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TO THE INTERESTED PARTY:

The staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission)
has prepared a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Enhancement by
Compression Project (Project), proposed by Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P.
(Iroquois) in the above-referenced docket. Iroquois requests authorization to construct
and operate natural gas transmission facilities in New York and Connecticut. The Project
is designed to provide a total of 125,000 dekatherms per day of incremental firm
transportation service for two existing customers of Iroquois, Consolidated Edison
Company of New York, Inc. and KeySpan Gas East Corporation doing business as
National Grid.

The draft EIS responds to comments that were received on the Commission’s
September 30, 2020 Environmental Assessment (EA)! and discloses downstream
greenhouse gas emissions for the Project. With the exception of greenhouse gas
emissions, the FERC staff concludes that approval of the proposed Project, with the
mitigation measures recommended in this EIS, would not result in significant
environmental impacts. FERC staff continues to be unable to come to a determination of
significance with regards to greenhouse gas emissions.

The draft EIS incorporates the above referenced EA, which addressed the potential
environmental effects of the construction and operation of the following Project facilities:

e Athens Compressor Station — installation of one new 12,000 horsepower (hp)
natural gas turbine (Unit A2) in a new building with associated cooling, filter
separators, and other facilities connecting to Iroquois’ existing 24-inch-
diameter mainline within the existing fenced compressor station boundary
(Greene County, New York).

e Dover Compressor Station — installation of one new 12,000 hp natural gas
turbine (Unit A2) in a new building with associated cooling, filter separators,
and other facilities connecting to Iroquois’ existing 24-inch-diameter mainline

! The Project’s Environmental Assessment isavailable on eLibrary underaccession no.20200930-3011
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and expansion of the existing compressor station fenceline within the property
boundary (Dutchess County, New York).

o Brookfield Compressor Station — construction of a control/office building,
addition of two new, natural gas 12,000 hp turbines (Unit B1 and Unit B2) in a
new building with associated cooling, filter separators, and other typical
facilities connecting to Iroquois’ existing 24-inch-diameter mainline.
Additionally, Iroquois would install incremental cooling at Plant 2-A to allow
for compressed discharge gas to be cooled, prior to being compressed at the
proposed downstream compressors (Units B1 and B2). lroquois would also
replace existing turbine stacks on the existing compressor units (Unit-Al and
Unit-A2) and add other noise reduction measures (e.g., louvers, seals) to
minimize existing noise at the site. Modifications at this site would require
expansion of the existing compressor station fenceline within the property
boundary (Fairfield County, Connecticut).

e Milford Compressor Station — addition of gas cooling to existing compressor
units and associated piping to allow for compressed discharge gas to be cooled
within the current fenced boundaries of the existing compressor station, where
no gas cooling facilities currently exist (New Haven County, Connecticut).

The Commission mailed a copy of the Notice of Availability of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Enhancement by Compression Project
to federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies; elected officials;
environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; potentially affected
landowners and other interested individuals and groups; and newspapers and libraries in
the Project area. The draft EIS is only available in electronic format. It may be viewed
and downloaded from the FERC’s website (www.ferc.gov), on the natural gas
environmental documents page (https://www.ferc.gov/industries-data/natural-
gas/environment/environmental-documents). In addition, the draft EIS may be accessed
by using the eLibrary link on the FERC’s website. Click on the eLibrary link
(https://elibrary.ferc.qgov/eLibrary/search) select “General Search” and enter the docket
number in the “Docket Number” field (i.e. CP20-48-000). Be sure you have selected an
appropriate date range. For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at
FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at (866) 208-3676, or for TTY, contact (202)
502-8659.

The draft EIS is not a decision document. It presents Commission staff’s
independent analysis of the environmental issues for the Commission to consider when
addressing the merits of all issues in this proceeding. Any person wishing to comment on
the draft EIS may doso. Your comments should focus on draft EIS’s disclosure and
discussion of potential environmental effects, including climate impacts due to
downstream greenhouse gas emissions, and measures to avoid or lessen environmental
impacts. To ensure consideration of your comments on the proposal in the final EIS, it is
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important that the Commission receive your comments on or before 5:00pm Eastern
Time on August 2, 2021.

For your convenience, there are three methods you can use to submit your
comments to the Commission. The Commission encourages electronic filing of
comments and has staff available to assist you at (866) 208-3676 or
FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov. Please carefully follow these instructions so that your
comments are properly recorded.

1) You can file your comments electronically using the eComment feature on
the Commission’s website (www.ferc.qgov) under the link to FERC Online.
This is an easy method for submitting brief, text-only comments on a
project;

2) You can file your comments electronically by using the eFiling feature on
the Commission’s website (www.ferc.gov) under the link to FERC Online.
With eFiling, you can provide comments in a variety of formats by
attaching them as a file with your submission. New eFiling users must first
create an account by clicking on “eRegister.” 1f you are filing a comment
on a particular project, please select “Comment on a Filing” as the filing
type; or

3) You can file a paper copy of your comments by mailing them to the
Commission. Be sure to reference the Project docket number (CP20-48-
000) on your letter. Submissions sent via the U.S. Postal Service must be
addressed to: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 888 First Street NE, Room 1A, Washington, DC 20426.
Submissions sent via any other carrier must be addressed to: Kimberly D.
Bose, Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 12225 Wilkins
Avenue, Rockville, Maryland 20852.

