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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 

Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC) 

Maritimes and Northeast Pipeline LLC) 

 Docket No. CP16-9-000 

 

  

REQUEST FOR REHEARING AND RECISSION OF ORDER 

OF SANDRA PETERS  

AND REQUEST FOR STAY OF CERTIFICATE 

 

  

Pursuant to Rule 713 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC”) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. §385.713, and Section 717r(a) of the Natural Gas Act, 15 

U.S.C. §717r(a), SANDRA PETERS (hereinafter the “Intervenor”) hereby respectfully requests 

rehearing, rescission and a stay of FERC’s January 25, 2017 Order Issuing Certificate and 

Authorizing Abandonment (“Order”) for the Atlantic Bridge Project which grants a Certificate of 

Public Convenience and Necessity (the “Certificate”) to Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC 

(“Algonquin”) and Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline, L.L.C. (“Maritimes”) (together, the “Natural 

GasCompanies”) to construct and operate certain pipeline and compression facilities in 

NewYork, Connecticut, and Massachusetts (the “Atlantic Bridge Project” or the “Project”). 

Sandra Peters seeks a rehearing and rescission of the Commission’s Order because it violates the 

Natural Gas Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act,  the National Environmental Protection Act 

and its implementing regulations, and the Administrative Procedure Act..  Sandra Peters also 

requests that the Commission not extend the time by which it must act thereon. 
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I  STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

On January 30, 2015, the Natural Gas Companies requested, and were subsequently granted, pre-

filing review of the proposed Atlantic Bridge Project, which involves the expansion of the 

Natural Gas Companies’ existing gas pipeline network and the construction of a new gas-fired 

compressor station in the densely populated coastal community of North Weymouth. 

Specifically, the Natural Gas Companies propose to locate a 7,700-horsepower compressor 

station on a peninsula of land that juts out into the Fore River, the Fore River Estuary, and 

King’s Cove.  

 

On April 27, 2015, the Commission published its Notice of Intent to Prepare an 

Environmental Assessment (“EA”) for the Project. Shortly thereafter, the Siting Board 

filed notice of its intent to hold public hearings and to collect comments on the Project for 

submission to FERC. During the initial scoping comment period and throughout the entire 

process wherein public comment was solicited by both state [Massachusetts] and federal 

agencies, Sandra Peters has voiced strong opposition to the project and has provided substantial 

comment 
[1]

 based upon significant research and argument against the project because she will be 

personally and substantially harmed by the project.   

 

[1]
 

20151222-5063 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/22/2015 9:34:49 AM 
20151222-5010 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/21/2015 10:36:23 PM 

20160602-5123 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 6/1/2016 9:44:34 PM 

20160715-5165 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 7/15/2016 3:14:10 PM 
20161227-5013 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/26/2016 1:53:34 PM 

 

II  STATEMENT OF RELEVANT FACTS 

The Commission did not conduct a Thorough and Complete Societal and Individual Risk 

Assessment.  The Commission’s Environmental Assessment [EA] and subsequent Certificate of 
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Public Convenience [COPC] fail to thoroughly and adequately address all possible health, safety, 

risk and economic issues related to the siting of a natural gas compressor in this specific highly 

densely populated location with unique characteristics including, but not limited to, minimal 

evacuation routes, weather conditions causing gas to concentrate, and summer cottages with 

minimal insulation from sound.  

A. Public Safety – The Applicant’s evaluation of plausible accidental release scenarios only 

considered impacts to the structural integrity of the Fore River Bridge itself.  It did not 

consider those same and/or additional impacts on the structural integrity of the human 

skeleton or skin while walking or biking on the bridge, or kayaking or fishing in the 

nearby waterway, or to the contribution of automobile accidents on the bridge caused by 

startled drivers. Plausible catastrophic incidents such as natural gas compressor 

explosions were not included in the analysis, or if they were, they were not disclosed.  

B. Home Values - Inadequate and cherry picked home value data that support The 

Commission’s conclusion.  Failure to consider alternate data demonstrating that home 

values will decline.  

