
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)  
Ch. 91 Waterways Permit Comment Period 

Comments due: June 7, 2017 
 
Note: Written comments must be related to the scope of the permit. After reading through 
MassDEP's Written Determination, we have identified a few areas of concern. Feel free to use 
the information below to help you write your comments. Please reference Waterways License 
Application Number W16-4600, when submitting your written comment. 
 
License Reference:  
Waterways License Application Number W16-4600 
 
Written comments can be emailed to:  
frank.taormina@state.ma.us - Regional Planner, Waterways Regulation Program 
cc: Ben.Lynch@state.ma.us - Section Chief, Waterways Regulation Program 
 
Written Comments can be mailed to: 
Frank Taormina 
MassDEP Waterways Regulation Program 
1 Winter Street - 5th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
Or submit through NoCompressor.com 
 
 
Suggested Points of Comment: 
 
1. ANCILLARY USE 

● The compressor station is not ancillary to the metering and regulating station, as 
claimed by the applicant. 

○ The permit determination is in error by declaring that the proposed project is a 
water dependent ancillary facility based on the 2002 waterway license No. 9451.  

○ This 2002 permit was based on managing the juncture to two high pressure 
natural gas pipelines serving a newly constructed gas fired power plant that 
replaced the former coal fired and mothballed Edgar Power Plant.  

○ The 2002 license purpose was to permit the new use at this site to serve a new 
gas fired power plant during a time of limited periodic capacity problems with the 
delivery of natural gas to the Northeast market.  

○ Natural gas is in a glut in the northeast and this proposal is mainly for export, not 
for supply, like it was in 2002. 



○ Basing this new determination that a compressor station at the site is somehow 
an ancillary use for the contrary purpose of reversing pipeline flow from serving 
the northeast market is inaccurate.  

○ Alleviating supply constrictions in 2002 to an export pipeline passing the gas to 
Canada for export is a new use that needs a new determination of the placement 
of a compressor station in this designated port.  

 
2. WATER DEPENDENT 

● The proposed compressor station is not water dependent.  
○ The station provides pressure to maintain forward flow in the pipeline until a 

terminus point, such as a refinery or a terminal. 
○ In this case, the intent is to turn a supply pipeline to a transport pipeline to an 

LNG terminal for conversion and export.  
○ Allowing a non-water dependent use on the coast because the applicant finds it 

convenient and cheaper to reverse the function of an existing pipeline from 
supply to transport to Canada is contrary to Chapter 91.  

 
3. PUBLIC ACCESS 

● Public access to the park and conservation lands is at cross purposes with the 
safety and security of the facility 

○ A clear explanation on how the conflicting need between security and access 
would need to be resolved. 

 
4. SEGMENTATION 

● This state review does not discuss the additional infrastructure that will be 
installed if Access Northeast is approved, following Atlantic Bridge. 

○ The applicant, in other statements, has stated that an additional gas fired 
compressor unit will be added in the future, doubling the capacity to provide 
pressure to the proposed pipeline to Canada. 

 
5. SAFETY AND SECURITY 

● There are significant potentials for a major event on this site if an explosion takes place 
or if a major storm event cuts off access to the compressor station. The area would be 
isolated from access in either scenario.  

○ For example, in the case of a fire, the shut off system is in Salem and would 
require the burn off all the pipeline gas from the time it is shut off in Salem to 
when the pipe is emptied by flaring at Weymouth.  

○ Compressor crews may not be able to enter the site for lessor events, such as 
flooded underground utilities serving the compressor station curtailing the ability 
to control operations.  

○ There is no mention of the potential for a long duration disaster and its possible 
impact on MWRA, the adjacent power plant, Twin Rivers flammable storage site, 
or the new Fore River Bridge carrying 30 thousand plus vehicles a day.  



○ The applicant has characterized the site as essentially a rural site in terms of 
density with no adjacent structures or buildings. The applicant had implied this is 
a larger parcel than it is by creative manipulation of the density and proximity of 
the local population to give the impression that this site is suitable on a densely 
populated coastal area. 

● A critical regional MWRA pump station is adjacent to this proposed station.  
○ The submission does not review and analyze the possible adverse impact of 

changes in site topography and building placement on concentrating flood and 
surge on this pump station. The detailed site changes from this large amount of 
fill need to be analyzed for possible impact on the proposed compressor station 
building itself as well. 

● FEMA has designated and mapped this site as an evacuation zone under large 
storm landings including the impact, not just of flooding, but the danger of storm surge 
on this parcel. Simply raising the compressor building elevation is wholly inadequate in 
designing a structure on this parcel.  

○ FEMA made this designation long after the 2002 waterways license the state 
seems to depend on as their basis for their review.  

● Additional MassDEP modeling and projections for this site are now available that were 
not in existence for review and consideration in 2002; they should be used. 

 
6. INADEQUATE REVIEWS 

● There is no evidence in the Chapter 91 permit issuance that actual site visits and 
reviews were made made MassDEP.  

○ It appears that MassDEP relied on the applicant's depiction of the site and an old 
waterway license permit issued for other purposes. This old permit was issued 
before the new bridge was approved and the MWRA facility was constructed. 

 


