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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Throughout the preparation of the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project EIS, the
FERC has communicated with and received input from many Federal, state and local
agencies; elected representatives; environmental and citizens’ organizations; industries; and
individuals. Many of these individuals and organizations who were contacted participated in
the public scoping meetings that were held at the following locations:

Squire Room, Albany Ramada Inn
1228 Western Avenue

Albany, NY

March 15, 1989

Danbury High School
43 Clapboard Road
Danbury, CT

March 16, 1989

Approximately 2,000 copies of the DEIS were distributed by mail to various
organizations, government agencies, libraries, the media, and individuals including elected
representatives. Supplemental distribution was made to the Federal Depository Library
System through the Government Printing Office. During the public review period, which
ended on February 16, 1990, three formal public meetings were conducted to solicit
comments on the DEIS. These meetings were held in the following locations:

Danbury Hilton

and Danbury High School
Danbury, CT

January 8, 1990

Executive Room
Albany Ramada Inn
Albany, NY
January 10, 1990

University of Massachusetts
Campus Center, Room 168C
Ambherst, MA

January 11, 1990

1.1 PUBLIC MEETING DISCUSSION AND STATEMENTS

A list of persons presenting oral comments or written statements at the public
meetings is presented in Section 2.0. The public meeting comments are summarized and
responded to in section 3.0 of this FEIS. The full public hearing transcripts have not been
reprinted in the FEIS because they are a part of the public record and are available for
public review at the FERC Public Reference and File Management Branch, Room 3300D,
941 North Capitol Street, Washington, DC, 20426.
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1.2 PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

The FERC received 448 letters of commentary during the public review period in
addition to the 118 oral comments and statements described in section 1.1. A list of
organizations and persons who provided comment letters is presented in section 2.0. The
public comments, summarized from letters, and responses to these letters are contained in
section 3.0. The letters received have not been reprinted in the FEIS because of their
volume. A complete sets of these letters is available for public review at the FERC Public
Reference and File Management Branch, Room 3300D, 941 North Capitol Street,
Washington, DC, 20426.




2.0 COMMENTOR/RESPONSE INDEX

Due to the number of public comments and, in many cases, their commonality, similar
comments have been grouped and summarized. Category M includes persons who presented
oral comments or submitted written statements at the public meetings. Organizations and
individuals who provided comment letters during the comment period are listed in one of
four categories: F-Federal; S-State; L-Local; and G-Private citizens and organization and
industry representatives. In each case the document number identifies a discrete letter or
oral testimony that can be reviewed at the location identified in section 1.0. The comment
summary and response number identifies the specific location in Section 3.0 of this volume
where the comment response can be found.

Document
Number

M1
M2

M3

M4

M5

M6

M7

M8
M9

M10
Mi1
M12

Mi13

Commentor
Kenneth Grant
John Cook

Jeffrey Sinkewicz, Town
Attorney for New Milford

Burton Stevens, Connecticut
Energy Advisory Board
Member

Graham Thompson

Mae Schmidle, Connecticut
General Assembly Rep. and
President of Newtown

Environmental Coalition

Donna Hearn, Town of
Dover, Planning Board

Clyde Nichols, Dover GASP
Margery Mill

Donald Richardson

Charles Sigsway

Donald Coons

S.D. Sholes

Comment Summary and Response
3.5-17, 3.5-14, 3.13-34, 3.9-15
3.5-10, 3.5-34, 3.9-3, 3.9-22, 3.10-8, 3.11-9

3.7-14, 3.9-9, 3.13-71, 3.13-72, 3.5-10, 3.13-24

3.1-8

3.5-29

3.5-32, 3.8-12, 3.16-5

3.1-1, 3.13-15

3.11-10, 3.11-5
3.13-15

3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.5-34
3.16-1, 3.16-3

3.5-29, 3.18-16

3.13-15, 3.5-28




Document

Number Commentor Comment Summary and Response
Mi14 Dorothy Evans 3.14-2, 3.13-64, 3.13-92, 3.13-39
Mi15 Harnet Wilbur, Shelton 3.1-1, 3.5-34
Conservation Commission
M16 Alan Muser 3.1-1
M17 Ms. Ferguson 3.5-28, 3.13-4
Mi18 Richard Donohoe 3.1-1
M19 Clarine Nardi Riddle 3.18-1
M20 Connecticut State Senator Jim 3.1-1, 3.18-13, 3.13-52
Maloney
M21 Arthur O’Neill 3.16-2
M22 Eugene Garriepy 3.2-1, 3.1-1, 3.8-12, 3.13-5, 3.18-13
M23 Brookfield Selectman Patricia 3.1-1, 3.18-20
McAleer
M24 Richard Donahoe, Pres.- 3.1-1, 3.9-15, 3.9-16

Naromi Land Trust & VP -
Housatonic Valley Association

M25 Lola Shumlin 3.9-3, 3.9-2
M26 Alan Ostron, Member, Naomi 3.2-6, 3.1-1, 3.9-13, 3.19-20
Land Trust Board of Directors
M27 Thomas Joyner, Sherman 3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.16-6
Zoning Commission Member
M28 Mike Aurelia, Connecticut 3.9-3, 3.9-2
Conservation  Association
Member
M29 Melvin Bristol 3.5-10
M30 ~ John Maco 3.5-36
M31 Lola Shumlin 3.9-3
M32 Dirk Sabin 3.13-98, 3.13-36, 3.13-30, 3.13-104
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Document
Number

M40
M4l
M42
M43

M44

M45
M46
M47
M48

M49

M51

M52

Commentor
Charles Sigway
David Frobey
Guy Beardsley

Ann Marie Mueser, GASP
Chairman

Angela Abercrombie

Ann Marie Mueser, GASP
Chairman

Donald Berkhofer

Debra Danner
Emma Bush
Jerry Bush
George Cataldo

Sheila Powers, President -
Albany County Farm Bureau

Richard Betencourt
Pam Askew

Ann Tailleur
Theodore Fisch
Delores Hansen
Jim Danner

Peggy Jones

Mary Hillman

Guiseppe Multari

Comment Summary and Response

3.19-20

3.1-1, 3.13-98

3.19-20

3.19-20

3.18-20

3.1-1, 3.19

325, 3.2-6, 3.1-8, 3.5-10, 3.14-7, 3.16-1, 3.18-
35

3.1-1, 3.13-18, 3.16-6, 3.5-28

3.18-20

3.2-5, 3.16-4

3.5-28

3.2-1, 3.13-99, 3.13-85, 3.19-5, 3.18-64

3.5-28, 3.13-15

3.14-8, 3.14-2, 3.19-5

3.9-3, 3.18-65

3.16-1, 3.16-5

3.14-8, 3.14-16, 3-16-1, 3.16-5, 3.18-20
3.16-1, 3.16-3, 3.18-20

3.14-2, 3.13-88, 3.18-20

3.2-1, 3.2-3, 3.18-20

3.14-15, 3.14-1, 3.14-9




Document
Number

M54

M60

Mé61

M62

M63
Mo4
Me65
M66
M67

Mé68

M69

M70

M7

Commentor

Ann Marie Mueser, GASP
Chairman

Debra Danner
Gary Jones
Delores Hansen

Pete  Westover, Ambherst
Conservation Director

Georgana Foster, Leverett
Historical Commission

Evelyn  Schulyer, Pioneer
Valley Concerned Citizens

Lynn Rubinstein, Franklin
County Land Use Planner

Sunderland Selectman Paul
Korpita

Peter d’Errico
Noah Gordon
Peter Steve
Virginia Richardson
Scott Whitney

Monroe Selectman Kenneth
Heitzke

Shelton Mayor  Michael
Pacowta

Brookfield Selectman Bonnie
Smith

John Cook, Shelton

Conservation Commission
Chairman

24

Comment Summary and Response

3.1-1, 3.13-15, 3.18-20

3.1-1, 3.18-66
3.2-3, 3.2-5, 3.8-2, 3.16-2
3.16-1

3.5-5

3.1-1, 3.5-5

3.1-1, 3.16-3

3.5-8

3.5-5

3.1-1, 3.8-2, 3.13-15, 3.16-2
3.2-1

3.1-13, 3.2-1, 3.1-1, 3.5-5
3.5-5, 3.16-1, 3.16-4

3.4-11

3.5-34, 3.18-13
3.1-1, 3.18-20, 3.18-68, 3.8-26, 3.9-21
3.1-12, 3.2-1, 3.2-3, 3.2-5, 3.5-1, 3.6-3, 3.8-2,

3.8-11, 3.9-4, 3.16-2, 3.16-4, 3.18-5, 3.18-20

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-34, 3.13-29, 3.13-60




Document
Number

M72

M73

M74

M75

M76

M77

M78

M79

M80

MS81

M82

M83

M8&4

M85

M86

Commentor

Valarie Ferro, Environmental
Consultant to Shelton

Deborah Orwig, Town of
Monroe

Clinton Webb, Town of New
Milford

Congressman John Rowland

Shelton City Alderman Ann
Dougherty

Terry Jones, STOP

Milford Mayor Frederick
Lisman

John McNeely, Weantinoge
Heritage Preserves Manager

Susan F. Payne, American
Indian Archaeological Institute

Deanne Sniffin, Brookfield
League of Women Voters
Environmental Chairman

Lynn Werner, Housatonic
Valley Association

Graham Thompson,
Housatonic  Valley  Assn.
Board Member

Newtown Selectman Zita

McMahon

Margay Ferguson, Dover
Conservation Advisory Comm.
Member '
Stephen Sholes and Richard
Betancourt
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Comment Summary and Response
3.5-1, 3.5-34, 3.9-3, 3.18-6, 3.18-10, 3.18-69

3.5-32, 3.5-33, 3.5-34, 3.9-3, 3.9-7, 3.9-2, 3.9-
9, 3.13-50, 3.13-61, 3.18-15, 3.18-26, 3.18-28,
3.18-57

3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.9-3, 3.9-2, 3.9-9, 3.18-9, 3.18-
57, 3.18-70

3.1-12, 3.2-3, 3.8-6, 3.9-9, 3.10-18, 3.16-4

3.1-12, 3.5-34, 3.8-1, 3.9-13, 3.13-98, 3.13-33

3.1-8, 3.5-10, 3.5-34, 3.13-53, 3.13-54

3.5-37, 3.10-36, 3.13-6

3.8-2, 3.8-54, 3.14-2, 3.13-98, 3.15-12, 3.13-36

3.15-12, 3.15-5, 3.15-8, 3.15-5

3.5-12, 3.5-14, 3.5-31, 3.8-1, 3.8-11, 3.9-17,
3.13-22, 3.13-19, 3.15-12

3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.13-
28

3.5-34, 3.17-38

3.5-32, 3.7-14, 3.13-98, 3.13-5

3.19-8, 3.5-28

3.5-28, 3.13-15




Document
Number

M87

Ms88

M89

M90

M9I1

M92

M93

M94

M95

M96

M97

M98

M99

M100

M101

Commentor

U.S. Representative Nancy
Johnson

Guy Beardsley

Judy Perkins, Grassroots
Coalition

Shelton Alderman John Finn

Liba Furhman, Stop the Pipe

Arthur O’Neill

Connecticut Attorney General
Clarine Nardi Riddle on
behalf of Connecticut
Governor Bill O’Neill

New Milford Mayor Walter
Rogg

Hank Dutton, NW Sherman
Civic Association

Jim Perkins, New Milford
Inland Wetlands Commission

Karen Ann Hayward

Dirk Sabin

Angela Abercrombie,
Brookfield Inland Wetlands
Commission

Dirk Sabin

Nancy Lee Mascio, Chairman,
Stilson Hill Association
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Comment Summary and Response

3.1-1, 3.8-1, 3.9-13, 3.10-36, 3.13-55

3.2-5, 3.18-39

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.10-18,
3.13-52, 3.13-3, 3.13-97

3.1-1, 3.18-68

3.19-7, 3.5-8, 3.5-10, 3.6-1, 3.6-6, 3.13-55, 3-

-13-24, 3.13-71, 3.13-27, 3.13-36, 3.13-38, 3.13-

91
3.1-8, 3.8-28, 3.10-9

3.5-1, 3.18-1

3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.5-37, 3.6-6, 3.18-14
3.16-1, 3.16-2, 3.16-4
3.2-1, 3.2-4, 3.8-1, 3.8-29, 3.9-1, 3.9-3, 3.18-

21, 3.18-50

3.1-12, 3.5-31, 3.5-32, 3.7-15, 3.8-54, 3.9-15,
3.9-16, 3.11-7, 3.11-8, 3.13-93, 3.19-20

3.9-21, 3.13-39, 3.13-104

3.1-12, 3.18-13

3.2-1, 3.2-5, 3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-31, 3.6-1, 3.6-3,
3.8-2 3.8-29, 3.9-3, 3.9-4, 3.9-17, 3.9-19, 3.11-
2, 3.11-12, 3.14-2, 3.13-98, 3.13-72, 3.13-29,
3.13-71, 3.13-36, 3.13-39, 3.13-104, 3.13-38

3.6-1, 3.8-13, 3.9-20, 3.11-9, 3.13-41




Document
Number

M102
M103

M104

M105

M106
M107

M108

M109
M110
Mi11

M112

M113

- M114

M115

M116

Commentor

New York State Congressman
Gerald Solomon

New York State Assemblyman
Anthony Casale

William Lanford, Concerned
Citizens of Riders Mills,and
Town of Chatham

Ken Dufty, President,

Concerned Citizens for the

Environment
Jerry and Emma Bush
George and Theresa Cataldo

Laurence DeWitt, New York
State Department of Public
Service Energy Conservation
and Environment Director

Celia Murray, VP-Concerned
Citizens for the Environment

Massachusetts State
Representative Carmen Buel

Leverett Selectman Alvin
Winder

Judith Eiseman, Chairman,
Pelham Conservation
Commission

Edith Wilkinsin, Chairman,
Ambherst Board of Selectmen

John Foster
Georgana Foster, Leverett
Historical Commission

Member

Gwendolyn Hallsmith, Franklin
County Planner
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Comment Summary and Response
3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.18-67, 3.14-3, 3.13-92

3.1-12, 3.5-28

3.12-5

3.19-21

3.5-28
3.5-28

3.5-28

3.1-1, 3.19-21
3.5-5
3.5-5

3.5-5

3.5-5

3.5-5

3.5-5

3.5-5




Document
Number

M117

M118

F1

F4

F5

F6

Commentor

Noah Gordon

Connecticut State
Representative M. Jodi Rell

US. Dept. of Commerce,
National Marine Fisheries
Service

U.S. Dept. of Health &
Human  Services, Public
Health Service

U.S. Dept. of Transportation,
Federal Highway
Administration

U.S. Dept. of Commerce,
National Marine Fisheries
Service
U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service

U.S. Representative from
Massachusetts

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

U.S. Dept. of the Army, New
York Dist. Corps of Engineers
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Comment Summary and Response

3.5-5

3.5-1, 3.6-1, 3.8-3, 3.14-8, 3.14-2, 3.18-20

3.11-1

3.2-1, 3.5-1, 3.8-9, 3.16-2

3.5-13

3.5-24

3.7-3, 3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.7-8, 3.7-9, 3.7-10

3.5-5

3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.5-2, 3.8-12, 3.8-22, 3.9-1, 3.9-3,
3.9-4, 3.9-13, 3.9-8, 3.16-1, 3.4-2, 3.18-3, 3.18-
8, 3.18-7

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2°9, 3.1-8, 3.19, 3.5-6,
3.6-3, 3.7-6, 3.7-8, 3.7-11, 3.7-12, 3.7-13, 3.8-
29, 3.8-20, 3.8-27, 3.8-18, 3.8-48, 3.8-25, 3.9-
43, 3.8-37, 3.8-44, 3.8-3, 3.8-21, 3.9-3, 3.94,
3.9-6, 3.9-13, 3.9-24, 3.10-34, 3.10-35, 3.10-36,
3.10-30, 3.10-31, 3.10-33, 3.10-23, 3.10-24,
3.10-30, 3.10-4, 3.10-6, 3.10-7, 3.10-2, 3.7-13,
3.10-18, 3.10-16, 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-12, 3.11-
15, 3.11-3, 3.11-8, 3.11-14, 3.12-1, 3.13-32,
3.13-25, 3.13-105, 3.16-1, 3.16-3, 3.19-1, 3.19-
15, 3.19-10, 3.19-17, 3.4-1, 3.18-38, 3.18-59,
3.18-60, 3.18-61, 3.5-7




Document
Number

F9

S1

S2

S3

S5

S7

S9

S10

S11

S12

S13

Commentor

U.S. Department of the
Interior, Fish & Wildlife
Service

Rhode Island Historical
Preservation Commission

Rhode Island Historical
Preservation Commission

Massachusetts Energy
Facilities Siting Council

Tennessee State
Conservationist

Massachusetts  Historical
Commission

Rhode Island Energy Facility
Siting Board

Massachusetts Energy
Facilities Siting Council

Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority

New York State Senator
Connecticut Department of
Agriculture

Connecticut State Senator M.
Adela Eads

Rhode Island Department of
Environmental Management

Connecticut State Senator
James McLaughlin

29

Comment Summary and Response
3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-11, 3.5-15, 3.5-

16, 3.5-9, 3.7-8, 3.6-8, 3.8-45, 3.8-22, 3.8-32,
3.9-1, 3.9-3, 3.9-9, 3.9-14, 3.10-27, 3.10-10,
3.10-18, 3.10-16, 3.10-15, 3.10-12, 3.10-14,
3.10-15, 3.11-1, 3.18-6, 3.18-10, 3.18-2, 3.18-
8, 3.18-7

None

3.15-1, 3.15-7

3.11-2, 3.11-12, 3.13-11

3.19-22

3.3-1, 3.18-8, 3.15-7, 3.5-5

3.18-32

3.19-16

3.2-1, 3.2-5, 3.2-7, 3.5-5, 3.16-1

3.5-28, 3.13-15

3.5-24

3.1-1, 3.5-8

3.3-4, 3.5-11, 3.8-29, 3.8-41, 3.8-20, 3.9-1, 3.9-

3, 3.9-25, 3.10-2, 3.18-8, 3.18-7

3.1-12, 3.5-34, 3.8-11, 3.9-3, 3.14-2, 3.13-28




Document
Number

S14

S15

L1

L7

L9

L10

L11

Commentor

Connecticut Governor and
Attorney General

New York State Task Force

City of Providence, Rhode
Island, Dept. of Planning and
Development

Town of Athens, New York

Herkimer County, New York,
Legislator Domiano Contino

Town of Huntington,
Department of Environmental
Control

City of Albany, New York,
Dept. of Water & Water

Supply
Town of Manheim, New York

Herkimer County, New York,
Legislator Paul Barnes

Dutchess County
Environmental Mgmt. Council,
New York

Town of Pleasant Valley, New
York

Milford Board of Education,
Connecticut

Village of Dolgeville, New
York

2-10

Comment Summary and Response

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-5, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4,
3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1, 3.5-24, 3.5-29, 3.5-30, 3.5-
33, 3.5-34, 3.5-36, 3.5-37, 3.5-40, 3.7-4, 3.7-
14, 3.8-46, 3.94, 3.9-7, 3.9-2, 3.9-17, 3.9-9,
3.10-35, 3.10-28, 3.10-37, 3.10-2, 3.10-9, 3.12-
3, 3.15-12, 3.15-8, 3.15-9, 3.15-6, 3.16-2, 3.16-
6, 3.4-6, 3.4-3, 3.4-7, 3.18-15, 3.18-13

3.7-5, 3.7-6, 3.7-7, 3.7-8, 3.7-13, 3.7-20, 3.7-
21, 3.7-23, 3.7-22, 3.7-24, 3.7-25, 3.8-33, 3.19-
23, 3.7-13, 3.12-6, 3.13-83, 34-3

None

None

3.10-17, 3.16-3

None

3.8-40

3.5-10, 3.14-8, 3.16-4

3.14-8, 3.13-28

3.5-28

3.19-20, 3.14-2

3.13-24, 3.16-3

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.10-17, 3.16-3




Document
Number

L12

L13

Li4

L15

L16

L17

L18

L19

L20

L21

L22

Commentor

Belchertown  Conservation
Commission, Massachusetts

Town of Cheshire,
Connecticut

Town of Stratford,
Connecticut

Greene County Planning
Board, New York

Dutchess County
Environmental Mgmt. Council,
New York

Town of Huntington, New
York, Dept. of Environmental
Control

Town of Huntington, New
York, Conservation Board

Town of Huntington, New
York, Dept. of Planning

Town of Newtown,
Connecticut

City of Milford, Connecticut,
Harbor Management
Commission

Belchertown Board of
Selectmen, Massachusetts

Village of Lanesborough,
Massachusetts, Town Plan
Committee

Chatham Town Board, New
York

Village of Lanesborough,

Massachusetts, Fire & Water
District
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Comment Summary and Response
3.5-5, 3.9-2