C. Failure to provide a Fireworks Risk Analysis 

D. Number and location of compressor vents and stacks has changed throughout the 

project  

E. Compressor location violates 49 CFR §192.167 (2) and 49 CFR § 192.169 (b) 

 [Hazard]. 

F. Incomplete Noise Analysis that does not address all possible impacts upon the public 

and homeowners 
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G. Conflict of Interest of FERC subcontractors  

H. Diminution of Open Space Park  

I. Incomplete Emissions Analysis  

J. Mitigation Measures (if any) with respect to the Weymouth Compressor not fully 

explained 

 

III ARGUMENT 

A. Public Safety - FERC’s Evaluation of plausible accidental release scenarios only 

considered impacts to the structural integrity of the Fore River Bridge itself.  It did not 

consider those same and/or additional impacts on the structural integrity of the human 

skeleton or skin while walking or biking on the bridge, or to the contribution of 

automobile accidents on the bridge caused by startled drivers.  

 

Plausible catastrophic incidents such as natural gas compressor explosions were not included in 

the analysis, or if they were, they were not disclosed.  “Algonquin’s evaluation concludes that if 

a major event were to occur at the Weymouth Compressor Station, it is unlikely to pose a threat 

on the structural integrity of nearby infrastructure.” Missing in its analysis is impact upon human 

beings and a major transportation corridor.  Also missing were the highly common incidence of 

valve leaks causing releases, explosions, and other consequences detrimental to a densely 

populated area. [EXHIBIT I]. The Applicant’s [Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC, Maritimes 

and Northeast Pipeline LLC] analysis accepted by The Commission was incomplete. 

Furthermore, the raw data requested was not provided by the Applicant, so that an independent 

analysis could corroborate or dispute the Applicant’s conclusions., one of which was “risk of the 
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majority of incidents was zero”.  The Applicant’s use of the word “majority” rather than “all” 

suggests that risk exists that was not publicly stated by the Applicant.  The requested societal 

assessment including the ability to display F-N curves that show the cumulative frequency, F, 

with which N or more people are predicted to become fatalities – requested by the Intervenor – 

was not provided by The Commission.[1]  

“. .When evaluating thermal radiation, Algonquin relied upon PHAST 7.112, a hazard analysis 

software tool that is commonly used for this type of analysis. Flammable concentrations were 

also assessed via the SCREEN3 model, as recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency. The assessment of thermal radiation from these scenarios indicated that there would be 

no damage to the structural integrity of the new Fore River Bridge.” –  

Analysis 

Algonquin’s evaluation of any plausible accidental release scenarios in relation to the new Fore 

River Bridge is based on the evaluation of (1) the compressor station components and full range 

of operation parameters; and (2) plausible compressor station incidents of gas release, based on 

historical incident reports to the U.S. Department of Transportation (“USDOT”) Pipeline 

Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (“PHMSA”) by gas pipeline operators, which spans 

13.5 years for compressor station operations across the entire US1. The likelihood of these 

specific incidents occurring at the Weymouth Compressor Station was then evaluated along with 

the safety consequence of each scenario. Note that the majority of the incidents in the PHMSA 

database involved facilities that will not even be present at the Weymouth site, and thus the risk 

of the majority of incidents was zero.” [2] 

[1] Source: 20160602-5123 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 6/1/2016 9:44:34 PM 

 

[2]Source: 20160411-5058 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 04/11/2016 
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The use of the word “majority” with respect to incidents numbering zero leads one to wonder 

what the probability risk is for the remaining unnamed minority. This was not disclosed by The 

Commission, and is deeply troubling. 

 

[The Commission’s response in the COPC]: 

236. “.. or industrial strength fireworks are launched over King’s Cove for the Fourth of July). 