Any person seeking to become a party to the proceeding must file a motion to
intervene pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedures (18
CFR Part 385.214). Motions to intervene are more fully described at
https://www.ferc.gov/ferc-online/ferc-online/how-gquides. Only intervenors have the
right to seek rehearing or judicial review of the Commission’s decision. The
Commission grants affected landowners and others with environmental concerns
intervenor status upon showing good cause by stating that they have a clear and direct
interest in this proceeding which no other party can adequately represent. Simply filing
environmental comments will not give you intervenor status, but you do not need
intervenor status to have your comments considered.
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Questions?

Additional information about the Project is available from the Commission’s
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208-FERC, or on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov)
using the eLibrary link. The eLibrary link also provides access to the texts of all formal
documents issued by the Commission, such as orders, notices, and rulemakings.

In addition, the Commission offers a free service called eSubscription that allows
you to keep track of all formal issuances and submittals in specific dockets. This can
reduce the amount of time you spend researching proceedings by automatically providing
you with notification of these filings, document summaries, and direct links to the
documents. Go to https://www.ferc.gov/ferc-online/overview to register for
eSubscription.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. Introduction

On February 3, 2020, Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. (Iroquois) filed an
application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) in
Docket No. CP20-48-000. Iroquois is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity under Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) to construct and operate
natural gas transmission facilities in New York and Connecticut as part of its existing
system. Iroquois’ proposed facilities are referred to as the Enhancement by Compression
Project (ExC Project or Project).

The purpose of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to ensure our!
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) analysis will be sufficient for the
Commission to act on this proceeding. We are including additional disclosure of
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the combustion of natural gas transported by
the Project. The EIS will assist the Commission in its consideration of the Project’s
contribution to climate change and its decision-making process to determine whether
Iroquois’ proposed Project is in the public convenience and necessity (see N. Nat. Gas
Co., 174 FERC {1 61,189, at P 29 (2021)). This EIS incorporates by reference the
published Environmental Assessment (EA).2 All environmental comments previously
received on the EA will be discussed in this EIS.

The FERC is the lead federal agency for authorizing interstate natural gas
transmission facilities under the NGA, and the lead federal agency for preparation of this
EIS, in accordance with NEPA (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1501)
and the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

2. Proposed Action

The Project consists of one new 12,000 horsepower (hp) compressor unit, cooling
equipment, and associated facilities at each of its existing Athens (Greene County, New
York) and Dover (Dutchess County, New York) Compressor Stations, and two new
12,000 hp compressor units, cooling equipment, and associated facilities at its existing
Brookfield Compressor Station (Fairfield County, Connecticut). Iroquois also proposes
to add gas cooling and related equipment at its existing Milford Compressor Station
(New Haven County, Connecticut). The Project would provide a total of 125,000
dekatherms/day of incremental firm transportation service for two existing Iroquois
customers.

1 “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the Office of Energy Projects .

2 The Project’s Environmental Assessment is available on the FERC’s eLibrary website, located at
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/search/fercgensearch.asp, by searching Docket Number CP20-48
and/or the applicable accession no. 20200930-3011.
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3. Public Involvement

On March 25, 2020, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Enhancement by Compression Project and
Request for Comments on Environmental Issues (NOI). The NOI was published in the
Federal Register® and mailed to 770 interested parties. We received a total of 160
comments in response to the NOI.

To satisfy the requirements of the NEPA,* our staff prepared an EA for Iroquois’
proposal. The EA was issued for a 30-day comment period and placed into the public
record on September 30, 2020.°> The analysis in the EA addressed geology, soils, water
resources, wetlands, vegetation, fisheries, wildlife, threatened and endangered species,
land use, recreation, visual resources, socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality,
noise, safety, cumulative impacts, and alternatives. All substantive comments received in
response to the NOI and prior to issuance of the EA were addressed in the EA.® In
response to the EA, we received 28 comments.

On May 27, 2021, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Enhancement by Compression Project
and Schedule for Environmental Review. This notice identified the purpose of the EIS
and established a schedule for its issuance. Comments received in response to the EA are
addressed in this EIS.”

4. Environmental Impacts and Conclusions

The EA evaluated the potential impacts of construction and operation of the
Project on the resources identified in section 3 above. We incorporate the EA by
reference in the EIS. Our analysis determines that construction and operation of the
Project would not result in significant environmental impacts, with the exception of
greenhouse gas emissions, which FERC staff is unable to come to a determination of
significance. Our analysis, bothin the EA and in this EIS, is based on a review of the
information provided by Iroquois and further developed from data requests; field
investigations; scoping; literature research; alternatives analysis; and contacts with
federal, state, and local agencies as well as Indian tribes and individual members of the
public.