3.6-2, 3.9-2, 3.13-102, 3.13-12, 3.17-6, 3.18-20
3.5-36
3.18-20

3.2-2, 3.1-8, 3.5-11, 3.7-2, 3.8-8, 3.8-29, 3.9-
13, 3.9-8, 3.11-5, 3.14-16, 3.13-50, 3.13-69,
3.13-15, 3.15-7, 3.184

3.2-4, 3.7-2, 3.7-3, 3.7-4, 3.8-30, 3.9-4, 3.9-6,
3.9-7, 3.9-23, 3.13-63, 3.15-16, 3.13-80, 3.17-
13, 3.4-9, 3.18-55

3.7-4, 3.9-23, 3.10-36, 3.10-18, 3.11-4, 3.18-19
3.5-38, 3.9-23, 3.13-77, 3.17-2, 3.4-4, 3.18-55,
3.18-56

3.5-32, 3.14-2, 3.13-20, 3.13-28

3.5-37, 3.10-36, 3.13-48

3.2-3, 3.5-5, 3.9-2, 3.14-2, 3.16-1, 3.16-4

3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.5-5, 3.16-1

3.12-5

3.5-5




Document
Number

L26

L27

L29

L30

L31

L32

L33

G1

Commentor

Town of Lanesborough,
Massachusetts, Planning Board

Columbia County, New York,
Dept. of Planning and

- Economic Development

Town of Newtown,
Connecticut

City of Shelton, Connecticut

Town of Monroe, Connecticut

Town of New Milford,
Connecticut

Brookfield, Connecticut,
Inland Wetlands Commission

Town of Brookfield,
Connecticut

John and Mary Maco

2-12

Comment Summary and Response
3.5-5

3.12-5, 3.13-44, 3.18-83, 3.13-84, 3.13-89, 3.16-
2, 3.16-4, 3.17-26, 3.17-36

3.1-1, 3.1-3, 3.18-20, 3.13-20

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-5, 3.3-3, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3,
3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-10, 3.5-12,
3.5-34, 3.6-1, 3.7-3, 3.6-7, 3.8-3, 3.8-47, 3.9-1,
3.9-3, 3.9+4, 3.9-2, 3.9-22, 3.9-21, 3.9-8, 3.10-
26, 3.10-18, 3.11-8, 3.12-4, 3.12-2, 3.14-6, 3.14-
18, 3.15-7, 3.13-103, 3.13-30, 3.16-2, 3.19-2,
3.19-3, 3.4-5 3.18-11, 3.18-9, 3.18-8, 3.18-26,
3.18-28, 3.18-63

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.2-4, 3.1-8, 3.5-1, 3.5-33, 3.5-34,
3.7-3, 3.7-13, 3.6-1, 3.8-2, 3.8-17, 3.8-7, 3.8-
29, 3.9-3, 3.94, 3.9-2, 3.99, 3.9-8 3.10-39,
3.10-17, 3.10-22, 3.10-13, 3.11-2, 3.11-12, 3.14-
8, 3.14-2, 3.14-14, 3.14-11, 3.14-15, 3.14-10,
3.14-1, 3.13-21, 3.13-61, 3.13-89, 3.16-2, 3.17-
6, 3.17-36, 3.18-9, 3.18-15, 3.18-26, 3.18-28,
3.18-18, 3.18-20, 3.18-25, 3.18-48, 3.18-57,
3.18-58

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5,
3.1-6, 3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-1, 3.5-30, 3.5-31,
3.5-39, 3.9-1, 3.9-3, 3.9-2, 39-9, 3.9-8, 3.13-
98, 3.13-23, 3.13-71, 3.13-52, 3.15-7, 3.13-103,
3.17-6, 3.18-26

32-1, 3.2-5, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5,
3.1-6, 3.5-14, 3.5-24, 3.5-26, 3.5-31, 3.5-34, 3.6-
3, 3.7-3, 3.7-16, 3.8-2, 3.8-29, 3.9-17, 3.9-8,
3.14-2, 3.14-9, 3.13-72, 3.13-51, 3.15-12, 3.13-
30, 3.13-39, 3.13-104, 3.16-1, 3.16-2, 3.16-4,
3.18-13, 3.18-44, 3.18-45, 3.18-46, 3.18-47

3.2-3, 3.1-1, 3.5-14, 3.5-9. 3.5-34, 3.7-2, 3.6-3,
3.6-1, 3.8-3, 3.9-4, 3.14-3, 3.14-2, 3.15-12, 3.16-
4, 3.18-13, 3.18-20

3.1-1, 3.9-13, 3.13-2, 3.5-36




Document

Number Commentor Comment Summary and Response
G2 Carl Whitbeck, Jr. 3.15-4, 3.18-29
- G3 Robert Manning 3.5-28, 3.8-1

G4 Joseph Caselli, Jr. 3.5-36

G5 Edmund Benedikt 3.5-28, 3.8-52, 3.13-90

G6 Donald Berkhofer 3.14-2, 3.6-1, 3.8-2

G7 John Malone 3.14-2, 3.16-3, 3.18-30, 3.18-17, 3.13-52, 3.18-
31, 3.18-18, 3.18-20

G8 Debra Danner _ 3.1-11, 3.5-28, 3.13-18, 3.14-2, 3.16-1, 3.18-22

G9 | Mary McCarthy 3.16-1

G10 Andra Gumbus 3.1-12, 3.5-1, 3.5-10

Gl1 Berkshire-Litchfield 3.5-1, 3.18-25

Environmental Council

G12 David Seidel 3.5-10, 3.5-15, 3.5-39, 3.9-13, 3.10-17

G13 Edward Carroll 3.5-1, 3.5-36

G14 Peter Burghart 3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.10-
36 .

G15 Tama Starr 3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-10

G16 Guiseppe Multari 3.14-15, 3.14-1, 3.14-9

G17 Thomas Lee 3.5-1

G18 Stt;phen Bellis | 3.10—5,. 3.14-2, 3.13-98, 3.5-33, 3.5-34

G19 Protect Your Environment 3.10-17

G20 George Albert 3.5-1, 3.9-1

G21 William McKenzie 3.5-28

G22 Arley Gray 3.5-10, 3.5-30

G23 Patricia Greenspan 3.2-1, 3.1-1, 3.10-17, 3.15-1, 3.13-55
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Document
Number

G24

G25
G26

G27

G28
G29
G30
G31
G32

G33

G34

G35

G36
G37
G38
G39
G40
G41
G42
G43

G4

Commentor
Arthur Pinkham, Jr.

Charles Portney
Wayne Carrel

Richard and MaryAnne
Newman

Mr. and Mrs. Nandor Fonda
Roberta Miller

Robert Talevi

Hank Dutton

ITW Waterbury

Upstate Council of Operating
Engineers

Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Dugas
Filip Tiffenberg (Attny for Dr.
J. Brothers)

Gary Wikfors

Mildred Gearin

Patricia Moss

Pauline Sterling

Dina and Samuel Smolen
Brian Schofield-Bodt

Debra Daﬁner

Victor Penna

Patricia McDonnell Green

2-14

Comment Summary and Response

3.1-12, 3.1-14, 3.1-15, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-
5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1, 3.9-15, 3.19-14

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.18-37
3.2-8

3.2-5

3.1-12, 3.1-13

3.13-93

3.1-13, 3.14-2, 3.16-3, 3.1-1, 3.5-10

3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.16-1, 3.18-36, 3.13-88

3.19-21

3.19-21

3.13-75, 3.13_93’ 3.13-24, 3.9-1, 3.16-3, 3.1-12,
3.6-1, 3.1-1

3.5-28

3.2-5, 3.5-16, 3.7-4, 3.10-36

3.1-1, 3.16-1

3.10-15, 3.184

3.5-34, 3.13-1, 3.14-2, 3.5-24, 3.5-35, 3.5-34
3.5-34, 3.14-2, 3.13-13

3.1-1, 3.5-34, 3.13-98

3.13-18, 3.14-2, 3.5-28

3.14-2

3.14-2, 3.18-20




Document

Number Commentor Comment Summary and Response

G45 Robert Edmunds 3.1-13, 3.1-1, 3.10-36

G46 Richard and Kathleen Robbins 3.1-14, 3.1-13, 3.5.10, 3.10-17, 3.14-2, 3.16-3

G47 Bernard Sheridan 3.14-2

G48 Christine Pond 3.19-20

G49 Jay Pack 3.1-12, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.18-21

G50 Mrs. Rondinone None

G51 Barbara and John Duncan 3.1-14, 3.1-1, 3.5-8

G52 M. Knapp 3.1-13, 3.5-10, 3.14-2, 3.18-20

GS3 Arthur and Nancy Griffith 3.2-2, 3.5-10, 3.8-2, 3.14-8, 3.16-1

G54 George Albert : 3.18-21, 3.5-1

GSS Catherine Setterlin 3.9-2

G56 Wilbur and Ruth Merinine 3.1-1, 3.18-35

G57 W. O. Thomas 3.5-8, 3.13-81

GS8 G. Scimonelli 3.19-20

G59 Robert Pagnani : 3.8-1, 3.18-33

G60 Jerry and Emma Bush 3.18-20, 3.19-20

G61 Mr. and Mrs. Bertram Boyce 3.1-12, 3.13-19

G62 Jean Durbin Fox None

G63 J. G. Ziemarin 3.5-28, 3.8-1

G64 Roberta Adler 3.13-98, 3.16-4, 3.16-5, 3.13-73, 3.13-2

G65 MaryAlice and Michael Leone 3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.10-17, 3.14-2, 3.13-17, 3.16-3,
3.18-9, 3.18-20

G66 Alberto Tedeschi Not Found

IG67 Keith Kneen 3.5-34
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Document
Number

G68
G69
G70
G71
G72
G73
G74

G75

G76
G77
G78
G79

G80

G98

Commentor

Robert and Julia Lamantia
Philip and Elisabeth Jones
Teresa Accomando

Anne Plaut

Joan Blog

Charles Buksbaum

John Hegarty

Herbert Van Benthuysen

Dennis and Sheryl DiMauro

Catherine Van Benthuysen

- Mark Hansen

Anthony and Mary Coneicao
Tom and Mercury Nickse
Paul and Gail Holub
Edmund Wachenheimer
Joan Ensor

Jean Sheldon

Mary Kuruc

Myron and Rhoda Burstein
Suzanne Robertson
Kathleen Robbins

Paul and Diana Grasseler

2-16

Comment Summary and Response

3.13-79
3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-34, 3.10-17
3.2-5, 3.1-1, 3.5-39, 3.8-1, 3.16-2, 3.16-3

3.10-18, 3.16-4, 3.13-2, 3.13-24, 3.14-17

3.2-1, 3.5-38, 3.14-2, 3.13-78, 3.13-80, 3.16-3

3.5-38, 3.16-3, 3.13-73

323

3.1-11, 3.5-14, 3.5-24, 3.5-31, 3.8-2, 3.9-13,

3.13-98, 3.15-1

32-2, 3.1-1, 3.5-34, 3.14-12

3.2-3, 3.8-11, 3.14-2, 3.13-98, 3.16-3
3.5-34, 3.13-87, 3.13-92, 3.13-39, 3.13-91
3.5-34, 3.16-1

3.5-34, 3.10-17

3.2-1, 3.16-1

3.1-1, 3.7-2, 3.8-2, 3.10-18, 3.14-2, 3.16-2
3.18-4, 3.10-5

3.13-92, 3.14-5, 3.14-17

3.5-25

3534

3.19-20

3.5-10, 3.14-2, 3.13-99, 3.18-23, 3.18-20

3.1-12, 3.8-1




Document
Number

G99

G100

G101

G102

G103

G104

G105
G106
G106A
G107
G108
G109
G110
G111
G112

G113

G114
G115
G116

G117

Commentor

Mr. and Mrs. Mazzariello

Donna Tuck

Lee and Claire Williams
James and Michaela Fisher
Tim, Cathy, Jack, & Debbie
Cole, Ellen Grant, Henry

Dutton

Annmarie' Ballaro

Richard and Ann Hamann
Robert Williams

John Maco

The Sanetti Family

James and Eileen Auten
John and Mary Maco
Frederick Frank

William Kiernan

Clyde and Pamela Bonner

Shelton Land Conservation
Trust Inc.

Onisey Kodnowich
Claire Kehoe
Judith McCallion

Dave Deforest
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Comment Summary and Response

3.2-1, 3.5-32, 3.5-99, 3.6-1, 3.13-96, 3.10-11,
3.13-28

3.1-12, 3.2-3, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-5, 3.1-6,
3.1-7, 3.8-2, 3.13-92, 3.13-103, 3.13-91, 3.16-
4, 3.18-14, 3.14-17

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-37, 3.14-2, 3.13-24, 3.13-74

3.8-2, 3.9-13, 3.14-13, 3.13-98, 3.13-72, 3.16-
1

3.1-1, 3.14-8, 3.13-21, 3.18-20, 3.18-14, 3.13-
86

3.1-12, 3.2-3, 3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-34, 3.5-36, 3.9-
13, 3.16-3

3.5-32, 3.5-34, 3.9-13

3.16-1, 3.13-74

3.5-36

3.5-36

3.5-36, 3.14-2

3.2-6, 3.5-34, 3.5-36, 3.9-13, 3.13-2, 3.13-93
3.5-36

3.1-8, 3.5-34

3.1-14

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-8,
3.5-16, 3.6-3, 3.8-1, 3.13-86, 3.19-18, 3.13-31

3.5-8, 3.16-4, 3.16-5, 3.18-20
3.5-11
3.5-8

3.1-1, 3.18-21, 3.18-14




Document
Number

G118

G119

G120
G121
G122
G123
G124

G125

G126
G127

G128

G129
G130
G131
G132
G133
G134
G135

G136

G137

G138

Commentor

William Bradley

Stilson Hill Assoc.

Bruce Wheelgr

Silver Sands Assoc.
William and Bettie Buchta
Guy & Pat Beardsley
Kenneth Swift

Susan Ryan

Melvin Bristol

Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Kelley

Joan and Heln Bethel

William Ewasko

Diane Amato

Alyce and Burton Block
Mrs. C. G. Anderson
Rev. Wayne Strever
Mary and David Kintzler
Mallory Moore

Zora Rozinak

Robert Gnida

Judith Perkins
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Comment Summary and Response

3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.13-98

3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-30, 3.8-1, 3.8-13, 3.9-1, 3.10-
3, 3.10-18, 3.10-19, 3.18-13, 3.18-14, 3.13-41

3.10-15

’3.5-24, 3.13-48, 3.13-74
3.5-31, 3.8-52

3.5-34, 3.7-17, 3.18-9
3.5-34

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-9, 3.9-13, 3.14-2, 3.13-10,
3.18-21, 3.18-14

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-10
3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-10, 3.18-25

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-12, 3.1-6, 3.5-10, 3.9- -
15

3.1-12, 3.5-32

3.5-34, 3.13-87

3.1-12, 3.5-34, 3.14-2, 3.18-20, 3.13-5
3.14-2, 3.13-66, 3.13-28, 3.13-5
3.5-17, 3.18-43

3.5-17

3.13-86, 3.13-24, 3.13-2

3.1-12, 3.1-13, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-6,
3.5-10, 3.8-2

3.5-39, 3.8-24, 3.10-32

3.18-13, 3.1-1, 3.5-9




Document
Number

G139

G140

G141
G142
G143
G144
G145

G146
G147
G148

G149
G150
G151
G152
G153
G154

G155

G156

G157

Commentor
Thomas Ritter

Anthony and Joellen
Graboski

Peter Skinner

Timothy Lee

Jane Demetriader

John Vozzo

Gene and Carol Bobel
Thomas Miranda

Susan Miranda

Eric & Mary Jane Lundgren,
Lucile & George Mann
Anthony and Roberta Bezok
Adele Pritchard

Jean and George Williams
Mark IV Investment Corp.
Clifford and Audrey Albright
Janet Hopkins

Eugene Orlowski

T. J. Schmitt, Andrew Mikush,
Bart - VosWichel, and
Lawrence Raine

John Cauli, Richard DeVine,
and Linda Schram
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Comment Summary and Response
3.1-2 3.1-3, 3.1-6, 3.5-17, 3.8-1, 3.13-98

3.5-34

3.5-30, 3.9-13, 3.13-34, 3.13-36, 3.13-38
3.5-16, 3.14-2, 3.1848, 3.13-23, 3.13-24
3.13-93

3.5-4, 3.13-93, 3.18-9

3.18-9, 3.19-20

3.1-1, 3.6-1, 3.7-2, 3.10-20, 3.13-23, 3.13-24,
3.13-9

3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.2-3, 3.6-1, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-
9, 3.8-1

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-10, 3.16-3

3.14-2, 3.16-1

None

3.5-31, 3.8-2, 3.16-3

3.13-65

3.5-34

3.1-12, 3.9-15, 3.9-8, 3.13-34

3.1-12, 3.1-14, 3.1-15, 3.1-1, 3.5-15, 3.19-14,
3.5-10

3.15-12

3.1-1




Document
Number

G157A
G158
G159
G160
G161
G162

G163

Gle64

G165

G166
G167
G168
G169
G170

G171

G172
G173
G174

G175

G176

Commentor

Askews and Muellers
Cheryl Showah
Philip Korsant

Janet Hayt

K. M. Ruscetha
Janice Vance

Charlotte Maher

Dorothy Boreiko

Alan Ostrom

Stephen and Susan Breckley
Lorraine Sauer

Margaret Dutton

David Stanwood

Margery Josephson

Weantinoge Heritage

Raymond Waidelich

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.

Jeanne Kauffman

Naromi Land Trust

Kenneth and Roberta O’Neil
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Comment Summary and Response
3.6-1, 3.8-2, 3.10-1, 3.14-3, 3.13-1

3.13-59, 3.13-86, 3.9-1

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1
3.1-1, 3.13-91, 3.8-1

3.1-13, 3.13-20, 3.18-20, 3.18-21

3.8-13, 3.9-13, 3.10-1, 3.10-18, 3.19-18

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-9, 3.18-20, 3.18-21, 3.18-14,
3.14-2

3.1-1, 3.16-1, 3.18-52
3.1-10, 3.2-8, 3.1-12, 3.2-6, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3,
3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-7, 3.5-1, 3.5-18, 3.5-29,
3.13-14, 3.16-1, 3.16.4, 3.18-14, 3.18-53, 3.18-
54

3.5-15, 3.15-12, 3.15-13

3.1-1, 3.5-8, 3.13-24

3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.18-20, 3.18-21, 3.18-14

3.1-8, 3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.14-2, 3.1-15, 3.1-13
3.5-10, 3.5-29, 3.5-39, 3.8-6, 3.13-35, 3.19-4
3.8-2, 3.8-54, 3.9-13, 3.10-29, 3.10-6, 3.10-17,
3.10-18, 3.11-2, 3.11-12, 3.11-8, 3.14-2, 3.14-
17, 3.13-98, 3.15-12, 3.13-36

3.5-31

3.16-5

3.1-1, 3.9-15

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1,
3.5-29, 3.5-39, 3.9-15, 3.9-16, 3.9-8, 3.14-2

3.8-1, 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 3.16-4




Document
Number

G177
G178
G179

G180

G181

G182
G183
G184
G185

G186

G187

G188

G189

G190

G191

G192

G193

G194

Commentor

Dr. and Mrs. Allen Moore
Mildred Knudson
Duda Family

Pioneer Valley Concerned
Citizens

Lillian Bloch

Robert L. VanDuzee

Susan J. Wandover

C. Lombardi (Burr, NY PTA)
Mr. and Mrs. Scott Brunjes

Mr. and Mrs. Malcolm
Goodman

Michael McGarry
H. T. Nickse

Deanne L. Sniffin

Alice Voltaire and John
Seymour

Mr. and Mrs. Randy Moore

New England Power Co.