Sandra Peters requests the supporting information used in Algonquin’s evaluation of a range of 

plausible events at the compressor station site. Section 2.9.3 of the EA discloses the results of 

Algonquin’s initial evaluation of potential events, covering the compressor station 

components, a full range of operation parameters at the compressor station, and plausible 

compressor station incidents of gas release, based on historical incident reports to 

PHMSA by gas pipeline operators. The analysis also assesses the impact of an incident 

on both the suction and discharge sides of the proposed Weymouth Compressor Station 

site. Algonquin’s evaluation concludes that if a major event were to occur at the 

Weymouth Compressor Station, it is unlikely to pose a threat on the structural integrity of 

nearby infrastructure. While this analysis is useful to disclose potential impacts for NEPA 

purposes, as identified above, the Weymouth Compressor Station will be located in a 

high consequence area, and will require the development of an integrity management 

program under PHMSA regulation. This program requires an identification of threats to 

facilities, including data integration and a risk assessment, and provisions to remediate 

conditions found in the integrity assessment. The program also requires continual 

evaluation. Algonquin has committed to compliance with this regulation. Thus, we find 

no need to supplement the record with additional supporting information, as Ms. Peters 
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requests.” 

 

It is the Intervenor’s understanding that 49 CFR 192.605 mandates that operators must develop 

their own written safety protocol. It is the responsibility of the operator to do this correctly.  

There is no single standard universal protocol template, therefore individual operator's protocols 

may differ from each other. All protocols are subject to oversight by DOT PHSMA and state 

regulatory authorities. These protocols are not in the public domain.  Algonquin [Spectra] has 

been cited by DOT PHSMA for failure to provide adequate safety protocols, therefore, The 

Commission’s words provide little reassurance.  

 

B. Home values - Inadequate and cherry picked home value data which support FERC’s 

conclusion.  Failure to consider alternate data demonstrating that home values will 

decline.  The Commission’s analysis did not fully consider all factors which would 

impact home values. Their comments about property values are related to pipelines only. 

There is no mention of property values related to compressor stations. The Commission 

fails to reference their own statement regarding compressor station property values: “We 

acknowledge the potential that the new compressor stations could impact resale values, 

and that the presence of a compressor station could influence a potential purchaser of 

property near the new compressor stations.” [3] 

[3]  155 FERC ¶ 61,106 Dominion Transmission, Inc. Docket No. CP14-497-000 ORDER ISSUING 

CERTIFICATE (Issued April 28, 2016) 

SOURCE: 20160602-5123 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 6/1/2016 9:44:34 PM 
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Therefore, The Commission’s analysis is premature and incomplete because there is no 

precedent established for gas compressors located in such highly densely populated areas along 

the water.  

 

 

C. Failure to provide Fireworks Risk Analysis 

Numerous requests for The Commission and Applicant to provide a Fireworks Risk Analysis 

remain unanswered.  This is not an arbitrary and capricious request.  The Commission had not 

visited this location on any July 4
th

.   

Therefore, they did not see for themselves how dangerous this situation is.  

 

D. Number and location of compressor vents and stacks has changed throughout the 

project.  

 “Today” it appears as though one exhaust point from the compressor is close enough to the 

intake of the adjacent MWRA Pumping station where it may compromise its operational 

efficiency and safety.  Therefore it violates DOT Safety standards. 

 

E. Compressor location violates 49 CFR §192.167 (2) and 49 CFR § 192.169 (b) 

 [hazard]. 

Title 49 - Transportation 

Subtitle B - Other Regulations Relating to Transportation 

Chapter I - PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Subchapter D - PIPELINE SAFETY 

Part 192 - TRANSPORTATION OF NATURAL AND OTHER GAS BY PIPELINE: 

MINIMUM FEDERAL SAFETY STANDARDS 

  

49 CFR §192.167 (2)  

- Compressor stations: Emergency shutdown. 

(2) It must discharge gas from the blowdown piping at a location where the gas will not create a 

hazard 

  

49 CFR § 192.169 (b) 

- Compressor stations: Pressure limiting devices. 

