
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE
Washington, D.C. 20426
May 1, 2016

 Re:  Spectra Energy, Atlantic Bridge Project Environmental Assessment
Docket No. CP16-9-000

To Secretary Bose:

I am writing to comment on the Atlantic Bridge Environmental Assessment (EA). The formal comment
period has ended. However, in response to requests for an extension of the public comment period, the 
Commission has indicated that it will continue accepting and reviewing public comments. I am 
therefore submitting my observations that the Atlantic Bridge EA does not meet regulatory standards 
for noise pollution.

1. The Applicant has not demonstrated that the Weymouth Compressor station would comply with 
the Massachusetts noise standard 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has established noise standards to protect the public health, 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Noise Control Regulation 310 CMR 7.10. The 
Applicant quotes some relevant sections of the Regulation1 and its interpretation in the EA2:

“(2) 310 CMR 7.10(1) shall pertain to, but shall not be limited to, prolonged unattended sounding of 
burglar alarms, construction and demolition equipment which characteristically emit sound but which 
may be fitted and accommodated with equipment such as enclosures to suppress sound or may be 
operated in a manner so as to suppress sound, suppressible and preventable industrial and 
commercial sources of sound, and other man-made sounds that cause noise.

The DEP has established a Noise Level Policy for implementing this regulation. The policy specifies 
that the ambient sound level, measured at the property line of the facility or at the nearest inhabited 
buildings, shall not be increased by more than 10 decibels weighted for the "A" scale [dB(A)] due to 
the sound from the facility during its operating hours.”

(Emphasis mine)

Based on their consultant's noise analysis and their review of the federal and state noise regulations, the
Applicant argues that the federal standards (imposed by the Commission) are more stringent than the 
state's standards. The EA and Resource Reports detail the noise measurements and analyses supporting 
this claim.

However, as indicated in table 2.8.3-1 (EA pg 2-104), the noise analyses have all been conducted with 
respect to noise-sensitive areas (NSAs). While NSAs are clearly important, the Massachusetts Code 
actually states “the property line or at the nearest inhabited building”. There are no noise analyses to 
indicate what the impact will be at the property line. For example, if sound levels were measured at the 
proposed site now to determine ambient noise levels and conduct additional noise analyses, it is 

1 http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/service/regulations/310cmr07.pdf
2 Atlantic Bridge Environmental Assessment, Sec 2.8.1.2, State and Local Noise Regulations

http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/service/regulations/310cmr07.pdf


possible that facility noise at the property line  would increase sound levels by 10 dB or more. 
Considering that the Applicant does not plan to seize the Town of Weymouth conservation area used as 
a town park between the Weymouth site and King's Cove, the property line standard is relevant since 
residents currently utilize the park for short walks along King's Cove. The park is, in fact, immediately 
adjacent to the proposed property line.

Therefore, while the Commission's standards only reference NSAs, the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts references NSAs   and   the facility property line. The EA has only addressed NSAs and 
therefore has   not   shown compliance with the state's Code.

2. The noise surveys appear to be biased by sampling conditions
Resource Report 9 and the EA both state that the dominant daytime noise source near the Weymouth 
site is traffic. Bridge Street (also known as Route 3A) is a major traffic route for passenger vehicles. 
Therefore, as indicated in the EA and Resource Reports, one would anticipate that noise measured at 
NSAs near Bridge Street might predominantly reflect commuter traffic. By measuring ambient noise on
weekdays when commuter traffic noise predominated at the NSAs nearest to the Weymouth site, the 
noise survey produced artificially high ambient noise levels. As a consequence, noise impacts 
attributable to the compressor station are made to appear relatively lower than if the ambient noise level
had been measured on a weekend when there would not be significant commuter traffic.

3. Requests
A. In their comments on the EA, the Commission has stated that they “recommend” that Algonquin file
noise surveys (pg 2-110) post-construction. Please clarify whether these recommendations, while 
appreciated, are legally binding. If so, please clarify the legal basis for which Algonquin must comply 
with the recommendations. If there is no legal basis for the recommendation, it will be presumed that 
they will only be completed at the Applicant's discretion (i.e., they will not be completed).

B. Ambient noise surveys and analyses presented in the EA and Resource Report should be repeated 
separately for weekday and weekend noise, since the outcome of these would vary depending on the 
presence of variable, mobile noise sources such as commuter traffic (just as mobile sources of pollution
would affect background levels of air pollution, which were ignored by the EA and the Commission).

C. Approval of the Atlantic Bridge project should be withheld unless the Applicant can demonstrate 
that the Weymouth compressor station could be built without violating Massachusetts 310 CMR 7.10, 
independent of day of the week. This would require new data collection and analyses to demonstrate 
that Massachusetts noise standards would not be violated at the property line, neither on weekdays nor 
on weekends (see above).

At this time, the close and apparently amicable working relationship between Spectra Energy and 
Natural Resources Group appears to constitute collusion, if not a conflict of interest, in the process of 
preparing the environmental review. To preserve any semblance of actual review, I encourage the 
Commission to carefully review my comments here and elsewhere, and take meaningful action to 
mitigate the risks this project poses to the climate, environment, and human health – this could be most 
readily accomplished by refusing to grant a Certificate to the Applicant.



Signed,

Curtis L Nordgaard MD MSc
Pediatrician
Dorchester, MA

CC:
Erin Flaherty
Town of Weymouth
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, Southeast Region
Massachusetts Attorney General
EPA New England-Region 1 Office of Environmental Review