Joan Pierpont

John H. Wells

2-21

Comment Summary and Response
3.5-15, 3.6-1, 3.8-1

3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-31, 3.13-72

3.16-3

3.5-5

3.1-12, 3.2-2, 3.1-1, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.8-1, 3.13-
28, 3.16-4

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.8-1, 3.15-12, 3.15-13

3.5-10, 3.5-28, 3.8-1, 3.13-99, 3.16-2

3.5-38, 3.13-73

3.5-14, 3.8-11, 3.9-18, 3.15-6, 3.15-12

3.5-32, 3.6-1, 3.8-2, 3.10-11, 3.14-2, 3.13-95,
3.13-28, 3.18-21

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.5-10, 3.8-2, 3.16-
4

3.5-34, 3.10-17, 3.1-1

3.1-12, 3.2-1, 3.1-1, 3.5-15, 3.5-14, 3.6-1, 3.8-
2, 3.8-11, 3.9-18, 3.10-18, 3.13-22, 3.15-12,
3.15-13, 3.13-28

3.1-1, 3.10-17, 3.1-12, 3.5-10

3.13-86, 3.13-24

3.3-1, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6,
3.16-5

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.5-15, 3.5-14, 3.8-1, 3.10-17,
3.14-2

3.1-12, 3.5-35, 3.15-12




Document
Number

G195

G196

G197

G198

G199
G200
G201
G202
G203
G204
G205
G206
G207
G208

G209

G210

G211

G212

Commentor

Susan Durgy

Marcella Stockmal

Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Hovious

Mr. and Mrs. James Setaro

Gail Pellis

John Libby

Janet Flynn

Karen Kincaid

William Jones

Mr. and Mrs. Eugene Monahn
Brigid Demand

Daniel Gallagher

Cheryl Gallagher

Mariann Cioffi

Mr. and Mrs. H. Burkle
Catherine Korsant, Cydney
Korsant, Don Alston, and
Marilyn Alston

Conservation Law Foundation
of New England

Commack Civics Group

2-22

Comment Summary and Response

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-6, 3.8-2, 3.9-18,
3.15-13

3.1-1, 3.5-16, 3.5-34, 3.10-17

3.5-22, 3.18-20, 3.8-2, 3.14-3, 3.13-1, 3.13-98,
3.13-28

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.8-1, 3.8-2, 3.15-12, 3.15-13,
3.13-28

3.5-15

3.8-1, 3.14-2, 3.13-2

3.5-1, 3.10-17, 3.13-28

3.5-15, 3.5-14, 3.13-28, 3.16-1

3.13-87, 3.5-10

3.2-3, 3.5-10, 3.5-32, 3.16-1, 3.16-2, 3.18-21
3.19-13

3.16-3

3.19-19

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.8-1, 3.8-11

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.13-36,
3.13-41

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1,
3.18-14

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8,
3.5-12, 3.5-11, 3.183

3.5-10, 3.5-38, 3.5-38, 3.16-3, 3.18-19, 3.18-40,
3.1841




Document
Number

G213
G214

G215
G216

G217

G218

G219
G220
G221

G222

G223

G224

G225

G226

G227

G228
G229

G230

Commentor

Cheshire Land Trust

Northport Hills Civic
Association

Edna Koopmans
Gordon Miller

Marilyn Achard

Charles Barilla

Valentine Riordan

Edward Streegan

Sebestyen Family

Bert Lacy

Connecticut Forest & Park
Assoc.

Robert Cratin

Brookfield League of Women
Voters

Jim Planck

James Reilly and Rocco
Cantalupo

Douglas Dauz
Mr. and Mrs. John Furlong

Douglas Picotte

. 2-23

Comment Summary and Response

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8,
3.5-1, 3.6-4, 3.8-15, 3.9-3, 3.94, 3.9-6, 3.15-
14, 3.15-16, 3.16-6, 3.18-39

3.8-55, 3.10-1, 3.10-3, 3.13-98, 3.15-15, 3.16-
5, 3.17-18

3.16-1, 3.16-3
3.6-1, 3.10-18, 3.16-3

3.19-6, 3.10-36, 3.10-21, 3.13-2, 3.13-24, 3.13-
74, 3.16-1, 3.16-2

3.1-12, 3.1-13, 3.1-1, 3.8-2, 3.9-18, 3.15-12,
3.15-13 :

3.5-16, 3.8-2, 3.9-18, 3.15-13, 3.13-28

© 3.6-1, 3.13-98, 3.10-11, 3.13-96

3.8-2

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-1,
3.18-14

3.5-34, 3.13-53, 3.13-81

3.5-10, 3.8-2, 3.10-11, 3.14-2, 3.13-98, 3.13-94

3.1-12, 3.5-15, 3.5-14, 3.7-2, 3.8-11, 3.9-18, 3.9-
17, 3.15-12, 3.13-28

3.1-16, 3.19-6, 3.2-2, 3.5-6, 3.5-20, 3.5-23, 3.11-
1, 3.11-8, 3.15-1, 3.19-9, 3.18-6, 3.18-10, 3.18-
31, 3.18-12, 3.18-38, 3.18-42

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.5-32, 3.19-19, 3.13-96

3.1-8, 3.5-10, 3.5-32, 3.13-96, 3.10-11, 3.1-4
3.1-13, 3.1-3

3.19-19




Document
Number

G231

G232

G233

G234

G235

G236
G237
G238
G239

G240

G241

G242

G243
G244
G245

G246

G247

G248

G249

Commentor
NW Sherman Civic Assoc.

Mr. and Mrs. H. Burkle

Thomas Joyner

Stop the Pipe

Robert Miner

Helen and Carl Unevin
Richard Haseney

Mary Connelly-Ronan

NW Sherman Civic Assoc.
Appalachian Trail Conference
Yankee Gas Services
Company

Consolidated Edison Company
of New York

Harris’ and Bieleski’s
Rosemary Chaillon
Myron and Rhoda Burstein

Michele Pia

Lilco/BUG

American Indian
Archaeological Institute

Jeanne T. Kauffman

2-24

Comment Summary and Response
3.5-29

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-6, 3.5-18, 3.13-
36, 3.13-41

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8,
3.16-6, 3.4-8

3.5-24, 3.5-37, 3.16-1

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.5-35,
3.16-6

323, 3.14-2, 3.13-8

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-6, 3.5-31, 3.8-2, 3.16-1
3811, 3.9-18, 3917, 3.15-12, 3.15-13
3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.18-20, 3.18-14

3.2-1, 3.5-5, 3.10-2, 3.13-101, 3.13-53, 3.13-57,
3.13-58, 3.13-59, 3.16-4

3.19-21
3.16-5

3.1-12, 3.5-10, 3.5-11, 3.5-28

3.1-12, 3.18-21, 3.14-2, 3.5-10

3.5-34

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-12,
3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.10-17, 3.14-5, 3.14-2, 3.13-75,
3.13-93, 3.16-1, 3.16-3

3.19-21

3.15-2, 3.15-5, 3.15-6

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.13-34




Document
Number

G250

G251

G252
G253
G254

G255

G256

G257

G258
G259

G260

G261
G262

G263

G264

G265

Commentor
Joseph R. Codespoti

Applied Ecology Research
Institute

Jones’ and Beardsleys
Weantinoge Heritage, Inc.
John Ross

Theresa Kwapien

Kathlyn Kraffmiller
William F. Werner

William Lanford
Joan Moran

Brookfield Creative
Playground

Mr. and Mrs. J. E. Morrison
Joan Manfredonia

Concerned Residents of
Riders Milis

Algonquin Gas Transmission
Company

Tennessee Gas  Pipeline

Company

2-25

Comment Summary and Response
3.5-35, 3.5-36

3.9-3, 3.9-22

3.5-34

3.8-11, 3.9-3, 3.9-4, 3.9-17, 3.9-13, 3.10-16
3.1-1, 3.1-3, 3.1-5, 3.5-1, 3.18-14

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.14-2,
3.14-12, 3.14-17, 3.13-23, 3.13-55, 3.13-24,
3.13-72, 3.17-10

3.1-1, 3.1-12, 3.5-24, 3.7-4, 3.13-24, 3.13-74,
3.16-3

3.1-12, 3.2-1, 3.2-7, 3.6-1, 3.8-2, 3.10-11, 3.14-
2, 3.13-96

3.12-5
3.5-15, 3.7-2, 3.8-2, 3.9-18, 3.13-22

3.1-1, 3.13-22, 3.19-19

3.5-15, 3.8-2
3.8-2, 3.13-96

3.12-5

3.2-1, 3.2-2, 33-1, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, 3.1-9, 3.9-12,
3.17-5, 3.17-6, 3.17-7, 3.17-12

3.9-5, 3.13-47, 3.17-2, 3.17-3, 3.17-4, 3.17-5,
3.17-7, 3.17-10, 3.17-11, 3.17-12, 3.17-16, 3.17-
17, 3.17-20, 3.17-22, 3.17-23, 3.17-27, 3.17-28,
3.17-29, 3.17-44, 3.17-45, 3.17-47, 3.17-48,
3.17-49, 3.17-50, 3.17-52, 3.17-54, 3.17-59, 3.7-
1, 3.8-31, 3.19-21




Document
Number

G266

G267

G268

G269

Commentor

Iroquois Gas Transmission
System

GASP Caoalition

Conservation Law Foundation

Stop the Pipe

Comment Summary and Response

3.1-10, 3.2-8, 3.19-6, 3.19-7, 3.19-12, 3.2-1, 3.2-
5, 3.3-1, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-
4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8, 3.5-5, 3.5-27, 3.5-31, 3.5-
32, 3.5-33, 3.5-34, 3.5-36, 3.5-37, 3.7-3, 3.7-6,
3.7-8, 3.6-5, 3.7-18, 3.7-19, 3.7-20, 3.7-21, 3.8-
51, 3.8-42, 3.8-26, 3.8-19, 3.8-35, 3.8-50, 3.8-
49, 3.8-53, 3.8-34, 3.8-36, 3.9-1, 3.9-3, 3.9-6,
3.9-5, 3.10-25, 3.9-26, 3.11-6, 3.13-101, 3.13-
25, 3.13-74, 3.13-19, 3.13-62, 3.13-61, 3.13-46,
3.13-68, 3.13-43, 3.13-70, 3.13-40, 3.13-67,
3.13-37, 3.13-45, 3.13-26, 3.13-100, 3.13-16,
3.15-8, 3.15-3, 3.15-10, 3.13-42, 3.16-6, 3.17-
1, 3.17-2, 3.17-4, 3.17-5, 3.17-7, 3.17-8, 3.17-
11, 3.17-12, 3.17-14, 3.17-15, 3.17-17, 3.17-18,
3.17-19, 3.17-20, 3.17-21, 3.17-23, 3.17-24,
3.17-25, 3.17-26, 3.17-27, 3.17-28, 3.17-29,
3.17-30, 3.17-31, 3.17-32, 3.17-33; 3.17-34,
3.17-35, 3.17-37, 3.17-38, 3.17-39, 3.17-40,
3.17-41, 3.17-42, 3.17-43, 3.17-60, 3.7-1, 3.8-
31, 3.4-10, 3.19-21, 3-17-10

3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.5-11

3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.1-9, 3.5-1, 3.5-12, 3.5-10, 3.5-
11

3.19-7, 3.19-12, 3.2-2, 3.3-2, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-
3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.1-8, 3.5-1, 3.5-18, 3.5-
29, 3.5-30, 3.5-31, 3.5-39, 3.6-6, 3.8-29, 3.8-
16, 3.8-4, 3.13-72, 3.15-5, 3.15-7, 3.15-11, 3.16-
4, 3.19-11, 3.17-38, 3.18-9, 3.18-3, 3.18-13,
3.18-25, 3.18-14, 3.18-48, 3.18-49, 3.18-50,
3.18-51




Document

Number Commentor

G270 Housatonic Valley Association

G271 New England Fuel Institute,
Empire State Petroleum, and
Fuel Merchants Association
of New Jersey

G272 Thomas A. Fitzgerald

G273 Albert Isola

G274 Lee Alexander, Ph.D

G275 Jane Cohn

G276 Jerry J. and Emma S. Bush

G277 Mark Hansen

G278 Raymond A. Hansen

G279 Susan Lyon

G280 James Kenny

G281 NW Sherman Civic
Association

G282 ' Ellen R. Grant

G283 Mr. and Mrs. Daniel Giasullo

2-27

Comment Summary and Response

3.2-1, 322, 3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.1-9, 3.5-1, 3.5-6,
3.5-10, 3.5-12, 3.5-15, 3.5-17, 3.5-18, 3.5-20,
3.5-9, 3.5-19, 3.5-21, 3.5-29, 3.5-30, 3.5-31, 3.5-
32, 3.5-33, 3.5-34, 3.5-35, 3.5-36, 3.5-37, 3.6
3, 3.7-10, 3.7-3, 3.6-1, 3.6-9, 3.8-29, 3.8-24,
3.8-23, 3.8-5, 3.8-14, 3.9-3, 3.9-10, 3.9-11, 3.9-
15, 3.9-16, 3.9-21, 3.10-36, 3.10-32, 3.10-8,
3.10-16, 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-12, 3.11-7, 3.11-
8, 3.11-12, 3.11-8, 3.11-13, 3.13-102, 3.13-98,
3.13-82, 3.13-93, 3.13-76, 3.13-49, 3.15-5, 3.13-
36, 3.13-41, 3.13-39, 3.13-104, 3.13-59, 3.13-
56, 3.4-6, 3.18-3, 3.18-13, 3.18-7, 3.18-8, 3.18-
4, 3.5-7

3.1-1, 3.1-8, 3.1-9

3.1-1, 3.5-32, 3.2-3, 3.18-20, 3.13-36, 3.1-3,
3.14-2

3.5-32, 3.13-36, 3.14-2, 3.1-3
3.5-34, 3.9-1, 3.9-21

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-12
3.1862, 3.1-1, 3.1-12, 3.14-2
3.5-34, 3.13-87, 3.5-10
3.5-10

3.5-10, 3.18-20, 3.14, 3.1-12, 3.14-2, 3.1-1

- 3.1-12, 3.5-1

3.1-12, 3.5-10, 3.1-4, 3.1-3
3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5, 3.1-6,
3.18-20, 3.18-14

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.6-1,
3.13-93, 3.13-75




Document
Number

G284

G285

G286
G287

G288

G289
G290
G291

G292

G293

G294
G295
G296
G297

G298

G299

G300
G301

G302

G303

Commentor

Cheryl Grass

Barbara C. and John M.
Duncan

Philip and Elisabeth Jones
Jon Isherwood

Cheryl A. Showah

Richard Valeriani

James M. Marino

Gertrude D. Wilderman
MaryAnn Kelly

Thomas F. and Sandra A
Jennings

Mrs. Peggie S. Vandigrifft
Mrs. Carol Hamilton

R. H. Axtell

James and Michaela Fisher
Fred and Janette Nichols
Paul D. and Patricia Quinn
Jacoza

Lynn Siedman

Jay and Catherine Nickse

Bernadette and Frank

Edwards

Winifred Manton

2-28

Comment Summary and Rm\

3.9-13, 3.10-2, 3.13-75, 3.13-93, 3.16-1, 3.6-1,
3.13-76, 3.18-58

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5, 3.1-6

3.5-34, 3.13-87
3.16-1

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.13-59, 3.13-
57, 3.18-22

3.1-12, 3.1-1, 3.58
3.16-1, 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.2-1, 3.2-3
3.1-12, 3.13-75, 3.6-1, 3.5-10, 3.13-93

3.1-12, 3.5-1, 3.10-2, 3.16-1, 3.13-75, 3.13-93,
3.6-1

3.5-1, 3.16-3, 3.13-75, 3.13-93, 3.6-1, 3.14-2,
3.1-12 ‘

3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-6, 3.5-10

3.8-10, 3.13-76, 3.13-5, 3.18-58, 3.6-1, 3.13-91
3.5-15, 3.5-34, 3.13-86

3.19-20

3.5-8, 3.5-34, 3.9-13, 3.1-1, 3.1-4, 3.13-86, 3.1-
3

3.1-12, 3.18-21, 3.13-75, 3.13-93, 3.13-91, 3.9-
1

3.1-1, 3.5-32, 3.10-11, 3.1-3, 3.13-96, 3.13-91
3.5-34

3.19-20

3.5-34, 3.6-1, 3.8-2, 3.16-1




Document
Number

G304

G305
G306

G307

G308
G309

G310
- G311
G312
G313
G314
G315
G316
G317
G318
G319
G320
G321

G322

G323

Commentor

Joseph Bienkowski

Mary Jean and Stephen Corti
Charles K. Dodge

Isabel Shahin

John and Virginia Chion

John Chion

Rayomnd Wieloszynski
Cindy Schofield-Bodt
Roach Family

Mary Madeline Mikers
Frank V. Grasso

Mary F. Graham
Barbara A. Winter
Beth Shugrue

Mr. and Mrs. Gregorio
Kathryn Marks

Alison J. Franco

Lisa Montemurro

Mr. and Mrs. Rocco

Dicrescenzo
Thomas R. O’Loskey
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Comment Summary and Response

3.5-15, 3.10-32, 3.5-16, 3.10-38, 3.11-11, 3.13-
29

3.1-1, 3.5-36, 3.8-48, 3.16-6, 3.18-9

3.1-1, 3.5-3, 3.10-17, 3.13-31, 3.13-36

3.2-1, 3.3-5, 3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.14, 3.1-5,
3.1-6, 3.5-1, 3.5-10, 3.5-13, 3.8-1, 3.8-2, 3.8-3,
3.8-38, 3.10-2, 3.10-9, 3.11-11, 3.16-1, 3.16-2,
3.164, 3.18-24, 3.14-2, 3.13-2, 3.13-17, 3.14-
16, 3.14-5, 3.13-98

3.14-2, 3.13-20, 3.5-24

3.1-1, 3.9-13, 3.13-20, 3.16-3, 3.2-3, 3.5-10, 3.1-
12

3.1-1, 3.13-72, 3.13-23, 3.6-1, 3.13-24
3.1-1, 3.5-10, 3.13-91

3.5-34, 3.13-24, 3.16-3

3.1-1, 3.5-10

3.1-1, 3.1-3

3.19-20

3.19-20

3.19-20, 3.13-23

3.19-20

3.13-23

3.13-24, 3.16-3, 3.13-23

3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.14-2, 3.16-1, 3.16-3

3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.16-3

3.1-1, 3.1-3




Document

Number Commentor Comment Summary and Response
G324 Angela M. Drollette 3.19-20

G325 Robert P. Brennan 3.13-23, 3.19-20
G326 Michael Burg 3.19-20

G327 Eileen S. Mulvihill 3.19-20

G328 Regina Rourke 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.16-3
G329 Paul A. \Weller - 3.19-20

G330 Roland and Laurette Caron 3.1-1, 3.1-3
G331 LouAnne Delgado 3.13-23

G332 Mrs. Anne Chereatuk 3.13-23

G333 Anne T. Radday 3.19-20

G334 Karen A. Corcoran 3.1-1, 3.1-3
G335 Alan H. Covill 31323

G336 Douglas E. Brittingman, Jr. 3.5-10, 3.19-20
G337 Sherry Chaillon 3.19-20

G338 Walter Cherewatub 3.13-23

G339 Deborah Puppo 3.13-23

G340 Mr. and Mrs. William F. Post 3.13-23

G341 Regina Lawlor 3.13-23

G342 Richard McGrath 3.19-20

G343 Steven Dennis Golembado 3.19-20

G344 Gregory J. Palmisani 3.19-20

G345 Hugh Nuremberg, Jr. 3.19-20

G346 Nancy K. Rubino 3.19-20

2-30




PDocument
Number

G347
G348
G349
G350
G351
G352
G353
G354
G355
G356
G357
G358
G359
G360
G361
G362
G363
G364
G365
G366
G367
G368
G369

G370

Commentor

Louette C. Havas
George J. Havas, Sr.
Richard Portelance
Judith Shugrue

Alice Maniere

Daniel J. Shugrue
James N. Gioia

Ann V. Foote

Lise Weller
Lawrence Lassia
Christine Breton
Keith F. Geer

Marn Fortier Araya
Rosemary Nuremberg
Nancy W. Kuczenski
Mr. James M Winter, Sr.
Carol Ann Wilcock
William E. Granata
Maryann Ness
Anthony F. Chiodo
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3.1-1

3.1-2

COMMENT RESPONSES

PROJECT NEED, EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS, NO BUILD, AND ENERGY
ALTERNATIVES

Comment Summary: Need for Iroquois

Comments were received questioning the need for additional natural gas supplies for the
Northeast energy market. Commentors stated that there is no national energy plan to
determine whether this natural gas is necessary and questioned the validity of the future
market demand prepared by Iroquois, which supports the need for additional capacity, and
the assumption that additional cogeneration facilities are desired.

Response:

As discussed in Volume I, sections 1.3 and 3.1, at the various public meetings that were
held and in other documents prepared by FERC, the EIS does not provide an extensive
analysis for the need of this project. Determination of need for the Project is being dealt
with on a track parallel to the environmental analysis. Information from that analysis along
with the environmental record will be placed before the Commission for their review and
ultimate decision on this project. The EIS does, however, include a brief description of the
underlying purpose and need for the proposal. '

The EIS indicates that we conducted an analysis of the environmental consequences of not
building the Northeast projects. A main focus of analysis was the forecast of the
environmental effects, primarily on air quality, of not proceeding with the Northeast
settlement projects. The analysis titled Environmental Consequences of not Building the
Northeast Projects presents information on increased gas demands in the Northeast and
identifies the volumes of alternative fuels that would be used if these demands were not
supplied based on projections of gas demands for the Northeast.

Our analysis summarizes the opinions of the NYPSC, the DOE, Committee on Energy and
Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives, the State of New Hampshire, the State of New
York, Governor’s Office, the State of Connecticut, Office of Policy and Management, the
Secretary of Energy, and other industrial organizations that have conducted recent studies
into the need for natural gas in the Northeast and the United States in general. All appear
to indicate a continued and increased need for natural gas for various uses including electric
power generation.

