclude further development of such an 
intensive nature, what remains of the industrialized coast 
should be preserved to the maximum extent practicable in 
order to meet the long-term, cumulative space needs of water-
dependent industries. State policy seeks to protect these areas 
from the irretrievable commitment to, or significant 
impairment by, non-industrial or nonwater-dependent types of 
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development, which enjoy a far greater range of locational 
options. 

To make use of this scarce waterfront property for a facility that could be located 
inland clearly contravenes these CZM Ports and Harbors Policies. As I wrote above 
regarding the project failing to be “coastally dependent,” in violation of Energy 
Policy #1, because the project is similarly not water dependent, the project fails 
several Ports and Harbors Policies. 

D. The Proposed Project Fails to Comply With Public Access Policy 
#1. 

Public Access Policy #1 (an enforceable policy) states: 

Ensure that development (both water-dependent or nonwater-
dependent) of coastal sites subject to state waterways regulation 
will promote general public use and enjoyment of the water’s 
edge, to an extent commensurate with the Commonwealth’s 
interests in flowed and filled tidelands under the Public Trust 
Doctrine. 

The Commonwealth highly values and strongly protects the public trust 
interest in flowed and filled tidelands, as shown by Public Access Policy #1, which is 
enforceable through G.L. c. 91 and the Department of Environmental Protection’s 
Waterways Regulations.7 The Pipeline Companies’ federal consistency review 
application gives short shrift to this important policy. It does not even provide a 
figure showing the extent of filled tidelands on the proposed site of the Weymouth 
compressor station. One must refer to the Pipeline Companies’ Chapter 91 
application to learn that: 

[The] Weymouth Compressor Station will be fenced and occupy 
approximately 3.0 acres of filled private tidelands, and 
construction work space will temporarily occupy 6.6 acres of 
filled private tidelands and 1.7 acres of filled commonwealth 
tidelands, within the 16.2- acre parcel.  

 The federal consistency review application claims that public access 
requirements “are inapplicable and inappropriate” for water-dependent projects. 
However, as detailed above, the proposed project does not need to be located at the 
coast.  

The project is neither “coastally dependent,” in violation of Energy Policy #1, 
nor water dependent, in violation of several Ports and Harbors Policies. Therefore, it 

                                                 
7 310 CMR 9.00. 
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does not meet the criteria for water dependency requirements set forth in the 
Waterways Regulations.8 

Providing public access to the property was the subject of a series of 
conditions of the approval granted by the Energy Facilities Siting Board for 
construction of the Calpine power generating facility located south of the proposed 
compressor station.9 The original owner of that facility, Sithe Edgar Development 
LLC, set aside for public recreation the Lovell’s Grove and King’s Cove areas, which 
are located on the parcel of the proposed compressor station.  

In addition, EFSB required Sithe to work with Weymouth, the Fore River 
Watershed Association and state agencies to provide additional public access on the 
site. Neither Calpine, nor Sithe have fulfilled this condition, as discussed in the 
EFSB comments in Exhibit A. Instead of serving the interest of fulfilling these 
requirements, the large compressor station and associated fencing necessary for the 
project would obstruct the public’s view of and access to the harbor.10 Construction of 
the facility would also seriously impinge on the community’s ability to enjoy the 
Lovell’s Grove and King’s Cove areas, which regulators promised more than 15 years 
ago would be more open to the public.  

II.  The Pipeline Companies’ Application Fails to Provide Required 
Certification or the Necessary Data and Information. 

NOAA’s regulations implementing the Coastal Zone Management Act federal 
consistency review process for federal licenses and permits require that the 
applicant provide a certification that “[t]he proposed activity complies with the 
enforceable policies of [the State’s] approved management program and will be 
conducted in a manner consistent with such program.”11  

No such certification was in the federal consistency review application 
materials provided by the Pipeline Companies’ consultant. This certification is the 
fundamental requirement of the federal consistency review process; without it, CZM 
cannot consider the application complete. Moreover, the absence of the certification 
calls into question the Pipeline Companies’ commitment to compliance with their 
obligations under the Coastal Zone Management Act. 

                                                 
8 Specifically, the project is not “ancillary” to a water-dependent infrastructure crossing 
facility. See 310 CMR 9.12(2)(d). 
 
9 In the Matter of Sithe Edgar Development LLC, Final Decision, EFSB 98-7, February 11, 
2000. 
 
10 FERC CP16-9, Resource Report 1, p. 1-21. 
 
11 15 CFR §930.57. 
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In addition, NOAA’s regulations call for states to specify the “necessary data 
and information” required for an applicant’s consistency certification.12 The Policy 
Guide (at pp. 11-12) provides a detailed list of necessary data and information for 
federal consistency review. The list makes clear that the applicant must provide 
detailed and specific information about the proposed activity, as well as detailed and 
comprehensive analysis of the project’s effect and alternatives. The 26-page federal 
consistency review application submitted by the applicant, accompanied by the 
Resource Reports previously submitted to FERC, does not come close to meeting 
these requirements.  

The Resource Reports address the entire project. They do not include 
sufficient information about the Weymouth compressor station, and one must comb 
through copious amounts of information in the reports regarding other components 
of the project to find what limited information there is on the compressor station. 
Numerous commenters, including the Town and the Massachusetts Energy 
Facilities Siting Board, have identified deficiencies in the information provided 
about the Weymouth compressor station, and the Town has submitted relevant 
factual information from various Town departments that raises concerns about the 
project.13  

The Pipeline Companies’ federal consistency review application fails to 
address meaningfully these deficiencies and concerns. In addition, the Pipeline 
Companies have been submitting updated information to FERC that they do not 
appear to have provided to your Office. The Pipeline Companies should be required 
to resubmit an up-to-date application that provides the latest information on the 
project as well as all of the necessary data and information required by the Policy 
Guide. 

III. Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, the proposed Weymouth compressor station fails 
to comply with the enforceable policies of Massachusetts’ approved coastal 
management program. CZM should determine that the Pipeline Companies’ Atlantic 
Bridge fails to adequately protect to state’s interest in the public waterfront and is 
inconsistent with applicable state and Federal laws.  

                                                 
12 15 CFR §930.58(2). 
 
13 See comment letters attached as Exhibit A. 
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Thank you for your courtesy and attention to these comments. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Robert L. Hedlund 
Mayor 

 
 
cc: Chris Harvey, Director of Rates and Certificates, Spectra Energy Partners 

Ralph Child, Attorney for Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Terrance Doyle, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Michael Tyrrell, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 
Robert Shea, Presiding Officer EFSB 
Ben Lynch, Director, Waterways Program, DEP 
Frank Taomina, Waterways Program, DEP 
Charles D. Baker, Governor 
Elizabeth Warren, U.S. Senator 
Edward Markey, U.S. Senator 
Stephen Lynch, U.S. House of Representatives  
James Murphy, State Representative 
Ronald Mariano, State Representative  
Rebecca Haugh, District 1 Council, Weymouth  
Joseph Callanan, Town Solicitor 
J. Raymond Miyares, Special Town Counsel  
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March 15, 2016 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 
100 Cambridge Street  
Suite 900  
Boston, MA 02114 
 

Re: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast 
Pipeline, L.L.C. - Atlantic Bridge Project  

  Request for Advisory Opinion  
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 

On behalf of the Town of Weymouth, I respectfully request that you issue an 
Advisory Opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) addressing:  

 
(1)  Whether the Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & 

Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C. (collectively, “Spectra” or the “Company”) 
has impermissibly segmented its proposed Atlantic Bridge Project 
(“AB Project”) from its Access Northeast Project (“ANE Project”) to 
evade meaningful review of the siting and construction of a new 
natural gas compressor station in the densely populated community of 
North Weymouth; and  

 
(2)  Whether the AB Project exceeds MEPA review thresholds.  
 

In the alternative, in the event that you determine that the AB Project is 
independent from the ANE Project and does not trigger MEPA review, I further 
request that you employ the Fail-Safe Review procedures of 301 CMR 11.04 in order 
to ensure that the AB Project is critically reviewed and scrutinized.   

 
 As described more fully herein, the Town of Weymouth believes that the 
Company has impermissibly segmented the AB Project from the ANE Project in 
order to evade meaningful review,1 in violation of 301 CMR 11.01(2). Even viewed as 
distinct projects, however, the Town believes that the AB Project exceeds MEPA 

                                                 
1 The Town raised this concern to FERC in its July 24, 2015, pre-filing scoping comment 
letter, and in its December 21, 2015, comment letter. 
 

Robert L. Hedlund 
Mayor 

 
75 Middle Street 

Weymouth, MA 02189 

Office: 781.340.5012 
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review thresholds and necessitates, at a minimum, the filing of an Environmental 
Notification Form.   
 
The Company has impermissibly segmented the Atlantic Bridge Project 
from the Access Northeast Project.  
 

On October 22, 2015, the Company filed an abbreviated application for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (“FERC”), seeking permission to construct the AB Project, which 
includes a 7,700 hp Compressor Station in the Town of Weymouth.2 See FERC 
CP16-9, Resource Report (“RR”) 1-13. Less than a month later, on November 3, 2015, 
the Company submitted its pre-file application for the ANE Project. FERC PF16-1. 
As part of the ANE Project, the Company proposes to more than double the capacity 
of the Compressor Station by adding an additional 10,320 hp compressor unit, as 
well as 4.19 miles of new pipeline in the Towns of Weymouth and Braintree.3 FERC 
PF16-1, Draft RR 1-15, 18.  

 
The applicable MEPA regulation, 301 CMR 11.01(2), requires the Secretary 

to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 
not separate phases or segments thereof.” In determining whether a project has been 
impermissibly segmented, the Secretary “shall consider all circumstances as to 
whether various work or activities constitute one Project, including but not limited 
to: whether the work or activities, taken together, comprise a common plan or 
independent undertakings, ...any time interval between the work or activities; and 
whether the environmental impacts caused by the work or activities are separable or 
cumulative.” Id. 

 
Clearly, the AB Project cannot be separated from the ANE Project because 

the latter is a likely future “Expansion” of the AB Project.  The MEPA regulations 
define “Expansion” as “[any] material increase in Capacity, demand on 
infrastructure, or physical dimensions of a Project….” 301 CMR 11.02. The ANE 
Project proposes to more than double the capacity of the Weymouth Compressor 
Station (FERC PF16-1, Draft RR 1-18), and is completely dependent upon the 
construction of the Weymouth Compressor Station as part of the AB Project. The 
ANE Project’s pre-filing documents even refer to the Weymouth Compressor Station 
as “existing.” Id. If the AB Project were not to go forward, the whole ANE Project 
would have to be revaluated and reconfigured in order to incorporate construction of 
                                                 
2 In addition to the construction of the new compressor station in Weymouth, Spectra 
proposes to modify an existing regulator station in the Town of Needham and to rebuild two 
existing Metering and Regulating (M&R) stations in Plymouth. FERC CP16-9, Resource 
Report 1-14. Gas flow will also be increased to the M&R stations in Assonet and Mystic.  
However, Spectra has refused review this aspect of the AB Project in its Resource Reports 
submitted to FERC, claiming that the increase in flow will not result in any station 
modifications, pressure testing or uprating. Id. at 1-16. 
 
3 The ANE Project also proposes to loop approximately 21.68 miles of pipeline in Norfolk 
Country, along its existing Q-1 System, and construct approximately 29.64 miles of new 
pipeline between Medway and West Boylston and Freetown and Acushnet. FERC PF16-1, 
Draft RR 1-9.  



Matthew A. Beaton 
Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Northeast Pipeline, LLC 
Atlantic Bridge Project – Proposed Weymouth Compressor Station 
March 15, 2016 
3 of 8 
 
the compressor into the ANE Project, as the ANE Project assumes the Compressor 
Station already exists.  

 
The Company also proposes to start construction on the ANE expansion 

immediately after the AB Project is complete. The Massachusetts Energy Facility 
Siting Board (EFSB) raised this concerns in its December 21, 2015, comment letter 
to FERC, in which it stated that “the time that would separate the construction 
periods for the two projects is rather brief, and to the neighboring community, the 
two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” See also FERC CP16-9, 
RR 1-62 (The Company indicated that it anticipates that AB would enter 
construction in 2017 and that ANE is expected to begin in 2018). The Company 
clearly views these two projects as parts of the same common plan – to upgrade the 
Algonquin line and to construct a large compressor facility in the densely populated 
community of Weymouth.  

 
The impacts of the AB Project and the ANE Project are also cumulative, 

another factor in determining whether a project has been impermissibly segmented. 
301 CMR 11.01(2). In fact, the EFSB’s December 21 comment letter specifically 
noted that the impacts of the AB and ANE projects would be cumulative and 
requested additional information regarding the noise and air impacts from the 
operation of both projects.  

 
In segmenting these projects, the Company is clearly attempting to avoid 

MEPA review of the AB Project – which involves the siting of the facility.4 MEPA 
review is required when a project will alter a half acre or more of any “wetlands.” 
301 CMR 11.03(3)(b)(f). As part of the AB Project, the Company is proposing to alter 
181,840 square feet (4.2 acres) of Riverfront Area and 20,640 square feet (0.47 acres) 
of Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage. Application for an Order of Conditions 
filed with the Weymouth Conservation Commission (February 22, 2016).  

 
The Company proposes to more than double the capacity of the Compressor 

Station as part of the ANE Project. FERC PF16-1, Draft RR 1-18. Thus far, the 
Company has not provided any information regarding the expanded footprint of the 
station that will be required in order to accommodate the enlarged Compressor 
Station.5 Id. at 1-30. However, it is highly probable that, viewed as one project, the 
Compressor Station’s expanded footprint would exceed this MEPA threshold. By 
segmenting the construction of the Compressor Station, the Company has evaded 
review of the siting of the facility itself. Clearly, once the facility is sited, there will 
be overwhelming pressure to expand it for the ANE Project, rather than to site an 
entirely new facility elsewhere. The residents of Weymouth therefore deserve a full 
                                                 
4 The Company has already conceded that that ANE Project requires an Environmental 
Impact Report pursuant to MEPA. FERC PF16-1, Draft Appendix 1B, Table 1B-6.  
 
5 On March 2, 2016, FERC requested additional information regarding the “planned 
modifications to the Weymouth Compressor Station” and directed the Company to provide 
details on “the location of the new gas compressor and any other modifications to the facility 
that would be required (i.e., piping, buildings, etc.).” FERC PF16-1, FERC Staff’s Comments 
on Draft Resource Reports 1 and 10 (March 2, 2016).  
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and meaningful review of the potential environmental impacts of locating the facility 
in North Weymouth. The Company has knowingly acted in a manner to evade, defer 
or curtail MEPA review of the AB Project in violation of 301 CMR 11.01(2).  
 
The Atlantic Bridge Project exceeds MEPA review thresholds.   

 
Even considered by itself, the AB Project requires the filing of an ENF. 

MEPA applies to projects that require a State agency action and that exceed MEPA 
review thresholds. Here, the Company has applied for a Chapter 91 Waterways 
License (transmittal number X267645) and a Comprehensive Air Plan Approval 
(transmittal number X266786) from the Department of Environmental Protection, a 
Certificate of Federal Consistency from the Office of Coastal Zone Management and 
an Order of Conditions under the Wetland Protection Act with the Weymouth 
Conservation Commission (filed February 22, 2016). See also Environmental 
Monitor March 9, 2016 (State agency action is required in order for the AB Project to 
proceed).6  
 

The AB Project also exceeds two MEPA review thresholds:  
 
First, the AB Project will result in a “release of an interest in land held for 

conservation…purposes.” 301 CMR 11.03(1)(b)(5). Specifically, Spectra proposes to 
construct a new natural gas compressor station on 16.2-acres of land owned by 
Calpine Fore River Energy Center LLC (“Calpine”). FERC CP16-9, RR1-15. Of this 
acreage, a 2.9-acre portion, known as the King’s Cove Parcel, is currently subject to 
a conservation restriction held by the Town. Norfolk Registry of Deeds, Book 26454, 
Page 446. The conservation restriction requires that the land be held open to the 
public for passive recreation, including fishing, hiking, walking, jogging, picnicking, 
and bicycling. Currently, the King’s Cove Parcel includes a paved walking and 
biking path and benches for people to sit and enjoy the views of the Fore River.  

 
It is the Town’s understanding that Calpine has not agreed to convey the 

land to Spectra. Spectra therefore anticipates acquiring the land by eminent domain 
after the issuance of the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. The 
Natural Gas Act, 15 U.S.C. §717f(h) authorizes any holder of a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to take by eminent domain only “necessary land or other 
property, in addition to right-of-way, for the location of compressor 
stations…necessary to the proper operation” of a pipeline. (emphasis added).   

 
In its Chapter 91 Waterways License Application, however, the Company states 

that it plans to acquire the King’s Cove Parcel “subject to the Conservation Restriction.” 

                                                 
6 Obtaining a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity does not relieve the Company 
from complying with the Coastal Zone Management Act or the Clean Air Act. 15 U.S.C. 
§717b(d); Myersville Citizens for a Rural Community, Inc. v. FERC, 783 F.3d 1301, 1315 
(D.C. Cir. 2015). 
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Chapter 91 Waterways License Application, 2-1.7 This is not possible.  Spectra’s power 
to take land by eminent domain rests in the issuance of the Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity from FERC, and will extend only to land and other property 
that is actually necessary for its project. If Spectra truly intends to take the King’s 
Cove Parcel, then it must be planning to use the parcel for the construction and 
operation of the Compressor Station. This would require releasing “an interest in 
land held for conservation...purposes”8 (301 CMR 11.03(1)(b)(5)) and the MEPA 
threshold would clearly be triggered.  
 
 Second, 301 CMR 11.03(1)(b)(3) requires MEPA review when a project will 
result in a “[c]onversion of land held for natural resources purposes in accordance 
with Article 97 of the Amendments to the Constitution of the Commonwealth to any 
purpose not in accordance with Article 97.” The King’s Cove conservation restriction 
is subject to the provisions of Article 97, and cannot be dissolved without the 
approval of the legislature. The MEPA Office should therefore treat the AB project 
as a conversion of land held under Article 97 for a purpose not in accordance with 
Article 97. 
 
Fail-Safe Review is Appropriate  
 

Even if the AB Project does not trigger MEPA review as currently proposed, 
the Town respectfully requests that the Secretary require the Company to file an 
ENF and undergo other MEPA review, pursuant to the Fail-Safe Review procedures 
at 301 CMR 11.04.9 MEPA review is appropriate because the AB Project “has the 
potential to cause Damage to the Environmental and the potential Damage to the 
Environment...would be caused by a circumstance or combination of circumstances 
that individually would not ordinarily cause Damage to the Environment.” 301 CMR 
11.04.  

 

                                                 
7 Note that Spectra’s FERC filings do not contain any similar statement.  Rather, the 
Company states only that it will maintain the path after taking the land by eminent domain. 
FERC CP16-9, RR 8-23. 
 
8 If the King’s Cove Parcel is not required for the AB Project, as the Company seems to 
assert, then the Town wonders whether Spectra actually intends to acquire this parcel for 
the ANE Project Compressor Station expansion.  
 
9 Fail-Safe Review is appropriate where: 

(a) the Project is subject to MEPA jurisdiction; 
(b) the Project has the potential to cause Damage to the Environment and the potential 

Damage to the Environment either: 
1. could not reasonably have been foreseen prior to or when 301 CMR 11.00 was 

promulgated; or 
2. would be caused by a circumstance or combination of circumstances that 

individually would not ordinarily cause Damage to the Environment; and 
(c) requiring the filing of an ENF and other compliance with MEPA and 301 CMR 11.00: 

1. is essential to avoid or minimize Damage to the Environment; and 
2. will not result in an undue hardship for the Proponent. 

301 CMR 11.04. 
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The proposed Compressor Station in Weymouth is unique and carries with it 
the potential to cause significant environmental harm. Generally, natural gas 
compressor stations are constructed in rural environments, away from residences, 
limiting the impact of noise and air emissions. For example, the compressor stations 
in Chaplin and Oxford, Connecticut, are sited in communities with a population of 
2,200 and 12,680 respectively. Cromwell, Connecticut, home to another compressor 
station, has a population of 14,005. Additionally, there are only 17 households 
within a half-mile radius of the Oxford Compressor Station, and none are visible 
from the property line of the station.  

 
By comparison, Weymouth is far larger, with a population of 55,419 and just 

across the channel, the City of Quincy has a population of 93,494. There are 964 
households within a half-mile radius of the proposed station, including numerous 
homes within the 786-foot “potential impact radius” of an incident at the site. See 
FERC CP16-9, RR 11-21; see also Impact Map, attached as “Exhibit A.” Thus, while 
the remote location of typical compressor stations may not warrant environmental 
review, the clear danger presented by siting the facility in a densely populated 
community of North Weymouth warrants a fail-safe review. 

 
In addition siting the facility in urban environment, the Weymouth site is 

unique in that it is already over-industrialized and abuts an environmental justice 
community. Specifically, within 0.85 miles of the proposed unit are the following 
uses: 

1) A gasoline and oil depot (Citgo Marine Petroleum Terminal); 
2) A chemical plant (Twin Rivers Technologies); 
3) Two power plants (Calpine and Braintree Electric Light Department); 
4) A regional sewage pump station (the Massachusetts Water Resources 

Authority (“MWRA”)); 
5) A sewage pelletizing plant (MWRA); 
6) A hazardous waste transfer and treatment facility (Clean Harbors);  
7) Smaller oil storage facilities and tanks (Calpine); and 
8) The Algonquin Pipeline. 