 (b) Each vent line that exhausts gas from the pressure relief valves of a compressor station must 

extend to a location where the gas may be discharged without hazard 

 

“The word “hazard” is not defined in either 49 USC 60101 or 49 CFR 192.3.  The term refers to 

the inherent characteristic of the substance that has the potential to cause harm.  In the case of 

natural gas, the primary characteristic that makes it hazardous would be flammability.  Thus, a 

blowdown would need to be done in a manner where the concentration of gas outside of the 

perimeter established by the operator would never get sufficiently high enough to ignite.  The 

size of this perimeter in a given instance could depend on the vent pipe diameter/discharge 

pressure/volume of gas, etc.  Other safety measures include there should not be liquids vented 

from the stack; and the vent stack should be high and far enough away for the gas volume that 
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natural gas in the atmosphere, where someone from the public can walk, is not explosive or has a 

fire potential.” [4] 

 

The compressor vent pipes are not high and far enough away and the compressor perimeter is too 

close to the MWRA Pumping Station, public walking park and July 4
th

 Fireworks. The unique 

weather and atmospheric characteristics of this location were not fully characterized in the 

Applicant’s analysis.  

Therefore the compressor operator cannot guarantee that the concentration of gas outside of the 

perimeter would not ignite.  

 

[4] Written email correspondence  

From: "Tewabe Asebe" <Tewabe.Asebe@dot.gov> 

To: "sandra" <SANDRA_PETERS@comcast.net> 

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 1:19:03 PM 

Subject: RE: Definition of "hazard" Interpretation Request 

 

F. Incomplete Noise Analysis that does not address all possible impacts upon the public 

and homeowners 

The authors of the sound study admit the deficiencies of their analysis and state that they cannot 

predict sound over water accurately. By their own admission: “although temporary temperature 

inversion conditions could elevate sound levels at a receptor located across a body of water but 

there is no reliable “industrial standard” method to predict the frequency and duration of these 

inversions as well as the degree of sound level elevation (RE: ISO 96133).” 

The analysis does not provide enough details including geographic coordinates or elevations of 

NSA Locations, and instead locations are depicted as “around” a location.  Locations are 
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generalized and while chosen locations were based upon guidance by the Massachusetts Energy 

Siting Board, the exact locations themselves were selected by the Applicant.  Moving a noise 

monitor a mere 30 feet in one direction at NSA 7 will produce a significant decrease in ambient 

sound. The ambient sound at the location chosen [sea level] was not indicative of noise level at a 

normal residential home. Moreover, the Weymouth neighborhoods are located on hills – at 

elevations above the compressor. Sound was measured on ground level at the lowest points.  

There is a marked difference in noise perception on second floor levels of summer cottages 

where bedrooms are located, especially those with a preponderance of windows – none of which 

are high grade sound proof ones. There will be perceptible operational noise from the 

compressor station impacting residences in noise sensitive areas. In addition to decibel measured 

loudness, pure tone noise and vibration from a gas compressor will likely prevent homeowners 

from healthful sleep. The sound study did not consider this. Nor was there consideration for 

providing soundproofing for homeowner’s windows, as requested.  

 

Compressor Noise, DCNR Natural Gas Advisory Committee15 January 2014, Thomas Gabrielson, PE 

Head, Physical Acoustics Department, Applied Research Laboratory, Professor of Acoustics, Graduate Program in Acoustics, Penn State 

University, http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/cs/groups/public/documents/document/dcnr_20028834.pdf 

 

NOISE STUDY 

Measurements at Residences vs. Compressor site. 

1. Dates and times of sound measurements were significantly different 

2. Significantly different atmospheric conditions 

3. Planes flying over Compressor site (every 3 min average) during their sound 

measurements not noted. [5] 
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4. The noise study appears to demonstrate bias. A good deal of attention is paid to 

“attenuation” – which acts in Applicant’s favor. On the other hand, the same degree of 

scrutiny with respect to modeling was not paid to “amplification” – wind speed/direction 

and atmospheric conditions. 