Comment Summary: Expansion of Existing Infrastructure

Comments were received regarding the ability of existing pipeline systems and suppliers to
provide the needed natural gas supply. Several commentors indicated that the existing
pipeline systems could provide the needed capacity and that excess capacity existed in the
spring, summer, and fall months and winter season demand could be met by using peak
shave. Statements were made that there is no additional natural gas pipeline need in
Connecticut and that Louisiana gas is capable of supplying any additional demand to
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Connecticut and, therefore, the economics of building this pipeline system cannot be
justified.

Suggested alternatives included resolution of existing system constraints (e.g., improvement
of gas reservoir facilities in the eastern states) to allow winter demand to be met; greater
utilization of existing rights-of-way or replacement of smaller existing pipelines (with larger
capacity lines); and development of more environmentally sensitive routing. One commentor
indicated that the increased use of existing peaking facilities and peak-shaving supplies
should be analyzed to increase the availability of natural gas to LDCs and other end users.

Response:

Our analysis shows that currently the physical capacity of the existing pipeline infrastructure
could handle off-peak natural gas demands. Relatively minor construction could eliminate
some of the potential supply constraints to specific locations. In other instances, major
construction of facilities may be required. However, during peak demand periods, many of
these constraints would remain and potentially force curtailments, as occurred in the
Northeast in the month of December 1989.

For a discussion of alternatives that would provide greater utilization of existing
utility/pipeline rights-of-way and consideration of alternative pipeline systems, please see
Volume I, section 3.2, 3.4, and 3.5.

The New England Fuel Institute et al. (NEFI) indicated that "the available peaking capacity
is far in excess of the amounts reported by the shippers” and that "these supplies must be
considered and evaluated by FERC before it publishes its EIS.." We disagree with this
position since these issues are not part of the EIS for this Project and will be considered
by the Commission when the full record has been developed. This conclusion is further
supported by the NYPSC and the DOE in their recent opinions and orders concerning
these proceedings.

LNG, propane, and synthetic gases do not compete with natural gas directly in most
markets, since they are used to supplement (peak-shave) natural gas only in peak demand
periods and are not considered to be an alternative to increasing the availability of natural
gas supplies in general market use. As discussed in our analysis in comment response 3.1-
1, these peak demand supplies are not cost-competitive fuels in any of the four sectors
discussed. Peak-shaving gas is injected into the distribution system on short notice during
peak demand periods to satisfy demand needs. Availability of this type of service is limited
by storage capacity and equipment necessary to provide pipeline available gas.




3.1-3

3.14

3.1-5

Comment Summary: Connecticut Use of Gas

Several comments were received concerning the inability of the property owners and
communities along the pipeline right-of-way to obtain natural gas service. Commentors were
concerned that these residents will suffer the environmental, property-value, and safety
impact from the pipeline, without any benefits.

Response:

The proposed pipeline would traverse many small communities in New York and
Connecticut to its terminus on Long Island. Many commentors from Connecticut were
concerned that they would suffer the environmental effects of the pipeline project both
during construction and operation, and yet would not benefit by direct use of the natural
gas supply. Approximately 30 percent of the total gas transported through this system will
supply local distribution companies and electric utilities in Connecticut. Further, since
Troquois is a transporter of natural gas, various towns and cities along the pipeline route
have the opportunity to negotiate with Iroquois and gas producers for natural gas service.

Comment Summary: Canadian Dependability

Comments were received regarding the dependability of the Canadian component of the
project and potential reliance on this source. Commentors requested discussion of the
dependability of the proposed supply, as well as potential use of natural gas produced in
the United States.

Response:

A recent study conducted by the RJ. Rudden Assoc., Inc, indicates that the Canadian
supply of natural gas to the Northeast market has the following major advantages: 1) a
willingness on the part of Canadian suppliers to sign long-term contracts, 2) a large 35:1
reserve to production ratio, 3) pricing and contract arrangements that are indexed to
competitive fuels and their relative market shares, and 4) increased competition which
resulted from additional supply sources. Additionally, DOE states, "Natural gas has been
imported from Canada for many years and there has been no instance of a major natural
gas supply interruption that would call into question Canada’s future reliability as a supplier
of natural gas to this country.” (pg 32).

The security of the supply of natural gas is an issue that will be presented to the
Commission for their consideration along with other issues, as discussed, but it is beyond
the scope of this EIS. The Commission will deal with this issue in its proceedings and
deliberation on this project.

Comment Summary: Volumes
Comments were received concerning the volumes of natural gas that would actually be
supplied by this project. Questions raised included the consistency of the volume of natural

gas use presented by the DEIS (533,900 vs. 577,000).
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3.1-7

Response:

Based upon recent discussions with the applicant, the Iroquois/Tennessee Project will
ultimately deliver a total of 575,900 Mcfd. Phase I construction consists of Iroquois and
Tennessee providing a total natural gas delivery of 422,900 Mcfd, with later volumes
provided by Algonquin and Tennessee for the total amount in Phase II.

Comment Summary: Alternative Use of Fuel

Commentors identified a need for discussion of the potential for a future shift in fuel use.
Utilities indicate that both 1 and 2.2 percent sulfur residual fuel oil would be utilized if
natural gas were not available. :

Response:

As discussed in Volume I, section 3.1, No Action, and in detail in the study referenced in
comment response 3.1-1, the potential shift by various utilities from the use of natural gas
to sulfur containing residual fuel oil would increase SO, and NO, emissions. DOE has
stated that its "...policy is to encourage competition in the energy marketplace. The oil and
domestic gas industry cannot expect to be protected from open competition with other
energy sources.” (pg 27) The natural gas supplied by this proposed project would be used
in two gas-demand situations: 1) to capture new energy markets, and 2) to replace other
fuels currently in use. If this project is not constructed, alternative fuels used to replace
natural gas in 1) above would lead to an increase in the use of alternative fuels and could
possibly lead to a need for new infrastructure.

Comment Summary: Adequacy of Alternatives

Comments were received stating that there was an inadequate discussion of alternatives
presented in the DEIS. Commentors suggested presenting alternatives in a comparative
form to provide a clear basis of choice and to allow identification of the least
environmentally damaging alternative.

Statements were received identifying insufficient presentation of non-construction
alternatives and requesting expansion of information related to conservation measures, use
of existing pipelines (including other gas companies), and alternative energy sources and
fuels. Commentors questioned the range of alternatives presented and the cursory fashion
in which alternatives were discussed in the EIS.

Commentors suggested that there was improper use of data in the EIS’s alternatives
analysis, with the 100 percent substitution used as an example. A comment also was
received stating that the EIS’s reference to the financial feasibility of alternatives evaluated
is not appropriate for inclusion in an EIS.
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3.18

Response:

Additional discussion of "non-construction” alternatives (e.g. conservation) is provided in
comment response 3.1-8. Discussion of pipeline system and route alternatives is further
expanded in Volume I, section 3.5. The reason that only the "100 percent replacement”
scenario was used is that it assumes that the project is not constructed and the 195 trillion
Btus of natural gas would not be supplied by the proposed Iroquois/Tennessee Project in

 future years. Therefore, fuels other than natural gas would be required to provide a

"replacement” to this volume of natural gas.

The second scenario, "partial replacements” assumes only that off-peak natural gas would
be utilized and alternative fuels would be used for energy supply. The "partial replacement”
assumes that increased efficiency in utilization of off-peak supplies would provide a portion
of the future natural gas demand for the residential/commercial, electric utility, and
industrial markets. Under this scenario we assumed that 50 percent of the industrial
demand, 25 percent of the electric utility demand, and only 10 percent of the
residential/commercial demand would be provided using off-peak supplies via existing
delivery and distribution systems. The remaining energy demand would be met using other
fuels such as fuel oil and coal.

The "100 percent replacement” scenario represents the appropriate "worst case” situation
for analysis by this EIS because it assumes that no increase in efficiency in the off-peak
supply side and also provides a "worst case” situation for air quality analysis, since alternative
fuels do not burn as cleanly as natural gas.

The comment concerning inclusion of financial considerations is generally appropriate and
the FEIS incorporates the recommendation in Volume I, section 3.2.3. Cost of alternative
facilities was not a factor in eliminating an alternative from environmental consideration.
However, cost may be an appropriate consideration for this project if the cost penalty of
an alternative clearly outweighs its environmental benefits or if there are less expensive
alternatives to achieve the same purpose.

Comment Summary: Energy Alternatives

Comments were received about presentation and discussion of energy alternatives in the
EIS.

The major concern commentors raised was energy conservation as a method of providing
necessary future demands for natural gas. Commentors felt that utility company
conservation and efficiency programs, some of which are already in place, could effectively
reduce future demands for new supplies of natural gas. Many commentors referred to the
Conservation Law Foundation’s (CLF) efforts to be involved with expanding energy
efficiency and conservation programs with utilities; in fact, the CLF submitted comments
on this EIS citing the adoption of these programs by most New England utilities.
Commentors stated that discussion of these programs and more detailed discussion of
regional demand (and assumptions used in regional demand forecast) should be provided
in the EIS. A concern was expressed that construction and resulting supply of additional
natural gas in the pipeline’s service area may dampen current and future conservation
efforts.
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Several commentors, including NEFI, identified that peak-shaving supplies of energy along
with using excess available pipeline capacity entering the Northeast would be adequate as
an alternative to meet proposed project demand. In addition, commentors requested
additional information on use of synthetic fuel; development of solar, wind, and
hydroelectric projects and technologies; the use of off-peak gas; and nuclear energy.
Included in these comments was a statement that it is a false assumption that using gas
instead of other fossil fuels outweighs the environmental impact of pipeline construction.
Commentors also were concerned that the damaging impact of burning natural gas was
not discussed.

Response:

The residents of the Northeast states are well known for their support of energy
conservation and protection of their environment. Although individual comments reflected
the commentors’ personal perception/sensitivities regarding solutions to the energy demand,
there was also a realistic approach to the need for continued use of energy, whether it be
for current demand or for future expansion to accommodate growth. The continued
conservation programs are a significant component in the efforts to meet the existing and
future energy demand in the Northeast. As stated in Volume I, section 3.2.7, demand
projections for the Northeast reflect the effects of ongoing energy conservation efforts and
energy load management.

As discussed by the CLF and several other commentors, since the publication of Power to
Spare (cited in the EIS) "..seven of Massachusetts’ investor-owned electric utilities, both
of Connecticut’s utilities, Vermont’s two largest utilities, and other utilities in Rhode Island
and New Hampshire have all adopted, or are in the process of developing, electricity
efficiency programs on a scale that has no precedent in the United States.” This
cooperative effort by the utilities, public, and interest groups is commendable and deserves
recognition. The energy savings cited in the various comments are truly impressive. In fact,
the comment submitted by NEFI, quantifies the potential energy savings that would result
from replacing existing stock of residential furnaces with higher efficiency systems.

As identified in the EIS, there are existing technological, institutional, political, and social
barriers that will inhibit complete implementation of energy conservation and load
management programs. Although individual components of energy conservation programs,
when implemented, will reduce energy demand, the effectiveness of energy conservation will
be determined by the success rate for implementation of complete programs. We believe
that energy conservation is not likely to be effective to the point that future energy
demands, i.e., increased demand to accommodate regional growth, will not require continued
upgrading and expansion of fuel delivery systems. This position on energy conservation is
supported by the following statements:

"Conservation will not free us from the need for new energy facilities or solve all of our
environmental problems. But conservation can help, and strong profitable conservation
efforts can give new credibility to supply-side needs." - John W, Rowe, President and
chief executive officer, New England Electric System.
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n Further, while efforts should be and are being made in demand side management
- and conservation, these efforts are not an adequate substitute for a new supply.” - State
of New York Public Service Commission, Opinion No. 89-42.

Both the staff and DOE fully support the implementation of programs for energy
conservation and load management as discussed above. Clean burning fuel would be for
replacement in order to reduce sulfur emissions from other fossil fuels, or for
accommodation of growth.

Peak-shaving facilities which typically consist of propane-air mixture, LNG, or SNG as stated
in Volume I, section 3.2.5, are normally at capacity at the end of the spring-summer-fall
refill period with regard to fuel storage. Currently, utilization of these fuels is for only brief
periods during peak season demand and is not efficient nor economic since these facilities
would remain idle during the majority of the energy year. Limitations exist with respect
to both the storage capacity and the ability of equipment to generate the needed peak day
loads as projected. Expansion of peak shave facilities would not provide an efficient
method of accommodating current or increased (i.e., resulting from growth) energy demand
in the Northeast compared to facilities designed to operate year-round and using a single
fuel source. The combination of use of excess pipeline capacity and peak shaving does not
appear to be reasonable considering the amount of additional infrastructure that would be
necessary.

The Iroquois project would provide an additional 195 trillion Btus of energy annually to the
Northeast energy market. The addition of 195 trillion Btus of energy annually into the
Northeast energy market is a significant input, approximately 2.5 percent of the total energy
demand in 1986. For any additional source of supply to this market area, additional
facilities and a guaranteed supply of energy would be required. The Northeast has the
lowest percentage of natural gas as a fuel of any market in the United States. Nationwide
the average is 34 percent with the Northeast market in general with 25 percent and the
New England market with only 19 percent. The New England market relies on oil for
more than 50 percent of its energy mix. Additionally, natural gas pipelines provide
flexibility of supply of energy to various sources with needs that continually change.

The proposed project would provide air quality benefits along with the minimal construction
impact as identified in the EIS. The State of New York has recognized this advantage.
The NYPSC in Opinion No. 89-42 states "... the use of clean-burning natural gas will assist
the area in its continuing efforts to reduce sulfur emissions and to minimize acid rain."

Comment Summary: No Action Alternative

Comments were received regarding the treatment of the no action alternative in the EIS.
Two primary issues were identified in the comments: 1) use of other fuels in the absence
of the natural gas to be provided by this project, and 2) incomplete discussion of alternative
impact in a comparative form.

In the absence of the natural gas that would be supplied by the proposed project, the EIS
states that energy demand would be met through use of other fuels such as coal and fuel
oil. The EIS does not clearly state whether additional gas could or would be provided by
other suppliers (i.e., other pipeline systems).
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3.1-11

With regard to the environmental evaluation presented for the no action alternative, only
an air emission evaluation was conducted using the substitute fuels (e.g., coal and fuel oil).
The EIS is incomplete in that it fails to evaluate or comparatively present the potential
impact on other resource areas such as wetlands, water quality, vegetation and wildlife,
socioeconomics, cultural resources, secondary and indirect impact, or cumulative impact
that may be associated with the no action alterative.

Response:

The EIS does discuss these issues in the alternatives discussion in Volume I, section 3.1.
NEPA, Section 1502.14, requires the alternatives analysis in the EIS to "include the
alternative of no action." As discussed in the response to Forty Most Asked Questions

i ’s egulations published in the Federal Register, March 23, 1981,
Question 3, "What does the "no action” alternative include?...”, two specific situations were
discussed: 1) where ongoing programs initiated under existing legislation and regulations will
continue, and 2) where actions involve Federal decisions on proposals for projects. This
project falls into both situations. From the standpoint that a decision must be rendered on
the proposed project, if the project is denied, no action means supplying projected energy
needs by fuels other than those supplied by the proposed project. Therefore, the discussion
presented in Volume I, section 3.1 is appropriate since that discussion centers on the use
of fuels other than natural gas or a limited additional supply of natural gas. The
environmental effects from taking no action would be compared to the proposed project
or activity as discussed throughout this environmental document. Thus, as stated in Volume
I, section 3.1, selection of the No Action Alternative would prevent all environmental
impact associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project.

The development of infrastructure for other fuels is well documented elsewhere, and, in the
case of fuel oil, is similar to the proposed pipeline. Our analysis of air emissions showed
that the utilization of natural gas, when compared to other fuels that it would replace,
would lower air pollution emissions in the project area.

Comment Summary: Application Changes

Iroquois identified that section 1.1 and table 1.1-1 should be modified to reflect changes
in transportation capacities and contract agreements customers.

Response:

Sections of the EIS have been modified to reflect these changes as well as the changes to
the Tennessee portion of the Project. The Commission will act upon the
Iroquois/Tennessee Project when a full record has been developed and placed before it.

Comment Summary: Means Report

Several commentors stated that the Means report refutes the need for the
Iroquois/Tennessee Project.




3.1-12

3.1-13

3.1-14

Response:

The Means report referenced, titled "Economic Analysis of Iroquois Gas Transmission
System" was prepared by Mr. Robert C. Means, President of USI, Incorporated. Although
Mr. Means does not identify on who’s behalf he prepared the report, it was submitted to
FERC as an attachment to the supplemental motion of the NEFI, an intervenor to this
proceeding. This report will be reviewed by the FERC staff responsible for economics of
proposed projects and their recommendation will be presented to the Commission for their
consideration as the full record is developed for the Commission.

Comment Summary: Evidentiary Hearings

Numerous commentors stated that FERC should hold evidentiary hearings to receive
testimony on the need for the Iroquois/Tennessee Project and on other related issues, such
as those involving the environment.

Response:

As noted above regarding analysis of need, see comment response 3.1-1, the issue of
whether to hold hearings on project need is beyond the scope of this EIS. The Commission
will receive the full record that has been developed for their consideration, and at that time
will determine whether further evidentiary hearings are necessary.

Comment Summary: Local Use of Gas

Several commentors stated that the natural gas that traverses their area is not available to
them or their communities but that they must suffer the environmental consequences.

Response:

Although many residents would not directly benefit from the natural gas transported in the
pipeline, there are secondary benefits to most residents when the natural gas is used to
generate electricity or when the quality of the atmosphere improves through the
replacement of dirtier burning fuels. See detailed response to project need in comment
response 3.1-1.

Comment Summary: Canadian Imports

Several commentors wanted to know why Canadian natural gas would be imported into the
Northeast.

Response:

This issue was addressed in the DOE Conditional Opinion and Order No. 368. The
Canadian supply of natural gas to the Northeast market has the following major advantages:
1) a willingness on the part of Canadian suppliers to sign long-term contracts, 2) a large
35:1 reserve to production ratio, 3) pricing and contract arrangements that are indexed to
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3.1-16

competitive fuels and their relative market shares, and 4) increased competition that results

from additional supply sources.

Comment Summary: Excess Capacity and Costs

Commentors asked if the Iroquois/Tennessee Project would result in the introduction of
costly excess capacity to the region at the expense of the consumer and the environment.

Response:

This comment is beyond the scope of the EIS process but will be considered by other
FERC staff. Their recommendations will be submitted, along with the environmental
analysis and other FERC recommendations, to the Commission. Once the Commission has
reviewed the complete record, they will make a determination on the concern raised by
this comment. However, in our discussion of existing system alternatives in this EIS, we
determined that significant expansion of existing systems would be needed which tends to
show that this increased capacity would not be in excess.

Comment Summary: Long Range Routing Plan

Rather than improving existing natural gas transportation systems, some commentors felt
that the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project woud do nothing toward establishing a
cohesive, long-term routing plan for major utilities in the Northeast.

Response:
This comment is beyond the scope of the EIS.
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3.21

CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE

Comment Summary Construction Activities

Comments were received regarding construction activities, right-of-way location and width,
construction techniques, and restoration of the pipeline right-of-way after construction.

Several comments were received concerning blasting and its potential impact on nearby
structures and the environment. Blasting activities and their location relative to existing
structures and utilities were a concern. Specifically, concern was expressed regarding the
location of potential blasting activities relative to quarry activities near Knox, New York
(i.e., blasting) to affect the pipeline.

Concern was expressed for the future use of property traversed by the pipeline because
of the burial depth of the pipeline and the right-of-way requirements. Commentors were
concerned that burial depth could potentially constrain future development in that future
improvements to property (e.g., drainage structures) may be complicated by the presence
of the pipeline. The issue of right-of-way requirements included a question of the need
for a 100-foot-wide right-of-way for the proposed pipeline when only a 5-foot separation
between pipelines is necessary according to a pipeline company. Additionally, concern for
public safety during the construction activities (i.e., recreational use of public areas and
trail systems) was expressed.

Details of the construction process for various environments along the proposed right-
of-way were requested. Additional information concerning procedures for construction in
sensitive areas (e.g., stream crossing, wetlands, as well as existing structures and utilities)
and in various terrain conditions (e.g., level areas, steep slopes, rock cliffs,) was requested.

Suggestions were made to limit the number and size of laydown areas in sensitive areas .

and to employ winter construction to minimize impact on soil. Use of concrete for
weighting of pipe in wetland areas was questioned (corrosion of materials under these
conditions) as well as potential for pipe coatings to be damaged during construction
(during welding and pipe placement in rocky areas). Commentors also suggested that
boring under streams and rivers would minimize impact relative to trenching, and should
be discussed. '

Comments' also were received regarding potential for construction activities to cause
increased erosion of steep slopes and the resulting potential for an impact on nearby
surface water features. Commentors stated that timing of installation of erosion control
measures and right-of-way clearing should be clarified. The issue of timing of construction
from the time of application and the flexibility of the construction schedule (i.e., season
of year) was also raised based on concerns that winter construction may or may not be
the most appropriate season for minimizing impact on sensitive resources. Iroquois
identified several points of clarification related to general pipeline construction techniques,
which were included in section 2.2, Construction Procedures.
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Response

Construction procedures, as discussed in section 2.2, identify requirements and procedures
proposed to be used by Iroquois and Tennessee. These procedures include a discussion
-of right-of-way access, trenching, and blasting, as well as backfilling and restoration. The
erosion and sedimentation control plan provided in appendix C, provides detailed measures
we propose to minimize any impact from construction.