 
See Industrial Sites in the Vicinity of the Proposed Weymouth Compressor Map, 
attached as “Exhibit B”; Environmental Justice Areas 2010 Census Map, attached as 
“Exhibit C.” The Fore River Bridge and Route 3A also run through the proposed site 
and the Town. An incident at the site could cause unique environmental 
consequences not typically experienced when siting compressor stations in more 
rural locations.  

 
The EFSB also recognized the unique situation presented by siting a 

compressor station in Weymouth, and requested that FERC complete an 
Environmental Impact Statement instead of an Environmental Assessment. The 
EFSB noted that the cumulative impacts of noise and air emissions along with the 
Company’s refusal to address the EFSB’s concerns all support a heightened level of 
review for this project.  
  
 Given the unique environmental concerns presented by siting the 
Compressor Station in North Weymouth, the Town respectfully requests that the 
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Secretary utilize the Fail-Safe Review Procedures to ensure that the project is 
carefully and meaningfully considered.  
 
Cumulative review of natural gas pipeline projects. 
 

Recently, Massachusetts has experienced a significant influx of natural gas 
pipeline projects. Since March 2015, FERC has granted permission to Spectra and 
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, L.L.C., to construct the Algonquin Incremental 
Market Project (CP14-96) and the Connecticut Expansion Project (CP14-529), 
respectively. In 2015, three additional natural gas pipeline projects were proposed; 
the AB and ANE Project by the Company, and the Northeast Energy Direct Project 
by Tennessee Gas (CP16-21). The Town is gravely concerned about the rate of 
natural gas pipeline expansion within the State, especially in light of the Attorney 
General’s recent finding that the region is unlikely to face electric reliability issues 
in the next 15 years and that additional energy needs can be met more cheaply and 
environmentally through energy efficiency and demand response.10 Hibbard J., et. 
al., Power System Reliability in New England (November 2015).  

 
In addition to the questions revolving around project need, these projects are 

being reviewed independently from one another. The Town believes that a 
comprehensive and holistic look at pipeline development within the Commonwealth 
is needed. This should be accomplished through a Generic Environmental Impact 
Report. Given the fact that these projects will dramatically impact our green spaces 
and local communities, as well as play a direct role in structuring our energy future 
and portfolio, our citizens deserve a careful and meaningful review of the natural 
gas pipeline expansion landscape within our State. The Town therefore urges you to 
direct the preparation of a GEIR at which the cumulative impacts of all of these 
facilities can be considered it a thoughtful and comprehensive way. 

 
 Thank you for your consideration of these comments. I look forward to your 
Advisory Opinion.   
 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Robert L. Hedlund 
Mayor 

 
 
cc: Chris Harvey, Director of Rates and Certificates, Spectra Energy Partners 

                                                 
10 While the study included the planned capacity increases from the Company’s Algonquin 
Incremental Market Project and Kinder Morgan’s Connecticut Expansion Project, it excluded 
the planned capacity increases from the Company’s AB and ANE projects, as well as the 
Kinder Morgan’s Northeast Energy Direct Project. Hibbard J., et. al., Power System 
Reliability in New England (November 2015), p. 8, n.22.  
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Rev. Tina Walker-Morin <pilgrimchurchpastor@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 11:49 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning, as a clergy leader in Weymouth I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, 

MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth 

must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 

environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental 

review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 

greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities: a. 

Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 

entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments 

thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to 

avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality.

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review 

for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage 

to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not 

complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the 

agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of 

greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits that 

decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed 

by MEPA closely and in totality. 
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c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 

flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental 

impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate 

MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be 

necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With 

FERC doing what it pleases, your referral of these projects to MEPA for review may be our only hope. 

Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented 

projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not 

the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. This is a 

moral and ethical issue. Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Rev. Tina 

 

Rev. Tina Walker-Morin 
Minister 
Pilgrim Congregational Church 
24 Athens Street, North Weymouth, MA 
www.pilgrimchurchweymouth.org 
978-476-4120 
pilgrimchurchpastor@gmail.com 
 
"No matter who you are or where you are on life's journey, you are welcome here." 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Spam <nataspam@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 11:28 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Please send all natural gas projects in the state to MEPA for review

Categories: Purple Category

 
Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 
comment period. 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in 
total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). 
Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or 
categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits 
that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA 
closely and in totality. 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of 
the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, your referral of these projects to MEPA for review may be our 
only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented projects to 
MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to MEPA for a 
comprehensive review. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
N. Traub 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Frank McNamee <frank_mcnamee@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 10:58 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas prjects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Good Morning Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
 
I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this 
public comment period.The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state 
agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including 
additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. 
 
With this in mind, I am hoping you will take my request very seriously. I find it unacceptable that 
companies such as Spectra and agencies such as FERC are allowed to walk into a community, such 
as Weymouth, and force us to accept projects such as the proposed compressor station at the Fore 
River Bridge site. I don't think I need to point out the clear and obvious dangers that we are being 
exposed to by such a reckless decision. All I really need to point to is James Baker of Salem 
Township, Pennsylvania. I hope you are familiar with him, but in case you are not, I want to tell you a 
bit I know about him. I am in steady contact with his mother, Helen Baker. James is currently laying in 
a bed in a  burn trauma unit at Mercy Hospital in Pittsburgh. James was burned over 75 percent of his 
body, mainly fourth degree burns, after a pipe exploded within 500 yards of his home. This pipe was 
part of a Spectra pipeline constructed in the 1980s and was never properly maintained. Spectra, to 
this day, has not even as much as sent a a card to the hospital to offer any kind of support for the 
man whose life they have more or less destroyed. James has already had his right leg, halfof his right 
arm, and his right ear amputated. The only reason more people weren't harmed as severely as 
James was is that this is a much less populated area than Weymouth. One person being injured by 
this incident is too many. This is what we have in store for us if you do not assist your constituents in 
rejecting any and all pipelines and/or compressor stations in our densely populated area.  
.  
Thank you for your careful consideration of my input, and please keep James Baker in mind as you 
weigh your options on this critical matter. Don't let James Baker's tragedy be merely a statistic in a 
biased report. Help us make sure that the James Baker tragedy does not become a real life 
Massachusetts tragedy as well. Spectra sees him as a nuisance to their greedy and selfish goals, and 
nothing more.  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Francis C. McNamee 
31 Moulton Ave. 
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North Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Mike Kelly <mkelly@integratedbuilders.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 8:38 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Please!
Attachments: MattBeaton2_June 28_2016.docx

Categories: Purple Category

Erin, 
Please find my letter concerning the grave danger a potential compressor station in Weymouth poses on it’s residents 
and the environment.  I hope you and your colleagues that represent the people of Massachusetts will help us to do 
anything you can to oppose this specifically conduct an environmental impact statement. 
Thank you for you hard work and consideration in advance, 
Michael Kelly 
10 Meeting House Lane 
Weymouth, Massachusetts 02189 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Valerie Russo <varusso@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 11:09 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: state-wide MEPA review of all natural gas projects

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton, 
Please send all natural gas projects in the state to MEPA for review. Thank you.  
 Valerie A. Russo 
36 Sutton St. 
Weymouth, MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Paul Lauenstein <lauenstein@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 10:48 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 
comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in aggregate for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all 
works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as 
predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. 

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 
CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that 
reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 
projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 
environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its 
legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate 
regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit 
on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are 
incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 
put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 
environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 
11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, your referral of these 
projects to MEPA for review may be our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your 
heart—please send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 
intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our community down. Please send this to MEPA for a 
comprehensive review. 
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Thank you for your time, 

Paul Lauenstein 

4 Gavins Pond Road 
Sharon, MA 02067 
781-784-2986 
 
PS - These three Boston Globe opinion surveys indicate that a heavy majority of Massachusetts residents 
oppose further construction of gas pipelines. 
 
Globe South poll, as of 6/26/16: 

 
 
Globe West poll, as of 6/26/16: 
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Globe North poll, as of 6/26/16: 
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PPS - Boston, the economic engine of Massachusetts and New England, is at risk from sea level rise. We are in 
a race for our lives, and we are losing. 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Ncameron109@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 10:29 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA Review

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty,   
 
Please send ALL natural gas projects in the state to MEPA for review.   
 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects in the state MUST be considered in total by MEPA in order to protect 
Mass residents. 
 
We are basically "under attack" by Spectra Energy and the proliferation of fracked gas pipelines. 
We need your help! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Nancy and Robert Cameron 
Weymouth, MA. 02191 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: awilcox613@gmail.com on behalf of Angela Wilcox <angela@amw-marketing.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 6:48 PM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 

Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities:  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more 

segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must be 

reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
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greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 

multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. The MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 

flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  

Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our only 

hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these 

segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of 

protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Additionally, please consider the following: 

1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas 

pipeline, storage, and delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies 

are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and 

Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut 

Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. 

These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single 

cumulative environmental review is necessary. 2. Developers typically cannot break up or 

phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental review. The state’s 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies to 

do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do. 3. Although 

environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 

reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 

request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 4. 

Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as 
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the Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New 

natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, 

conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 

whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the 

natural gas. 5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state 

agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies 

permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 

impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 

level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and 

proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 

Massachusetts residents. 6. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas 

emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all the impacts of all these projects, 

including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis will allow consideration of 

alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of 

which studies show to have the potential to play a significant role. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Angela Wilcox 

Sources: http://www.weymouth.ma.us/home/news... 

 

The Environmental Monitor provides information on projects under review by the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) office, recent MEPA decisions of the Secretary of Energy & 

Environmental Affairs, and public notices from environmental agencies. Scroll down to 

Requests for Advisory Opinion: 

http://web1.env.state.ma.us/EEA/eme... 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 16



17

 

Sec. Beaton’s letter to Mayor of Weymouth: 

http://209.80.128.250/EEA/emepa/mep... 

 
 
 
 
--  
Angela Wilcox 
Principal 
AMW Marketing 
www.amw-marketing.com 

Right-click here to 
download pictures.  To  
help protect you r priv acy, 
Outlo ok prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f 
this pictu re from the  
In ternet.

 

Right-click here to 
download pictures.  To  
help protect you r priv acy, 
Outlo ok prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f 
this pictu re from the  
In ternet.

 
blog: http://www.amw-marketingblog.com/ 
 
 
22 Fleetwood Drive 
Norfolk, MA 02056 
781-241-2083 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Curt Nordgaard <curt.nordgaard@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 11:17 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Comments on Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion
Attachments: Comments on Request for Advisory Opinion.pdf; Atlantic Bridge EA soil contaminant 

comments.pdf; Fore River PM report Apr 2016.pdf; Atlantic Bridge radioactive hazard 
comments.pdf; Atlantic Bridge soil comments pt 2 compressed.pdf; Confict of interest 
comments.pdf

Categories: Purple Category

To Erin Flaherty: 

I would like to submit public comments on the Town of Weymouth Request for an Adivsory Opinion in the 
June 8 2016 MEPA Environmental Monitor. 

I am attaching my comments on the Request along with several other documents which support them. 

I would be happy to provide additional references to any statements in my comments. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important environmental issue. 

Sincerely, 
Curtis Nordgaard 
 
 
--  
Curtis L Nordgaard, MD MSc 
Pediatrician 
Just Health Network, Board of Directors 
home.justhealthnetwork.org 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Laura West <westlaurae@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 10:14 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: No compressor Station in North Weymouth - full environmental review needed

Categories: Purple Category

   
Dear Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

  

I am writing to encourage the EEA, and MEPA to consider all of the proposed natural gas infrastructure 
projects together as one project to properly protect the residents of Massachusetts. When considering these 
projects please consider the long term impacts of the projects on the environment including the creation of 
additional greenhouse gas emissions.  

I would encourage MEPA to require a full scale review for all projects and their potential environmental 
impact. Under the current air quality testing – there are not accurate testing sites near proposed sights, I 
would encourage the addition of air quality testing specifically at the Fore River Compressor Station site as 
well as along any proposed additional pipelines.  

It is impossible to get an accurate assessment of the current air quality in the affected communities without 
air quality testing facilities. Based on the elevated levels of asthma and cancer in the N. Weymouth and Quincy 
areas, I feel confident that an assessment of the air quality in this area will review that any addition levels 
would be considered an undue burden and will prove that based on air quality alone – the Fore River Basin is a 
poor location for a compressor station. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Laura West 
77 Lovell St 
Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Pia K <host_pk2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 1:47 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public Comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects 

in MA

Categories: Purple Category

 
Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
Good afternoon ! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 
comment period. 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in 
total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). 
Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or 
categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits 
that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA 
closely and in totality. 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of 
the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take 
the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed 
closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to MEPA for a 
comprehensive review. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Pia Kalemkeryan 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: laura adams <ljust4kix@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 3:34 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good afternoon! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of 

the Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 

Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 

not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 

more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must 

be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 

greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 
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multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Laura Adams 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Rene Phillips <renehayesphillips@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 2:35 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Public Comment: Please comprehensively evaluate all natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for 

this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 

considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or 

activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 

impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 

30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities: a. 

Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety 

of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 

11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason 

alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 

projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 

environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its 

legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate 

regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit 

on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are 

incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 

put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
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requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 

environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 

11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi 

Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of 

protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to 

MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Rene Hayes Phillips 

136 Prospect Hill Drive 

Weymouth, MA 02191 

 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Claire Galkowski <lpjsmom@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 4:07 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor; empirical_bayesian@ieee.org
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed methane gas projects 

in MA
Attachments: EEA comments Spectra Northeast MEPA.doc

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
I'm writing to express my expectations of the EoEEA for this public comment period. 
 
The multitude of methane gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents, including “additional greenhouse 
gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  

a. environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety 
of the Project, including any likely future Expansion.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  Spectra Energy appears to 
be attempting to have many segments underway and proposed in our neighborhoods considered 
separately avoid scrutiny. Please don’t let your office fall for this tactic. 

 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review 
for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage 
to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found that our government was 
not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the 
agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits that 
decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed 
by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 
flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental 
impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA 
review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary 
or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  

 
Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review.  Protect the Commonwealth’s citizens, not the gas 
companies. 
 
Thank you for your time, 

 
-Claire  Galkowski 
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320 Dover Rd. 
Westwood, MA  02090 
508-934-6147 
Nature always bats last 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: msavagedunham@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 4:00 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA review needed for natural gas facilities
Attachments: SKM_454e16062410491.pdf

Categories: Purple Category

 
Good afternoon, 
Please see attached comments.  I feel the north Weymouth compressor station needs more thorough 
environmental impact analysis and review  
Mary 
Sent from my HTC 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Philip Pitha <ppitha@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 7:34 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 
comment period. 
 
The numerous natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or 
activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 
impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 
30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
 
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 
CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects pretty much define "segmented". For that reason alone, their projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 
projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 
environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found that the Massachusetts government 
was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the 
agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” 
New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 
put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 
environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 
11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi 
Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 
send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of 
protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to 
MEPA for a comprehensive review. 
 
Thank you, 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 28



29

 
Philip Pitha, Sharon MA 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 29



30

Callanan, Joseph

From: laura martin <lamaalias@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 9:37 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public Comment: Please Comprehensively Evaluate ALL Proposed Natural Gas Projects 

in Massacusetts

Categories: Purple Category

 
Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 
comment period. 
 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in 
total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
 
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). 
Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or 
categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits 
that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA 
closely and in totality. 
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of 
the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take 
the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed 
closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to MEPA for a 
comprehensive review. 
 
Thank you very much for your time, consideration, and help, 
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Laura Martin 
 
p.s. Below, are some of my more specific concerns: 
 
1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and delivery 
capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the 
Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the 
Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. These few 
companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single cumulative environmental review is 
necessary.  
 
2. Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental 
review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies to do 
what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do.  
 
3. Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion seeks to 
change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
4. Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well‐respected sources, such as the Massachusetts 
Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts 
to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 
whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the natural gas. 
 
5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 
impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 
level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 
Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents.  
 
6. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all 
the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big‐picture analysis will allow 
consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies 
show to have the potential to play a significant role. 
 
7. The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04.  
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Liz Hatch <elizabeth.e.hatch@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 1:09 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for 
this public comment period. 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or 
activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 
impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 
30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
 
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 
CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that 
reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 
projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 
environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its 
legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate 
regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit 
on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are 
incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 
put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 
environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 
11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi 
Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 
send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of 
protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to 
MEPA for a comprehensive review. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
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Elizabeth Hatch 
94 Maple Street 
West Newbury, MA   
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Birgitta McAlevey <birgittamcalevey@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 12:41 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Subject: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Hello. I’m writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 

Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities:  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more 

segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must be 

reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
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greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 

multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Name 

Bri McAlevey, 14 Sentry Hill Rd., Sharon MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Bill Ferellec <ski0310@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 2:29 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

 

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 
Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 
Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 
residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 
determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 
including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 
G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 
activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 
Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 
not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 
more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must 
be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 
MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 
potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 
SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 
multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 
emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 
projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 
totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 
the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 
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common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 
ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–
maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 
send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 
intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 
send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Kathy 
ski0310@aol.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: jackiecole143@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 4:51 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

 

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 

Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 

Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 

not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 

more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must 

be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 

greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 
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multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Jacqueline A. Miranda 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: georgannawoods@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 6:18 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this 
public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth 
must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 
environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental 
review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities: a. 
Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider 
the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid 
scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review 
for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage 
to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The The SJC found MA gov was not 
complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the 
agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits that 
decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed 
by MEPA closely and in totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 
flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental 
impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate 
MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be 
necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With 
FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please take the 
action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented projects to MEPA to be 
reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
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Please don't let MA down. I live one block away from this pipeline and am truly afraid of a potential 
explosion like those that have happened at other Spectra pipelines that were deemed "safe." 

Thank you for your time, 

Georganna Woods, Dedham, Mass. 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Melissa Totten <Melissa@MandCo.org>
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 7:01 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

 
Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public comment period.
 
I realize that a cut‐and‐paste letter from some random activist citizen seems lazy, and therefore can be written off as 
insincere, but believe me, this is NOT the case. We are all squeezing in this fast education about the 
Spectra/Eversource/National Grid project around our jobs, school, and our family lives — if we are lucky enough to have 
them. I am sincere, and I am begging for your help, here. 
 
More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all 
the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big‐picture analysis will allow 
consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies 
show to have the potential to play a significant role. 
 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in 
total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents.  
 
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact 
of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 
level rise.”  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
 
A) Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.”  
 
Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
B) These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis.  
The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and 
ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 
projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
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C) Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.”  
 
Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only 
hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send these segmented projects to MEPA 
to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
 
Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please send this to MEPA for a 
comprehensive review. 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Melissa Totten 
10 Park Lane 
East Walpole, MA 
 
My recent letter on the subject to the editor of The Walpole Times: 
http://walpole.wickedlocal.com/news/20160623/letter‐land‐octopus‐has‐come‐among‐us 
 
M+Co 
Melissa Totten 
Content Producer 
5 0 5 ‐ 2 3 1 ‐ 0 8 6 0 
www.MandCo.org 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: cmd1283@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 8:43 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 

Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities:  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have more 

segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must be 

reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 
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greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 

multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Michele Reardon 
 
Sent from Windows Mail 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Tracy Cordner <tcc854@mail.harvard.edu>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 12:56 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Please evaluate all gas projects in Massachusetts

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for 

this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 

Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 

not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 

more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must 

be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 

greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 

multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 
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emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Tracy Cordner 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Deborah Radovsky <dp32@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 7:23 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the Secretary for this public 

comment period. 

The large numbers of of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in Massachusetts must be 

considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or 

activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 

impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 

30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  

 a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 

entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 

CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have large numbers of segments enabling them to avoid scrutiny. For 

that reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 

projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 

environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its 

legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate 

regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit 

on emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are 

incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 48



49

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 

put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 

requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 

environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 

11.09(4)(a).  

Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, it is crucial that you send these 

segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the intent of protecting citizens 

not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you. 

Deborah Radovsky 

Sharon 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Nicole Gulla <nicole_gulla@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 2:38 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

 
Good afternoon Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty, I am writing to request that the Office of Energy and Environmental 
Affairs conduct a state‐wide MEPA review of the proposed natural gas projects in Massachusetts.  I am a resident of 
Weymouth, MA, who lives one mile from the compressor station proposed in Spectra Energy's Atlantic Bridge and 
Access Northeast projects. 
 
State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and delivery 
capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the 
Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the 
Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. These few 
companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects.  
 
