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To Ms Bose:

I would like to submit a response to the Applicant's June 16, 2016 comments, “Response Of Algonquin Gas 
Transmission, LLC And Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC To Comments On Environmental 
Assessment”. I would also like to submit additional data and observations supporting my earlier position 
that construction of a compressor station in North Weymouth will jeopardize the public health, which 
invalidates the Public Convenience and Necessity claimed by the Applicant.

In the Applicant's response to my comments on the Atlantic Bridge Environmental Assessment (EA; 
prepared by Natural Resource Group in violation of FERC conflict of interest policies), they state:
“Moreover, because the modeling analysis that accompanied the Air Application was extremely 
conservative and given that the USEPA approved models also have inherent conservatism built in to the 
models, it is highly unlikely that once the Weymouth Compressor Station is operational, any monitored 
values near the compressor station will be as high as the values obtained from the modeling analysis” (page
4; emphasis mine).

I disagree with this assertion, that monitored values will not be as high as those obtained from the modeling 
analysis, for the following reasons.

I. As submitted previously in this docket, myself and community members measured several 24 hour 
periods where PM2.5 concentrations already exceeded the final concentrations predicted by the EA, even 
though the station has not been built yet. The method we used in our work should not be used as the basis 
for  conducting regulatory dispersion modeling analyses. However, as argued in our report, the data were 
obtained using a successfully tested methodology that was given a favorable review by the EPA and the 
South Coast Air Quality Monitoring District in California. The data do in fact provide valid and important 
information about local air quality which has not been otherwise evaluated empirically. 

In other words, we have shown that monitored values are likely already higher than the values obtained 
from the EA modeling analysis.

II. The background data used for the dispersion modeling analysis were obtained from a state-run 
monitoring station in an urban neighborhood of Boston (Harrison Avenue, Roxbury). I am personally 
familiar with this neighborhood, having lived and worked there for a period of time. There are on-road 
mobile emissions sources and local stationary emissions sources in the neighborhood, just as there are in the
Fore River Basin (which encompasses the Weymouth site). However, there are three important reasons why 
the Harrison Avenue monitor may not provide an accurate estimate of background (ambient plus 
anthropogenic) air quality.



A. The Fore River Basin has additional off-road mobile emissions sources that are not present near the 
Harrison Avenue monitor. Shipping tankers regularly enter the Fore River and dock in the area. Residents 
have confirmed that these vessels can dock with their engines idling for 24-36 hours (personal 
communication). There are construction vessels, mass transit ferries, and personal watercraft as well as 
trains that also produce off-road mobile emissions in the area. In fact, the most recent publicly available 
Massachusetts emissions inventory indicates that off-road mobile sources represent 26% of state-wide 
nitrogen oxide emissions, twice as much as point sources (see below). Railroad and commercial marine 
emissions of nitrogen oxide emissions total 8,449.4 tons per year1. These sources are relatively concentrated
in the Fore River Basin as compared to Harrison Avenue. These emissions sources were not captured 
through either the use of the Harrison Avenue monitor data as background, nor by modeling four local 
emission point sources and the compressor station emissions in the dispersion modeling analysis.

B. The Weymouth site on the Fore River is a coastal area subject to coastal inversion events. I have shared 
this criticism in my previous comments. Inversion events increase local pollutant concentrations2, but the 
Applicant has not addressed this as a factor which might amplify the effect of existing pollutant 
concentrations as well as any future compressor station emissions. 

C. The most recent Massachusetts emissions
inventory shows that the toxic pollutants
affecting human health are actually
generated by a complex mixture of sources.
Each of the major categories compiled by
the state are themselves comprised of further
categories of emissions (for example, area
emissions include small stationary fuel
combustion, residential fuel,
commercial/institutional fuel, industrial fuel,
waste burning, fires/cooking, etc)1. It is
entirely reasonable, if not highly likely, that
the fugitive dust, area, and off-road PM2.5
emissions (84% of state-wide emissions)
could differ between Harrison Avenue and
the Fore River Basin. If data were obtained
to show that background emissions were comparable between the Fore River Basin and Roxbury, then one 
might more readily conclude that the net balance of complex emission sources is comparable. However, we 
have produced data showing that this is in fact not the case, as one might expect based upon the arguments 
presented here.

III. Contrary to dispersion modeling analyses, air quality near compressor stations is impaired and 
jeopardizes air quality standards as well as human health. 

A. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Research (ATSDR) evaluated particulate matter 
measurements collected by the EPA near a compressor station in Brooklyn Township, Pennsylvania3. The 
ATSDR report concluded that the compressor station emissions would likely lead to a violation of the 
annual NAAQS for PM2.5 if the monitoring period had extended over a longer time period. Notably, there 
were no other major or minor emissions sources in the vicinity of the compressor station and monitoring 

1 Table 2, Statewide 2008 emissions by category, all pollutants. Off-highway sources numbers 2 and 3. Available at 
http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/dep/air/priorities/08pei-data.pdf

2 Shmool JL, et al. Saturation sampling for spatial variation in multiple air pollutants across an inversion-prone 
metropolitan area of complex terrain. Environ Health. 2014 Apr 16;13(1):28 

3 http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/pha/BrooklynTownship/BrooklynTwnsp_pm2-5_HC_Final_04-22-2016_508.pdf



site. 