The owner of the quarry may require development of a seismic monitoring program to
characterize local conditions and potential effects of blasting. Even if blasting is required
in the vicinity during construction, no impact would be expected since typically the
contractor would use time-delayed detonation of a series of charges or loading of less
explosives in each hole to minimize the resulting ground motion and lessen the possibility
of impact on the bedrock in the vicinity; this. is more fully discussed in section 5.1.1.

Section 5.1.12.1 discusses the DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards for minimum depth
of burial. This depth of burial depends on the Class designation for each segment of
pipeline. Within the area the commentor referred to, the minimum depth of burial is
between 30 and 36 inches. Further, Iroquois has agreed to bury the pipeline 48 inches
in cropland to minimize impact on farming and drainage systems (see section 5.1.2.1).
Anything deeper must be negotiated between the property owner and the applicant.

As discussed in section 2.2.2.1, Iroquois anticipates use of a 100-foot right-of-way, including
a 60-foot permanent right-of-way and a 40-foot-wide temporary work space. In section
7.3, mitigation measure 41, we have recommended a reduction in right-of-way width to 75
feet for construction except in agricultural areas where topsoil must be segregated and 50
feet for permanent maintenance. Iroquois has indicated that it cannot agree with a
blanket use of 75-foot-wide right-of-way for construction along the entire pipeline. They
have agreed to reduce the construction easement to 75 feet where physical constraints
allow and will maintain a 60-foot-wide permanent right-of-way. However, we stand by our
recommendation unless detailed, site-specific construction plans are provided for review
and approval by the Director of OPPR.

The 5-foot separation between pipelines is normally only used in residential areas where
there is a need for two pipelines and existing structures may preclude a wider separation.
Typically, for cross-country pipelines, safety dictates a wider separation so that the space
between the two pipelines can be used for placement of excavation materials. No
construction vehicular traffic can typically traverse overtop of an existing pipeline during
construction of a new pipeline.

As discussed in section 2.2.1, the pipeline would be constructed so that, to the extent
possible, the area would be returned to pre-existing conditions and all fences and gates
would be restored. For protection of the pipeline and public safety, no building
construction nor the establishment of large trees would be allowed within the permanent
right-of-way. The erosion and sedimentation control plan prepared by Iroquois would be
incorporated into the Environmental Management and Construction Plans (within New
York) and the Development and Management Plan (within Connecticut).

Iroquois proposes to initiate construction of the proposed system in the fall of 1990 with
most likely five construction spreads rather than the four originally proposed, in order to
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ensure construction completion within the 1991 season (see table 2.2.2-1). Construction
of the Long Island Sound crossing is scheduled to begin January 1, 1991 and be completed
by May 31, 1991. Section 2.2 was modified to reflect general construction procedure
clarification as it relates to disposition of marketable timber, material placement
surrounding pipeline, road crossings, river and stream crossings, and work areas in
wetlands.

Comment Summary Debris Disposal

Comments were received regarding the methods in which solid wastes, construction debris,
and excess fill would be disposed of along the pipeline right-of-way. Concerns were
expressed that adequate landfill capacity may be limited along some segments of the
pipeline.

Estimates of the quantity of waste, disposal location, and disposal fees were also requested,
as well as the number of truck trips associated with excess materials disposal and the
resulting impact on traffic, noise, and air quality. Commentors stated that the visual
impact of leaving tree stumps and windrowing of excess rock material along the right-
of-way needs to be evaluated, and that disposal or use of any usable timber should be at
the discretion of the landowner.

Response

The applicant will dispose of all refuse in an approved and authorized manner in
compliance with applicable laws and rcgulatlons As discussed in section 2.6, FERC and
the applicant have identified various agencies with permit or approval authonty over these
portions of the proposed project.

Recommendation 10, in section 7.3 has been added to reflect these comments and
concerns.

Coniment Summary Impact on Private Property

Comments were received concerning potential construction impact on private property.
Issues of concern included the duration of construction activity and accompanying noise
and air emissions, potential impact on water wells (groundwater quality/quantity yields),
domestic septic systems, building foundations, and other structures. Other issues of
concern included: potential future use of the site for construction of structures or septic
fields; future inability to construct septic fields, etc.; on a parcel, because of pipeline
location, which may severely inhibit future use or value; and a concern that a detailed
process for property owner claims against Iroquois should be established.

Response

Pipeline construction will be a maximum of 3 months for any given segment of the
Iroquois pipeline system. Construction impact related to the potential for erosion would
be mitigated as described in sections 5.1.2. Effects on air quality would be temporary as
discussed in section 5.1.8.
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The applicant has adopted in its comments of February 15, 1990, recommendation 8 found
in section 7.3, which indicates that they will avoid routing the pipeline close to wells or
septic systems and will take into consideration any potential plans for expansion or
relocation of these systems.

As discussed in section 5.1.1, blasting activities would be regulated by local agencies and
individual towns must be notified prior to the occurrence of blasting. Seismic monitoring
of blasts would be conducted to ensure that vibration limits are not exceeded. Each
homeowner would be notified when blasting was scheduled near their structure as
identified in section 7.3, recommendation 31.

The property owner would negotiate with the applicant as to the exact location of the
pipeline relative to existing or proposed buildings or structures. The pipeline could be
rerouted to accommodate any future construction to allow effective use of the property
while providing adequate safety distance.

Comment Summary Huntington Landfill

Comments were received about routing and construction near the Town of Huntington
landfill. Commentors were concerned that potential landfill gas migration may require
implementation of special construction practices. Additionally, commentors stated that
construction practices in sensitive areas (e.g., streams and wetlands), near historic
structures or existing utility structures, and in areas of severe topography should be
specifically defined. Commentors suggested winter construction and limiting of laydown
areas in and/or near wetland and watercourse crossings, and requested that special "high
tech” stream construction practices (borings) should be defined.

Response

Comment is noted. We have expanded our discussion of solid waste disposal sites in
section 5.1.9.2 to include the landfill and monitoring wells in question. See responses to
comments in section 3.13. Although another variation was investigated to avoid this area,
it was eliminated; see response 3.5-38.

Comment Summary Operation and Maintenance Impact

Comments were received regarding long-term operation and maintenance impact associated
with the project. Commentors requested that an operations and maintenance plan should
be prepared and incorporated as a condition of approval.

Commentors were concerned that routine maintenance activity, i.e., vehicle traffic, may
also lead to an increase in erosion and could potentially affect surface and groundwater
resources. Concern also was expressed regarding the method of pipeline monitoring and
maintenance (overflights and/or walkovers), and potential for increased ORV use along
the right-of-way. A comment was received regarding the type of aircraft used for
overflights and their resulting impact on residents and domestic animals. Concern was also
expressed regarding the nature of "maintenance" activity for control of vegetation along
the corridor. Reference to Tennessee’s clearing of vegetation using a bulldozer was made
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as was a comment on the resulting erosion and sedimentation problems that would follow
this process. Commentors stated that if herbicides are to be used they should be in
compliance with local and state requirements.

Limitation of the potential for property owners to utilize and landscape the right-of-way
after ‘construction was also a concern as well as the location of pipeline location and
restriction signs.

Response

We do not agree with the characterization that the long-term risks associated with pipeline
maintenance are unacceptable. It is not anticipated that the operation of the
Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project would result in long-term impact on either surface or
groundwater resources, as discussed in section 5.1.3.

In response to comments on routine right-of-way inspection, the overflights that would be
conducted on a regular basis would probably utilize fixed-wing aircraft. The low altitude
of the overflight is necessary to allow visual inspection of the condition of the right-of-
way corridor. Use of fixed-wing aircraft would greatly reduce the disturbance to the noise
environment relative to use of helicopters. However, helicopters may be used to provide
specific facility inspection. These inspections generally occur on a weekly basis and are
of a short duration for any one location.

During routine maintenance, primarily for vegetation control, limited vehicle traffic would
occur along the pipeline right-of-way. As identified in the operation and maintenance
procedures in section 2.3, the applicants would periodically clear low growing vegetation
along the pipeline right-of-way only to facilitate visual inspection from the air and to
ensure access to the pipeline by cutting woody vegetation using hand-held power
equipment. It is not intended that the right-of-way will be totally disrupted as indicated
in the comment, since the applicant has agreed to the erosion control, revegetation, and
maintenance plan presented in appendix C.

All fences and gates that were existing at the time of pipeline construction would be
restored and maintained. As stated in section 5.1.9.2.1, the use of pipeline rights-of-way
for recreational use such as ORVs would be subject to land owner approval. The
applicant has indicated that several measures can be implemented to minimize access to
the new cleared pipeline rights-of-way as identified in the above-referenced section.

Once the pipeline is installed and the right-of-way is returned to near normal condition
there will be minimal restrictions on landscaping. The one major restriction would be that
no large trees would be permitted to reestablish within 15 feet of the pipeline. As part
of each property owner’s agreement with the applicants, conditions for landscaping would
be established.

The pipeline markers are typically located at roadways and fence lines directly above the

pipeline. These posts and signs are provided for safety reasons and, though not attractive,
are necessary and required by DOT.
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Comment Summary Abandonment Plans

Comments were received regarding plans and responsibility for abandonment and
rehabilitation of the pipeline and right-of-way at the end of the project life. Concern for
public financial responsibility was expressed and potential Iroquois group funding
mechanisms (i.e., escrow of funds) were raised. A question of the land ownership after
abandonment was raised.

Response

It is typically assumed that a project of this type would have a life expectancy of 30 years;
however, with modern pipeline construction techniques and maintenance procedures, a
significantly greater life expectancy would be realistic. Natural gas supplies in Canada
exceed the 30 years stated in the comment letter.

No plans for abandonment have been developed for Iroquois or Tennessee Projects. As
discussed in section 2.5, buried pipeline that has reached its end of service life is typically
internally cleaned, purged free of gas, isolated from internal connections, and sealed.
Aboveground facilities would be removed, thus minimizing future surface disturbance. At
the time any pipeline facility is proposed to be abandoned, an application pursuant to
section 7(b) of the NGA must be filed with FERC. As part of the review, we would
prepare a NEPA compliance document with regard to the proposed abandonment. The
Commission would then make a decision regarding the applicant’s request for
abandonment. When the applicant has requested and received a Certificate from the
Commission granting it authority to abandon the pipeline and associated services, the right-
of-way would revert to the landowner following completion of abandonment activities.

Comment Summary Future Construction

Comments were received regarding potential for future construction impact if demand for
natural gas increased and expansion of the project took place. Commentors also expressed
concern about the construction of additional loops along the right-of-way, or other pipeline
~ or utility systems, which would result in additional construction impact.

Response

Although expansion at this time is not contemplated, the primary method of expansion
of pipeline capacity to transport natural gas would be through the addition of compressor
stations or loops. The compressor stations would be located along the length of the
pipeline. This method of increasing the pipeline’s capacity is usually more cost-cffective
than other methods such as pipeline looping or installation a new pipeline system. Any
future use of the project corridor for additional pipeline facilities would be subject to
environmental review and require specific construction and maintenance mitigative
measures intended to minimize environmental impact at such time when an application
is filed before FERC.
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Comment Summary Increase in Gas Deliveries

Because the Champlain Project currently does not have enough shippers to support the
project as filed, several major shippers that previously requested service from Champlain
have now requested service from the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project for delivery to
Algonquin. These shippers and volumes requested are: Boston Gas (10,000 Mcfd [1991]
and 10,000 Mcfd [1992]); Granite State (23,000 Mcfd [1991] and 23,000 Mcfd [1992]);
Providence Gas Company (30,000 Mcfd [1992]); and New England Power (129,920 Mcfd
[1991] and 129,920 Mcfd [1992]).

Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation has requested 15,198 Mcfd from Iroquois to

Algonquin at Brookfield, Connecticut, and Algonquin will provide transportation for
deliveries to Colonial Gas Company and Dartmouth Power Associates.

Response

The Iroquois, Tennessee, and Algonquin applications have been amended to reflect the
shippers and volumes identified and the Commission will determine whether need exists
to authorize any further expansion of these facilities at some time in the future.
Comment Summary Construction Start-up Date

One commentor wanted the project to start construction by September 30, 1990.

Response

Depending upon when a decision is rendered by the Commission, construction could begin
before September 30, 1990.
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NONJURISDICTIONAL FACILITIES

Comment Summary: Changes in Transportation Service

Iroquois and Tennessee identified changes in transportation service to shippers. These
changes involve volumes of gas contracted for delivery, the addition and deletion of
customers, and modification to the nonjurisdictional facilities to be constructed.

Response:

Comments noted. Table 1.1-1, proposed shippers and gas deliveries, and sections 2.1.4 and
5.2, describing related nonjurisdictional facilities and potential environmental effects, have
been revised.

Comment Summary: Changes in Yankee Gas Facilities

One comment was received requesting clarification as to the volume of natural gas to be
supplied by Iroquois to Yankee Gas Services Company (Yankee) and the extent of
nonjurisdictional pipeline to be constructed in New Milford.

Response:

Iroquois modified both the volume of gas to be delivered to Yankee (from 59,000 to 34,000
Mcfd) and identified new locations for connecting with Yankee. A 0.2-mile-long
nonjurisdictional pipeline would be constructed in New Milford beginning at MP 296.84 of
the Iroquois mainline. Sections 2.1.4.1.2 and 5.2.1.1.1 have been modified accordingly.

Comment Summary: First Energy’s Cogeneration Facility
The City of Shelton requested regulatory citation for the absence of detailed environmental

analysis concerning First Energy’s proposed 67.4-MW cogeneration facility described in
section 2.1.4.1.6.

Response:
First Energy is no longer an Iroquois shipper. Therefore, the cogeneration facility proposed

for Orange, Connecticut, is no longer part of the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project.
The EIS has been revised accordingly.

Comment Summary: Concern Over Colfax Facility

RIDEM expressed concern over what they consider limited review of nonjurisdictional
facilities; specifically the Colfax facility planned by Pawtucket Power Limited Partnership.
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3.3-7

Response:

In the case of the Colfax Plant, serious concerns of the state should have been resolved
prior to issuing its construction permits. We understand the facility is under construction
and 60 percent complete with a planned in-service date of December 1990.

Comment Summary: Effects of Unsold Gas

One commentor noted that studies have not been completed for several nonjurisdictional
cogeneration customers and questioned what would happen if these facilities did not receive
[local or state] approval. The commentor also wanted to know what would happen with
the then unneeded gas and who would pay.

Response:

Our recommendation 29 requires that Iroquois or Tennessee certify that all necessary
permits to construct and operate the nonjurisdictional facilities have been obtained. In the
event a customer, for whatever reason, terminates its agreement with either Iroquois or
Tennessee, the applicants would most likely attempt to resell the excess transportation
capacity to others. If no customer was found, the appropriate rates for the remaining
customers would be determined in a subsequent ratemaking proceeding at FERC.

Comment Summary: Iroquois’ Request for Recommendation Clarification
Iroquois commented about our recommendation that they certify that the nonjurisdictional
customers have received all permits and approvals prior to gas delivery; specifically, they

were concerned that our recommendation not be construed as affecting any right Iroquois
may have to collect demand or reservation charges.

Response:

The certification requirement only pertains to responsibilities under NEPA. Any contractual
relationships between the applicants and their customers are beyond the scope of this EIS.
Comment Summary: Roseton Plant Corrections

Iroquois commented that Central Hudson proposed to convert two boilers from oil to gas
and the capacity of the Roseton Plant station is 600-MW not 660-MW.

Response:

Comment noted. Corrections have been incorporated into the EIS.
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PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Comment Summary: COE Permit, General

Commentors wanted to know why the EIS does not say anything regarding the
requirement for a permit from the COE.

Response:

In section 2.6 we discuss the permit and approval process with respect to the Clean Water
Act, including compliance under Sections 401, 402, and 404. We identify that Section 404
permitting process is administered by the COE for all stream and wetland crossings and that
the COE has determined that it would require Iroquois to obtain an individual Section 404.
On April 9, 1990, Tennessee filed an application for a Section 404 permit with the COE.
It is currently under review by the New York District. A decision for the Tennessee
portion has not been reached, but it is possible that Tennessee would be able to use the
Nationwide permit in lieu of an individual Section 404 permit. The requirements for a
Section 10 permit pursuant to the Rivers and Harbors Act are also identified.

In our discussion of stream construction and mitigation procedures, section 5.1.3.2, we
identify the need for compliance with COE permit requirements to minimize or prevent
impact on surface waters. To further minimize impact on streams and wetlands, we have
required each applicant to implement the "Stream and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures” presented in appendix D and included in our recommendations in section 7.3,
(see recommendation 5).

Comment Summary: Section 404 Permit for Tennessee

EPA questioned the reference to the statement that the Iroquois/Tennessee Project will
require a single individual Section 404 permit, when the COE recently issued a public
notice that only covered the Iroquois portion of the project.

Response:

The wording in section 2.6 was modified to reflect that the COE has determined that the
Iroquois portion of the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project would require an individual
Section 404 permit. On April 9, 1990, Tennessee filed an application for a Section 404
permit with the COE. 1t is currently under review by the New York District. A decision
for the Tennessee portion has not been reached but it is possible that Tennessee would be
able to use the Nationwide permit in lieu of an individual Section 404 permit.

Comment Summary: State Permit Requirements

The State of Connecticut and the New York State Task Force both provided clarification
to their state permit requirements.
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Response:
Section 2.6 and table 2.6-1 were modified to reflect these comments.

Comment Summary: New York State Article VII and SEQRA

The Town of Huntington commented that if Iroquois’ Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need authorizing the construction and operation of the Iroquois
natural gas pipeline pursuant to Article VII of the Public Service Law does not exempt
Iroquois from the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), delays could occur.

Response:
This topic is beyond the scope of the EIS and is a state matter.

Comment Summary: Connecticut Permitting Process

The commentor asked that the EIS address the critical path for securing approvals and
permits in Connecticut, noting that it was stated in the EIS that route refinement was
much further along in New York and "In Connecticut, refinement of the proposed Iroquois
route has not been as extensive..."

Response:

The commentor failed to quote the following sentence which states, "Nevertheless, four
route variations in Connecticut were evaluated by Iroquois after the original route was filed
with the Commission. The proposed route through Connecticut incorporates two of those
reroutes...”. In response to DEIS comments many additional route refinements have been
evaluated (see section 6.2). We do not feel that the critical path for approvals is that
different between New York and Connecticut. The critical path is not an environmental
issue.

Comment Summary: Connecticut Coastal Area Management

The HVA wanted to know why the DEIS did not address Connecticut Coastal Area
Management consistency and stated that Iroquois has only filed worksheets but significant
additional information is needed.

Response:

The DEIS did address the Connecticut and New York coastal zone management policies
in sections 2.6 and 7.3. Additionally, throughout sections 4 and 5 discussions of the existing
environment and impact on the coastal zone were discussed.

Section 2.6 has been updated to reflect the Iroquois filing to the Connecticut Department
of Environmental Protection and section 5.1.9.2.2 contains a discussion of consistency with
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the costal zone management policies. The additional information required is a matter
between Iroquois and the state.

Comment Summary: Gravel Permit

One commentor stated that Connecticut would require a temporary operating permit if
gravel crushing is required.

Response:

Comment accepted.

Comment Summary: Sherman Permits

One commentor indicated that local permits and plans would be required by the Town of
Sherman for erosion control and sand and gravel regulations.

Response:

As stated in section 2.6, various local government agencies would exercise permit or
approval authority over portions of the proposed project. Table 2.6-1 identifies a variety
of local permits. For a pipeline project of this size, it would take many pages to list each
specific local requirement for each jurisdiction. NEPA does not require such an effort.

Comment Summary: Huntington Permits

The Town of Huntington indicated that Iroquois must secure road crossing permits and
coordinate with the Department of Traffic and Safety.

Response:
This local permit requirement is listed in table 2.6-1.

Comment Summary: Update Permit Section

Iroquois identified a number of suggested changes to section 2.6 concerning the need for
permits for the project and provided an update on the status of permit acquisition.

Response:

Modifications were made to section 2.6 to reflect comments received by Iroquois and other
agencies.




3.4-11 Comment Summary: General Local Permit

One commentor wanted to know if the applicants would apply for local permits prior to
construction.

Response:

As discussed in section 2.6, applicants would apply for local permits.