 
The number of proposed natural gas projects in Massachusetts is astounding, especially given that reports from the 
Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others have concluded that the state does not 
need new natural gas capacity. New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, 
conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed whether all the impacts of these 
pipeline projects are worth the public health costs, especially given the fact that are not needed in this state. 
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact 
of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 
level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
 
Additionally, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). The 
manner in which Spectra Energy has segmented the Weymouth, MA projects alone should not just be cause for concern, 
but she be undeniably prohibited. This is an intentionally deceptive attempt to evade environment law. These projects 
must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
 
Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion seeks to 
change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
I sincerely thank you for your time, 
 
Nicole Gulla 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: outlook_07ffd09c51dbb2eb@outlook.com on behalf of Kiki Fluhr 
<kiki@allthenumbers.net>

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 1:30 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office of the 

Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 

determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 

This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 

including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 

G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 

activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 

Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and 

not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 

more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, their projects must 

be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 

MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 

potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The 

SJC found MA gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 

greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address 
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multiple sources or categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on 

emissions that may be released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas 

projects are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 

totality. 

c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 

the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 

environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 

subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 

common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review 

ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–

maybe our only hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please 

send these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with the 

intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns down. Please 

send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time. 

 
 
Have a lovely day, 
Kiki Fluhr 
16 Arcadia Rd 
Weymouth Ma 02188 
6173287449 
 
Shop 
Fall Lookbook 
Recent Posts 
Instagram: @themeasurexo 
Tag me in pictures of your littles wearing 
the measure, for the chance to be featured 
and periodic gift card giveaways!  

 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 52



53

Callanan, Joseph

From: Kathleen <kab2769@ymail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 8:38 PM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton and the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, 
 
 

I am writing to urge you to comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 
MA, including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative.  
 
 

1. Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or 
limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow 
these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other 
local developers to do. 2. Although environmental regulators review each project, neither 
federal nor state regulators are reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline 
projects. This loophole should be closed, not exploited. 3. The Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all 
works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider 
reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas 
emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of 
natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. 4. More natural 
gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and 
consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This 
big-picture analysis will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and 
increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies show to have the potential to 
play a significant role. 5. The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining 
review of interrelated activities. a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit 
segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any 
likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require 
MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the 
potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. c. 
Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 
the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 
common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  
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Please help us to protect the great Commonwealth of Massachusetts from exploitation, 
pollution, and dangerous gas pipelines.  
 
 

Sincerely yours, 
 
 

Kathleen Bartels 

Rehoboth, MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Andrea M <acm0101@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2016 2:49 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: State-wide MEPPA review needed

Categories: Purple Category

Dear. Secretary Beaton:  
  
I am respectfully requesting all natural gass projects in Massachusetts, including the proposed compressor 
station and pipeline in Weymouth, MA. 
  
State and Federal regulators are seeking to increase natural gas pipeline, storage and delivery capcity in MA 
though several projects. The same energy companies are behind these projects and many are interconnected.  A 
single environmental review is not only prudent but necessary to ensure evironmental impact of these single and 
interconnected projects are assessed. 
  
Also, by breaking up or phasing in projects, developers are being allowed to evade or limit an environmental 
review. In doing so, a full environmental impact of the cumulative effect of the projects is missed and only a 
comprehensive review of all projects under consideration can effectively evaluate the impact to the 
environment. 
  
Further evidence of a need for review of these projects are several reports from well respected sources 
demonstrating impact to environment, conservation land, local residents and communities while these reports 
also evaluated and determined Massachusetts required NO NEW NATURAL GAS CAPACITY. 
  
In concusion, I respectfully request MEPA require that state agencies evaluate and determine the environmental 
impact of all wordks, projects and actvities that these agencies permit.  The environmental review must 
consisder "reasonably foreseeable" climate change impacts including additoional greenhouse gas emmissions. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerley, 
  
Andrea McLain 
49 Huntington Ave. 
Weymouth, MA 02190 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Janice Hodson <janicehod@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:50 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
kayla_scire@markey.senate.gov; Paul.Schmid@mahouse.gov; 
Stan.Rosenberg@masenate.gov; Robert.DeLeo@mahouse.gov; 
Michael.Rodrigues@masenate.gov; Mark.Montigny@masenate.gov; 
Robert.Koczera@mahouse.gov; Steven.howitt@mahouse.gov; 
Patricia.haddad@mahouse.gov; mayor@boston.gov; contact@johnkerry.com

Subject: Atlantic Bridge Project

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20‐day deadline for your response to this request, as set 
forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding 
my voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time 
hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of 
Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16‐9) at 1‐27.] 
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the 
natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for 
ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment 
projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30th. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however, and MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
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likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter 
to FERC that given the one‐year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has 
not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 
11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP 
is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert 
Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public 
comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan 
Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 

Janice Hodson 
3166 Acushnet Ave. 
New Bedford, MA 02745 
508‐998‐2609 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Linda Haley <dansmagik@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 12:47 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
I am writing to urge you to use your position to demand a comprehensive evaluation of ALL proposed natural gas 
projects in MA. We need a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative by requiring a 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review of all these gas projects. 
 
I hope I and my family and neighbors can rely on your administration to protect our health, safety and climate future by 
demanding the MEPA review. Thank you for your consideration of this comment. 
 
Linda Haley 
55C Brackett Place 
Marblehead, MA 01945 
(978) 979‐3686 
Member of 350MA North Shore, HealthLink, and GASPP 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Teresa Kunz <tkunz@urbansci.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 8:33 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA
Attachments: BeatonLetter.docx

Categories: Purple Category

 
 
 
--  
Teresa M. Kunz M.Ed. 
Teacher of Special Education 
Urban Science Academy 

1205 Veterans of Foreign Wars Pkwy  

West Roxbury, MA 02132 

Phone:(617) 635-8930 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Lisa Weismann <weismannlisa@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 4:10 PM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: Letter regarding compressor
Attachments: Letter to Matt Beaton.docx

Categories: Purple Category

Please see attached regarding the compressor. 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: A Honore <honore.andrea@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:50 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Public comment: Please comprehensively evaluate ALL proposed natural gas projects in 

MA

Categories: Purple Category

Hello Sec. Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA and the office 
of the Secretary for this public comment period. 
 
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in 
the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 
Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) 
requires that state agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, 
or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and 
effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 
activities:  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the 
Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future 
Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). 
Spectra Energy projects have more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. 
For that reason alone, their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in 
totality. 
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to 
require MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but 
nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA gov was not complying with its 
legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the 
agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or categories of 
sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be 
released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are 
incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality.
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the 
Secretary the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for 
example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual 
Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have 
similar environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary 
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or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. 
With FERC doing what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only 
hope. Please take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send 
these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... and with 
the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 
 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let me, my family, friends, and our towns 
down. 
  
Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 
Andrea 
 
 
 
............................................. 
ANDREA HONORE 
Weymouth, MA 
617-276-5564 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: jayhollander@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 4:26 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion
Attachments: MattBeaton_June 28_2016.docx

Categories: Purple Category

Erin, 
 
Please ensure this letter makes it to Matt Beaton. 
 
------------------ 
June 20, 2016 
 
Matthew Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
 
Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 
environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large 
national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to 
do 
 
 
Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 
reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for 
an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
 
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 
environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental 
review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The 
plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. 
 
 
Thank you for your time. I enclosed a photo of my children, please think of the children when you 
decide on the study. 
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Sincerely, 
  
Jason Hollander 
1 John Quincy Lane 
N. Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Yvonne Leach <yvonneleach@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 10:48 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: no compressor

Categories: Purple Category

No compressor PLEASE! 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Kathryn Eiseman <eiseman@plan-ne.org>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:03 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: martin.suuberg; maura.healey; NoCompressor; rkanoff
Subject: Comments re Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion
Attachments: PLAN re Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion.pdf; Att 1 - PLAN To FERC re Spectra 

Scoping and EA .pdf; Att 2 - PLAN Spectra AQ and Noise Comments.pdf

Categories: Purple Category

Ms. Flaherty: 
 
Please see the attached comments submitted for consideration in the above-referenced matter. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kathryn R. Eiseman 
President, Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc. 
(413) 320-0747 
www.plan-ne.org 
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June 22, 2016

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Town of Weymouth Request for an Advisory Opinion

Dear Secretary Beaton:

The Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc. (“PLAN”) submits these comments in
support of the Town of Weymouth's request (the “Request”) for an Advisory Opinion, published in the 
Environmental Monitor on June 8, 2016.  The Request concerns the need for a comprehensive 
environmental review of the Atlantic Bridge (“AB”) and Access Northeast (“ANE”) interstate natural 
gas infrastructure projects, of which Spectra Energy Corp (“Spectra” or the “Company”) is the lead 
proponent.  PLAN is a broad-based coalition of municipalities, legislators, businesses, organizations, 
ratepayers and concerned citizens working to prevent the overbuild of natural gas infrastructure in the 
Northeast.

PLAN is in full agreement with the Town of Weymouth that separate review of the AB and 
ANE projects does not comport with the regulations promulgated under the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act, M.G.L. c. 30 § 61 et seq. (“MEPA”) and that, even viewed in isolation, the 
AB project warrants MEPA review under the fail-safe review provisions of the MEPA regulations.  
PLAN has submitted comments to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) relating to 
the improper segmentation of these projects and the flawed federal process, as well as air quality and 
noise issues that should be considered in any legitimate regulatory review; those comments are attached
hereto for reference.  PLAN submits these additional comments below for your consideration, in 
support of the Town of Weymouth's Request for a comprehensive environmental review of the natural 
gas infrastructure projects proposed or underway in the Commonwealth.

Segmentation

There is no rationale consistent with MEPA to perpetuate the conceit that these projects are 
separate, independent undertakings.  The very first section of the MEPA regulations addresses 
segmentation and provides as follows:

The Proponent may not phase or segment a Project to evade, defer or curtail MEPA
review. The Proponent, any Participating Agency, and the Secretary shall consider 
all circumstances as to whether various work or activities constitute one Project, 
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including but not limited to: whether the work or activities, taken together, 
comprise a common plan or independent undertakings, regardless of 
whether there is more than one Proponent; any time interval between the 
work or activities; and whether the environmental impacts caused by the 
work or activities are separable or cumulative.  

301 CMR 11.01(2)(c) (emphasis added).  As your agencies are well aware, Spectra proposes to 
limit the Massachusetts footprint of new construction for the AB project to an approximately 
sixteen-acre parcel in Weymouth, where it proposes to construct a compressor station.  Spectra 
then proposes to more than double in horsepower that compressor station as part of ANE, and 
also add a new compressor station in Rehoboth, as well as massive liquefaction and storage 
facilities in Acushnet, and pipeline loops and appurtenant infrastructure in more than twenty 
municipalities in the Commonwealth.1

Spectra suggests that the projects are unrelated because the customers of the AB project 
are all local gas distribution companies (“LDCs”), while ANE only has one LDC customer and is
largely subscribed by electrical utilities.2  This (imperfect) distinction based on customer type is 
absurd and ignores the physical connection and relationship between the two proposals.  In 
addition to the proposed augmentation of the proposed compressor station, ANE would include a
Q-1 system loop in Norfolk County; the AB project was originally presented as including a Q-1 
system loop through six of the same Norfolk County towns.3  To all appearances, the different 
components of the Algonquin expansion plan are being shifted around by the project proponents 
to evade comprehensive regulatory review, in direct contravention of the MEPA regulations.

The clear and documented relationship between the AB and ANE projects was noted by 
the Massachusetts Energy Facilities Siting Board (“EFSB”) in multiple comments to FERC.  
EFSB concluded that the AB and ANE projects are “closely related” 4 and “represent 
essentially concurrent actions, with some overlapping locations and numerous potential 
interdependencies regarding optimal design and routing choices.” 5  EFSB further notes: 

[B]y evaluating the physical components together, the Company would 
have been able to minimize both the environmental impacts and the 
required infrastructure.  By looking at each project independently, the 
Company has unduly narrowed the scope of its analysis, and overlooked 
potentially superior route and design options applicable to Atlantic Bridge 
and Access Northeast, in combination.6

1 Both projects also would include substantial new infrastructure outside of the Commonwealth.

2 This suggestion was made most recently in the May 6, 2016 letter from Ralph Childs of Mintz Levin (the “Mintz
Levin Letter”) to your office on behalf of the AB project's proponents.

3 See Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC (“Algonquin”) and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C. 
(“Maritimes”) Request for Use of Pre-Filing Procedures, January 30, 2015, PF15-12-000, October 22, 2015, 
Accession No. 20150130-5311, Attachment 1, Table 1 and Atlantic Bridge FERC Application, Resource Report 
1, CP16-9-000, Accession No. 20151022-5282, at 1-2.

4 EFSB comments on FERC environmental assessment for AB, June 1, 2016, Docket No. CP16-9-000, Accession 
No. 20160602-5077, p. 2. 

5 EFSB ANE scoping comments dated May 31, 2016, Docket No. PF16-1-000, Accession No. 20160601-5098, p. 
18.

6 Id., p. 19.
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EFSB's comments to FERC also include several concerns relating to cumulative impacts, in 
particular air quality impacts in Weymouth from the two projects.  EFSB's conclusions, and the 
facts set forth in Mayor Hedlund's letters, necessitate a finding by your office that the AB and 
ANE projects have been improperly segmented.  When viewed objectively, the AB and ANE 
projects are phases two and three of the expansion of the Algonquin Gas Transmission system, 
phase one of which is the Algonquin Incremental Market project currently under construction in 
West Roxbury and Dedham (and other locations outside of the Commonwealth).  A 
comprehensive review by your office should properly evaluate this Algonquin system expansion 
as a single project with respect to impact minimization and avoidance, project design and 
alternatives.

Fail-Safe Review

As Mayor Hedlund noted, even the AB project viewed alone triggers the fail-safe review 
provisions of 301 CMR 11.04.7  In addition to the reasons cited by the Mayor, PLAN notes that 
compressor stations, by design, release the highly potent greenhouse gas (“GHG”) methane 
directly into the atmosphere.  Fail-safe review is triggered when, among other things, a project 
“has the potential to cause Damage to the Environment and the potential Damage to the 
Environment … could not reasonably have been foreseen prior to or when 301 CMR 11.00 was 
promulgated”.8  The MEPA statute was amended by the Global Warming Solutions Act in 2008, 
requiring that agencies “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including 
additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise” in their project
evaluations.  M.G.L. c. 30, § 61.  GHG impacts constitute a type of damage to the environment9 
that could not reasonably have been foreseen prior to the promulgation of the MEPA regulations,
and the fail-safe review provisions are in place to ensure that projects characterized by such 
potential damage to the environmental do not evade MEPA review.

Programmatic Review or Other Special Review

The recent proliferation of gas infrastructure proposals in the Northeast requires a 
comprehensive, systemic review.  Because the interstate pipeline companies have interdependent
systems and these projects have cumulative impacts, numerous parties, including PLAN, have 
requested that FERC prepare a programmatic environmental impact statement for all interstate 
gas infrastructure expansion projects proposed for the region.  While these requests continue to 
fall on deaf ears at the federal level, a Programmatic Review or other special review procedure 
under 301 CMR 11.09 would bring a commonsense approach to evaluating this phenomenon of 
massive gas infrastructure buildout.  

7 See p. 5 of March 15, 2016 Hedlund letter.  That letter also notes that MEPA review is triggered because of the 
conservation restriction held by the Town of Weymouth on a portion of proposed the compressor station site.  Id.
pp. 5-6.  The Mintz Levin Letter asserts that a change in the proposed AB project has eliminated the triggers for 
MEPA review relating to the conservation land.

8 301 CMR 11.04.  The fail-safe review provisions also require that the project is subject to MEPA jurisdiction; 
that compliance with the MEPA regulations is essential to avoid or minimize damage to the environment; and 
that compliance will not result in undue hardship to its proponent.  Id.

9 The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) has concluded that GHG emissions are a 
form of “damage to the environment” under MEPA.  MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol 
(2007) at 1.
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Such a comprehensive review is particularly vital in Massachusetts, in light of the recent 
Kain v. MassDEP decision by the Supreme Judicial Court.  As MassDEP works to fulfill the 
judicially affirmed statutory mandates relating to greenhouse gas emissions limits, extensive 
demand-side solutions and locally generated renewable energy must be considered as real and 
critical alternatives to much of the proposed gas infrastructure expansion.  A comprehensive 
MEPA review would allow for a meaningful evaluation of GHG emissions and other impacts 
from the proposed buildout of gas infrastructure across the Commonwealth, as well as a 
meaningful alternatives analysis.  Such an analysis would also help bring into focus the policy 
decisions currently faced by the Baker administration with respect to gas infrastructure financing
and incentives that put ratepayers, communities and the environment at risk.

For the foregoing reasons, PLAN respectfully requests that you grant the Town of 
Weymouth's request for a comprehensive MEPA review of all natural gas infrastructure projects 
proposed or recently approved for construction in the Commonwealth.

Sincerely,

Kathryn R. Eiseman, President
Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc.
17 Packard Road
Cummington, MA 01026
eiseman@plan-ne.org
(413) 320-0747

cc: DEP Commissioner Martin Suuberg
Attorney General Maura Healey
Mayor Robert Hedlund, Town of Weymouth
Richard A. Kanoff, Esq.
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May 11, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20216

Re: Spectra Energy Expansion Projects, Scoping and Environmental Assessment 
Docket No. PF16-1, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC (“Algonquin”), Access Northeast 
Docket No. CP16-9, Algonquin and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC, Atlantic Bridge

 

Dear Secretary Bose:

We write at this time for two reasons:  to request a comment deadline extension and to request a 
more comprehensive environmental review of Algonquin's expansion plans.  The Pipe Line 
Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc. is a broad-based coalition of municipalities, 
organizations, businesses, citizen groups, legislators, ratepayers and concerned citizens, and we 
make these requests on behalf of this wide array of stakeholders.

Comment Deadline Extension Request

First, we support the request of the Office of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts for an extension of the scoping comment deadline in the Access Northeast 
proceeding, for public comments being gathered to prepare for the review of that proposed 
project under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370h.  
Respectfully, for meaningful scoping comments to be prepared, the public must have the 
opportunity to review a full set of draft resource reports.  Therefore, we request that the comment
deadline be postponed until at least 30 days after the filing of all thirteen draft resource reports.

In addition, it must be noted that the deadline for comments on the Environmental Assessment 
(“EA”) for the Atlantic Bridge project falls the day after the current deadline for the Access 
Northeast scoping comments.  This constitutes a hardship for the people of Weymouth, 
Massachusetts, and the surrounding areas, who are confronted by two allegedly separate projects 
on different regulatory tracks, bombarded by hearings and comment deadlines throughout May 
and early June.  Perhaps the Commission's staff assigned to these two dockets should be in better
communication in order to achieve a schedule with some semblance of “public convenience”.  

Need for Comprehensive Environmental Review

On the topic of these inextricably intertwined projects, we fundamentally object to the Atlantic 
Bridge EA's pronouncement that Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast projects are 
“unconnected”.  These projects constitute proposed actions that are both “connected” and 
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“similar” within the meaning of the NEPA regulations.1  The Commission's staff apparently 
seeks to perpetuate the fiction that a project (here, Access Northeast) is not “reasonably 
foreseeable” under NEPA if a formal application has not been filed with the Commission (and 
thus the EA's authors apparently conclude that there is not the temporal nexus necessary to 
establish improper segmentation).  This is patently absurd, where, among other things, the 
Access Northeast Resource Report 1 (Table 1.3-2) includes a plan to more than double in size 
what Algonquin refers to as an “existing compressor station” in Weymouth – a compressor 
station that has not been permitted, let alone built, and is planned as part of the Atlantic Bridge 
Project.  This proposed buildout of the proposed Atlantic Bridge compressor station under the 
Access Northeast banner cannot be so speculative that the Commission will not evaluate the two 
actions as one, while simultaneously being so real that the Commission is imposing comment 
deadlines for the projects that virtually coincide (and are only three weeks away).

These projects are clearly on the same whiteboard in Houston.  Far from being unconnected, a 
proposed pipeline loop was actually shifted from the Atlantic Bridge project to the Access 
Northeast project.  As another example of unconvincing “dissimilarity”, we note that the Access 
Northeast Resource Report 1 states in its description of the customers for the project, “These 
Project Shippers are primarily electric distribution companies and serve a different industry 
sector than shippers on other Algonquin pipeline projects.” (p. 1-2).  Yet the same paragraph 
refers to Project Shippers that are local distribution companies – a primary industry sector of 
Algonquin's other projects, including Atlantic Bridge.

In sum, there is no justification under NEPA for the Atlantic Bridge project to be evaluated with 
a separate, simple environmental assessment, on an accelerated schedule.  Please consider the 
Atlantic Bridge project under a comprehensive environmental impact statement together with the
larger looming Access Northeast project – a project that depends on infrastructure proposed for 
the Atlantic Bridge – and please extend and merge the comment deadlines accordingly.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathryn R. Eiseman, President
Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc.
17 Packard Road
Cummington, MA 01026
info@plan-ne.org
413-320-0747

cc:  United States Senator Elizabeth Warren
United States Senator Edward Markey
Attorney General Maura Healey, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

1 NEPA requires projects to be evaluated under a single environmental review if they are “connected” or 
sufficiently “similar”.  Actions are “connected” if they “will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously” or are “interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for 
their justification.”  40 C.F.R § 1508.25(a)(1). Actions are “similar” if, “when viewed with other reasonably 
foreseeable or proposed agency actions, [they] have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their 
environmental consequences together, such as common timing or geography.”  Id. § 1508.25(a)(3).  Despite 
window dressing to the contrary, it is evident that Access Northeast, Atlantic Bridge, and the Algonquin 
Incremental Market project are, together, a larger action of infrastructure expansion with common timing and 
geography taking place in the New England and New York.