B. Harmful concentrations of toxic and cancer-causing air pollutants, created by burning natural gas in 
compressor stations, have been measured near compressor stations. A peer-reviewed study documented 
formaldehyde concentrations that exceed toxic and carcinogenic thresholds, up to nearly 800 meters, near 
compressor stations in Pennsylvania. This distance is comparable to the distance of some residences from 
the Weymouth site, suggesting a compressor station at that location could expose them to toxic 
formaldehyde concentrations. 

Formaldehyde is a volatile compound, but produced as a combustion by-product of incompletely burned 
methane. Therefore, the specific composition of fuel gas (e.g., from a collection system vs a transmission 
system) is unlikely to significantly affect the production of formaldehyde when burned in a compressor 
station. Given the Applicant's anticipated degree of catalytic reduction for volatile organic compounds, it is 
also likely that formaldehyde concentrations would remain above toxic and carcinogenic thresholds for 
residents near the site. Since formaldehyde (like particulate matter and nitrogen oxides) is a combustion by-
product, the results can be generalized to compressor stations in both collection and transmission pipeline 
systems.

Both studies described above measured air quality near compressor stations with similar ratings to the 
planned station for Weymouth (~6000hp).

IV. It is not possible to fully evaluate the Applicant's application to pollute our air at this time since 
their application to the state is incomplete. The Comprehensive Plan Application to the state does 
indicate the plan for partial catalytic reduction of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds, but 

omits any information about the method and frequency of maintaining the catalytic equipment. In fact, as 
shown above, the most recent publicly available Plan for operating and maintaining a compressor station in 
North Weymouth (submitted as part of Resource Report 9, Oct 2015) lacks information on Standard 



Operating Procedures, Standard Maintenance Procedures, and operating & maintenance procedures for the 
air pollution control device (catalyst). 

Without this information, it is not possible to determine whether the Applicant has prepared an appropriate 
plan for operating and maintaining equipment at the site to minimize the release of toxic and carcinogenic 
emissions.

V. The Applicant has failed to dissuade allegations that the Atlantic Bridge EA was prepared in 
violation of the Commission's Conflict of Interest policies.

Briefly, as previously reviewed in my comments under this docket, the EA was prepared by a consultant, 
Natural Resources Group (NRG), hired by the Commission in direct violation of their own conflict of 
interest rules. The Applicant has denied this in their response to comments in the Atlantic Bridge docket, but
not with sufficiently clarity to dissuade this charge. The consultant (NRG) in fact has a long-standing 
relationship with Spectra Energy and is not a neutral entity but rather an organization which regularly 
supports the pipeline industry.

In their June 16 2016 response, the Applicant acknowledges a conflict of interest exists if the contractor 
“has an ongoing relationship with the applicant” 4. The Applicant then acknowledges that they do in fact 
have an ongoing relationship with the contractor (NRG) because NRG is providing public affairs assistance 
to the PennEast pipeline project and the Applicant is a minor stakeholder in that project. The Applicant then 
states that they are only a “minor” stakeholder in PennEast and imply the relationship is therefore not 
significant since they are “not responsible for managing the PennEast project” (ibid, p 15). 

I would point out that their own quote of FERC policy describes conflicts of interest as being related to an 
“ongoing relationship” without qualification as to whether that relationship is in the applicant's capacity as a
minor or major stakeholder, and without a threshold for degree of involvement with a project (e.g., 
'managing' a project).

Therefore, the Atlantic Bridge EA was prepared in violation of the Commission's conflict of interest policy 
as originally stated.

Conclusions and recommendations

The Applicant argues that the EPA models are adequately conservative. They have not provided data to 
support this claim. I have argued here that, although there may be conservative features built into dispersion
models in general, dispersion modeling for the Atlantic Bridge EA failed to account for variation in local 
emissions and appears to have omitted the effects of coastal inversion events. These arguments are 
supported by data we collected, showing a statistically significant discrepancy between air quality in 
Roxbury and the Fore River Basin. Furthermore, studies of compressor station emissions do show that they 
significantly impair local air quality.

Therefore, it is inaccurate to argue that air quality would not be affected to the degree predicted by the EA. 
Rather, it is likely that air quality will be   significantly worse   than what was predicted for the Atlantic 
Bridge EA.

The arguments here and elsewhere support the following requests:

4   Response of Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, LLC to Comments on 
Environmental Assessment. June 16, 2016. FERC Docket 16-9-000



1. The Applicant needs to submit a completed air quality permit application, with a copy made publicly 
available in this docket, prior to finalizing environmental review of the project

2. In order to address the criticisms listed here, the Applicant should provide financial support for the 
establishment of an air quality monitoring station in the Fore River Basin. The station should be 
administered by the state of Massachusetts. Siting of the station should be undertaken by the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection with input from the public. The station should include equipment 
meeting Federal Reference or Equivalent Method standards for carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, fine 
particulate matter, and volatile organic compounds. Review of the Atlantic Bridge Application for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity should be placed on hold until one year of data have been 
collected and analyzed, with an opportunity for public comment.

3. Since the EA was prepared in violation of the Commission's Conflict of Interest policy, the Commission 
should hire a new consultant that does not have an existing relationship with the Applicant. An 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Health Impact Assessment should be required as part 
of the Atlantic Bridge review process.

4. The Commission should recognize that this project endangers the local environment, local resident 
health, and the global climate (based upon the many comments submitted to this docket). The Commission 
should further recognize that these dangers outweigh any proposed public benefit and therefore deny the 
Atlantic Bridge application.

Thank you for reviewing these comments and the above requests.

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