SYSTEM AND ROUTE ALTERNATIVES

Comment Summary: Single Pipeline Alternatives

Many comments were received concerning the analysis of regional system alternatives and
the conclusion that at least three single pipeline systems were identified as potentially
environmentally superior to the construction of both the Iroquois/Tennessee and
Champlain projects. The commentors expressed concern that FERC indicated that since
no application for any single pipeline alternative was before the Commission, further
consideration of single pipeline alternatives was not appropriate. Some commentors
cited CEQ Guidelines that indicate that agencies shall include reasonable alternatives not
within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. In addition, some commentors indicated that
FERC "must demand” that the energy transportation companies come forth with
applications for the single pipeline alternatives.

Response:

One of the purposes of an EIS is to "inform the decision makers and the public of the
reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts to enhance the
quality of the human environment" (40 CFR Part 1502 [Environmental Impact Statement]
§8 1502.1 [Purpose]). The intent of the regulations is to ensure that potential
environmental impacts associated with a proposed project are addressed in an EIS, so
that the EIS can be used with other relevant materials to make decisions (40 CFR
1502.1). As such, the Commission will consider the EIS prepared by us as one of several
factors in deciding if and how to certificate the proposed Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline
Project.

The comment that the alternatives were not addressed in the EIS is inaccurate. As
required in Part 380.7 Regulations Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act
for FERC, we identified four possible alternatives to the combined Iroquois/Tennessee
and Champlain projects in the DEIS. An evaluation of those alternatives was conducted
and we presented the potential impact of the proposed projects and the alternatives,
although they are not directly under the Commission’s authority to approve without
supporting applications. We concluded that the Iroquois/GNE Single Pipeline Alternative
or the Champlain-based Single Pipeline Alternative would be environmentally preferable
to the construction of both the proposed projects. The Iroquois Mainline Single Pipeline
Alternative, while not evaluated in detail, was also identified as perhaps being
environmentally preferable because it would require fewer miles of pipeline than both
of the projects.

However, the single pipeline alternatives were presented as alternatives to the
construction of both the Iroquois/Tennessee and the Champlain pipeline systems.
Subsequent to the publication of the DEIS, the Champlain project was indefinitely
deferred. As such, the single pipeline alternatives are not directly comparable to the
Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project alone. In fact, the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline
Project, as now proposed, closely resembles the Iroquois Mainline Single Pipeline
Alternative, since former Champlain Pipeline Project customers have now contracted with
Iroquois for transportation services.
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'FERC is under no obligation to demand applications be filed for alternatives. The

majority of the comments relating to the single pipeline alternatives were from residents
or organizations from Connecticut. Construction of any of the single pipeline alternatives
would still require construction of the same amount of new pipeline construction in
Connecticut as the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project.

Comment Summary: Single Pipeline Sponsorship

One commentor requested that the feasibility and/or the willingness of a sponsor to apply
to FERC to construct an alternative pipeline system must be clarified. In addition, the
commentor indicated that the feasibility of a single pipeline alternative must be
determined before the selection of the preferred project.

Response:

All the alternatives which survived our analyses are technically feasible. We do not need
to poll companies for a sponsor. FERC cannot require an applicant to construct a
facility (e.g., one of the single pipeline facilities) for which it has not presented
applications.

Comment Summary: Champlain-based Single Pipeline Alternative

One commentor requested that FERC make a full evaluation of the Champlain—ﬁased
Single Pipeline Alternative to determine if it is environmentally superior to "the proposed
route. The commentor is from the state of Connecticut and, therefore, it is assumed
that "the proposed route” refers to the Iroquois/Tennessee route.

Response:

The Champlain-based Single Pipeline Alternative was not directly compared with, nor
would it be appropriate to compare it with, only the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project,
since the Champlain-based Single Pipeline Alternative included pipelines to provide gas
transportation services to the customers of Iroquois and Tennessee as well as customers
of Champlain and Algonquin. Even if the Champlain-based Single Pipeline Alternative
were directly applicable to the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project, the Champlain-
based Single Pipeline Alternative would require the construction of the same amount of
new pipeline in Connecticut as the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project. Also, see the
discussion of the Highgate/Algonquin Alternative in Volume 1, section 3.4.2.

Comment Summary: Environmentally Superior Alternatives

One commentor stated that it is FERC’s responsibility to resolve all environmental
concerns to the satisfaction of the local communities. That commentor also questioned
whether there are environmentally superior alternatives to the two pipelines that have

not been proposed.
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Response:

It is the responsibility of FERC to consider the potential environmental impact associated
with a proposed project in its decision concerning the certification of that project.
Potential environmental impacts are one of several factors that must be considered in
FERC's decision. It is not the responsibility of FERC to resolve all environmental
concerns to the satisfaction of local communities even though we attempt to mitigate all
potentially significant impacts we find.

We identified alternatives to the two pipelines as proposed by the applicants. These
alternatives were not proposed by the applicants. We believe, and state in the EIS,
that some of these alternatives are environmentally preferable to the two pipelines as

proposed by the applicants.

Other alternatives to the two pipelines could undoubtedly be identified; however, NEPA
does not require that all alternatives to a proposed project be identified or that the "best”
alternative to a proposed project be sclected. We identified a range of reasonable
alternatives to the two proposed pipelines that would be environmentally preferable to
those two pipelines.

Comment Summary: GNE Single Pipeline Route Concerns

Comments were received from local communities in Massachusetts and agencies and
organizations concerned with the Quabbin Reservoir and other resources along the GNE
Mainline component of the Iroquois/GNE Single Pipeline Alternative. The comments
were primarily based on potential impact associated with the construction of that
alternative route, the need for more detailed study, and further consideration of route
variations.

Response:

The Iroquois/GNE Single Pipeline Alternative was originally evaluated as an alternative
to the construction of both the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project and the Champlain
Project. Because the Champlain Project has been indefinitely deferred, the Iroquois/GNE
Single Pipeline Alternative is no longer relevant with respect to meeting the needs of
both pipelines as originally proposed. The GNE Mainline is not a reasonable alternative
to the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project and is not subject to further consideration.

Comment Summary: Niagara Import and Highgate Alternatives

Several commentors contended our evaluation of the Niagara Import Alternative and
reasons for rejecting it were inadequate, especially since it offers the opportunity to use
existing pipeline corridors as compared to the substantial amount of new right-of-way
required for Iroquois’ proposed route.
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Response:

Based on DEIS comments and the reduced volumes of natural gas to be transported in
Phase I of the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project, we reevaluated the Niagara Import
and Highgate/Algonquin Alternatives which substantially follow existing utility rights-of-
way or use existing pipeline systems. The Niagara Import Alternative would primarily
loop Tennessee’s 200 mainline (see Volume I, section 3.4.1). The Highgate/Algonquin
Alternative would involve a new pipeline between Highgate, Vermont, and Mendon,
Massachusetts, then backhaul deliveries through displacement along Algonquin’s mainline
through Massachusetts and Connecticut (see Volume I, section 34.2).

Comment Summary: New Jersey to Long Island Alternatives

HVA commented that the New Jersey to Long Island alternative was not seriously
considered. They stated that the DEIS did not discuss the need for the gas on Long
Island and if any pipeline to the area is needed, whether existing systems could handle
the real load. They also felt that if we had taken into account existing systems to deliver
the gas, the pipeline between Wright, New York, and Stratford, Connecticut, would not
be needed. During scoping, many people commented on the need to avoid crossing Long
Island Sound and suggested only that the gas be delivered to Long Island from the south.
None of the commentors provided any other information.

Response:

The New Jersey to Long Island Alternative was designed to make all of the deliveries
proposed by the applicants. The discussion in Volume I, section 3.4.3 has been modified
and shows that the crossing of the Lower and Raritan Bays has potentially significant
environmental impact associated with it as opposed to the proposed Long Island Sound
crossing. The use of existing systems to deliver gas to Stratford for ultimate delivery by
backhaul and displacement to customers was eliminated in Volume I, section 3.5.3.

Comment Summary: Tennessee and Algonquin Existing System Alternative

Comments were received that existing pipeline systems could be used or expanded. In
particular, a number of commentors felt that since gas would be delivered to Consolidated
Edison and Brooklyn Union Gas, nearby Tennessee and Algonquin pipelines should be
used rather than create new right-of-way.

Response:

Our analysis determined that to provide the same capacity as the Iroquois/Tennessee
Pipeline Project, existing gas transmission systems would be inadequate and would have
to be expanded through new pipeline construction. This is especially true during peak
demand periods (see response 3.1-2). We did evaluate additional pipeline construction
along the existing systems of Tennessee and Algonquin as an alternative to the proposed
project (see Volume I, sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2).
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Comment Summary: Viable Alternatives Not Chosen

Several commentors contended FERC has not fulfilled its responsibilities under NEPA
by not being diligent in developing and pursuing environmentally superior routes. One
commentor, HVA, believed that the alternatives chosen have been defined in such a way
as to fail. Another commentor felt that the proposed Iroquois route primarily affects
natural environments when man-dominated alternatives such as highways are available.

Response:

This comment is unfounded. We evaluated a range of alternatives as part of our analysis
of Iroquois’ proposed action. We identified four alternatives to both the
Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project and the Champlain Project. Two were identified as
environmentally preferable to both projects. These alternatives are no longer meaningful
since the Champlain Project has been indefinitely deferred (see response 3.5-1 and
Volume I, section 3.3). We considered and reconsidered two system alternatives which
are feasible and result in similar or potentially less environmental consequences to the
proposed action (see Volume I, sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2). Several of the above
alternatives were considered in the same detail as the proposed action alternative. Not
only are they diverse geographic alternatives, but some are cross-county with greater
effects on the natural environment and some follow existing corridors which would have
greater effects on the man-made environment.

Seven major alternative routes, which for the most part follow existing corridors, were
evaluated and rejected. We considered each corridor which could be reasonably followed
as an alternate location for the proposed Iroquois pipeline between the import point in
St. Lawrence County and the northern shore of Long Island Sound. The analysis of each
alternative combined original field and map analysis, review of pertinent policies, and
results of other administrative proceedings which had evaluated the same or similar
alternatives.

Each alternative was developed to the point at which an informed judgment could be
made as to its reasonableness. If not considered reasonable, it was not developed in
detail. Finally, we evaluated and recommended numerous variations in Iroquois’ proposed
route to avoid or minimize effects on site-specific resources.

Comment Summary: General Concern or Use of Existing Rights-of-Way

Many comments were received criticizing the lack of consideration given to use of existing
right-of-way corridors. Many comments of a general nature suggested greater
consideration be given to existing corridors to avoid impact on wetlands, homes,
agricultural lands, and new visual scars. In these instances, no specific routes were
identified for consideration. '

Response:

This comment is unfounded. The document makes it clear that thorough consideration
was given to the utilization, enlargement, or extension of existing pipeline, electric utility,
highway, and railroad rights-of-way in accordance with Commission regulations (see
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Volume I, section 3.5). The route proposed by Iroquois follows existing rights-of-way for
43 percent of its length. In addition, we evaluated, and in many locations recommended,
additional use of existing rights-of-way (see table 5.1.9-2 and section 6.1). At other
locations we evaluated existing pipeline right-of-way and electric transmission line rights-
of-way and concluded that they were not environmentally preferable to the proposed

“route (see Volume I, sections 3.4.1, 3.4.2 and 3.5.1 to 3.53). Those corridors which we

evaluated included those previously rejected by Iroquois as well as additional corridors.

Comment Summary: Consideration of Non-access-controlled Highways

Several commentors stated that while the DEIS contains evaluations of following major
access-controlled highways (although some commentors had reservations about the scope
of analysis), not enough consideration was given to locating the pipeline in secondary or
non-access-controlled highways as a means of reducing impact, even if costs would be
greater. One commentor pointed out that most nonjurisdictional pipelines are built in
pre-existing rights-of-way because local gas companies do not have the power of eminent
domain.

Response:

We disagree with the general concept that building large mainline gas pipelines in
secondary or non-access-controlled highways (except in specialized cases) would result
in less impact. The horizontal and vertical design criteria of large-diameter pipelines and
secondary roadways are not usually compatible. A pipeline on a secondary road right-
of-way would be forced to frequently deviate from the right-of-way due to the curvilinear
nature of these roadways or adjacent features such as homes and businesses, bedrock,
culverts, bridges, or wetlands. These constraints are more easily avoided and can result
in less impact along a new cross country route sited to avoid such features. Local gas
companies generally do not install pipelines of the size involved in this project.

If a mainline pipeline could be constructed substantially within the right-of-way of a
secondary roadway, it would not be possible to use conventional means of maintaining
the pipeline, such as pigging, and it would result in long-term constraints to future road
maintenance/expansion and maintenance of existing municipal utilities in streets. Local
utilities utilize these secondary roadways as their right-of-way for waterlines, local natural
gas piping, sewer lines, electricity, etc. Frequent crossings and disruptions would occur.
Also, if there is a future need for roadway or sewer system expansion, such expansion
often occurs within the right-of-way of these secondary roadways. A major large-
diameter pipeline could preclude future use of the right-of-way. It is true that in a small
number of instances a pipeline could be constructed on the right-of-way of secondary
roadway (or more likely the adjacent land). The DOT Minimum Federal Safety
Standards in 49 CFR Part 192 would require a different classification of pipe to be used
if the pipeline was located within roadway rights-of-way (see section 5.1.12.1). In
addition, a pipeline in this class location would require higher safety factors in pipeline
design, testing, and operation. Nonetheless we considered possible routes following non-
access controlled highways such as SRs 7, 22, and 55 (see responses 3.5-14 and 3.5-30).
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Comment Summary: Need Site-specific Review of Highways

Shelton and the HVA specifically criticized the consideration we gave to maximizing use
of existing rights-of-way. They contended that: use of existing corridors is dismissed
without supporting documentation, including coordination with Connecticut DOT; the use
of existing rights-of-way depends on site-specific factors and this level of analysis was not
undertaken; FERC’s consultant relied totally on information generated by Iroquois; and
highway use was evaluated only in the context of a total route alternative rather than as
an opportunity to avoid site-specific problems encountered on a new right-of-way route.

Shelton requested we provide a cost-benefit analysis to support our statement that special
design and construction practices required for placement of pipeline in highway rights-
of-way can result in significantly higher cost, and HVA contended our reluctance to use
existing right-of-way is based on cost. Finally, HVA commented that Bay State Gas
Company’s plan to construct a 10-inch-diameter lateral within the right-of-way of the
Massachusetts Turnpike demonstrates that using highway right-of-way for natural gas
pipelines is eminently feasible.

Response:

Use of highway rights-of-way for the location of natural gas pipelines was given serious
consideration, but there are practical, physical, and policy constraints preventing
implementation of such proposals both as primary route alignments or partial usages to
avoid specific environmental problems as suggested by Shelton.

Access-controlled highways have one set of constraints (see evaluation of the Thruway,
Taconic Parkway, 1-684, and 1-287 in Volume I, section 3.5.2). Non-access-controlled
highways such as state, county, and local roadways have alignment and occupational
constraints (see response 3.5-11). Shelton criticized us for not coordinating with the
Connecticut DOT. We describe in detail FHA and related state policies affecting use
of access-controlled highways in Volume I, section 3.5.2 and believe further coordination
to be unnecessary. We do not believe that there are overriding policy constraints
preventing use of non-access-controlled highways; rather other factors govern (see
response 3.5-11).

Our evaluation of highway corridors went beyond Iroquois’ analysis and included
discussions with Federal and state highway officials as well as field review of typical
highway constraints. If our evaluation of highway corridors had determined that they
could be reasonable alternatives, we would have considered them in greater detail and
on a more site-specific basis (see response 3.5-14).

The design and construction practices that would be required for pipeline accommodation
within an access-controlled highway are described in Volume I, section 3.5.2. If these
practices were required, they would increase costs over those incurred when constructing
on a new cross-county route. These practices are presented for the reader’s
understanding of factors affecting feasibility and not as a primary decision variable in
determining when a highway route would be reasonable. Bay State Gas Company’s plan
to construct a 4-mile-long segment of its proposed lateral within the right-of-way of the
Massachusetts Turnpike to serve Mass Power is consistent with our conclusion that
access-controlled highway right-of-way can accommodate pipelines in limited areas (see
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Volume I, section 3.5.2). The physical features of the highway in this area do not pose
any serious obstacles to accommodating the pipeline (Cencini, 1990). Also, the
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority is an independent state authority with locational and
operational policies that can differ from FHA and AASHTO policies with regard to utility
accommodation (Fisk, 1990).

Comment Summary: Clarification of FHA Policies

The FHA asked that we clarify our discussion of Federal policies for accommodating
utilities within the Interstate Highway System as they pertain to the state utility
accommodation plan and consideration of effects on agricultural lands in determining
exceptional cases.

Response:

Comment accepted.- The discussion of Federal and state policy in Volume I, section 3.5.2
has been revised.

Comment Summary: Use of Taconic Parkway, 1-684, and State Routes 22 and 55

Several comments were received suggesting that the use of the Taconic Parkway, 1-684,
and State Routes 22 and 55 should be considered.

Response:

As stated in response 3.5-12, the feasibility of locating the proposed facilities within
highway rights-of-way was explored in Volume I, section 3.5.2 and rejected. For similar
reasons, locating the proposed facility within the 1-684 right-of-way also would not be
feasible,. Based on our previous analysis and a review of 1-684, local constraints such
as bridges, interchanges, wetlands, waterbodies, steep topography, and development would
force the proposed gas pipeline off the highway right-of-way in many locations and result -
in substantial environmental effects. Use of the Taconic State Parkway also was
considered and determined to be environmentally unacceptable.

Response 3.5-11 discusses the feasibility of using state and local highways and roads for
the proposed gas pipeline. In general, such roads do not offer routing opportunities
for the proposed facilities. Based on map review of state routes 55 and 22 from the
Taconic Parkway to I-684, it appears that many residences, several small communities such
as Aikens Corners and Sears Corners, steep topography, curvilinear alignment of the
road, wetlands such as the Great Swamp, and numerous cross roads could be significantly
affected by construction along these two roads. Also, because of the extent of such
conditions along State Routes 22 and 55, considerable deviations on new rights-of-way
would probably be required.
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Comment Summary: Use of Thruway and 1-287

A number of comments were received including several from Brookfield, Connecticut,
suggesting the use of the Thruway and I-287 to a new crossing of Long Island Sound
originating in Rye, New York. :

Bes ponse:

As described in Volume I, section 3.5.2 of the DEIS, the feasibility of using highway
rights-of-way was considered both in general and specifically with regard to the Thruway.
Substantially following an interstate highway with the proposed pipeline is not feasible
due to localized constraints and Federal/state requirements. However, because of
numerous comments suggesting the feasibility of using I-287 in conjunction with the
Thruway, we looked at this east-west highway which terminates in Rye, New York. Our
evaluation is included in Volume I, section 3.5.2.1.

Comment Summary: More Direct Long Island Sound Crossing

Numerous comments have been received suggesting that a more direct route to Long
Island Sound avoiding the large detour through Connecticut should be considered.

Response:

To respond to comments pertaining to the feasibility of a more direct route we revisited
the approach taken by the applicant and then performed a map analysis and aerial
reconnaissance of the northern shore of Long Island Sound including portions of New
York and Connecticut. From our review of the route selection process employed we
concluded that the approach as described by Iroquois was reasonable and appropriate.
Existing land use, physical characteristics of the shore, and environmental constraints were
factored into the selection of candidate landfall sites and finally a preferred landfall site.
In total, five sites were considered from Stanford to Milford, Connecticut.

Consideration of potential onshore impact, such as home relocations, and offshore impact,
such as disruption to important shellfish beds and a reduction in the length of the Long
Island Sound crossing, led to the selection of the preferred landfall site. It should be
noted that this selection process included sites that would have resulted in a more direct
route, and possibly a shorter Long Island Sound crossing, but were eliminated due to
potential for significant impact.

To generally verify the results of this process, we performed a two step map review of
the northern shore of Long Island. The first step was to identify potential landfall areas
based upon conditions observed on 1:250,000 USGS maps. It is readily apparent that
this portion of the coast in New York and Connecticut is densely populated and highly
developed. However, we did identify several areas that appeared less developed and
might offer potential landfall sites.

We then reviewed the potential landfall areas on 1:25,000 scale USGS quads. In each
location reviewed we found the available land on the shore to be very limited by
development, recreational facilities, wetlands, and other environmental constraints. Also
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dense development adjacent to the shore would result in significant impact in routing
a pipeline to the shore.

Based on our review as described above, the landfall site in Milford is a reasonable
location. Furthermore, a more direct route utilizing a landfall site to the southwest of
Milford could result in substantial onshore impact.

Comment Summary: Use of Existing Railroad Right-of-Way

Use of existing railroad rights-of-way was suggested as a means of avoiding construction
of new utility corridors. Our rejection of the Conrail Variation was especially criticized.

Response:

We agree that where railroad rights-of-way are practical to follow and result in fewer
environmental effects they should be followed. The proposed Iroquois route follows
existing railbeds in two locations for a distance of about 8 miles. Tennessee does not
propose to utilize any railbed because it generally involves looping of existing pipelines;
also, where a new lateral is required, no railbeds are located.