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 72



www.plan-ne.org

May 30, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20216

Re:  Docket No. PF16-1, Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC (“Algonquin”), Access Northeast 
Docket No. CP16-9, Algonquin and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC, Atlantic Bridge
Air Quality & Noise Scoping Comments; Improper Segmentation

Dear Secretary Bose:

The Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc. (“PLAN”) submits these comments to 
inform the scope of the Commission's environmental impact statement for the proposed Access 
Northeast project with respect to air quality and noise issues.  PLAN reserves its rights to file 
additional scoping comments after a complete set of resource reports has been filed with the 
Commission.  PLAN once again urges the Commission to hold the formal scoping comment period
open at least thirty days after such resource reports are available to the public. 

In addition, PLAN requests that the Commission discontinue its separate review of the Atlantic 
Bridge project (Docket No. CP16-9, “Atlantic Bridge”), as set forth below.  (In the alternative, 
PLAN also submits this filing as commentary on the environmental assessment prepared for the 
Atlantic Bridge project, to the extent applicable.)

Scope of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

PLAN respectfully requests that the Commission, in its assessment of the Access Northeast project:

(1) Include the components of the Atlantic Bridge project and of the Algonquin Incremental 
Market project (Docket No. CP14-96) as if they were filed with the Commission as part of 
the same pre-filing process under Docket No. PF16-1, and review these three projects' 
components collectively as a single “major Federal action” (together, the “Project”) under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.;

(2) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable clean energy alternatives to 
natural gas in the region, including alternatives involving energy efficiency, demand 
response, and renewable energy storage;

(3) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable siting alternatives including, but 
not limited to, areas not adjacent to or upwind of the Ozone Transport Region, and areas not
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adjacent to or upwind of nonattainment or maintenance areas for the 8-hour Ozone National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”); and

(4) Insofar as the examination of clean energy alternatives, emission controls, and additional 
siting alternatives may meet any public purpose of or need for the proposed Project, such 
alternatives and controls cannot be removed in good conscience from detailed study; 
therefore, please ensure that substantial treatment is devoted to each alternative throughout 
the evaluation process so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.  Systematic 
exclusion of viable alternatives may not meet the letter, nor the spirit, of your primary 
mandate.

Criteria Pollutants and Hazardous Air Pollutants

Please evaluate the extent to which the Project is within and adjacent to or upwind of areas that are 
considered nonattainment for the 8-hour Ozone the NAAQS.  Because the Project is spread 
throughout several regions, states, and dockets, the Project systematically divides the siting and 
regulatory process into smaller components.  This segmenting may allow for the incremental 
approval of the entire Project, while the more northeasterly parts of the Project may shoulder the 
majority of the downwind effects.

Insofar as the proposed facility locations are spread over several states and nonattainment areas 
within the Ozone Transport Region (“OTR”), this allows the Project systematically avoid the 
strictest requirements and controls outlined in individual states' State Implementation Plan (“SIP”) 
of the Clean Air Act (CAA); while at the same time, the proposed activity will generate air 
pollutants and their precursors that are known to have the ability to be transported regionally from 
one airshed to another. 

In short, PLAN has concerns about the potential for pollutants of interest to form within and/or 
migrate downwind and have adverse effects on the health and welfare in areas downwind, and to 
potentially interfere with adjacent areas' ability to attain and/or maintain the NAAQS.  Therefore, 
PLAN respectfully requests that the Commission, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Include all associated areas spanned by Project and all downwind areas;

(2) Include a discussion about the new 8-hour Ozone NAAQS and the PM2.5 nonattainment 
status of areas and counties adjacent to the Project; 

(3) Include a discussion about the potential for health effects associated with 8-hour ozone 
levels in the range of 0.060-0.070 parts per million (ppm) as outlined by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (“US EPA”) Clean Air Scientific Advisory 
Committee;

(4) Quantify the proposed facilities' potential to emit all criteria pollutants and hazardous air 
pollutants;

(5) Discuss in detail the expected permit status of all appurtenant facilities including but not 
limited to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”), New Source Review, and Title
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V. Due to the “no backsliding” provisions of the Clean Air Act, these assessments should 
be made as if the areas (where appropriate) were still nonattainment areas for the 1-hour 
NAAQS;

(6) Discuss the plan for the proposed facilities to comply with the National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (“NESHAPs”) and the New Source Performance 
Standards (“NSPS”); and

(7) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all emission control alternatives for the 
proposed compressors stations and liquefaction facilities including, but not limited to, the 
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (“LAER”) for NOx and carbon sequestration for CO2.

The CAA is not all-inclusive. The CAA does not specifically address direct effects of the proposed 
action and alternatives on human health and the environment.  In addition, the CAA focus is on 
evaluating and limiting air emissions within the confines of a specific region, although it is well 
understood that such emissions are transported inter-regionally. Therefore, to help ensure the 
protection of human health and welfare for individuals, PLAN respectfully requests that the 
Commission, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Include specific health-based and epidemiological criteria to determine the significance to 
air quality under NEPA, for example, 0.060-0.070 parts per million (“ppm”) as outlined 
by the US EPA's Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee;

(2) Quantify all actual direct and indirect emissions of the criteria pollutants from the 
proposed Project and alternatives; 

(3) Include in the analysis all emissions from the construction and operation of the Project 
components as well as all the natural gas that will be transported to and burned within the 
areas in the ROI;

(4) Quantify the expected change in ground-level ozone concentrations in the AQCRs in the 
ROI from the proposed action, including the maximum-modeled change;

(5) Quantify the effects to human health and welfare in terms of number of people exposed to
the criteria pollutants, and the number of people that would develop adverse health effects
from the exposure. Please break the analysis down to the county level;

(6) Quantify the number of individuals in the AQCRs in the ROI that would develop and or 
have additional heart trouble, lung disease, and asthma-associated health effects due to 
elevated ozone levels. Please break the analysis down to the county level, and 
differentiate for adults, children, and the elderly; 

(7) Quantify the effects to human health and welfare to children; people with lung disease, 
such as asthma, emphysema, or chronic bronchitis; and older adults. Please break the 
analysis down to the county level, and differentiate for the different sensitive groups; and
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(8) Qualify all indirect costs associated with effects to human health and welfare, including 
heath care cost, insurance cost, loss of wages, unemployment insurance, and reduction in 
productivity.

In addition, to help ensure the timely attainment and continued maintenance of the NAAQS in 
adjacent regions, PLAN respectfully requests that the Commission, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Quantify the expected change in ground level ozone concentrations at the regional 
monitoring stations within AQCRs in the ROI; 

(2) Discuss the effects the proposed action will have on the ability of these regions to obtain 
and maintain the NAAQS, and what additional controls if any these regions would need 
to implement to achieve attainment; and

(3) Discuss reductions-by-design, emission controls, emission offsets, and other mitigation 
that would be implemented to reduce air quality impacts of criteria pollutants and HAPs 
below the significance level.

Greenhouse Gases

PLAN respectfully requests that the Commission, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Include a discussion of the existing global environment with respect to greenhouse gas 
emissions; 

(2) Include a discussion of existing greenhouse gas (“GHG”) control technologies; 

(3) Include an analysis pertaining to any final, draft, or reasonably foreseeable federal or 
state regulations or guidances regarding GHG emissions; and

(4) Include in the analysis all emissions from the construction and operation of the Project 
components as well as all the natural gas that will be transported by the proposed pipeline
and burned.

Cumulative impacts are the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. Keeping this in mind, PLAN respectfully requests that the 
Commission, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Quantify all direct and indirect GHG emissions from the proposed action and 
alternatives;

(2) Quantify all cumulative GHG emissions including those from the proposed action plus 
all other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions;
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(3) Discuss the potential for the cumulative GHG emissions to affect the global environment;

(4) Discuss the ability of the proposed facilities to comply with the pending/reasonably 
foreseeable regulations for GHG emissions; 

(5) Discuss reductions-by-design, emission controls, emission offsets, and other mitigation 
that would be implemented to reduce air quality impacts of GHG emission below the 
significance level;

(6) Include in the analysis all emissions from the construction and operation of the Project 
components;

(7) Include in the analysis all the natural gas that will be transported by the proposed 
pipeline and burned; and

(8) Include in the analysis all emissions from the future leaking of the system, and 
intentional and unintentional venting of natural gas into the environment.

Noise

The proposed compressor stations, liquefaction facilities, and numerous other components of the 
Project would generate significant noise.  The Commission's standards do not adequately protect 
human populations from noise impacts, establishing only that noise associated with Project 
components must not exceed 55 dBA Day-Night-Level at any nearby residence or other pre-
existing noise-sensitive area.  Several states have more stringent regulations; for example, 
Massachusetts regulations require the noise associated with Project components not increase the 
ambient noise levels at the edge of the right-of-way or property boundary by greater than 10 dBA. 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts defines “ambient” as the background A-weighted sound 
level that is exceeded 90% of the time, measured during equipment operating hours (i.e. L90).    

PLAN respectfully requests that the Commission reevaluate its use of the 55 dBA standard and 
require the applicant to comply with all state and local noise regulations.  In addition, the 
Commission should, in its assessment of the Project:

(1) Compel the applicant to conduct before-construction noise surveys to accurately identify 
baseline noise as outlined in the state noise regulations. These surveys should be conducted 
over the period of days or weeks, and during the winter months, so as not to systematically 
introduce seasonal vegetation and insect noise into the background readings;

(2) Background noise survey should be conducted at all Project components that would have 
permanent or semi-permanent noise sources, including but not limited to proposed 
compressor stations, liquefaction facilities, blow-down valve locations, and any horizontal 
directional drilling (HDD) sites;
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(3) Include all nearby residences as well as any area within audible distance to the facilities that
is zoned residential or has the ability to be developed residential in the future;

(4) Compel the applicant to prepare and provide a detailed noise assessment outlining how both
the Commission's and state noise regulations will be met for all Project components that 
would have permanent or semi-permanent noise sources, including but not limited to 
proposed compressor stations, liquefaction facilities, blow-down valve locations, and HDD 
sites. This assessment should use the data collected during the winter months as outlined 
above as a comparative baseline when determining the level of adverse effects;

(5) Compel the applicant to conduct after-construction noise surveys within one month of the in
service dates to assure compliance with all federal, state and local noise regulations; and

(6) Compel the applicant to install additional engineering controls and/or noise mitigation as 
needed after construction to insure noise levels at the edge of the right-of-way or property 
boundary comply with all federal, state and local noise regulations on an ongoing basis, 
including during winter months; and

(7) Include in the cost analysis the reduction in property value adjacent to the Project 
components due to noise. 

Respectfully submitted,

Kathryn R. Eiseman, President
Pipe Line Awareness Network for the Northeast, Inc.
17 Packard Road
Cummington, MA 01026
eiseman@plan-ne.org
(413) 320-0747
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69

Callanan, Joseph

From: DEVON L DAVIDSON <devon2020@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 4:33 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Evaluation of Natural Gas Projects

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
Please rely on one or all of these provisions below to comprehensively evaluate all proposed 
natural gas projects, including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every 
alternative: 
 
1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas 
pipeline, storage, and delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies 
are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and 
Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut 
Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. 
These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single 
cumulative environmental review is necessary. 2. Developers typically cannot break up or 
phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental review. The state’s 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies to 
do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do. 3. Although 
environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 
reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 
request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 4. 
Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as 
the Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New 
natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, 
conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 
whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the 
natural gas. 5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state 
agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies 
permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change 
impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 
level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and 
proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 
Massachusetts residents. 6. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas 
emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all the impacts of all these projects, 
including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis will allow consideration of 
alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of 
which studies show to have the potential to play a significant role. 7. The MEPA regulations 
provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities. a. Specifically, 
environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
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entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or 
segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” 
review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA 
thresholds but nonetheless have t 
he potential to cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. c. 
Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 
the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 
common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  
 
 
Thank you, 
Devon Davidson 
65 Eustis Street 
Cambridge, MA 02140 
(617) 501-3230 
devon2020@gmail.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Jen Stratford <jstratford@GORELCO.COM>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 2:57 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor

Categories: Purple Category

June 20, 2016 
 
Matthew Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental 
review.  The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies 
to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do. 
 
Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects.  Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion 
seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 
impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider 
reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, 
such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway 
and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 
residents. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jennifer Stratford 
 
124 Charles Diersch Street 
Weymouth, MA 02189 
 
 

 
REILLY ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS, INC. 
14 Norfolk Avenue, Easton, MA 02375 
Jennifer Stratford 
Director of Human Resources 
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Direct Line:  (508) 535‐2918 
Direct Fax: (508) 230‐5394 
Cell: (508) 686‐0322 
E‐Mail:  jstratford@gorelco.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Michael Tavares <ipc.mike@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2016 11:22 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Re: Update for News or Announcement: Call To Action - All those who oppose natural 

gas pipelines.

Categories: Purple Category

Folks, 
This is really well written, and obviously a lot of efforts have been made surrounding the matter.  I am not sure 
how much help I can be, but with your permission I would like to forward and possibly alter this messaging to 
try and get more visibility and support for the effort to stop the compressor station.  

I am hoping that you can share any project/filing numbers for the projects mentioned and any URLs for 
reference.  

I attended one of the last meetings, and there was great turnout and support, and wish I have contributed more to 
the cause.   

Please reply with your consent and any additional resources for me to reference/site as I push this along, and 
minimize the need for those of interest to put effort into finding supporting evidence of misconduct and 
collusion. 

Regards 
Michael Tavares 
Weymouth Resident 

June 16, 2016 - 4:12pm — tnowell 

CALL TO ACTION TO ALL WHO OPPOSE NATURAL GAS PIPELINES TO HAVE A COMBINED 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF ALL NATURAL GAS PIPELINE PROJECTS IN MASSACHUSETTS 

State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 
delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra Energy 
proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder 
Morgan proposed the Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the 
time being. These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single 
cumulative environmental review is necessary.Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into 
pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
should not allow these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other 
local developers to do.Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state 
regulators are reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 
request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request.Massachusetts needs 
no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as the Massachusetts Attorney General, 
the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts to local 
residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 
whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the natural gas.The 
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Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 
impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider 
reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, 
such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway 
and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 
residents. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back 
and consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture 
analysis will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable 
energy, both of which studies show to have the potential to play a significant role.The MEPA regulations 
provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  < >Specifically, environmental 
regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any 
likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.”  301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  

These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 
projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 
environment and merit MEPA analysis.  301 CMR 11.04.  

Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 
put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 
environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.”  301 CMR 
11.09(4)(a).  

erin.flaherty@state.ma.us andnocompressor@weymouth.ma.us 

Thanks. 

  

Town of Weymouth, 75 Middle Street, Weymouth, MA 02189 
Phone: (781) 335-2000 Fax: (781) 335-3283 

Login 

-A A +A 

Website Disclaimer      Virtual Towns & Schools 

On Jun 16, 2016 4:16 PM, "Weymouth MA" <info@virtualtownhall.net> wrote: 
CALL TO ACTION TO ALL WHO OPPOSE NATURAL GAS PIPELINES TO HAVE A COMBINED 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF ALL NATURAL GAS PIPELINE PROJECTS IN MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 
- State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 
delivery capacity in Massachusetts. 
 
 
 
Read more http://www.weymouth.ma.us/home/news/call-to-action-all-those-who-oppose-natural-gas-pipelines
 
 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 84



75

 
-- 
This is an automatic message from Weymouth MA 
You can unsubscribe at 
http://www.weymouth.ma.us/notifications/anonymous/subscription/45051/unsubscribe?timestamp=146610820
0&signature=381bb352e733a521ca0460b59695ca43 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Nickolas Faynshteyn <nickfayn@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2016 12:39 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Secretary Beaton MEPA Review of Pipelines

Categories: Purple Category

 
Hello Erin Flaherty, 
 
I would like to urge Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Matthew A. Beaton to  rely on 
these provisions below to comprehensively evaluate all proposed natural gas projects, including a complete and 
thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative.   
 
1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and delivery 
capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the 
Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the 
Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. These few 
companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single cumulative environmental review is 
necessary.  
 
2. Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental 
review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies to do 
what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do.  
 
3. Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion seeks to 
change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
4. Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well‐respected sources, such as the Massachusetts 
Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts 
to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 
whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the natural gas. 
 
5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 
impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea 
level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 
Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents.  
 
6. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all 
the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big‐picture analysis will allow 
consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies 
show to have the potential to play a significant role. 
 
7. The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  
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a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 
Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 
do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 
MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04.  
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 
place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 
individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  
 
I believe it is Secretary Beaton's duty is to BOTH make sure our state's environment and communities are protected & 
ensure Massachusetts receives a proper, sustainable and steady supply of energy. 
 
Thank you, 
Nickolas Faynshteyn 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Cindy <cynthia_lydon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 2:54 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Compressor Station, Weymouth MA Letter
Attachments: MattBeaton_June 28_2016.docx

Categories: Purple Category

Please see attached letter. 
 
Regards, 
Kathleen 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Cindy <cynthia_lydon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 1:35 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor; Terry Gibbons
Subject: Combined Environmental Study for Compressor Station in Weymouth, MA
Attachments: MattBeaton_June 28.docx; ark.jpg; three.jpg

Categories: Purple Category

Please see attached letter for Secretary Matthew Beaton. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cynthia Lydon 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: James Michel <jamesomichel@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 3:20 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: COMPREHENSIVE COMBINED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF ALL NATURAL GAS 

PIPELINE PROJECTS IN MASSACHUSETTS

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Ms. Flaherty: 
 
As a former state employee, let me start by thanking you for your public service.  In a time when human caused 
climate disruption is the critical challenge facing all of us, and when our US congress is basically non-
functional, there are numerous opportunities for states such as Massachusetts to display leadership in addressing 
the looming crisis.  To counter the segmentation process enabled by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC), a captive agency that seems to work in favor of the gas and oil industry against the 
popular will, the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) should comprehensively evaluate 
all proposed fracked gas projects, including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every 
alternative. 
 
Currently Spectra Energy has multiple proposed projects that impact our state: the Atlantic Bridge, the Access 
Northeast, and the Algonquin Incremental Market.  Kinder Morgan has the Northeast Direct and Connecticut 
Expansion projects, although these have been withdrawn from consideration for the moment.  All of these 
projects should be considered together in terms of their cumulative environmental impact.  Because the FERC 
has failed in its duty to look at the big picture does not mean that MEPA should follow suit; quite to the 
contrary, it is incumbent upon the states to protect their citizens where the federal government is falling 
short.  MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities, and I 
strongly urge the agency to do so. 
 
The Commonwealth has better solutions to meeting its energy needs than expanding fracked gas 
infrastructure.  We should require our utilities to fix existing leaks while expanding our investments in 
renewable energy and energy efficiency programs.  We should not be listening to the industry narrative that 
more gas is the solution to our higher-than-average electricity prices; occasional shortages in the winter do not 
requires an overbuild of infrastructure that is actually meant to allow for export. Gas is an international 
commodity, and exporting it will ironically lead to higher prices in the local market.  But the overarching 
problem with fracked gas is environmental.  Fracking poisons the ground water of our neighbors in PA and 
other states above the Marcellus shale region.  Methane, which is 80 times more potent as a greenhouse gas than 
CO2, leaks during the extraction and transportation process. Used for electricity generation, fracked gas still 
emits CO2, thereby threatening the Commonwealth's ability to meet its GWSA goals. 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of this important issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James O. Michel 
Hyde Park, MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Denise Marcotte <denisemarcotte@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2016 7:23 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: No compressor!

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Erin 
strongly opposed to the Spectra compressor staion on Weymouth I strongly urge you to comprehensively evaluate all 
natural gas projects and to seriously evaluate all alternatives and impacts Thank you very much Sincerely 
 
Denise  
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Peter H. Lapchak <peterhlapchak@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 6:44 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Environmental Impact Study and other Crucial Studies regarding the proposed 

compressor station in North Weymouth

Importance: High

Categories: Purple Category

Peter H. Lapchak, M.Sc., Ph.D. 
58 Saning Road 
Weymouth, Massachusetts 02191-1327 
Tel: 781-340-1152 (home) 
Tel: 617-735-4167 (business) 
 
 
Matthew A. Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Attn: MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion  
100 Cambridge Street  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
Fax: (617) 626-1181  
 
Dear Mr. Beaton: 
 
I am writing to you in regard the proposed compressor station in Weymouth, MA to urge you to force an 
environmental impact study a compressor station being located in a densely populated area. There are just too 
many concerns about the logistics, the environment, and community health not to have a complete and 
unbiased environmental impact study. In addition, I urge you to demand a state Radiation Exposure Study, and 
Human Health Impact Study prior to granting any certificates to Spectra Energy. This company and its 
executives are not acting in good faith. 
 