5. Measurements of Noise Sensitive areas do not take into consideration all possible 

weather scenarios. 

6. Hemispheric Sound Propogation methodology does not appear to have sufficiently 

characterized the impact of wind direction.  

[5] https://www.massport.com/environment/environmental-reporting/noise-abatement/flight-

monitor/viewing-near-time-data/ 

     6.     Resident Ambient base level sound measures were taken during a time period (in 2015) 

when there was an unusual increase in base noise level in the Fore River basin, which was not 

apparent in 2016. [6] This is Documented by log calls made to Skanska/MassDOT.   

  

     7.     Traffic road noise (ambient sound) is louder in 2015 than it will be when the new Fore 

River Bridge is operational. 

[6] Per bridge MassDOT and bridge Architect  - public meeting Abigail Adams School. 

  

The facts indicate that there will be a lower ambient level at most Weymouth NSAs than what 

the sound report states. The facts and study indicate that it is highly likely that the compressor 

noise will exceed predicted theoretical levels in outlying NSA’s.  Therefore, resulting in a 

marked difference between ambient levels and compressor noise, and thus, be out of compliance.  

 

https://www.massport.com/environment/environmental-reporting/noise-abatement/flight-monitor/viewing-near-time-data/
https://www.massport.com/environment/environmental-reporting/noise-abatement/flight-monitor/viewing-near-time-data/
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G. Conflict of Interest of FERC subcontractors  

There has been so much written about this by others that it doesn’t warrant repeating here 

again. The Commission failed to provide Transparency and Disclose Bias in all areas of this 

entire FERC process.  

Sharon Beder, 'Bias and Credibility in Environmental Impact Assessment', Chain Reaction, No. 68, February 1993, pp28-30. 

Christopher J. Pannucci, MD and Edwin G. Wilkins, MD MS, Identifying and Avoiding Bias in Research, Plast Reconstr Surg. 2010 Aug; 

126(2): 619–625. doi:  10.1097/PRS.0b013e3181de24bc 

 

H. Diminution of Open Space Park  

 ADJACENT COMMUNITY RECREATION FACILITY 

This little park will be rendered totally useless. Will there be a kiosk at the park entrance, 

dispensing ear protection sized for all ages, including children?  

The Applicant provides no mitigation to the local residents for this loss of use.  

 

I. Incomplete Emissions Analysis  

FERC – COPC: “Air impacts from blowdowns are addressed throughout the EA, providing an 

estimate of emissions, explaining that methane is nontoxic and buoyant (dispersing rapidly in 

air), and summarizing a past health risk assessment performed on a similar facility. We find that 

air impacts from operation of the compressor station and blowdown events have been adequately 

addressed.”   

Section 208 of the ORDER ISSUING CERTIFICATE AND AUTHORIZING 

ABANDONMENT states that “Further, the EA for the Atlantic Bridge Project explains that the 

New Market Project analysis includes overly conservative assumptions (e.g., assuming that 

impacted individuals will be exposed to maximum concentrations at the property line from full-
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capacity facility operations for 24 hours per day, 350 days per year), and uncertainty factors to 

overestimate risks.”  I find little comfort in knowing that this analysis was conducted by 

someone who (a) omitted 15 days of data because it produced data that was detrimental to their 

conclusion or (b) does not know that there are 365 days in a year.  

Because the Applicant’s analysis relies on a flawed comparative analysis and does not fully 

characterize the cumulative impact of all emission sources in the area -- a large majority of 

which were not considered at all in the EA, nor does it consider unique weather conditions were 

not thoroughly considered in the analysis, the analysis is incomplete and unacceptable. 

 

J. Mitigation Measures (if any) with respect to the Weymouth Compressor not fully 

explained 

 

 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

FERC’s EA and COPC fail to thoroughly and adequately address all possible health, safety, risk 

and economic issues related to the siting of a natural gas compressor in this specific highly 

densely populated area with unique characteristics including but not limited to minimal 

evacuation routes.   