We considered several additional locations where Iroquois’ proposed route could be
modified to use more railbed totalling 22.5 miles (see Volume I, sections 3.6.31, 3.6.37.2,
and 3.6.37.3). In each case we found that the physical constraints or operational impacts
to active railbeds made the variation less than environmentally preferable. The Conrail
Variation was re-evaluated; (see response 3.5-34 and Volume I, section 6.1.31).

Comment Summary: Litchfield, Connecticut Route

Several commentors felt that moving the pipeline to Dutchess County from Litchfield
County to serve Central Hudson’s Roseton Plant is not justified. They also questioned
the need for any new pipeline to serve Roseton when there are existing pipelines to the
plant.

Response:

We found that the proposed route and the original Litchfield route have similar
environmental characteristics with no clearly superior advantages of one route over the
other. However, our analysis determined that Central Hudson’s existing pipelines do not
have sufficient capacity to transport the volume of gas required for the Roseton Plant
as suggested by one commentor. Without the proposed route, between 30-60 miles of
new pipeline would be required to connect with Tennessee’s existing system or the
original Litchfield Route (see Volume I, section 3.5.5). Therefore, the proposed route,
in conjunction with providing service to the Roseton Plant, is clearly superior.
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Comment Summary: Massena-Marcy and Marcy-South Electric Transmission Line
Corridors

The HVA criticized our rejection of the Massena-Marcy and Marcy-South transmission

line routes (see Volume I, sections 3.5.1.1 and 3.5.1.2) on several accounts: the total
Massena-Marcy route should have been considered; no detailed analysis was provided to
identify deviations to avoid problem areas; the conclusion contradicts our statements in
the Champlain DEIS advocating electric transmission line use; our concerns about safety
are inconsistent with our Champlain DEIS statements; and we rely on Iroquois-supplied
data.

Response:

Of the 317 miles of Massena-Marcy or Marcy-South transmission line that would be near
the path of the proposed Iroquois route, we considered 283 miles in our alternatives
analysis (see Volume I, figure 3.5.1-1). If we had not identified significant problems
with the segments considered, we might have evaluated the remainder of these existing
corridors. In concluding that either electric transmission line route would be clearly less
preferable than Iroquois’ proposed route, we combined field and map review with review
of the extensive NYSPSC administrative records for the Iroquois pipeline and the Marcy-
South transmission line.

HVA ignores, and, in some cases is confused over, our existing right-of-way conclusions
and recommendations. HVA contends that the Champlain DEIS contains positive
conclusions as to the proposed use by Champlain of existing powerline rights-of-way and
goes even further by including a recommendation for locating the pipeline within the
existing rights-of-way. HVA cites from the Champlain DEIS that 53 percent of the
Champlain Project would be parallel and adjacent to existing rights-of-way, but ignores
the fact that the Iroquois project is adjacent to a combination of existing rights-of-way
for 47 percent of its length. Also they ignore the Iroquois EIS recommendation for
locating the proposed pipeline within existing rights-of-way (see Iroquois/Tennessee DEIS
table 5.1.9.2 and recommendation 4).

Comment Summary: Use of Marcy-South Line and Tennessee 300 Mainline

Two commentors suggested that the Marcy-South 345 kV Transmission Line route in
conjunction with other existing corridors could be more preferable than Iroquois
proposed route. One suggested following Tennessee’s 300 Mainline in western
Pennsylvania to a connection with the Marcy-South line thereby avoiding metropolitan
areas. The other suggested following the Marcy-South line as far south as State Route
17 in New York to avoid the Catskill Mountains and Shawangunk Mountains.

Response:

We see no advantage to either suggestion. Using Tennessee’s 300 Mainline requires
substantial looping as well as looping the 200 Mainline and NFG system (see DEIS
figure 3.4.1-1). Following the Marcy-South line was discussed in section 3.5.1.2 of the
DEIS. Intersecting the powerline in Sullivan County, New York, would not avoid a
crossing of the Shawangunk Mountains or construction through Connecticut (see Volume
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I, figure 3.5.2-1). A second alternative suggesting the Marcy-South line be followed to
its intersection with State Route 17 near the Delaware County border is without merit.
This alternative would not avoid the Catskill Mountains and as mentioned above would
still require crossing of the Shawangunk Mountains and construction in Connecticut.

Comment Summary: Modified Iroquois Alternative

The HVA criticized our rejection of their Modified Iroquois Alternative. Their
alternative would deliver all but 65,000 Mcfd of gas from the Iroquois Mainline at
Wright, New York, and then loop Tennessee’s 200 Mainline as necessary east to the
vicinity of Mendon, Massachusetts. The 65,000 Mcfd would be delivered to CNG's
existing pipeline system for downstream delivery by Transco. They contended that the
potential we cited for significant impact on residences as a basis for rejection was not
valid. Also, they felt that our comparison of the southern segment of the proposed
Iroquois pipeline to the GNE Mainline was flawed because the Tennessee facilities that
would not be needed were not factored into the analysis and the 33.9-mile lateral
pipeline to the Roseton Plant is not needed.

Response:

We believe a more feasible alternative than the one proposed by HVA is the Niagara
Import Alternative. As discussed in our re-evaluation of the Niagara Import Alternative
(see response 3.5-6 and Volume I, section 3.4.1) it could be environmentally preferable
to the Iroquois/Tennessee Pipeline Project as proposed. HVA'’s assertion that the 33.9-
mile-long lateral to the vicinity of the Roseton Plant required as part of the GNE
Alternative would not be required is not correct. Nearby existing Central Hudson
pipelines do not have adequate capacity, thereby requiring a new pipeline (see response
3.5-18). In addition, a new 7,700-hp compressor along Algonquin’s system in Brookfield
would be necessary. The need for this facility was identified during our reanalysis of the
Niagara Import Alternative. HVA’s comment that Tennessee’s facilities should be
factored into the comparison of the GNE Alternative with the southern segment of the
Troquois route is valid but does not significantly change the results of our analysis
because of the significantly greater length of the GNE Alternative (see Volume I, section
3.5.4).

Comment Summary: Use of Central Hudson Existing Pipelines

We received a comment from a resident of Westport, Connecticut, suggesting that the
proposed Iroquois pipeline connect with Central Hudson’s A-H pipeline (see Volume I,
figure 3.5.4-1), which in turn connects with other existing pipeline systems, thereby
avoiding a new pipeline in Connecticut.

Response:
Central Hudson’s A-H pipeline does not have sufficient capacity to carry the volume of
gas proposed to be transported by Iroquois; therefore, the construction of a new pipeline

would be required. Furthermore, we determined that paralleling the A-H pipeline could
result in significant adverse environmental impact (see Volume I, section 3.5.4).
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Comment Summary: Athens-New Milford Route

One commentor felt that the analyses we presented in the DEIS did not justify
elimination of the Athens-New Milford Route.

Response:

Our rejection of the Athens-New Milford Route was based on the lack of
environmentally superior routes on the west side of the Hudson River (see Volume I,
figure 3.5.4-1). We evaluated a possible route following or adjacent to the Thruway and
for the same reasons discussed in section 3.5.2 found it was not reasonable. We also
evaluated an existing Central Hudson pipeline but found it equally unreasonable. Our
analysis, as the commentor suggests, was not based solely on the number of interchanges
encountered.

Comment Summary: Housatonic River Route

Several commentors requested that we give adequate consideration to laying the pipeline
down the Housatonic River. The State of Connecticut acknowledged that there would
be both advantages and disadvantages. Another commentor felt it was not seriously
considered in the DEIS because of cost. Other commentors, including the Connecticut
Department of Agriculture Division of Aquaculture and NMFS, objected to any
alternative which would route the pipe down the Housatonic River.

Response:

In the DEIS we concluded there was no need to investigate running the pipe down the
Housatonic River (p3-47). Our conclusion on this matter is unchanged and based on
what we feel are obvious significant disadvantages associated with such a proposal. For
purposes of this response we have assumed that one concept for routing a pipe down
the Housatonic would originate at MP 323 of Iroquois’ proposed route. Other concepts
such as entering the river north of Lake Zoar, thereby requiring deviations to avoid
dams or modification to dams, are unreasonable.

From MP 323 in Shelton the alternative would traverse east for 1.7 miles and enter the
river just south of Indian Wells State Park. From that point it would be laid in the river
for 13.6 miles before entering Long Island Sound.

The advantages of such a route would be to avoid residential developments, wetlands,
and other areas identified in public comments such as Cranberry Pond, Roosevelt Forest,
and Silver Sands State Park. However, there are several apparent significant
disadvantages of such an alternative route that far outweigh its advantages:

o effects on winter flounder spawning, nursery and feeding habitat of winter
flounder
o effects on productive recreational fisheries of bluefish, blackfish, summer

flounder, and others
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o effects on gillnet fishery for Atlantic menhaden on the lower Housatonic

River
o effects on lower Housatonic shellfish beds
o conflicts with sand and gravel mining
-0 disturbance of sediments likely containing PCBs and other contaminants
o degradation of downstream water quality from turbidity and sedimentation

during an extended in river construction period
o effects on tidal wetlands

Also, we have some significant regulatory concerns that would affect the practicality of
such a route. Both NMFS and the Division of Aquaculture have stated strong objections
to a Housatonic Route concluding that the environmental impacts far outweigh the
benefits. We discussed this alternative with a Connecticut Coastal Resource Management
Division representative who indicated that it was doubtful such a route would be
considered consistent with the state’s coastal zone management policies (Rothenberg,
1990).

Lastly, Iroquois submitted analysis of the feasibility of constructing a pipeline down the
Housatonic River to the COE. Our review of their analysis indicates that while not
insurmountable, constructing and operating the pipeline in the river poses serious
problems including overhead clearances for construction, tidal flows, staging areas,
protection from anchor damage, and working within the construction time window
established by the COE and Connecticut. In addition, there would be significant
operational hazards and maintenance concerns.

Comment Summary: Hudson River Route

One commentor objected to locating the pipeline in Connecticut and felt it should run
down the Hudson River.

Response:

We do not consider this a reasonable alternative. Longitudinal placement of pipeline in
a navigable river which is also a sensitive anadramous fishery that contains spawning
populations of striped bass and federally endangered short-nosed sturgeon has obvious
safety and environmental concerns, which should only be seriously considered if no
reasonable alternative exists. We evaluated several alternatives that we consider to be
more reasonable (see Volume I, section 3.5).
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Comment Suminag: Candlewood Lake and Lake Lillinonah Routes

Two commentors suggested routing the pipeline the length of Candlewood Lake or Lake
Lillinonah. In addition, the extensive residential development at the southern end of
Candlewood Lake would make siting a new route avoiding significant effects difficult.

Response:

For many of the same reasons described in responses 3.5-24 and 3.5-25 we feel that
either suggested location is unreasonable. With the incorporation of the route variations
and mitigation measures we have proposed for the corresponding segment of the
proposed route between MPs 293 and 305, these alternatives do not warrant serious
consideration.

Comment Summary: New York Routes Proposed by Iroquois

In their comments on the DEIS, Iroquois provided specific information concerning route
variations in upstate New York. Based on further field review and consultations with
landowners, Iroquois suggested 19 new route variations and the modification of 16 route
variations presented in the DEIS. In addition, Iroquois provided additional information
in support of three route variations that were under study at the time the DEIS was
prepared. As a result of their field review, Iroquois has also taken exception to our
recommendations in the DEIS concerning two route variations.

Response:

The route variations and modifications identified during the DEIS comment period are
listed in Volume I, table 3.7-1. Our review of the new route variations and modifications
presented by Iroquois is provided in section 6.2.

Comment Summary: New York Routes Proposed by Others

A number of landowners, local officials, and a New York State Senator provided
comments concerning specific route variations in upstate New York.

A local landowner, Mr. George Cataldo, reiterated the concerns he raised during scoping
pertaining to the proposed crossing of the Independence River, near MP 91. He
contended that the existing electric transmission line right-of-way located approximately
0.7-mile to the east would provide an environmentally preferable river crossing location.
The concerns raised by Mr. Cataldo were echoed by Dr. A. Meuser (GASP Coalition)
and provided the impetus for a suggested alternative alignment presented as Anne’s
Independence River Alternate.

Several comments were received concerning the routing of the pipeline in the town of
Russia, New York, in the vicinity of MP 126. These comments expressed the desire to
have the pipeline routed through State Reforestation Land (SRL) along the previous
alignment known as Line Change 38 to minimize impact on private properties. Some
commentors noted that we have recommended variations through SRLs in other parts
of the state and implied that we should do so in Herkimer County.
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We received a comment from Ms. Debra Danner regarding her concerns about the
crossing of her property by the proposed Iroquois pipeline near MP 216. First, she
expressed concern about the potential effect of a pipeline on her property with respect
to her plans for subdividing her property. Second, she inquired why the proposed
pipeline could not parallel a pipeline "behind” her property.

A comment was received from Robert and Audrey Harris, and Mr. Dennis Bieleski
requesting a modification to Anne’s Alternate #3 in the vicinity of MP 264. The
purpose of the modification was to limit impact on residential properties. The
commentors also identified a second modification, which they requested be adopted in
the event the first was not.

Comments were also received from several landowners in the area of the State Route
S5 Variation in Dover (MPs 2829 to 286.6). A number of individuals requested
reconsideration of our rejection of the route variation, while an attorney for Dr. Joyce
Brothers expressed her support of the proposed route in this area. Comments from the
Dutchess County Environmental Management Council and Mr. Jay Rolison, a New York
State Senator, also expressed their support of the route variation in the area.

Response:

The Independence River crossing and the State Route 55 Variation were discussed in
the DEIS. Based on the continued public debate concerning the routing in these areas,
we have further evaluated these routes and have provided additional discussions in
Sections 6.2.11 and 6.2.45.

The basis for the commentors’ recommended variation through the SRL, commonly
known as Hinckley State Forest, is to avoid impact on local wells and spring-fed water
supply systems. Most potential impact on groundwater would be temporary in nature
and could be avoided or minimized by the use of standard or specific construction
procedures specified by FERC in section 5.1.3.1. If blasting must be conducted, the
blasting regulations and procedures described in sections 5.1.1.1 and 5.1.3.1.1 would be
followed by Iroquois. We believe these precautions would adequately protect water
well/spring supplies. Additional discussion of impact on groundwater and wells is
provided in response 3.8-1. With respect to the issue of routing the pipeline through the
SRL, an SRL does not inherently represent a routing opportunity or advantage. In those
cases where we have recommended a variation through an SRL, we have based our
recommendation on a thorough evaluation and comparison of the routes through and
around the SRL. In the case of Herkimer County, the route through the SRL offers
no inherent advantages.

Ms. Danner did not submit a specific route modification; however, we do feel that an
alignment can be identified on her property that would minimize conflicts with her
development plans. Iroquois is free to work with Ms. Danner, within the constraints
of the Certificate, to develop an alignment for the pipeline that would minimize conflicts
with the proposed development plans. Iroquois could route the pipeline adjacent to the
property lines, within proposed streets or along proposed lot lines.
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The existing pipeline right-of-way located "behind” her property is apparently a propane
pipeline operated by Texas Eastern. According to our review, this right-of-way is located
approximately 0.8-mile north of MP 216, and proceeds in an east-northeast direction; the
Iroquois route proceeds in a southeasterly direction in this area. Therefore, this existing
pipeline right-of-way does not provide any routing opportunities for the proposed
Iroquois pipeline.

The first modification suggested by Mr. and Mrs. Harris would require the construction
of approximately 0.5-mile of pipeline in a public roadway, which would result in greater
construction impact than with the proposed route and would represent greater potential
threats to integrity of the line than the location of the proposed route. The first
modification would also require crossing steeper slopes than the proposed route. The
second modification would require a shift of approximately 900 feet of the proposed
route to a new location, with a maximum deviation of 50 feet from the proposed route.
The second modification would be entirely on the same property owner and apparently
has already been agreed to by Iroquois. We see no advantages represented by the first
modification that would not be achieved with the second modification.

Comment Summary: Sherman, Connecticut Alternatives

Several comments were received suggesting alternative routes to minimize apparent
impact on the Smoke Ridge subdivision and the Wimisink Sanctuary in Sherman,
Connecticut.

Response:

Alternative routes that would make greater use of an existing electric transmission line
right-of-way and the state routes 55/39 corridor are discussed in sections 6.2.46 and
6.247.

Several alternative alignments through the Smoke Ridge Subdivision were suggested by
Mr. Hank Dutton, a local landowner and Chairman of the NW Sherman Civic
Association. A review of these alignments indicates that one objective would be greater
use of property lines, and another objective would be the avoidance of his property. In
addition, one of the suggested alternatives would result in, a different crossing of the
Appalachian Trail; a distinct disadvantage since the proposed crossing is acceptable to
the NPS. Further review of Iroquois’ proposed route through this area using property
maps, aerial photographs, as well as a field review in March 1990, indicates that the
proposed route would effectively balance the use of property lines and the potential
disruption to existing and planned development with proper consideration of the

topography.

A similar route was suggested by Mr. Richard Donohue, President, Naromi Land Trust,
which would place the pipeline to the north of the Smoke Ridge subdivision, skirting the
Wimisink wetland system parallel to SR 55. Our field review in this area indicated that
this suggested alternative would cause significantly more disruption due to the side-slope
north of Smoke Ridge and greater amount of clearing that would be required along SR
55.
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Comment Summary: New Milford, Connecticut Alternatives

Several alternative alignments were suggested in New Milford by the State of
Connecticut, the HVA, and the Town of New Milford. One alternative alignment would
avoid impact on the Morrissey Preserve, Stilson Hill Road, Pine Knob, and the Kimberly-
Clark landfill. Other suggested alternative alignments in New Milford include an
alignment along SR 7 and alignments to the east of Fort Mountain that would avoid the
Waste Management, Inc. Landfill, the Hill and Plain School, the Still River Meanders,
and the Candlewood Valley Country Club.

Response:

Detailed evaluations of these route variations are provided in sections 6.2.49 through
6.2.53.

Comment Summary: Brookfield, Connecticut Alternatives

Several comments were received from landowners in Brookfield suggesting alternative
alignments that would avoid their specific property concerns. Comments were also
teceived from the HVA, the Town of Brookfield, and the Brookfield Inland Wetlands
Commission suggesting alternatives that would avoid the Town of Brookfield and the Still
River Preserve by making greater use of existing highway corridors or underwater
alignments.

Response:

Specific concerns were raised in regard to the previously recommended Brookfield
Wetland Variation. These concerns, as well as an alternative alignment proposed by
Iroquois in this area, are discussed in detail in section 6.2.55.

The HVA and the Town of Brookfield suggested a general alignment along SR 7 with
a continuation along the Conrail right-of-way, possibly making use of a short segment of
SR 25 across the Still River. The problems associated with using the SR 7 corridor are
discussed in section 6.3.52. The use of SR 25 to connect an alignment along SR 7 with
the Conrail right-of-way is also considered infeasible; development is concentrated along
SR 7 and 25 in this area, and the bridge spanning the Still River is narrow and offers
no opportunity for the placement of the pipeline. The steep banks of the Still River at
this location also preclude a crossing. No further consideration of these alternatives is
provided. It should be noted that the route through Brookfield as currently proposed
makes optimum use of existing rights-of-way including Conrail, a CL&P electric
transmission line, and a 3,200-foot-long segment of the SR 7 expressway.

Alternative alignments along major highway rights-of-way in New York are discussed in
Volume I, section 3.5.2, and responses (3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-14 and 3.5-15). Alternative
alignments that would use the Housatonic River or Candlewood Lake are discussed in
responses 3.5-24 and 3.5-26.

A comment was also received from Mr. H. Buchta, a landowner at approximate MP
305, suggesting greater use of either the Conrail right-of-way or the abandoned
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Housatonic railroad -right-of-way. The intention of these alternative alignments would
be to minimize infringement on private property and avoid potential impact on a spring-
fed pond.

A field review of this area was conducted in March 1990 to review these suggested
alignments. In this area (MPs 304 to 305), the proposed route leaves one Conrail right-
of-way and joins another Conrail right-of-way. Greater use of the Conrail right-of-way
to the west of Stony Hill Road is not feasible because of steep slopes that rise more
than 30 feet located on both sides of the single track and inadequate work room along
the tracks. The overpass for Stony Hill Road would also create a severe bottleneck at
this location.

Comment Summary: Newtown, Connecticut Alternatives

Numerous comments were received from residents in the Osborn Hill section of
Newtown suggesting that the route be shifted toward the east, an unspecified distance,
into the Paugussett State Forest. This shift would provide greater distance between the
residences bordering the forest and the proposed pipeline. Most comments referenced
the specific area between MPs 314.7 and 316.4. Additional comments were received
suggesting approval of the subdivision variations that were rejected in the DEIS pending
further analysis by Iroquois. Finally, HVA and a local resident suggested an evaluation
of the Conrail right-of-way through Newtown.

Response:

Additional analysis of the Fairfield County Subdivision Variations (i.e., Old Farm Hill
Subdivision, Newtown Subdivision, Forest View Subdivision, and Monroe Subdivison) is
provided in sections 6.2.58, 6.2.59, 6.2.62, and 6.2.63. Evaluations of the Newtown
Conrail Variation and the Paugussett State Forest Variation are also provided in sections
6.2.57 and 6.2.60, respectively.