1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 
delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra 
Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; 
Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it 
shelved for the time being. These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A 
single cumulative environmental review is necessary.  
 
2. Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 
environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national 
energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do.  
 
3. Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion 
seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 
 
4. Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as the 
Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will 
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have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No 
regulator, state or federal, has analyzed whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we 
do not even need the natural gas. 
 

5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 
environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must 
“consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and 
effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects 
underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 
Massachusetts residents 

Please contact me should you want to discuss this further. My contact information is at the top of this e-mail. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Peter H. Lapchak, M.Sc., Ph.D. 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Mike LeBlanc <ekimwl@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 10:08 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA Review

Categories: Purple Category

Sec. Beaton, 

  

Please rely on one or all of these provisions below to comprehensively evaluate all proposed natural gas projects, 

including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative. 

  

1.    State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 

delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra 

Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; 

Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved 

for the time being. These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single 

cumulative environmental review is necessary. 

2.    Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 

environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national 

energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do. 

3.    Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 

cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion 

seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 

4.    Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as the 

Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will 

have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No 

regulator, state or federal, has analyzed whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do 

not even need the natural gas. 

5.    The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 

environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must 

“consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and 

effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects 

underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 

Massachusetts residents.  
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6.    More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and 

consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis 

will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, 

both of which studies show to have the potential to play a significant role. 

7.    The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  < 

>Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety 

of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.”  301 CMR 

11.01(2)(c).  

These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 

do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 

MEPA analysis.  301 CMR 11.04.  

Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 

place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 

individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 

impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.”  301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). 

Sincerely, 

Michael W. LeBlanc 

36 Harvard St. APT 3, Charlestown, MA 02129 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Eric St. Jacques <stjacques.eric@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 10:43 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: ATTN: Matthew A. Beaton

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton, 
 
I urge you to comprehensively evaluate all proposed natural gas projects, including a complete and 
thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative.  
 
Independent science organization, Union of Concerned, thoroughly report on the environmental 
impacts of natural gas. The drilling and extraction of natural gas from wells and its transportation in 
pipelines results in the leakage of methane, a far more potent global warming gas than CO2. 
Preliminary studies and field measurements show that these so-called “fugitive” methane emissions 
range from 1 to 9 percent of total life cycle emissions.  
 
The impacts are varied, including air pollution, wildlife disturbances, and water pollution. I urge 
you to read the information seen here: 

 Environmental Impacts of Natural Gas  
 http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_energy/our-energy-choices/coal-and-other-fossil-

fuels/environmental-impacts-of-natural-gas.html 

Instead of investing in fossil fuels, renewable energy from clean sources should be focused on. See 
the attached report for your reference: 

 Massachusetts's Electricity Future: Reducing Reliance on Natural Gas through Renewable 
Energy 

 http://www.ucsusa.org/clean-energy/increase-renewable-energy/massachusetts-electricity-
future#.V2QLDbsrKUk  

Please consider this and make the rational choice. 
 
Regards, 
 
Eric St. Jacques 
25 Durant Road, Weymouth 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Diane Savoie <diane078@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 4:21 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
kayla_scire@markey.senate.gov; Paul.Schmid@mahouse.gov; 
Stan.Rosenberg@masenate.gov; Robert.DeLeo@mahouse.gov; 
Michael.Rodrigues@masenate.gov; Mark.Montigny@masenate.gov; 
Robert.Koczera@mahouse.gov; Steven.howitt@mahouse.gov; 
Patricia.haddad@mahouse.gov; mayor@boston.gov; contact@johnkerry.com

Subject: Atlantic Bridge Project and Access Northeast

Categories: Purple Category

 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
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FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30th. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however, and MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 
301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Normand R. Savoie 
78 Nestle's Lane, Acushnet, MA 02743 
508-995-7427 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: maria.connelly@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2016 6:02 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton; Cc; casework; Rocco_Dirico; Bruce.Carlisle; robert.j.shea; 

Martin.Suuberg; stephen.lynch; NoCompressor; AGO; kayla_scire; Paul.Schmid; 
Stan.Rosenberg; Robert.DeLeo; Michael.Rodrigues; Mark.Montigny; Robert.Koczera; 
Steven howitt; Patricia haddad

Subject: Improper segmentation of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast

Categories: Purple Category

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory 
opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast 
Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), 
was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already 
contacted you regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic 
Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA 
Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your office that the
public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of 
both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 
both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human environment and 
that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment 
(FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural gas 
expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline 
projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly 
consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and requested 
that the public submit comments by May 30th. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however, 
and MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate 
Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC 
that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two 
projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 
Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both 
projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to 
conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has 
refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the other 
presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
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I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are both in the 
process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal 
zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the 
public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at least 45 
days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 
25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 
time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve this issue of 
MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maria Connelly 
668 Smith Neck Rd. 
So. Dartmouth, MA 02748 
 
774-328-0717 
maria.connelly@comcast.net 
 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 100



91

Callanan, Joseph

From: Susan Greene <sag327@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 2:05 PM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: Fwd: Combined environmental review of all natural gas projects in MA

Categories: Purple Category

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Susan Greene <sag327@yahoo.com> 
Date: June 17, 2016 at 12:11:55 PM EDT 
To: "erin.flaherty@state.ma.us" <erin.flaherty@state.ma.us> 
Cc: "nocompressor@weymouth.ma.ys" <nocompressor@weymouth.ma.ys> 
Subject: Combined environmental review of all natural gas projects in MA 

 
I am requesting a combined environmental review of all natural gas projects in MA, including a 
complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative. I  am appalled that in 
order to achieve this in depth review, the citizens of the Commonwealth must jump through a 
series of well crafted hoops! I mistakenly assumed regulatory agencies were inherently 
protecting the people and the environment. Sadly over the past 18 months i have learned 
otherwise! The so called Environmental Review done on the Atlantic Bridge project is an insult 
to us all! FERC decided not only to segment the whole project to minimize combined impacts 
but also to ignore their own rule of doing an Environmental Impact Statement on a project that 
included construction of a new building in a densely populated area! There were no onsite tests 
done for air quality or on groundwater in the EA and yet FERC concluded that there would be 
'no significant impact' to residents health and safety or to the air we breathe!! Seriously?? 
Apparently when a Spectra  representative stood before the Weymouth Conservation 
Commission and arrogantly proclaimed the EA was 'just a paper exercise' he spoke for FERC as 
well!! 
Secretary Beaton my family deserves better, my neighbors deserve better, the citizens of this 
Commonwealth deserve better!!  Susan Greene 26 Holbrook Rd ( incineration zone) North 
Weymouth, MA 02191  
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Gradeigh Mack <gradeigh.mack@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 12:11 PM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: MEPA Review Comment

Categories: Purple Category

 

Sec. Beaton, 

  

Please rely on one or all of these provisions below to comprehensively evaluate all proposed 
natural gas projects, including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every 
alternative. 

  

1.     State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas 
pipeline, storage, and delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies 
are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, 
and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the 
Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the 
time being. These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. 
A single cumulative environmental review is necessary. 

2.     Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade 
or limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not 
allow these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit 
other local developers to do. 

3.     Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state 
regulators are reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor 
Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support 
his request. 

4.     Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, 
such as the Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. 
New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, 
conservation lands, and natural resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed 
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whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the 
natural gas. 

5.     The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies 
determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. 
This environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, 
including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” 
G.L. c. 30, § 61.  The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed 
in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 
Massachusetts residents.  

6.     More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts 
must step back and consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, 
and impacts. This big-picture analysis will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing 
gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies show to have 
the potential to play a significant role. 

7.     The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of 
interrelated activities.  < >Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, 
requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future 
Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.”  301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  

These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA 
review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to 
cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis.  301 CMR 11.04.  

Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 
flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 
common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.”  301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). 

Sincerely, 

Gradeigh Mack 

42 Sunrise Dr. 

Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Becky Haugh <rebecca.a.haugh@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 10:04 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor; Rachael & Alice; northweymouthca@gmail.com
Subject: Attn: MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion
Attachments: Sec Beaton Letter for MEPA Review - Compressor Station.pdf

Categories: Purple Category

Erin,  
 
Please find the attached letter to Secretary Beaton in support of Weymouth Mayor Robert Hedlund's request for 
a full MEPA review of pipeline projects in the Commonwealth, especially in regards to the siting of a 
compressor station in North Weymouth through both Spectra's Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast projects.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.   
 
Thank you and have a good weekend. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Becky Haugh 
Weymouth Town Councilor 
34 Evans Street 
Weymouth, MA  02191 
617-610-2971 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Elizabeth Raineri Mack <earaineri@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 9:47 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us; NoCompressor
Subject: Comment for MEPA Review

Categories: Purple Category

Sec. Beaton, 

  

Please rely on one or all of these provisions below to comprehensively evaluate all proposed natural gas projects, 

including a complete and thorough examination of all impacts and every alternative. 

  

1.     State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 

delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra 

Energy proposed the Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) projects; 

Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut Expansion and the Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved 

for the time being. These few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A single 

cumulative environmental review is necessary. 

2.     Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 

environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national 

energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do. 

3.     Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 

cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion 

seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 

4.     Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected sources, such as the 

Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will 

have a myriad of impacts to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural resources. No 

regulator, state or federal, has analyzed whether all the impacts of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do 

not even need the natural gas. 

5.     The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 

environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must 

“consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and 

effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects 

underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 

Massachusetts residents.  
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6.     More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and 

consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis 

will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, 

both of which studies show to have the potential to play a significant role. 

7.     The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  < 

>Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety 

of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.”  301 CMR 

11.01(2)(c).  

These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that 

do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the environment and merit 

MEPA analysis.  301 CMR 11.04.  

Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in 

place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects requiring 

individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 

impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.”  301 CMR 11.09(4)(a). 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Mack 

42 Sunrise Dr. 

Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: christine white <chaspa234@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 9:24 AM
To: erin.flaherty@state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: environmental review
Attachments: Secretary Matthew A.docx

Categories: Purple Category

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act  
Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
  
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
I am requesting and urging you to complete a comprehensive evaluation of all the proposed natural gas projects 
for Massachusetts, including a complete and thorough examination of all the impacts and every alternative.  
State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, storage, and 
delivery capacity in Massachusetts. These companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. 
A single cumulative environmental review is necessary.  
Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are reviewing the 
cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Typically developers cannot break up or phase a project 
into pieces or segments to evade or limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
should not allow these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other 
local developers to do. Please support Mayor Bob Hedlund's request for an advisory opinion to change that 
oversight.  
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 
impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider 
reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, 
such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth must be 
considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. More natural gas will significantly 
increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back and consider all the impacts of all these 
projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis will allow consideration of 
alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies show to 
have the potential to play a significant role.  
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities.  
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 301
CMR 11.01(2)(c).  
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA review for 
projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 
environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04.  
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the flexibility to 
put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 
requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar 
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environmental impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 
11.09(4)(a).  
  
Sincerely, 
Christine White 
29 Stillman St. Weymouth MA 02189 
(781) 588-2808 
Chaspa234@gmail.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: carrie palazzo <carriepmakeup@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 1:44 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
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Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 
 
I send this letter to you out of deep concern and desperation for your help.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carrie Palazzo  
16 Keating Circle  
South Weymouth 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Margo Custer <margocuster@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2016 10:52 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; austin.blackmon@boston.gov; 
Mike.Rush@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 

5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of 

the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 

11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, Margo Custer 33 Mendum St. Roslindale, MA 

617-325-9288 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Michelle.Legere <michelle.legere@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 10:13 AM
To: Matthew Beaton
Cc: constituent services; casework@warren.senate.gov; Rocco Dirico; Bruce Carlisle; robert j 

shea; Martin Suuberg; stephen lynch; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; Marc Pacheco
Subject: Please Respond to Request for and Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

June 10, 2016 
 
Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
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FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests. 
Sincerely, 
 
Michelle O. LeGere 
18 Mutton Lane 
Weymouth, MA 02189 
617-797-2619 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Rich Stiles <rstiles383@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 2:14 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion - Spectra Project

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 

5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of 

the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 

11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Stiles 

32 Beals St. 

North Weymouth, MA 02191 
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617-943-9772 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Anita Patel <anipatel79@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 1:16 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor; cynthia_lydon@yahoo.com
Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 

Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

Unit 100 Cambridge Street, 

Suite 900 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 

Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 

Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

 

I oppose the compressor station project for the Weymouth, MA location. I do not want this type of 

station along with the pipeline going through our state effecting my friends, and neighbors in 

Weymouth. 

 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 

issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 

(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 

response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 

yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 

regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 

may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 

compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 

by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 

the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
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project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 

the communities of Massachusetts. 

 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 

human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 

Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 

the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 

report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 

refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that 

MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 

entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 

thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 

from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 

Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 

Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 

combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 

individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 

FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 

federal government has refused. 

 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 

request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 

and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 

required. 

 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 

Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 

protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 

on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 

period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 

Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
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allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 

comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 

resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 

comments and requests. 

 

Sincerely, 

Anita Patel 

Grafton, MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Cheri Dorr <cherid@dorrdesign.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 10:08 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: Cheri Dorr; NoCompressor
Subject: Environmental Impact Study is needed in the town of Weymouth 06/08/16

Importance: High

Categories: Purple Category

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 
100 Cambridge Street, 
Suite 900 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, 
LLC Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station 
Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for 
an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Please help the children and families living in Weymouth. They are facing a toxic and 
dangerous industrial Gas Compressor Station being put where there are 7 schools 
within 1 mile, on the Weymouth side alone. Kids ages 3-11 years old. Kids who are 
vulnerable to being exposed to carcinogens, methane, chemicals, and particulate 
matter that these Compressor Stations are known to emit 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week. It is OUTRAGEOUS that FERC has not forced Spectra to do an Environmental 
Impact Statement in such a highly residential area with thousands of our most 
vulnerable population (children) are at risk. It's simply preposterous. Spectra must 
also be forced to do a Health Impact Study as well, BEFORE the station is built. 
Industrial Gas Compressor Stations have no place in a residential area, where tens of 
thousands of people live and breath, and FERC and SPECTRA are both well aware of 
this fact. And yet they continue with this ludicrous plan. Please stand up for us. Do 
not let this be your FLINT, MI!!   

 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 
requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the 
Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access 
Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 
CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory 
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opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this 
matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an 
environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the 
EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office 
may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA 
without a determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful 
opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental 
impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a 
time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the 
quality of the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental 
impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC 
Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative 
impacts of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must 
require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects 
presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on 
Access Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And 
MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 
11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from 
Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of 
Atlantic Bridge. 
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 
21, 2015 comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the 
construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects 
might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental 
impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual 
review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth 
asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the 
state to do what the federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post 
notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor 
pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
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(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to 
Atlantic Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that 
MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of 
Environmental Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM 
is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone 
management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP 
is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic 
Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the 
public comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide 
all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that 
FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which 
is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder 
Morgan Project. 

 
 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective 
reviews until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. 
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests.  

 
 

Respectfully, 

 
 
Cheri Dorr 
Principal 
Dorr Design Associates, Inc. 
office   845.557.3827 
cell      212.675.0798 
cherid@dorrdesign.com 
 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 125



116

Callanan, Joseph

From: Kori Feener <kori.feener@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 5:39 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; kaherine.clark@state.ma.us

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 

5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) 

post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor 

pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 

Kori Feener 
Documentary Filmmaker 
813-546-4464 
www.korifeener.com 
@KoriFeener 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Mike and Holly Biro <mhbiro@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 9:45 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor; constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; ago@state.ma.us; Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC  
Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station  
Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project  
Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue 
an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) 
and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this 
request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an 
advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment 
(EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the 
project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by 
your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the 
cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one 
at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities 
of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge 
Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the 
natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report 
for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to 
segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast 
and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to 
Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, 
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including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 
11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast 
because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment 
letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge 
and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an 
environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined 
environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review 
of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such 
a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has 
refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 
CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all 
the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection 
are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is 
consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect 
designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which 
Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by 
at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert 
Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of 
public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder 
Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely,  
Holly Biro (and family) 
116 Liberty Bell Circle, Weymouth, MA 02189 
(781)812-0419 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: MrTim <tmcgibbon@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 8:20 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 

Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Please help us, we have children and families who live in Weymouth, and are facing this compressor station 
being put in where 7 schools alone are within 1 mile, on the Weymouth side alone. These schools all teach 
children from 3 years of age until 11. The years of a human beings live that will effect the outcome of their 
health if exposed to carcinogens that these compressor stations emit on a daily basis. FERC has not forced 
Spectra to do a Environmental impact statement. Spectra should also be forced to do a health impact study as 
well. They know how bad these compressor stations are near people. 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary 
to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or 
segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
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Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tim McGibbon 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Daniel Mulhern <daniel.mulhern@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 2:15 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
Unit 100 Cambridge Street, 
Suite 900 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
I oppose the compressor station project for the Weymouth, MA location. I do not want this type of 
station along with the pipeline going through our state effecting my friends, and neighbors in 
Weymouth. 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
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FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Daniel Mulhern 
244 Adams Street 
Milton, MA 02186 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Beth Rodio <elizabeth.rodio@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 3:30 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

 
To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then Expansion 
of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an 
Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory 
opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast 
Project (Access Northeast). The 20‐day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), 
was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already 
contacted you regarding this matter. 
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic 
Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA 
Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your office that 
the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental 
impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the 
overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human environment 
and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental 
Assessment (FERC Docket CP16‐9) at 1‐27.] 
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural gas 
expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline 
projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly 
consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and requested 
that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And 
MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
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separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate 
Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC 
that given the one‐year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the 
“two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge 
and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts 
of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government 
has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to  
 
 (1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 
11.01(6)(b); 
 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the other 
presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are both in the 
process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal 
zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the 
public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at least 45 
days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on 
May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same 
period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve this issue 
of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely,  
Beth Rodio 
Sharon, MA 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Paul Lauenstein <lauenstein@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 10:08 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: Governor Charlie Baker; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 

5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) 

post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor 

pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, Paul Lauenstein 4 Gavins Pond Road, Sharon, MA 02067 781-784-2986 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Pat Purcell <macroomboy@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 4:15 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: onstituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
lMarc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Access NE

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
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(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 
Sincerely, 
Pat Purcell 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Carolyn Barthel <carolyncbarthel@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 6:04 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; Dirico, Rocco 

(Markey); Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; 
Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; 
AGO@state.ma.us; Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & 
Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then Expansion of 
Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory 
Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, 
Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory opinion 
pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access 
Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, 
as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you 
have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to 
those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
issued an environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on 
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May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may 
apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to 
provide a certificate of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant 
with MEPA without a determination by your office that the public 
has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete 
review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. 
Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time 
hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the 
citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will 
significantly affect the quality of the human environment and that 
the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see 
Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket 
CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review 
of the cumulative impacts of all the natural gas expansion projects 
the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in 
the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement on Access Northeast and requested that the 
public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires 
the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies 
cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the 
latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 
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Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated 
in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC that given the 
one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic 
Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived 
as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 
cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the 
incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. 
Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 
agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal 
government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct 
the MEPA Unit to:  
 
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next 
Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the 
application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the other presently 
pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the 
comment period, that MEPA review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the 
Department of Environmental Protection are both in the process of 
reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management 
policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. 
DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled 
tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately 
protected. 
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Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that 
FERC extend the public comment period by at least 45 days because 
the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC 
extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public 
comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the 
public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to 
delay their respective reviews until we resolve this issue of MEPA 
compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention 
to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 
Carolyn Barthel 
50 Asylum Street 
Mendon, MA 01756 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: pjk88@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 7:48 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

 
 
To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 
Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
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FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 
until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
Sincerely,  
Paula Keenan 
99 Oak Street 
South Weymouth, MA  02190 
781-337-1946 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Gradeigh Mack <gradeigh.mack@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 6:43 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

 

Below is a form letter that contains all the things we're supposed to say to you to get you to act 

on the Weymouth compressor station that has been proposed. I'm adding a personal note, 

that your failure to respond shows a lot, even if you respond negatively, at least the residents 

of Weymouth and the South Shore can focus our efforts in other productive options, as 

opposed to filling your email with these form letters. Please respond. 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 
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5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
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Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) 

post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor 

pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
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I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely,  

Gradeigh Mack 

42 Sunrise Drive 

Weymouth, MA 02191 

617-413-5154 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Claire Galkowski <lpjsmom@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:56 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; 
AGO@state.ma.us; Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; 'Sen. Mike Rush'; Rep. Paul 
McMurtry; 'Jan Galkowski'

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion - Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast,
Weymouth Compressor Station

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then 
Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station, Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project  

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20‐day deadline for your response to this request, as set 
forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding 
my voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the 
natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for 
ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth.  