 

FERC’s reliance upon abstract computer modeling fails to fully assess concrete facts specific to 

this location. Based upon the prospect of catastrophic impact upon a high number of people --
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should a probable incident occur at this location -- greater robust scrutiny and further analysis by 

outside independent experts is warranted.   

 

Most if not all of the analysis presented was conducted by The Applicant, their Agents, or FERC 

Contractors. The Commission did not take precautions against using biased reports by requiring 

that the raw data used be fully transparent and available allowing for others to conduct their own 

analysis and reviews of the sources of data. 

 

Both myself, as well as hundreds of my neighbors will be “significantly” impacted by the 

proposed Weymouth compressor.  This is not speculation, but a “fact”, as we have “already” 

been significantly impacted by this entire process – health-wise, financially and socially.  

WHEREFORE, the Movant, SANDRA PETERS, respectfully requests that FERC grant this 

request for rehearing and rescission of the Order in the above-captioned proceeding. 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

SANDRA PETERS 

57 WEYBOSSET STREET 

NORTH WEYMOUTH, MA  02191 
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EXHIBIT  I 
 

 

 

PUBLIC SAFETY  
Failing Valves are a known common issue at Compressor Stations and result in releases of  

tremendous amounts of hazardous gases. Freezing water within mechanical components and pipes is 

also a known issue at Compressor Stations. Spectra has demonstrated a lack of knowledge of weather 

conditions in the northeast, and put the public safety at risk at the Searsmont Compressor Station in 

Maine, when a valve failed due to freezing water.  

Below are some short excerpts from three failures:  

Failure Investigation Report  
Artemas Compressor Station Incident and Fire, Bedford County, PA  
Failure Date 11/3/2011  
Type of Incident involved: Rupture; It was found that the dump valve for the Artemas B field slug catcher had 
failed in the open position.  
Did this Incident occur in a High Consequence Area (HCA)? No  
Did the gas ignite? Yes  
Did SCADA-based assist with the detection of the Incident? No 
How was the Incident initially identified for the Operator? : Notification From Public 

Freezing occurred sometime prior to the failure. The presence of the internal corrosion was a contributing factor to 
the failure. 
Source: 
http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/pv_obj_cache/pv_obj_id_DF75186C9C3A43708070122236F7141B80FC2800/filename/CGT%20GT%20PA%202011- 
11-03%20508.pdf 
 
 

Date of Report 3/1/2013 
Subject Failure Investigation Report – Gulf South Pipeline Carthage Junction 
Compressor Station 
Type of Failure Check valve failure during unit shutdown resulting in station fire. 
Description of area impacted Rural station site. 
The investigation identified a failed check valve on the compressor discharge, which prevented the unit 
discharge valve from closing during the shutdown. The failure of the valve and the ineffectiveness of the 
Emergency Shutdown system (ESD) contributed to the incident 
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Source: 
http://phmsa.dot.gov/pv_obj_cache/pv_obj_id_8B0EE4E24DF1A87AB9C05A612103CADFE4AA0600/filename/Gulf
_South_Carthage_TX_03012 
013_Redacted.pdf 
Subject Failure Investigation Report – Texas Eastern Transmission (SPECTRA) 
Marietta Station Incident 
Date of Report 10/29/2012 
Type of Failure Rupture of the starting air piping system due to check valve malfunctions 
on Compressor Engine #1. 
Description of area Impacted Rural, Class 1 Area, Non-High Consequence Area 
SEARSMONT, Compressor Station - Spectra 
Searsmont, Maine 
Notice of Probable Violation and Proposed Civil Penalty 
US DOT PHMSA 
October 27, 2014 
https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/enforce/documents/120141011/120141011_NOPV_PCP_10272014_
text.pdf 
Bangor Daily News 
http://bangordailynews.com/2014/01/15/news/midcoast/the-most-terrifying-experience-residents-question-
safety-in-wake-ofmalfunction- 
at-searsmont-natural-gas-pipeline-station/ 
 
 