Comment Summary: Monroe, Connecticut Alternatives

Most comments concerning the alignment in the Town of Monroe pertained to the
Conrail Variation (see response 3.5-34). The Town of Monroe also endorsed the use
of the Monroe Subdivision Variation (if the Conrail Variation is rejected), and
Connecticut requested a survey and realignment in the vicinity of Boys Halfway River
caves.

Response:

The Monroe Subdivision Variation has been recommended for adoption (see section
6.2.63. In regard to the Boys Halfway River caves, the need for a realignment in this
area has not been determined; however, a survey for rare plants and wildlife has been
made a recommendation (see response 3.11-12 and section 7.3, recommendation 37).
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Comment Summary: Conrail Variation

Many comments were received, primarily from residents and town officials from Shelton
and Monroe, regarding the Conrail Variation as presented in the DEIS. Many of the
commentors considered the analysis lacking in detail while others expressed concern that
cost was a primary factor in its rejection. Still others felt that since the Conrail Variation
represented an existing cleared right-of-way, it should definitely be used to preserve the
natural resources in Monroe and Shelton.

Response:

Because of the extensive public interest in this variation we reevaluated it based on
further field analyses and in-depth meetings held with both Conrail engineers and
Iroquois representatives, especially regarding the constructibility of this route. Conrail
has explicitly stated that they will not, for the safety of rail operations, the safety of their
employees and surrounding residents, and for the integrity of the pipeline, relax their
safety specifications regarding the separation of the pipeline encasement and the railway.
This is explained in detail in revised section 6.2.61 of the EIS.

Town representatives of both Shelton and Monroe commented that if FERC were to
approve the Conrail Variation, Iroquois could take the right-of-way by eminent domain
and force Conrail to relax these specifications. Although FERC certification would allow
eminent domain proceedings against privately owned Conrail, it would not allow Iroquois
to ignore Conrail’s safety specifications. Although it may be convenient to place the
burden of not utilizing this railway corridor on Conrail’s safety specifications, these
specifications have been adopted by the American Railway Engineering Association for
pipeline occupancy of railway corridors in the U.S. and cannot be ignored, for the safety
of all involved. So the question becomes, "if the specifications must be adhered to, what
are the engineering and construction consequences.” Again, these are discussed in detail
in section 6.2.61 of the EIS.

Although we have presented a more detailed evaluation of this potential variation, our
conclusion is still the same as presented in the DEIS. It is simply not possible to safely
construct a pipeline along this right-of-way for a variety of reasons, including: areas of
impassable terrain, for which there are no alternative routes around; inability to
guarantee slope stability, and, therefore, railbed and pipeline stability after construction;
the requirement for extended stretches of encased pipeline; and the limited work space
along this section that would require all spoil material to either be hauled offsite, stored
and returned onsite, or to be laid over the existing tracks, which would require the entire
rail line to be rebuilt. These factors would require Conrail to suspend operations for 6
to 12 months, which would economically affect Conrail as well as its customers
throughout New England and the United States. We have made recommendations
regarding the realignment of the proposed route through the Mean’s Brook wetland, and
the field studies to determine if Boys Halfway River Gorge would be affected by the

proposed route.
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Comment Summary: Shelton, Connecticut Alternatives

The HVA suggested several alternative alignments beginning in Shelton that would avoid
Cranberry Pond. In addition, two local residents suggested alternative alignments to
avoid potential impact on planned and existing development.

Response:

Alternative alignments suggested by the HVA to avoid Cranberry Pond are discussed in
sections 6.2.65 and 6.2.66.

A local resident, Mr. R. Miner, voiced opposition to the proposed route or the Blakeman
Variation between MPs 323 and 324. It was suggested that the pipeline should be
routed along the existing electric powerlines to the north. This route was identified as
the Powerline Variation and is evaluated in detail in Volume I, section 3.6.31. Due to
constraints caused by the narrow right-of-way, topography, and existing development, it
was determined that this alignment would not be feasible. In addition, Mr. Miner
suggested that we coordinate with the Town of Shelton to make use of the Conrail
corridor through downtown Shelton. We evaluated this corridor through Shelton in
March 1990 and concluded that this alignment would not be feasible, even if the Conrail
tracks were relocated. This area is heavily industrialized with several sections of an old
canal; placement of a high-pressure natural gas pipeline in this area would be inadvisable.

Another alternative alignment was suggested by Mr. J. Welch on behalf of the Wells
family. This suggested alignment would make use of the Constitution Boulevard -
Superblock right-of-way from approximately MP 323.7. This alignment would then cross
the Housatonic River at the intersection of Coram Road and Route 110, then proceed
south along the Boston and Maine (Conrail) railroad on the east bank of the Housatonic
River.

A similar alignment was evaluated by Iroquois in 1986 and was eliminated due to
construction concerns. We evaluated this suggested alignment during field visits in March
and April 1990 and agree that construction along this alignment would not be practical
because of the steep grades and observed bedrock that would require blasting.
Placement of the pipeline within the paved roadway would also be inadvisable. It should
be noted that much of the proposed route that would be eliminated with this variation
is located parallel and adjacent to an existing electric transmission line right-of-way.

Comment Summary: Stratford, Connecticut Alternatives

The Town of Stratford and the HVA suggested several alternative alignments that would
either avoid the Town of Stratford completely by crossing the Housatonic River at a
location in the Town of Shelton, or make greater use of an existing electric transmission
line right-of-way through Stratford. These alternatives would avoid or minimize impact
on Cranberry Pond. Several landowners also provided comments supporting the use of
the Carroll Variation, and one landowner suggested an alternative alignment along the
existing electric transmission line along James Farm Road.
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gamnse:

The alternative alignments suggested by the town and the HVA are discussed in sections
6.2.64, 6.2.65, and 6.2.66. The discussion concerning greater use of the United
Iluminating right-of-way is included in section 6.2.67. Our analysis and recommendation
pertaining to the Carroll Variation is included in section 6.2.68.

A landowner in Stratford, Ms. A. Ballaro, also suggested that the pipeline be shifted
from the west side of the electric powerline right-of-way at MP 328.3 to the east side to
provide greater clearance from their residence. We examined this location in March
1990 and found that the proposed location of the pipeline along the west side of the
right-of-way is the only feasible alignment in this area; the east side of the existing right-
of-way is constrained by the steep slopes rising to James Farm Road and the existing and
planned development along James Farm Road (see section 6.2.67).

Comment Summary: Milford, Connecticut Alternatives

The State of Connecticut provided comments describing the potential impacts associated
with the recommended Milford Variation in the Town of Milford and again reiterated
their request for the evaluation of any alignment down the Housatonic River. Similar
comments were also received from HVA, the Town of Milford, and a representative of
the JFK School PTO. The Milford Harbor Management Commission commented on the
potential disruption to a designated transient anchorage and suggested an alternative off-
shore alignment to the west of Charles Island. A local landowner also suggested that the
alignment through Milford follow Bic Drive, rather than along the rear of properties
along Ruth Ann Terrace.

Response:

An alignment down the Housatonic River is discussed in response 3.5-24. The
alternative off-shore alignment suggested by the Milford Harbor Management Commission
is discussed in Section 6.2.69.

Construction of the proposed pipeline either adjacent to or within the roadway of Bic
Drive would be inadvisable, particularly when compared to the recommended Milford
Variation. Bic Drive is a heavily-traveled roadway providing access to I-95 as well as a
number of commercial (office) and industrial properties. Construction along this roadway
would create severe traffic disruptions for both workers at the various businesses in the
area as well as individuals traveling to and from I-95. In addition, the problems
associated with pipeline construction along or within local roadways are well-documented
(see response 3-5.11).

In comparison, the Milford Variation would traverse to the rear of the commercial
properties along Bic Drive, making optimum use of parking areas and creating little, if
any, disruption to the adjacent residences. In considering the Milford Variation we
recognized the sensitivity of this alignment and have included several site-specific
mitigation and restoration measures in our recommendation (see section 6.1.34).
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Comment Summary: Long Island, New York Alternatives

A number of comments were received from residents and local officials on Long Island

- suggesting alternative alignments within and away from the existing LILCO electric

transmission right-of-way. The Town of Huntington (Mr. R. Machtay, Director of
Planning) and a local resident suggested alignment of the pipeline along the east side of
the existing right-of-way generally between Seaside Court and Route 25A (approximately
MP 361 to MP 362.5). This alignment would avoid or minimize impacts to the town’s
Wodaembarc Park-Preserve and a recent townhouse development on Wood Path Drive.
Other residents suggested a deviation from the existing LILCO right-of-way at
approximately MP 364.8 with alignment along the Long Island Railroad and the Sunken
Meadow Parkway to avoid the Huntington Landfill. A representative of the Commack
Civic Group (Mr. T. Califano) also suggested the use of an alternate landfall at the
Shoreham nuclear plant or, Mr. Califano suggested, at a minimum, a realignment in the
vicinity of the South Commack terminus to avoid a residential area.

Response:

The alternative alignment of the South Commack terminus is discussed in section 6.2.68.

The alternative alignment along the east side of the existing LILCO right-of-way in the
vicinity of MP 361 (Wodeambarc Park-Preserve) was examined and found to be less
acceptable than the proposed route. An alignment along the east side of the right-of-
way would impact a stream and associated wetlands and possibly residences on Seaside
Circle. An existing tree screen between the LILCO right-of-way and the golf course
would also be disturbed or, alternately, the golf course would be disrupted.

A shift to the east side of the existing right-of-way is appropriate between MP 362.1 and
MP 362.4 in order to minimize disruption to a recent townhouse development. This shift
in the alignment will be incorporated into the proposed route.

We have reviewed the proposed alignment in the vicinity of the Huntington Landfill (MP
364.8 to MP 365.9) and find that the existing right-of-way provides ample opportunity to
avoid the existing methane monitoring wells as well as the residences to the west and
south. The existing LILCO right-of-way in this area is 200 feet wide; the proposed
pipeline will be located in a vacant portion of the right-of-way to the west and south of
the existing LILCO underground cables. Existing vegetation screens between the
residences and the right-of-way will be maintained. In contrast, alignment along the
railroad tracks would be constrained by the lack of available right-of-way and the
topographic variation between the railroad and the landfill area to the south. The
alignment along the Sunken Meadow Parkway would also require the clearing of at least
a portion of the existing vegetation screen along the roadway.

The suggested landfall at the Shoreham nuclear facility has little merit since the plans
for the possible conversion or abandonment of that facility are far from complete.
Iroquois evaluated an alternatives landfall at Port Jefferson in their Resource Report No.
10-Alternatives and found that both the alternate marine route as well as the
requirements for additional facilities and reinforcements to the LILCO system resulted
in potentially greater impacts than the proposed route. We feel the proposed landfall
at the Northport generating facility and the proposed alignment along the existing
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LILCO right-of-way provide for maximum use of existing utility corridors and property
and will result in minimal impact.

Comment Summary: Non-specific Route Alternatives

A numbser of individuals and organizations in Connecticut and the Town of New Milford
raised non-specific routing concerns, suggesting that alternatives with less environmental
impacts should have been identified, evaluated, and/or recommended. The implication
was that the alternative evaluation presented in the DEIS was inadequate because
environmentally superior alternatives were not identified or were not given adequate
consideration.

Response:

A total of 78 route variations were identified in the DEIS, including 16 variations to the
proposed Iroquois route in Connecticut. In response to comments on the DEIS, an
additional 42 new route variations and 15 modifications to previous variations were
identified. Those 42 variations and 15 modifications are presented and evaluated in
section 6.2; of these, 18 are located in Connecticut. A number of other suggested
alternative alignments are discussed in response to specific comments in this volume.

Our evaluation of route variations has been responsive to citizens and elected officials,
as well as the resource issues identified in Connecticut. The fact that we did not identify
and evaluate specific alternatives to resources in every case does not mean our evaluation
of alternatives was inadequate; in many instances, the identified resources would not be
directly affected by the pipeline, while in other instances, site-specific recommendations
adequately address the potential impacts. In other words, identification of specific
resource concerns did not, in all instances, justify the identification and adoption of route
variations. ’

In some cases, our evaluation of the route variations indicated the proposed route was
superior, in which case the variation was not recommended. In several instances,
inadequate information was available to justify a recommendation in the DEIS (e.g.,
Fairfield County Subdivision Variations, Section 6.1.29); further evaluation of these
variations is provided in the FEIS. In all cases, our evaluation of route variations
provided the necessary comparative analysis and supports our conclusion that the
proposed route, incorporating the specific, recommended variations presented in Sections
6.1 and 6.2, represents the environmentally preferred alignment for the proposed

pipeline.
Comment Summary: Wallingford, Connecticut Alternatives
The State of Connecticut indicated their disagreement with our rejection of the

Wallingford Landfill Variation on Tennessee’s proposed North Haven Extension. The
state supported the variation in order to avoid potential loss of landfill capacity.




Response:

Tennessee has amended their application to FERC and has withdrawn the North Haven
Extension, thereby making this variation a moot issue. FERC will consider the state’s
comments should this alignment be presented again in the future.

348




3.6

3.6-1

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS AND BLASTING

Comment Summary: Effects of Blasting

There were 21 comments concerning blasting effects on foundations, wells, septic systems,
the disruption of everyday life, and the degradation of regional aesthetics from the
construction of the proposed pipeline near New Milford, Monroe, Hamden, Shelton,
Gaylordsville, Stratford, Brookfield, Brookfield Center, and Sandy Hook, Connecticut. The
request was made that more details of the precautionary measures with regard to blasting
be provided including the extent of pre-blast surveys, control of charges, insurance/bonding,
and the period of responsibility of the applicant for private property.

Two comments were received from the Town of Monroe, Connecticut, concerned with the
likelihood of blasting in Monroe. In their opinion, there is less probability of blasting
associated with the Conrail Variation near Monroe and subsequently less impact.

Response:

Specific details describing the precautionary measures to be applied in connection with
pipeline construction blasting as well as the applicable Federal and state standards and
regulations are listed in section 5.1.1.1 of the EIS. The text has been revised to specifically
include wells and septic systems and structures in connection with pre-and post-blasting
surveys described for the EIS. The responsibility of polling homeowners as to whether
pre- and post-blasting inspections are requested or declined is given to the applicant and
would be done on a one-to-one basis. Insurance and bonding requirements associated with
blasting are contained in the regulations governing blasting. The applicants would be
required to abide by the regulations. Both applicants have either agreed to follow blasting
procedures that are at least as stringent as those discussed in the sections above, or are
required to conform to these procedures as described in section 7.3, recommendation 31.

Reference is made to studies conducted by the USBM (Siskind and Fumanti, 1974), which
show that blasting in rock generally produces rock fractures within a very small radius
surrounding the shot hole. If a typical shot hole with a 4-inch-diameter is used, rock
fractures can be expected to reach a distance of 5 to 55 times the shot hole radius, or 1
to 9 feet, depending on the hardness of the rock encountered. Consequently, rock
fracturing beyond the limits of the proposed construction right-of-way (75 feet) would be
highly unlikely.

The comment made concerning the likelihood of blasting in Monroe stated that, from
independent analysis, it was determined that "34% of the soils which would be crossed in
Monroe have at least 10% exposed bedrock, meaning far less than 5 feet of soil overlying
bedrock.” This information supports our data, summarized in table 4.1.1-1, which concludes
that less than 5 feet of soil cover occurs for the Monroe area (MP 317 - 321) except for
slightly thicker (up to 10 feet) areas in valleys.

The Conrail Variation was re-evaluated in section 6.2-61. Comments were noted
concerning the amounts of blasting associated with the Conrail Variation relative to the
applicants proposed right-of-way. We believe that due to the predominately steeper
adjacent terrain, the immediate concern of sedimentation into the Housatonic River, the
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possibility of slope instability associated with additional construction along the existing
Conrail right-of-way, and the likelihood of large amounts of additional blasting being
associated with pipeline construction along this right-of-way, the Conrail Variation is less
advantageous than the proposed route.

Comment Summary: Wallingford Lateral Blasting

One comment from the Town of Cheshire, Connecticut, was received indicating that an
error was made on page 5-23 of the DEIS. The error concerned the length of the
proposed Tennessee Wallingford Lateral that would likely require blasting during
construction.

Response:

Comment acknowledged. Thank you for pointing out this typographic error. The correct
length of the Wallingford Lateral that would likely require blasting is 2.8 miles and the
FEIS has been corrected.

Comment Summary: Potential for Seismicity

Ten comments were received from HVA, and the Towns of Brookfield, Stratford, and
Shelton, Connecticut concerned with the potential for seismicity. Specifically, the fault
zone known formally as Cameron’s Line was mentioned as a geological hazard to the
integrity of the proposed pipeline. The COE suggested that the discussion of the potential
for damaging earthquakes in section 5.1.1.1.2 be simplified.

Response:

The topics of seismicity and potential for surface ruptures are discussed in the EIS in
sections 4.1.1.3 and 5.1.1.1.2 (see also figure 4.1.1-1). Contained within these discussions
of seismicity are numerous recent references for the region incorporating the proposed
pipeline. The Cameron’s Line region has not had historical surface ground ruptures or
seismic events that even approach the proposed pipeline’s design level of intensity IX on
the Modified Mercalli scale, neither from Cameron’s Line or from any regional seismic
events. Fault zones can commonly be inactive depending on existing geologic conditions.
The historical seismic record for the region of high intensity events extends over a 300 year
period and supports our conclusions.

Based on the requirements of the proposed project, there is insufficient cause to justify
FERC recommending further research specifically on Cameron’s Line. Refer to section
5.1.12.1 on reliability and safety of gas transmission pipelines and subsequent sections for
background information, discussions, and statistics relevant to the effects of pipeline
rupture. The applicants would apply emergency preparedness procedures outlined by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in events such as damaging earthquakes.
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Comment Summary: Cross Rocks Copper Mine Effects

One comment was received from the Cheshire, Connecticut, area concerned with how the
Wallingford Lateral might affect the Cross Rocks Copper Mine site.

Response:

We identified no active mining at this site. This was re-confirmed through conversations
with CTDEC Natural Resources Center. We have also responded to comments on the
site in relation to this site’s potential cultural impact (see response 3.15-17).

Comment Summary: Liquefaction Clarification Needed

Iroquois commented that clarification was needed to indicate that no areas prone to
liquefaction exist along the proposed route.

Response:

Thank you for the comment. -This specific geologic/soils-related hazard is discussed in
section 5.1.1.1.2.

Comment Summary: Rocky River Quarry Effects

Three comments were received from New Milford, Connecticut, concerned with the
intersection of the proposed right-of-way and the Rocky River Quarry, an active sand and
gravel mining operation.

Response:

Comments noted. This mining operation is referenced in table 4.1.1-2 of the EIS. The
summary of the impact relating to mining operations is found in section 5.1.1.1.1 of the
EIS. The Rocky River sand and gravel operation is the only mining operation crossed by
the pipeline. The applicant would have to negotiate with the mining lease holders or
owners during right-of-way acquisition.

Comment Summary: Amounts of Blasted Rock

A comment was received from the City of Shelton, Connecticut, requesting clarification
on volume estimations of blasted rock associated with pipeline construction.

Response:

We recognize that the best available information is insufficient to adequately address the
issues of detailed and site-specific disposal of excavated rock. Rather than unrealistically
constraining the applicant during construction with required means of disposal, we have
outlined the specific areas in which this excess rock may not be used. The applicant is
then free to use the excess rock as a useful by-product for public road access pads,
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development of affected lands with landowner discretion, and in building necessary erosion
control outfall areas.

Refer to "Disposal of Excavated Materials” in section S.1.1.1 for further discussion.

For the purposes of evaluating the pipeline alternatives, the plan-view lengths of the areas
likely to require construction blasting were used. "

Comment Summary: Need for Performance Bonds

The FWS recommended that FERC require the applicants to post performance bonds in
appropriate amounts in relation to pipeline construction.

Response:

Comment noted. We believe that existing requirements by specific communities with
respect to performance bonding for construction projects adequately resolve this issue.

Comment Summary: More Detail Needed on Blasting Mitigation

A comment was received from the HVA about a statement it claims we made in
connection with blasting mitigation that with the best management practices all problems
can be eliminated. The HVA requested that a more detailed report of the potential
problems that could result from pipeline construction blasting be made.

Response:

We reject the HVA’s interpretation of the discussion in section 5.1.1 referring to potential
blasting effects and associated mitigation methods as casually denying their potential
influences on public and private concerns. Mitigation measures lessen the adverse effects
associated with a process, but do not prevent or eliminate them. We agree with the
implication the HVA has made that the effects of pipeline construction blasting cannot be
eliminated from the vicinity totally and have made numerous statements to this effect in
section 5.1.1.1.  Additional specific revisions have been added (see response 3.6-1)
concerning pre- and post-blasting surveys, water wells, septic systems, documentation, and
payment of dam