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one‐year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
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Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for 
an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public 
comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan 
Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 

resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 

Claire  Galkowski 
320 Dover Rd., Westwood, MA 02090 
508-934-6147 
"Nature bats last." -S.O'Hara, 1989 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Jen Davis <jendavisnicoll@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 6:32 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; DEP; stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; 
AGO@state.ma.us; Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then 
Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project 
  

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
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Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 

Sincerely,  
Jen Davis 
1 Nelson st, 
Upton, Ma 01568 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Susan Greene <sag327@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 6:52 AM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: Fwd: HELP US PLEASE

Categories: Purple Category

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Susan Greene <sag327@yahoo.com> 
Date: June 6, 2016 at 12:27:50 PM EDT 
To: "Mathew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us" <Mathew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us> 
Cc: "Cc: constituent.services ; casework ; Rocco_Dirico ; Bruce.Carlisle ; robert.j.shea ; 
Martin.Suuberg ; stephen.lynch ; Nocompressor ; AGO ; kayla_scire ; Paul.Schmid ; 
Stan.Rosenberg ; Robert.DeLeo ; Michael.Rodrigues ; Mark.Montigny ; Robert.Koczera 
Robert.Koczera@mahouse.gov" <constituent.services@state.ma.us>, 
"Steven.howitt@mahouse.gov" <Steven.howitt@mahouse.gov>, 
"Patricia.haddad@mahouse.gov" <Patricia.haddad@mahouse.gov> 
Subject: HELP US PLEASE 

 
 
Sent from my iPhoneDear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting 
you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge 
Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day 
deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 
2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have 
already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 
MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 
of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 
determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and 
complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 
incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 
both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see 
Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
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The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of 
all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental 
impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. 
You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30th. FERC acknowledges that 
MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however, and MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or 
segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate 
Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future 
“expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules 
of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially 
continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast 
together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts 
of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not 
proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, 
I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant 
to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b); 
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 
Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review 
is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 
Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those 
designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the 
filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 
comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested 
information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public 
comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC 
allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 
until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 
 Susan Greene  

26 Holbrook Rd 

North Weymouth, MA 

02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Cindy <cynthia_lydon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 3:12 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Compressor Station in Weymouth, MA

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  
 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit  
100 Cambridge Street,  
Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Please help us, we have children and families who live in Weymouth, and are facing this compressor 
station being put in where 7 schools alone are within 1 mile, on the Weymouth side alone. These 
schools all teach children from 3 years of age until 11. The years of a human beings live that will 
effect the outcome of their health if exposed to carcinogens that these compressor stations emit on a 
daily basis. FERC has not forced Spectra to do a Environmental impact statement. Spectra should 
also be forced to do a health impact study as well. They know how bad these compressor stations are 
near people. 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
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project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the 
Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies 
cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 
future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
Sincerely, 
 
Cynthia Lydon 
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73 Church Street 
Weymouth, MA 02189 
781-733-5840 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Wendy Cullivan <wendy48@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:40 PM
To: NoCompressor
Subject: FW: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 

Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

Copy of e‐mail to: Secretary Matthew Beaton 

 

From: Wendy Cullivan [mailto:wendy48@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2016 6:33 AM 
To: 'Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us' <Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us> 
Cc: 'constituent.services@state.ma.us' <constituent.services@state.ma.us>; 'casework@warren.senate.gov' 
<casework@warren.senate.gov>; 'Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov' <Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov>; 
'Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us' <Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us>; 'robert.j.shea@state.ma.us' 
<robert.j.shea@state.ma.us>; 'Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us' <Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us>; 
'stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov' <stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov>; 'AGO@state.ma.us' <AGO@state.ma.us> 
Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then Expansion 
of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for 
an Advisory Opinion 

 

June 6, 2016 

 

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Massachusetts Environmental 

Policy Act Unit 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

 

RE: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction then Expansion 

of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for 

an Advisory Opinion 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory 

opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast 

Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), 
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was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already 

contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic 

Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA 

Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your office that 

the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts 

of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts 

of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human environment 

and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment 

(FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural gas 

expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline 

projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly 

consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and requested 

that the public submit comments by May 

30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” 

[See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because 

the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC 

that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two 

projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both 

projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to 

conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused.

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 

advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the other 

presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
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I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are both in the 

process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal 

zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the 

public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at least 45 

days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 

25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve this issue of 

MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely,  

 
Wendy Cullivan 
 
150 Roosevelt Road 
Weymouth, MA 02188 
781 690 1563  
Wendy48@comcast.net 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: oliabu@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:05 PM
To: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion
Attachments: Dear Secretary Beaton.docx

Categories: Purple Category
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Lara Wahl <lovinlary@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 12:17 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 

Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 

Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge 

Project, Access Northeast Project Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 

requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 

Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-

day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 

5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 

have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 

MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 

of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 

determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 

and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 

incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 

both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 

[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 

of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 

environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 

Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 

together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 

that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 

“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 

phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 

separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 

future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 

comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 

schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 

essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 

Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 

cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 

Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 

agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of 

the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 

11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 

Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 

review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 

Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 

those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 

interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 

comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 

requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 

the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 

time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 

until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 

attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, Lara Wahl  

9 Mechanic St 

Upton, MA 01568 

508 603 1047 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Elizabeth Raineri Mack <earaineri@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 12:22 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; Christina_pacheco@markey.senate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100  

Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction 
then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Please 
Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 

 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access 
Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any 
likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the 
natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

 

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  

(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 
11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
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I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 

 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 

 

Sincerely,  

Elizabeth Mack 

42 Sunrise Dr 

Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Mary Boyle <maryeb2@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 3:07 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; Mike.Rush@masenate.gov

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, 
requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic 
Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-
day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 
5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that 
have already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that 
MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate 
of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a 
determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough 
and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the 
incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 
both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. 
[see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts 
of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an 
environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the 
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Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider 
together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges 
that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to 
“consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate 
phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 
separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 
future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction 
schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as 
essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 
Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, 
cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal 
agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) 
post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor 
pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic 
Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA 
review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether 
Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including 
those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s 
interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public 
comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the 
requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend 
the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 
time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
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I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews 
until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 
attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, Mary E. Boyle 32 Miami Avenue 

West Roxbury, MA 02132 

617-942-2986 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Wendy M. Graca <wendygraca@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:04 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
kayla_scire@markey.senate.gov; Paul.Schmid@mahouse.gov; 
Stan.Rosenberg@masenate.gov; Robert.DeLeo@mahouse.gov; 
Michael.Rodrigues@masenate.gov; Mark.Montigny@masenate.gov; 
Robert.Koczera@mahouse.gov

Subject: Improper segmentation of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory 
opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast 
Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), 
was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already 
contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic 
Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA 
Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your office that the
public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental impacts of 
both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of 
both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human environment and 
that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment 
(FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural gas 
expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline 
projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly 
consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and requested 
that the public submit comments by May 30th. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however, 
and MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate 
Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge. 

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC 
that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two 
projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and 
Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both 
projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to 
conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has 
refused. 
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As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the other 
presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and 
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are both in the 
process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal 
zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the 
public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at least 45 
days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 
25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of 
time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve this issue of 
MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 
 
Wendy M. Graca 
3 Dr Braley Road 
East Freetown, MA  02717 
(508) 254-6333 
wendygraca@aol.com 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 175



167

Callanan, Joseph

From: Emily da Rosa <emilydarosa33@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11:01 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us

Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed Construction 
then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Deadline 
to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary 
to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or 
segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
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Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 
Sincerely,  
Emily daRosa 
Concerned resident of Weymouth MA 
emilydarosa33@gmail.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Kevin Silva <silva.kevin37@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:35 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us; constituent.services@state.ma.us; 

casework@warren.senate.gov; Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; 
Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; 
Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; 
AGO@state.ma.us

Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue an 
advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the 
Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this request, as set forth 
in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my 
voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment (EA) 
for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, 
stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by your 
office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative 
environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one at a time hides 
from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the natural 
gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural 
gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment projects that 
MEPA should properly consider together. 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast and 
requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary 
to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or 
segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge 
from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment letter to 
FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access 
Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an environmental regulator 
considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined environmental impact report that 
analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. 
Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the request for an 
advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
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(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all the 
other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection are 
both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with 
the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port areas. DEP is 
considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be 
adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by at 
least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund 
requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public comment, 
which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we resolve 
this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and 
requests. 
Sincerely, 
 
Kevin Silva 
133 Keene Rd., Acushnet, MA 02743 
774-930-3919 
Silva.kevin37@gmail.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: christine white <chaspa234@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 05, 2016 9:57 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; AGO@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor

Subject: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act  

Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

  

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 

issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 

(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 

response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6) (b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 

yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 

regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 

assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 

may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 

compliance. 

I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 

by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
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the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 

project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 

the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 

human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [See Atlantic 

Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the 

natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 

report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 

refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 

Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 

30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the 

Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 

separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies 

cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned future 

“expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment 

letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic 

Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an 

environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined 

environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual 

review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to 

conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal 

government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post 

notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 

11.01(6) (b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 

and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
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(3) Issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 

required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 

Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 

Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 

protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 

on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 

period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 

Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 

allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 

comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 

resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 

comments and requests. 

Sincerely, 

Christine White 

29 Stillman St. Weymouth MA 02189 

(781) 588-2808 

Chaspa234@gmail.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Terry Gibbons <tgibbons@thayer.org>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:27 PM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Fore River Bridge Compressor project Dear Mr. Beaton. I am writing to request that you 

oppose this project. There have been many citizens who have spoken against this 
project. Many who are more eloquent than I am. This project will do irreversible envi...

Categories: Purple Category
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Callanan, Joseph

From: A Honore <honore.andrea@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11:13 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; NoCompressor; AGO@state.ma.us; 
Marc.Pacheco@masenate.gov; james.Murphy@mahouse.gov; Patrick OConnor

Subject: Please Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental 
Affairs Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 
900 Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC 
Proposed Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Access Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an 
Advisory Opinion 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 

You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of 
Weymouth, requesting you issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 
11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) and the Access 
Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to 
this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you 
have not yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have 
already contacted you regarding this matter. 

As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an 
environmental assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, 
the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA 
Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance. 
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I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA 
without a determination by your office that the public has had a meaningful 
opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the cumulative environmental 
impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one 
at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens 
of all the communities of Massachusetts. 

In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment and that the project 
warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge Project, 
Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 

The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the 
cumulative impacts of all the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your 
office must require an environmental impact report for ALL natural gas pipeline 
projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to segment 
projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 

FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact 
statement on Access Northeast and requested that the public submit comments 
by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. 
And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, 
including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot 
separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently 
planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  

Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its 
December 21, 2015 comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation 
between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the 
“two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an 
environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together 
in a combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative 
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impacts of both projects, individual review of the incremental impacts of Access 
Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such a review, 
but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal 
government has refused. 

As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit 
to: (1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next 
Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  

(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA 
to Atlantic Bridge and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline 
projects; and  

(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, 
that MEPA review is required. 

I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of 
Environmental Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. 
CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal 
zone management policies, including those designed to protect designated port 
areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on 
which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 

Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the 
public comment period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to 
provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 
25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of public 
comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment 
on the Kinder Morgan Project. 

I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay 
their respective reviews until we resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. 
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Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments 
and requests. 

Sincerely, Andrea E Honore 61 House Rock Road Weymouth, MA 617-276-5564 

 
 
............................................. 
ANDREA HONORE 
 
Honore Cabinetry 
Honore Cabinetry @ Facebook 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Cindy <cynthia_lydon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11:01 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: Terry Gibbons; NoCompressor
Subject: Weymouth needs an Environmental Impact Study done, please

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  
 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit  
100 Cambridge Street,  
Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
Please help us, we have children and families who live in Weymouth, and are facing this compressor 
station being put in where 7 schools alone are within 1 mile, on the Weymouth side alone. These 
schools all teach children from 3 years of age until 11. The years of a human beings live that will 
effect the outcome of their health if exposed to carcinogens that these compressor stations emit on a 
daily basis. FERC has not forced Spectra to do a Environmental impact statement. Spectra should 
also be forced to do a health impact study as well. They know how bad these compressor stations are 
near people. 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
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In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 
30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the 
Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies 
cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 
future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance.  
 
Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these comments and requests. 
Sincerely, 
 
Cynthia Lydon 
73 Church Street 
Weymouth, MA 02189 
781-733-5840 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: Linda Illes <lindailles@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 9:56 AM
To: Matthew.Beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: constituent.services@state.ma.us; casework@warren.senate.gov; 

Rocco_Dirico@markey.senate.gov; Bruce.Carlisle@massmail.state.ma.us; 
robert.j.shea@state.ma.us; Martin.Suuberg@state.ma.us; 
stephen.lynch@mail.house.gov; AGO@state.ma.us; NoCompressor; 
mikemolisse@comcast.net; ArthruEMathews@hotmail.com; janehackett2@gmail.com; 
rebecca.a.haugh@gmail.com

Subject: Enviromental Impact Statement and MEPA compliance

Categories: Purple Category

To: Secretary Matthew A. Beaton Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 Boston, 
Massachusetts 02114 
SUBJECT: Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC & Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC Proposed 
Construction then Expansion of Weymouth Compressor Station Atlantic Bridge Project, Access 
Northeast Project Deadline to Respond to Request for an Advisory Opinion 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you 
issue an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project 
(Atlantic Bridge) and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your 
response to this request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not 
yet issued an advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you 
regarding this matter. 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental 
assessment (EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA 
may apply to the project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of 
compliance. 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination 
by your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of 
the cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each 
project one at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all 
the communities of Massachusetts. 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic 
Bridge Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.] 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all 
the natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact 
report for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must 
refuse to segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together. 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access 
Northeast and requested that the public submit comments by May 
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30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the 
Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, including any likely future expansion, and not 
separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies 
cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast because the latter is a presently planned 
future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 
comment letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” 
Until an environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a 
combined environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, 
individual review of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked 
FERC to conduct such a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the 
federal government has refused. 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to: (1) post notice of the 
request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge 
and all the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required. 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental 
Protection are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic 
Bridge is consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to 
protect designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands 
on which Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected. 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment 
period by at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. 
Mayor Robert Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to 
allow 105 days of public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to 
comment on the Kinder Morgan Project. 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests. 
 
Sincerely,  
Linda Illes 
173 Green Street 
Weymouth. MA 02191 
781-337-9162 
lindailles@yahoo.com 
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Callanan, Joseph

From: John Sullivan <john@sullivan4schools.org>
Sent: Sunday, June 05, 2016 8:57 PM
To: matthew.beaton@massmail.state.ma.us
Cc: NoCompressor
Subject: Proposed Weymouth, MA Natural Gas Compressor

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Secretary Beaton:  
 
You received a letter on March 15, 2016 from Robert Hedlund, Mayor of Weymouth, requesting you issue 
an advisory opinion pursuant to 301 CMR 11.01(6) regarding the Atlantic Bridge Project (Atlantic Bridge) 
and the Access Northeast Project (Access Northeast). The 20-day deadline for your response to this 
request, as set forth in 301 CMR 11.01(6)(b), was April 5, 2016. Since you have not yet issued an 
advisory opinion I am adding my voice to those that have already contacted you regarding this matter.  
 
As you may be aware, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an environmental assessment 
(EA) for Atlantic Bridge on May 2, 2016. Significantly, the EA acknowledges that MEPA may apply to the 
project, stating that the MEPA Office may need to provide a certificate of compliance.  
 
I strongly feel you should not certify Atlantic Bridge as compliant with MEPA without a determination by 
your office that the public has had a meaningful opportunity for a thorough and complete review of the 
cumulative environmental impacts of both projects. Analyzing the incremental impacts of each project one 
at a time hides from the public the overall impacts of both projects on the citizens of all the communities 
of Massachusetts.  
 
In my opinion, the EA demonstrates that Atlantic Bridge will significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment and that the project warrants an environmental impact statement. [see Atlantic Bridge 
Project, Environmental Assessment (FERC Docket CP16-9) at 1-27.]  
 
The people of the Commonwealth deserve a comprehensive review of the cumulative impacts of all the 
natural gas expansion projects the state faces. Your office must require an environmental impact report 
for ALL natural gas pipeline projects presently proposed in the Commonwealth. You must refuse to 
segment projects that MEPA should properly consider together.  
 
FERC also issued notice of its intent to prepare an environmental impact statement on Access Northeast 
and requested that the public submit comments by May 30. FERC acknowledges that MEPA applies to 
Access Northeast, however. And MEPA requires the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the project, 
including any likely future expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof.” [See 301 CMR 
11.01(2)]. Thus, the natural gas companies cannot separate Atlantic Bridge from Access Northeast 
because the latter is a presently planned future “expansion” of Atlantic Bridge.  
 
Another of your agencies, the Energy Facilities Siting Board, stated in its December 21, 2015 comment 
letter to FERC that given the one-year separation between the construction schedules of Atlantic Bridge 
and Access Northeast the “two projects might be perceived as essentially continuous.” Until an 
environmental regulator considers Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast together in a combined 
environmental impact report that analyzes the total, cumulative impacts of both projects, individual review 
of the incremental impacts of Access Northeast must not proceed. Weymouth asked FERC to conduct such 
a review, but the federal agency has not. Now, I ask the state to do what the federal government has 
refused.  
 
As soon as possible, I respectfully request that you direct the MEPA Unit to:  
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(1) post notice of the request for an advisory opinion in the next Environmental Monitor pursuant to 301 
CMR 11.01(6)(b);  
(2) provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the application of MEPA to Atlantic Bridge and all 
the other presently pending natural gas pipeline projects; and  
(3) issue a determination, within 20 days of the close of the comment period, that MEPA review is 
required.  
 
I also note that the Office of Coastal Zone Management and the Department of Environmental Protection 
are both in the process of reviewing Atlantic Bridge. CZM is considering whether Atlantic Bridge is 
consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies, including those designed to protect 
designated port areas. DEP is considering whether the public’s interest in the filled tidelands on which 
Atlantic Bridge will build will be adequately protected.  
 
Attorney General Maura Healey requested on May 6, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period by 
at least 45 days because the Company has failed to provide all the requested information. Mayor Robert 
Hedlund requested on May 25, 2016 that FERC extend the public comment period to allow 105 days of 
public comment, which is the same period of time FERC allowed the public to comment on the Kinder 
Morgan Project.  
 
I implore you to use your authority and direct these agencies to delay their respective reviews until we 
resolve this issue of MEPA compliance. Thank you very much for your courtesy and attention to these 
comments and requests.  
 
Sincerely,  
John Sullivan 
17 Tilden Rd South Weymouth MA 02190 
617-834-0131 
john@sullivan4schools.org 
 
 
Dr. John P. Sullivan 
Weymouth School Committee 
111 Middle St 
Weymouth, MA  02188 
781-277-4880 
 

noccompressor@weymouth.ma.us emails to EOEEA on EIR for all pipeline projects - 193



The Rev. Betsy J. Sowers 
Minister for Earth Justice 

Old Cambridge Baptist Church 
1151 Massachusetts Ave. 

Cambridge, MA 02138 
 

 
Matthew A. Beaton  
Secretary, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Attn: MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion  
100 Cambridge Street  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 

June 17, 2016 
 

Dear Secretary Beaton: 
 
I am writing both on behalf of my congregation, Old Cambridge Baptist 
Church, and as a resident of Weymouth, where I am active in efforts to stop  
Spectra Energy’s proposed compressor station and pipeline. We respectfully 
request MEPA to issue an Advisory Opinion on the cumulative impacts of the 
multiple proposed fracked gas projects in Massachusetts. Some of the reasons 
include: 
 
1. State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase 
natural gas pipeline, storage, and delivery capacity in Massachusetts. The same 
large energy companies are behind these projects: Spectra Energy proposed the 
Atlantic Bridge, Access Northeast, and Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) 
projects; Kinder Morgan proposed the Connecticut Expansion and the 
Northeast Energy Direct projects, which it shelved for the time being. These 
few companies are proposing many interconnected infrastructure projects. A 
single cumulative environmental review is necessary.  
 
2. Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or 
segments to evade or limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs should not allow these large national energy companies 
to do what other regulators would never permit other local developers to do.  
 
3. Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor 
state regulators are reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline 
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projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s request for an advisory opinion seeks to change 
that oversight. Please support his request.  
 
4. Massachusetts needs no new natural gas capacity according to well-respected 
sources, such as the Massachusetts Attorney General, the Conservation Law 
Foundation, and others. New natural gas pipelines will have a myriad of 
impacts to local residents, communities, conservation lands, and natural 
resources. No regulator, state or federal, has analyzed whether all the impacts 
of these pipeline projects is worth it when we do not even need the natural gas.  
 
5. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state 
agencies determine the environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities 
the agencies permit. This environmental review must “consider reasonably 
foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas 
emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The 
plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 
Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect 
Massachusetts residents.  
 
6. More natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. 
Massachusetts must step back and consider all the impacts of all these projects, 
including need, alternatives, and impacts. This big-picture analysis will allow 
consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and increasing reliance on 
renewable energy, both of which studies show to have the potential to play a 
significant role.  
 
7. The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review 
of interrelated activities.  

a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, 
requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the Project, including 
any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments 
thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the 
Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that do not trigger 
MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to 
the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. 
 c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, 
allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review 
process to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of 
Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental 
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impacts such that a common assessment may be necessary or 
appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  
 

8. Siting. The proposed compressor station site in North Weymouth is atop 25 
feet of fill composed of coal ash and slag, and is held back from the Fore River 
only by a retaining wall.  Soil samples show that it is laden with arsenic and 
other toxic chemicals. Spectra intends not only to disturb this site with 
construction, but then to dump contaminated water directly into the Fore 
River, a major herring run, and also now clean as part of the MWRA’s 
extensive and expensive efforts to clean Boston Harbor.  
 
The site is next to the Fore River Bridge, which is undergoing a multi-million 
dollar rehabilitation, and is an essential link on one of the two major roads 
connecting the South Shore to Boston. The incineration zone, if there were to 
be an accident or terror attack, includes not only the bridge (nearest fire station 
on the opposite side), but the MWRA plant, an existing gas metering station, 
other industrial sites, and thousands of residents’ homes, businesses, churches 
and schools. It is also a Mass. Environmental Justice Zone, predominantly 
working class, and already impacted by multiple polluting industries, which are 
having great impact on the health of residents, especially children. Yet a health 
study has been denied and air quality samples were taken not in the Fore River 
Basin, but in Roxbury. Locating a compressor station in such a densely 
populated area is unprecedented.  
 
The West Roxbury pipeline and metering station, already under construction is, 
as you know, across the street from an active blasting quarry, and in another 
densely populated residential neighborhood where neighbors have cracks in 
their foundations and existing gas pipes have major leaks because of the 
blasting. Safety assessments by the company were based on computer models 
that did not include the blasting, and no evaluators visited the site. 
 
9. Conflicts of interest. You may be aware that Senators Markey and Warren 
have called for an unbiased party to conduct an Environmental Impact 
Statement based on multiple conflicts of interest in violation of FERC’s own 
policies.  http://www.desmogblog.com/2016/06/14/senators-demand-new-
ferc-environmental-review-spectra-energy-project-after-desmog-revelations  
 
10. Existing leaks. It is more profitable for fracked gas companies to build new 
pipelines than to fix the thousands of dangerous and expensive leaks in 
Massachusetts, especially since the cost of the lost gas can be passed to 
consumers, and they companies are not held responsible for either the short 
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term impact to local communities or long term cost to the planet. No new 
infrastructure should be permitted without responsible maintenance of existing 
infrastructure. 
 
11. Clean, affordable energy. Recent studies have proven that fracked gas is not 
the cleaner bridge fuel as we once thought, but has a global warming impact as 
severe as coal http://www.thenation.com/article/global-warming-terrifying-
new-chemistry/.  Industry claims that new Massachusetts infrastructure will 
lower our electric bills are mendacious. The majority of the gas is destined for 
export via Canada to Europe, where prices are higher, creating potential to 
raise global prices. The companies also expect ratepayers to cover the $3 billion 
in costs for their new infrastructure, since private investors are not willing to 
take on the risk in a market where renewable energy has become the safer 
investment. Citizen consumers are being asked to take on all the risk of these 
projects while any profits will go to owners and shareholders out of state. This 
is socializing risk and privatizing profit, and a mockery of democracy. Our 
money should be in renewables, both for affordable energy and a survivable 
future. 
 
As a faith leader and Weymouth resident concerned with the health and safety 
of Massachusetts residents, and with the urgency of the need for a clean energy 
transition in order to prevent catastrophic climate change and sea rise, I urge 
you to stand with the people of the Commonwealth rather than out-of-state 
corporations whose only interest is the profits of their shareholders. 
 
Sincerely, 
(The Rev.) Betsy J. Sowers 
48 Sandtrap Circle 
South Weymouth, MA 02190 
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Matthew A. Beaton 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
100 Cambridge St., Suite 900 (9th Floor) 
MEPA Office 
Boston MA, 02114 

ATTN: Erin Flaherty 

 

June 26, 2016 

 

 

Dear Secretary Beaton, 

 

I am writing to you in support of the Request for an Advisory Opinion submitted by the 
Town of Weymouth published in the Environmental Monitor on June 08, 2016.   

 

My name is Gary Peters and I live at 34 Bluff Road, Weymouth, MA 02191. I am a 
homeowner recognized as an abutter in both projects under review at the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (Atlantic Bridge CP 16-9-000 and Access Northeast PF 
16-1-000).I hope to put a human face on the environmental impacts of these two 
projects as it will affect my property, me and my family. My comments will be rooted in 
the law, facts, science and the occasional neighborhood rumor. 

 

I am a Registered Sanitarian License #1316 and a Registered Environmental Health 
Specialist # 9002366. I hold memberships in the Massachusetts Environmental Health 
Association, the National Environmental Health Association and the International Noise 
Consulting Engineers. have worked on environmental issues in the Fore River Basin for 
over 30 years and am familiar with the area. I reviewed the Clean Harbors Hazardous 
Waste Incinerator Proposal in the eighties. I represented Weymouth on the MWRA 
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Study Committee, the MWRA Advisory Board and the MWRA CAC. I was a Town 
Meeting Member and served on the Board of Health as well as a Commissioner  on the 
WESREC that sited the Sithe Power Plant. Recently, I reviewed the Fore River Bridge 
Replacement Project.  During all of these sittings a solid public record was established 
that can help clarify the issue before you today. 

 

Your Regulation 301 CMR 11.01: General Provisions speak to the issue before you: 

 

“Segmentation. In determining whether a Project is subject to MEPA jurisdiction or 
meets or exceeds any review thresholds, and during MEPA review, the Proponent, any 
Participating Agency, and the Secretary shall consider the entirety of the Project, 
including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or segments thereof. 
The Proponent may not phase or segment a Project to evade, defer or curtail 
MEPA review. The Proponent, any Participating Agency, and the Secretary shall 
consider all circumstances as to whether various work or activities constitute one 
Project, including but not limited to: whether the work or activities, taken together, 
comprise a common plan or independent undertakings, regardless of whether there is 
more than one Proponent; any time interval between the work or activities; and whether 
the environmental impacts caused by the work or activities are separable or cumulative. 
Examples of work or activities that constitute one Project include work or activities that: 
1. meet or exceed one or more review thresholds on an area previously subject to a 
Land Transfer, provided that not more than five years have elapsed between the Land 
Transfer and the work or activities; and 
2. construct more than one structure (such as more than one single family dwelling) and 
appurtenant structures, facilities, and other improvements on a site, unless a plan for 
the subdivision or other legal division creating or allowing separate lots or parcels was 
definitively approved or endorsed in accordance with applicable statutes and regulations 
prior to the effective date of 301 CMR 
11.00.”                                                                                                                                 
                                                    

 This is exactly what the proponent is doing intentionally or otherwise.  

 

The EFSB, our State Intervener, had this to say: 

FERC Docket No. CP-16-9-000 Page 3 design and routing choices. 
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”Accordingly, we recommend that the environmental impacts of these two 
projects should be evaluated cumulatively.   

2 The Siting Board held a public comment hearing in Weymouth on May 11, 2016 as 
part of its participation in FERC’s pre-filing process for Access Northeast. At this 
hearing, the Siting Board heard from many commenters who maintained that the 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast projects should be evaluated together, and that 
the projects were improperly segmented. Given the FERC EA review process, which 
typically does not include a public comment hearing, numerous commenters at the 
Siting Board hearing voiced dissatisfaction that there is no opportunity for oral 
comments by the public directly to FERC on the EA.  

The EA assesses the air impacts of the two Projects cumulatively, but the noise 
impacts separately. With respect to the air impacts of the compressor station, the 
EA indicated that large emission sources (e.g., Fore River Energy Center, 
Braintree Electric and Light facilities, Twin Rivers Technology, and the existing 
infrastructure in the Fore River basin) as well as the preliminary compression 
amounts proposed under Access Northeast were included in modeling the air 
impacts of the Project. However, the noise impacts are based only on ambient 
conditions, and do not reflect any proposed infrastructure that may be 
constructed under the Access Northeast Project. Consequently, the EA is 
internally inconsistent, by treating the air impacts and noise impacts in a different 
manner; and is also insufficient with respect to the noise impact analysis. 

 B. Noise Impacts  

The EA states that noise modeling incorporated parameters that the Siting Board 
suggested throughout the proceeding in its comments (EA, at 2-109). The EA asserts 
that if the FERC sound level requirement is achieved, the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (“MassDEP”) noise limit would also be 
attained. The EA concludes that the Project would operate within MassDEP and 
FERC standards.....As noted above, the noise modeling provided for the Atlantic 
Bridge Project does not include the noise impacts of the additional 10,320 hp 
turbine proposed under the Access Northeast Project.”  

 

Spectra’s noise consultant states in the EA: 

"3.2 State and/or Local Noise Regulations  
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts: The following policy was adopted by the Division of 
Air Quality  

Control (“DAQC”) for The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, which is intended to 
enforce and  

provide a guideline for the current noise regulation (i.e., 310 CMR Section 
7.10).  DAQC’s Policy  

90-001, as stated by Barbara Kwetz (DAQC Acting Director) on Feb. 1, 1990 is as 
follows:  

  

A source of sound will be considered to be violating the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (Department’s) noise regulation (310 CMR 7.10) if the 
source:  

1. Increases the broadband sound level by more than 10 dB above ambient (referred to 
as  

the “10 dBA above ambient limit”), or  

2. Produces a “pure tone” condition—when any O.B. center frequency sound pressure 
level  

Exceeds the two adjacent center frequency sound pressure levels by 3 decibels or 
more.  

  

These criteria are measured both at the property line and at the nearest inhabited 
residence.   

Ambient is defined as the lowest background A-wt. sound level that is exceeded 90% of 
the time  

(i.e., L90).  Although not stated, it is assumed that the “pure tone” condition includes the 
O.B.  

SPLs of 31.5 Hz to 8000 Hertz (Hz).  The ambient may also be established by other 
means with  
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the consent of the Department.  Currently, we are not aware of any applicable 
local (e.g.,  

Township or County) noise regulations for this facility, although any local noise 
regulations, if  

required, will be addressed during the local permitting process. " 

 

First, there is no other means to establish ambient background levels with the consent 
of the Department. The L90 has been used for every siting in the area for the last thirty 
years. There was one project proposing other means of measurement for noise. If that 
had moved forward, there would have been a challenge in MA Superior Court. 

 

Second, Weymouth has a Board of Health Nuisance Regulation # 17 that covers 
nuisance noise. This Regulation mimics the State Regulation and applies the 10 decibel 
above ambient limit , as well as the 3 decibel pure-tone limit of adjacent bands. All 
measurements are done using the L90 measurement. I researched, wrote and voted on 
this Regulation #17. I have no doubt as to its intention to protect the Public from 
nuisances, especially noise. 

 

MA General Law Chapter 111 gives Local Boards of Health the ability to promulgate 
and enforce Regulations that protect Public Health. There have been recent challenges 
to these powers and the Massachusetts SJC has ruled against of all of those 
challenges. 

 

It is my professional opinion that the proposed facility will be out of compliance 
from the beginning. 

 

When you analyze noise data, the Leq (Federal Standard) is always higher than the 
State and Local Regulation of L90. I will include a redacted data sheet that will 
demonstrate this. PLEASE LOOK AT THE NIGHTTIME HOURS FROM MIDNIGHT 
UNTIL 6:00 AM. My neighborhood is about 40 db L90. The Ldn of 55 will put the 
proposed Weymouth Compressor Station out of compliance from day one. Two Solar 
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Taurus 70's with associated equipment running between the nighttime hours of 
11:00PM to 7:00AM, will be challenging to mitigate.  

Your  MEPA review will help quantify, analyze and mitigate the nuisance noise. 

 

You’re Definitions: 

"Damage to the Environment. Any destruction or impairment (not including 
insignificant damage or impairment), actual or probable, to any of the natural resources 
of the Commonwealth including, but not limited to, air pollution, GHG emissions, 
water pollution, improper sewage disposal, pesticide pollution, excessive noise, 
improper operation of dumping grounds, reduction of groundwater levels, impairment of 
water quality, increases in flooding or storm water flows, impairment and eutrophication 
of rivers, streams, flood plains, lakes, ponds or other surface or subsurface water 
resources, destruction of seashores, dunes, marine resources, underwater 
archaeological resources, wetlands, open spaces, natural areas, parks, or historic 
districts or sites." 

 

"Person. Any individual, corporation, partnership, trust, association, or other 
business or non-profit organization, or any Federal, municipal, or regional 
governmental, intergovernmental or other entity that is not an Agency." 

 

It has been my experience that no "person", individual or corporate, has the right to 
harm, injure or damage another person or their property without compensation. Your 
review will establish what if any appropriate actions are warranted 

 

"301 CMR1.03 Review Thresholds 

 

11.03: Review Thresholds 

 
The review thresholds identify categories of Projects or aspects thereof of a nature, size 
or location that are likely, directly or indirectly, to cause Damage to the Environment. 
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Except when the Secretary requires fail-safe review, the review thresholds 
determine whether MEPA review is required. MEPA review is required when one or 
more review thresholds are met or exceeded and the subject matter of at least one 
review threshold is within MEPA jurisdiction. A review threshold that is met or exceeded 
specifies whether MEPA review shall consist of an ENF and a mandatory EIR or of an 
ENF and other MEPA review if the Secretary so requires. The subject matter of a review 
threshold is within MEPA jurisdiction when there is full-scope jurisdiction (i.e., the 
Project is undertaken by an Agency or involves Financial Assistance) or when the 
subject matter of the review threshold is conceptually or physically related to the subject 
matter of one or more required Permits (provided that the review thresholds for Land 
and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern shall be considered to be related to the 
subject matter of any required Permit) or the area subject to a Land Transfer. The 
review thresholds do not apply to: a lawfully existing structure, facility or activity; Routine 
Maintenance; a Replacement Project; or a Project that is consistent with a Special 
Review Procedure review document, or other plan or document that has been prepared 
with the express purpose of assessing the potential environmental impacts from future 
Projects, has been reviewed as such in accordance with MEPA and 301 CMR 11.00, 
and has been allowed or approved by any Participating Agency, unless the filing of an 
ENF and an EIR was required by a decision of the Secretary on any such review 
document, plan or document. The review thresholds are the following: 

 

 

 

 

Energy. 
(a) ENF and Mandatory EIR. 
1. Construction of a New electric generating facility with a Capacity of 100 or more MW. 
2. Expansion of an existing electric generating facility by 100 or more MW. 
3. Construction of a New fuel pipeline ten or more miles in length." 

 

 

 

Resource Report 1 – General Project Description 1-8 ACCESS NORTHEAST PROJECT 

Initial Pre-filing December 2015 
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 Q-1 30-inch Loop (Medway to Canton) – 21.68 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline loop 
in Norfolk 

County, Massachusetts along Algonquin’s existing Q-1 System; and 

 I-8 30-inch Loop (Braintree to Weymouth) – 4.19 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline 
loop in 

Norfolk County, Massachusetts. 

Algonquin will construct approximately 29.64 miles of new 24- and 16-inch 
diameter pipeline 

lateral/mainline in two segments in Massachusetts. 

 

"Air. 
(a) ENF and Mandatory EIR. 
1. Construction of a New Stationary Source with federal potential emissions, after 
construction and the imposition of required controls, of: 250 tpy of any criteria air 
pollutant; 40 tpy of any HAP; 100 tpy of any combination of HAPs; or 100,000 tpy of 
GHGs based on CO2 Equivalent. 
2.   Modification of an existing Stationary Source with federal potential emissions that 
collectively will result, after construction and the imposition of required controls, of 
75,000 tpy of GHGs based on CO2 Equivalent. 
(b) ENF and Other MEPA Review if the Secretary So Requires. 
1. Construction of a New Stationary Source with federal potential emissions, after 
construction and the imposition of required controls, of: 100 tpy of PM10, PM 2.5, CO, 
lead or SO2; 50 tpy of VOC or NOx; 10 tpy of any HAP; or 25 tpy of any combination of 
HAPs. 
2. Modification of an existing Stationary Source resulting in a "significant net increase" 
in actual emissions, provided that the stationary source or facility is major for the 
pollutant.  For purposes of this threshold, a “significant net increase” in actual emissions 
shall mean an increase in emissions of: 15 tpy of PM10; 10 tpy of PM2.5; 100 tpy of 
CO; 40 tpy of SO2; 25 tpy of VOC or NOx; 0.6 tpy of lead. "  

 

 

Attachment A  
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Table 2‐1  

Initial Responses to Staff’s Comments on Algonquin’s Draft Resource Reports 1 and 10  

FERC STAFF COMMENT ALGONQUIN’S INITIAL RESPONSE   

Resource Report 1 –General Project Description   

1. Include a description of the planned modifications to the Weymouth  

Compressor Station.  This description should include the location of the new  

gas compressor and any other modifications to the facility that would be  

Required (i.e., piping, buildings, etc.).  

The Access Northeast Project proposes to modify this  

Compressor station once constructed to satisfy additional  

Access Northeast Project requirements.  For the Access  

Northeast Project, Algonquin proposes to install an  

additional Solar Taurus 70 gas‐fired compressor unit  

providing up to an additional 10,915 hp to Algonquin’s  

interstate pipeline system.  Algonquin proposes to install this  

Solar Taurus 70 compressor unit in a building extension  

built on the east side of the Weymouth Compressor Station  

building.  Additional equipment will be installed as required  

in a similarly expanded footprint, including gas coolers, fuel  

gas conditioning equipment, and unit suction and discharge  

piping.  
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Again, 

Two Solar Taurus 70's with associated equipment running between the nighttime 
hours of 11:00PM to 7:AM will be challenging to mitigate. MEPA review is 
necessary. 

 

Some Background: 

 

When I was a Commissioner siting the Sithe Power Plant (EFSB 97-8 A, B,C et all), The 
Board of Health was awarded 500,000. This was part of an MOU. I received another 
250,000 Dollars from Town Meeting for a total of 750,000. When the Clean Harbors 
Incinerator was proposed, a Baseline Health Study was conducted. This became the 
basis for EOEA to deny the permit. It was demonstrated that certain populations in the 
Fore River Basin suffered from higher than average incidence of disease. 

 

 

Health reasons cited by Philip Johnston, MA Human Services Secretary,  
in a report for permit rejection: 

For a copy of Johnston’s report on Braintree call 617-727-7170. As the cost for the report has not 
yet been estimated, and payment has to be made in advance, you can also request a copy by 
writing to: Robert Knorr, Dept. of Pub. Health, Div. of Environ. Health Assessment, 7th Floor, 
153 Tremont St., Boston, MA 02111 

• “The lung cancer rate in Quincy’s Germantown was 55 percent above normal from 1982 to 
1986, while over the same period, men in North Weymouth got lung cancer 72 percent more than 
normal. These two neighborhoods are downwind of the incinerator site two days out of three. 

• “In a portion of North Weymouth, men have an elevated incidence of cancer of the pancreas. In 
addition, bronchitis, emphysema and asthma rates were higher than the state average in Braintree 
and Weymouth. 

• “Of the 15,000 people who live within a mile of the incinerator site, 18 percent are over 65 
years old, compared with the statewide average of 13 percent. 
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• “Johnston was skeptical of Clean Harbor’s claim that the incinerator posed virtually no health 
threat, saying that conclusion should be approached with ‘caution.’...In addition, given the 
number [of] industrial pollution sources in the Fore River Basin, Clean Harbors should have 
focused more on the effect of exposure to multiple chemicals. 

• “The report also said that the area around the incinerator is vulnerable to a serious accident 
because the nearest home is within 300 yards. Within a mile of the incinerator are two schools, 
three health care facilities and four elderly housing projects...” The Patriot Ledger, page 10, 
Sept. 15/16, 1990. 

 

 

When Edison (Edgar Energy Park) wanted to build a new power plant in North Weymouth, they 
offered the Weymouth Board of Health 1 million dollars to conduct a Health Study. This 
proposal was withdrawn from the EFSB, so the study never happened. 

 

Sithe's 500.000 dollars (750,000 dollars total) was used for a Health Study by the Weymouth 
Board of Health. We hired the John Snow Institute, a world renowned Organization. The State 
DPH lent us Dr. Robert Knorr, an epidemiologist, to assist. The Board had a Doctor, Nurse, 
Health Care Administrator, Sanitarian and a Certified Health Officer. Again, the results show 
higher than average disease rates. The results can be correlated to income, age and gender. This 
is helpful when considering Environmental Justice areas small or large. 

 

Here are a few findings from the study to make my point: 

 

Section C—Individual Medical Issues 

 

John Snow Research & Training Institute - 3 - 

• Weymouth has higher rates of high blood pressure than the comparison samples. 

(33.3 percent, Weymouth ; 23.6 percent MA; 25.8 percent US) 

� Adults in low income households have particularly higher rates of high blood 
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pressure than comparison samples (51.4 percent Weymouth; 33.0 percent MA; 

34.3 percent US). 

• Weymouth has higher rates of high cholesterol than the comparison samples. 

(39.5 percent Weymouth, 29.7 percent MA; 30.9 percent US). 

� Subgroups in Weymouth have notably higher rates of high cholesterol than the 

same subgroups in the comparison samples; men (43.6 percent), those over 65 

(52.6 percent) and those from lower income households (51.3 percent). 

• Weymouth diabetes rates of 8.7 percent are significantly higher than Massachusetts 

(5.6 percent) and slightly higher than the US (6.8 percent). 

� Subgroups in Weymouth have notably higher rates of diabetes than the same 

subgroups in the comparison samples; men (11.7 percent), those from lower 

income households (17.0 percent) and those over 65 (16.8 percent). 

� Weymouth residents with diabetes were less likely to have had a diabetes-related 

medical visit within the past 12 months than residents in the comparison samples 

(87.5 percent, Weymouth, 91.5 percent, MA and 90.2 percent, US). 

� Weymouth residents with diabetes are less likely than those in Massachusetts 

comparison sample to take oral medication (59.1 percent vs. 67.0 percent); have 

taken a diabetes management class (43.8 percent vs. 57.7 percent), or use insulin 

(23.5 percent vs. 29.1 percent). 

• More Weymouth residents report shortness of breath than those nationally 

(38.8 percent vs. 31.5 percent). 
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Diagnosed with High Blood Pressure (C16) 

One-third of respondents have high blood pressure (33.3 percent). Men (37.2 percent) are 

more likely than women (30.5 percent) to receive this diagnosis. High blood pressure 

increases with age (11.7 percent, 18 to 39 years vs. 58.3 percent, 65 years or older). High 

blood pressure is also associated with a lower household income (51.4 percent, income of 

less than $25,000 vs. 27.2 percent, income of $50,00 or greater).  

Income Age Gender 

Rates of high blood pressure are significantly higher in Weymouth than in the state and 

national samples. Figure 19 shows the significant differences in overall rates (33.3 

percent, Weymouth vs. 23.6 percent, state vs. 25.8%, national) and by household income 

and for those 65 years or older. Weymouth rates are significantly higher for those with a 

household income of less than $25,000 (51.4 percent, Weymouth vs. 33.0 percent, state 

vs. 34.0 percent, national). 

 

3. Cardiovascular Symptoms 

Shortness of Breath (C29) 

More than one-third of all respondents (38.8 percent) have had shortness of breath either 

when hurrying on the level or walking up a slight hill. This is more common among 

women (41.5 percent) than men (34.7 percent). Reports of shortness of breath increase 

steadily by age group. Less than 30 percent of those under 40 years old (29.6 percent) 
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have shortness of breathing, increasing to nearly half of those 65 years or older (49.2 

percent). There is also a clear relationship between income and shortness of breath. 

Residents in with a lower household income are more likely to report this condition 

compared to residents with a higher household income (55.7 percent, income of less than 

$25,000 vs. 51.6 percent, income between $25,000 and $50,000 vs. 34.6 percent, income 

of $50,000 or greater). 

Weymouth rates of reporting shortness of breath are significantly higher compared to 

national comparison rates from the NHANES data set (38.8 percent, Weymouth vs. 31.5 

percent, national sample). These differences are evident for both genders and for each age 

level. 

 

The Weymouth Health Study is not the only evidence of Health Issues in Weymouth. Here 
is another example: 

 

 South Shore Hospital 2013 Community Health Needs Assessment 

APPENDIX A: Consolidated Community Health Needs Assessment from Regional 

Community Health Network Areas 

Executive Summary 

South Shore Hospital in Weymouth, MA serves towns and cities in three 
Community Health 

Network Areas (CHNAs) – Blue Hills, Greater Brockton, and Greater Plymouth. 
From 2010- 

2011 each CHNA produced a community health needs assessment using surveys 
conducted by 
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national, state and local organizations as well as key informant interviews with 
residents in the 

communities. While each report has its own methodology and uses slightly 
different data, each 

aims to describe how the demographic, social, physical and economic 
environment impact the 

health and well being of the residents. 

Overall, the South Shore area is healthy compared to the state and the country. 
However, there 

are pockets within each area where disparities exist between towns, 
socioeconomic groups, 

racial/ethnic groups and age groups. 

The health and well being of a person and the community is impacted by the their 
social and 

physical environment. Healthy People 2020, an initiative of the Department of 
Health and 

Human Services, identified five key social and physical determinants of health: 
Economic 

Stability, Education, Neighborhood and the Built Environment, Health and Health 
Care, and the 

Social and Community Context.  

 

 

Heart Attack 

While risk factors for having a heart attack 
include obesity, smoking, and high 
cholesterol, exposure to air pollution, 
specifically ozone or particulate matter, 
can also increase risk. 
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Weymouth shows elevated prevalence of 
Heart Disease. Numerous citations are 
available regarding those numbers. The MA 
DPH can verify elevations with comparative 
data and share methodology. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

The other concern is the soils of the proposed site in Weymouth. There have been 
persistent spill rumors of PCB's, HAP's and heavy metals, arsenic in particular. To date, 
Spectra have not purchased the land from Calpine. Spectra has cleared the land and 
installed a number of test wells. There should be a thorough site evaluation before any 
permits are granted for either project. This is further evidence why combining the 
projects makes sense as they share the same footprint. The history of the site as a 
dump for the former Edison Plant and the operation of the Sprague Oil facility dictate 
such an investigation. The property has also been used as a storage facility, staging 
area and parking lot.  

 

I am attempting to put a human face on the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Atlantic Bridge and Access Northeast Projects. As you have been made aware, my 
neighborhood has suffered many environmental challenges from nuisance noise, 
fugitive dust, emissions and local air pollution that will not register at the regional 
Boston, Blue Hills receptors. I have hired lawyers and negotiated solutions to the 
impacts that were very challenging. I have at all times tried to conduct myself in a 
reasonable manner. It is hard to do when your neighbors children board school buses 
crying for lack of sleep.  I have watched attractive nuisances created. I have heard time 
and time again that projects are more important than the health and welfare of the 
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neighborhood. Nothing should push aside the legitimate environmental impacts. These 
projects need to be combined and evaluated together by your office. 

 

You have been given the authority under 301 CMR 11.04 to invoke a Fail Safe 
Review of these combined projects. I am respectfully asking you to do so for the 
following reasons: 

 

*These combined projects have the potential to cause damage to the environment 

*Weymouth, Braintree and Quincy can demonstrate higher than average disease rates 

*We have pre-existing Health conditions that can be exacerbated by this project 

*The Compressor Station shares the same footprint, building, pipeline and supportive 
equipment 

*The noise model used is simplistic and relies on data from one day 

* Every other siting has done in-depth noise analysis before, during and after 
construction 

*Noise studies were conducted 7/24 at different times of the year to establish a baseline 

*Many different point sources of noise are present in the Fore River and run at 
intermittent times and need to be captured…. 

*Everyone but the proponent views the projects as one (Atlantic Bridge CP 16-9-000 
and Access Northeast PF 16-1-000) 

*The proposed site needs to be investigated for hazardous material and remediated 

*My family and neighbors are scared and deserve a full vetting of this project as a 
whole, not segmented 

*Under Failsafe Reviews, Threshold Triggers do not apply 

 

And finally, it is the right thing to do for myself, my family,  my neighbors, our Town and 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts as a whole. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Gary Peters BS, RS, REHS, INCE 

 

34 Bluff Road 

Weymouth, MA 02191 

 

781.331.3571 

617.734.0300 

 

gpoptical@hotmail.com 
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June 20, 2016 

Matthew Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 

Dear Secretary Beaton, 

Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or 

limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow 

these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other 

local developers to do 

Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 

reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 

request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 

The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 

environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This 

environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including 

additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 

61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. 

I am specifically concerned with not only the immediate catastrophic potential the compressor 

station poses to thousands of local residents in the incineration zone including my family and I 

but equally I am fearful of the environmental impact the compressor station will have on our 

health, well being and the environment within this area.   

Thank you for your time. I enclosed a photo of my children, please think of the children when 

you decide on the study. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Kelly 

10 Meeting House Lane  

Weymouth Massachusetts, 02189 
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printed on recycled paper 

Claire L. Galkowski 
  

320 Dover Rd., Westwood, MA  02090   508.934.6147  clswestwood@verizon.net 
 

June 27, 2016 

Dear Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 
 
I am writing to express my expectations of the EoEEA for this public comment period. 
 
The multitude of methane gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth 
must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents, including 
“additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
 
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated activities:  
 

a. environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the 
entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  Spectra Energy 
appears to be attempting to have many segments underway and proposed in our neighborhoods 
considered separately avoid scrutiny. Please don’t let your office fall for this tactic. 
 
b. These regulations also provide for “fail‐safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA 
review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to 
cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found that 
our government was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas 
emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate regulations that address multiple sources or 
categories of sources of greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be 
released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects are incompatible with 
this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 
 
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary the 
flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject 
to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a common 
assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  

 
Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review.  Protect the Commonwealth’s citizens, not the 
gas companies. 
 
Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Claire L. Galkowski 
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Hello Secretary Beaton and Ms. Flaherty: 

Good morning! I'm writing to express my expectations of the EEA, MEPA 

and the office of the Secretary for this public comment period. 

The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed 

in the Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively 

protect Massachusetts residents. The Massachusetts Environmental Policy 

Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the environmental 

impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This 

environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate 

change impacts, including additional greenhouse gas emissions, and 

effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  

The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review 

of interrelated activities: a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit 

segmentation, requiring the Secretary to “consider the entirety of the 

Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate phases or 

segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c). Spectra Energy projects have 

more segments than a millipede to avoid scrutiny. For that reason alone, 

their projects must be reviewed by MEPA closely and in totality. 

b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the 

Secretary to require MEPA review for projects that do not trigger MEPA 

thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to cause damage to the 

environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04. The SJC found MA 

gov was not complying with its legal obligation to reduce the state’s 

greenhouse gas emissions and ordered the agency to “promulgate 

regulations that address multiple sources or categories of sources of 

greenhouse gas emissions, impose a limit on emissions that may be 

released … and set limits that decline on an annual basis.” New gas projects 

are incompatible with this order, and must be reviewed by MEPA closely 

and in totality. 
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c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, 

allowing the Secretary the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process 

to address, for example, “cumulative environmental impacts of Projects 

requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be subject to 

adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such 

that a common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 

11.09(4)(a). Please review ALL of the MA gas projects. With FERC doing 

what it pleases, you are our Obi Wan Kenobi–maybe our only hope. Please 

take the action that I feel you know is right in your heart—please send 

these segmented projects to MEPA to be reviewed closely and in totality... 

and with the intent of protecting citizens not the gas companies. 

Please don't let MA down. Please don't let my family, friends, our towns, 

and me down. Please send this to MEPA for a comprehensive review. 

Thank you for your time, 

Teresa M. Kunz 
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June 24, 2016 

Matthew Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 

 Residents of Weymouth, in addition to the very close and bordering towns and neighborhoods, 
all deserve the right to be protected and safe in their own homes.Compressor stations are not 
regulated in terms of emitting gases. I received a reply from the DEP regarding compressor air 
regulations. “EPA first regulated compressors, in addition to other sources, from the oil and gas 
industry under CAA section 111, regulating the pollutant VOC, in 2012. The technology review 
cycle under CAA section 111 is 8 years after promulgation of a final rule. The first review of the 
2012 standards would not be “due” until 2020.” We cannot wait until 2020. 

Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 
environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these 
large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local 
developers to do 

Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 
reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 
request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 

The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 
environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental 
review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61. The 
plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth 
must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Lisa Bildersee 
10 Faxon Avenue 
Quincy, MA 02169 
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June 20, 2016 

Matthew Beaton 
Secretary Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office – Town of Weymouth Request for Advisory Opinion 
100 Cambridge Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114  
 

Dear Secretary Beaton, 

Developers typically cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or 

limit environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow 

these large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other 

local developers to do 

Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 

reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Mayor Bob Hedlund’s 

request for an advisory opinion seeks to change that oversight. Please support his request. 

The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 

environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This 

environmental review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including 

additional greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 

61. The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the 

Commonwealth must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts 

residents. 

Thank you for your time. I enclosed a photo of my children, please think of the children when 

you decide on the study. 

Sincerely, 

 
Jason Hollander 
1 John Quincy Lane 
N. Weymouth, MA 02191 
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Secretary Matthew A. Beaton  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs  
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act  
Unit 100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 
 
Dear Secretary Beaton, 
I am requesting and urging you to complete a comprehensive evaluation of all the proposed 
natural gas projects for Massachusetts, including a complete and thorough examination of all the 
impacts and every alternative.  
State and Federal regulators are considering several projects to increase natural gas pipeline, 
storage, and delivery capacity in Massachusetts. These companies are proposing many 
interconnected infrastructure projects. A single cumulative environmental review is necessary.  
Although environmental regulators review each project, neither federal nor state regulators are 
reviewing the cumulative impacts of all natural gas pipeline projects. Typically 
developers cannot break up or phase a project into pieces or segments to evade or limit 
environmental review. The state’s Secretary of Environmental Affairs should not allow these 
large national energy companies to do what other regulators would never permit other local 
developers to do. Please support Mayor Bob Hedlund's request for an advisory opinion to change 
that oversight.  
The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires that state agencies determine the 
environmental impact of all works, projects, or activities the agencies permit. This environmental 
review must “consider reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts, including additional 
greenhouse gas emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise.” G.L. c. 30, § 61.  
The plethora of natural gas infrastructure projects underway and proposed in the Commonwealth 
must be considered in total for MEPA to effectively protect Massachusetts residents. More 
natural gas will significantly increase greenhouse gas emissions. Massachusetts must step back 
and consider all the impacts of all these projects, including need, alternatives, and impacts. This 
big-picture analysis will allow consideration of alternatives such as fixing gas leaks and 
increasing reliance on renewable energy, both of which studies show to have the potential to play 
a significant role.  
The MEPA regulations provide a number of options for combining review of interrelated 
activities.  
a. Specifically, environmental regulations prohibit segmentation, requiring the Secretary to 
“consider the entirety of the Project, including any likely future Expansion, and not separate 
phases or segments thereof.” 301 CMR 11.01(2)(c).  
b. These regulations also provide for “fail-safe” review, allowing the Secretary to require MEPA 
review for projects that do not trigger MEPA thresholds but nonetheless have the potential to 
cause damage to the environment and merit MEPA analysis. 301 CMR 11.04.  
c. Finally, the MEPA regulations provide for special review procedures, allowing the Secretary 
the flexibility to put in place a MEPA review process to address, for example, “cumulative 
environmental impacts of Projects requiring individual Actions” that “may not otherwise be 
subject to adequate MEPA review or may have similar environmental impacts such that a 
common assessment may be necessary or appropriate.” 301 CMR 11.09(4)(a).  
 
Sincerely, 
Christine White 
29 Stillman St. Weymouth MA 02189 
(781) 588-2808 
Chaspa234@gmail.com 
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To:	Secretary	Matthew	A.	Beaton	Executive	Office	of	Energy	and	Environmental	
Affairs	Massachusetts	Environmental	Policy	Act	Unit	100	Cambridge	Street,	Suite	
900	Boston,	Massachusetts	02114	
	
SUBJECT:	Algonquin	Gas	Transmission,	LLC	&	Maritimes	&	Northeast	Pipeline,	LLC	
Proposed	Construction	then	Expansion	of	Weymouth	Compressor	Station	Atlantic	
Bridge	Project,	Access	Northeast	Project	Please	Respond	to	Request	for	an	Advisory	
Opinion	
	

Dear	Secretary	Beaton:	

You	received	a	letter	on	March	15,	2016	from	Robert	Hedlund,	Mayor	of	Weymouth,	

requesting	you	issue	an	advisory	opinion	pursuant	to	301	CMR	11.01(6)	regarding	

the	Atlantic	Bridge	Project	(Atlantic	Bridge)	and	the	Access	Northeast	Project	

(Access	Northeast).	The	20‐day	deadline	for	your	response	to	this	request,	as	set	

forth	in	301	CMR	11.01(6)(b),	was	April	5,	2016.	Since	you	have	not	yet	issued	an	

advisory	opinion	I	am	adding	my	voice	to	those	that	have	already	contacted	you	

regarding	this	matter.	

As	you	may	be	aware,	the	Federal	Energy	Regulatory	Commission	issued	an	

environmental	assessment	(EA)	for	Atlantic	Bridge	on	May	2,	2016.	Significantly,	the	

EA	acknowledges	that	MEPA	may	apply	to	the	project,	stating	that	the	MEPA	Office	

may	need	to	provide	a	certificate	of	compliance.	

I	strongly	feel	you	should	not	certify	Atlantic	Bridge	as	compliant	with	MEPA	

without	a	determination	by	your	office	that	the	public	has	had	a	meaningful	

opportunity	for	a	thorough	and	complete	review	of	the	cumulative	environmental	

impacts	of	both	projects.	Analyzing	the	incremental	impacts	of	each	project	one	at	a	

time	hides	from	the	public	the	overall	impacts	of	both	projects	on	the	citizens	of	all	

the	communities	of	Massachusetts.	

In	my	opinion,	the	EA	demonstrates	that	Atlantic	Bridge	will	significantly	affect	the	

quality	of	the	human	environment	and	that	the	project	warrants	an	environmental	

impact	statement.	[see	Atlantic	Bridge	Project,	Environmental	Assessment	(FERC	

Docket	CP16‐9)	at	1‐27.]	

The	people	of	the	Commonwealth	deserve	a	comprehensive	review	of	the	

cumulative	impacts	of	all	the	natural	gas	expansion	projects	the	state	faces.	Your	
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office	must	require	an	environmental	impact	report	for	ALL	natural	gas	pipeline	

projects	presently	proposed	in	the	Commonwealth.	You	must	refuse	to	segment	

projects	that	MEPA	should	properly	consider	together.	

FERC	also	issued	notice	of	its	intent	to	prepare	an	environmental	impact	statement	

on	Access	Northeast	and	requested	that	the	public	submit	comments	by	May	

30.	FERC	acknowledges	that	MEPA	applies	to	Access	Northeast,	however.	And	MEPA	

requires	the	Secretary	to	“consider	the	entirety	of	the	project,	including	any	likely	

future	expansion,	and	not	separate	phases	or	segments	thereof.”	[See	301	CMR	

11.01(2)].	Thus,	the	natural	gas	companies	cannot	separate	Atlantic	Bridge	from	

Access	Northeast	because	the	latter	is	a	presently	planned	future	“expansion”	of	

Atlantic	Bridge.		

Another	of	your	agencies,	the	Energy	Facilities	Siting	Board,	stated	in	its	December	

21,	2015	comment	letter	to	FERC	that	given	the	one‐year	separation	between	the	

construction	schedules	of	Atlantic	Bridge	and	Access	Northeast	the	“two	projects	

might	be	perceived	as	essentially	continuous.”	Until	an	environmental	regulator	

considers	Atlantic	Bridge	and	Access	Northeast	together	in	a	combined	

environmental	impact	report	that	analyzes	the	total,	cumulative	impacts	of	both	

projects,	individual	review	of	the	incremental	impacts	of	Access	Northeast	must	not	

proceed.	Weymouth	asked	FERC	to	conduct	such	a	review,	but	the	federal	agency	

has	not.	Now,	I	ask	the	state	to	do	what	the	federal	government	has	refused.	

As	soon	as	possible,	I	respectfully	request	that	you	direct	the	MEPA	Unit	to:	(1)	

post	notice	of	the	request	for	an	advisory	opinion	in	the	next	Environmental	

Monitor	pursuant	to	301	CMR	11.01(6)(b);		

(2)	provide	an	opportunity	for	the	public	to	comment	on	the	application	of	MEPA	to	

Atlantic	Bridge	and	all	the	other	presently	pending	natural	gas	pipeline	projects;	

and		

(3)	issue	a	determination,	within	20	days	of	the	close	of	the	comment	period,	that	

MEPA	review	is	required.	

I	also	note	that	the	Office	of	Coastal	Zone	Management	and	the	Department	of	

Environmental	Protection	are	both	in	the	process	of	reviewing	Atlantic	Bridge.	CZM	
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is	considering	whether	Atlantic	Bridge	is	consistent	with	the	state’s	coastal	zone	

management	policies,	including	those	designed	to	protect	designated	port	areas.	

DEP	is	considering	whether	the	public’s	interest	in	the	filled	tidelands	on	which	

Atlantic	Bridge	will	build	will	be	adequately	protected.	

Attorney	General	Maura	Healey	requested	on	May	6,	2016	that	FERC	extend	the	

public	comment	period	by	at	least	45	days	because	the	Company	has	failed	to	

provide	all	the	requested	information.	Mayor	Robert	Hedlund	requested	on	May	25,	

2016	that	FERC	extend	the	public	comment	period	to	allow	105	days	of	public	

comment,	which	is	the	same	period	of	time	FERC	allowed	the	public	to	comment	on	

the	Kinder	Morgan	Project.	

I	implore	you	to	use	your	authority	and	direct	these	agencies	to	delay	their	

respective	reviews	until	we	resolve	this	issue	of	MEPA	compliance.	Thank	you	very	

much	for	your	courtesy	and	attention	to	these	comments	and	requests.	

Sincerely,		

Teresa	M.	Kunz	

20	Edith	Road	

East	Weymouth,	M.A.	
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