In addition, in the EA we developed recommendations that Iroquois should
implement to further reduce the environmental impacts that would otherwise result from

3 85 Fed. Reg. 17,870 (2020).

4 Title 42 of the U.S. Code, Sections 4321 et seq. See also Title 18 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 380 (2020) (Commission’s regulations implementing NEPA).

5 See accession no. 20200930-3011.

6 EA at A-15, table A-4.

! All written comments are part of the FERC’s public record for the Project and are available for

viewing in e-library under docket number CP20-48.



construction and operation of the Project. We determined that these measures are
necessary to reduce adverse impacts associated with the Project and, in part, are basing
our conclusions on implementation of these measures. Therefore, we are recommending
that these mitigation measures be attached as conditions to any authorization issued by
the Commission. These recommended mitigation measures are presented in section E of
the EIS and remain unchanged from those identified in the EA.

Vi



A. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
1. Project Background

On February 3, 2020, Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. (Iroquois) filed an
application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) in
Docket No. CP20-48-000. Iroquois is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (Certificate) under Section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) to construct and
operate natural gas transmission facilities in New York and Connecticut as part of its
existing system. The Enhancement by Compression Project (ExXC Project or Project) is
designed to provide a total of 125,000 dekatherms/day (Dth/day) of incremental firm
transportation service for two existing Iroquois customers: Consolidated Edison
Company of New York, Inc. (Con Edison) and KeySpan Gas East Corporation doing
business as National Grid (National Grid).

On March 25, 2020, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Enhancement by Compression Project and
Request for Comments on Environmental Issues (NOI). The NOI was published in the
Federal Register! and mailed to 770 interested parties, including federal, state, and local
government representatives and agencies; elected officials; affected landowners;
environmental and public interest groups; Native American tribes; other interested
individuals and entities; and local libraries. We? received a total of 160 comments in
response to the NOI. Comments on the Project during the scoping process were filed by
1 state agency, 17 non-governmental organizations, and 120 interested members of the
public, including several landowners.?

In response to the NOI, commenters requested to extend the scoping period
because of the COVID-19 pandemic and requested that the Commission develop an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) instead of an Environmental Assessment (EA).
Many of the comments received were in opposition to the Project, including numerous
commenters that questioned the need for the Project, expressed opposition to fossil fuels
in favor of renewable energy or use of heat pumps, and raised concerns regarding health
risks associated with natural gas sourced from hydraulic fracturing. Commenters also
raised concerns with Project emissions and impacts on air quality and health, including
increased susceptibility to air pollution resulting in an increase in death rates due to
COVID-19. Other issues raised during the scoping process included potential adverse
impacts on property values; adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations, as
well as school age children; and increased noise impacts on residences and wildlife in the
vicinity of the proposed compressor station modifications.

1 85 Federal Register. 17,870 (2020).
2 “We,” “us,” and “our” refer to the environmental staff of the Office of Energy Projects.
3 Some stakeholders provided multiple comments.



To satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA),* our staff prepared an EA for Iroquois’ proposal. The analysis in the EA
addressed geology, soils, water resources, wetlands, vegetation, fisheries, wildlife,
threatened and endangered species, land use, recreation, visual resources,
socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality, noise, safety, cumulative impacts, and
alternatives. All substantive comments received in response to the NOI and prior to
issuance of the EA were addressed in the EA.®

The EA was issued for a 30-day comment period and placed into the public record
on September 30, 2020.6 In response to the EA, we received 28 comments, including
comments from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Con Edison, National Grid,

19 interested members of the public, and Iroquois.” The issues raised in response to the
EA include procedural concerns regarding the Commission’s environmental review
process; the need for the Project; alternatives; impacts on wetland and water resources;
impacts on wildlife and special status species; socioeconomic impacts; air quality
impacts; Project safety; cumulative impacts; indirect impacts; and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and climate change.

On May 27, 2021, the Commission issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Enhancement by Compression Project.
The comments received in response to the EA are addressed in this EIS.8

2. Project Description

The proposed Project, summarized below, consists of new proposed facilities to be
installed at existing facility sites owned by Iroquois in New Y ork and Connecticut:

e Athens Compressor Station — installation of one new 12,000 horsepower
(hp) natural gas turbine (Unit A2) in a new building with associated
cooling, filter separators, and other facilities connecting to Iroquois’
existing 24-inch-diameter mainline within the existing compressor station
fenced boundary (Greene County, New Y ork).

e Dover Compressor Station — installation of one new 12,000 hp natural gas
turbine (Unit A2) in a new building with associated cooling, filter

4 42 U.S. Code, Sections 4321 et seq. See also Title 18 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part
380 (2020) (Commission’s regulations implementing NEPA).

5 EA at A-15, table A-4.

6 The Project’s Environmental Assessment is available on the FERC’s eLibrary website, located at

https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/search/fercgensearch.asp, by searching Docket Number CP20-48
and/or accession no. 20200930-3011.
l Some stakeholders provided multiple comments; EA at A-15, table A-4.
All written comments are part of the FERC’s public record for the Project and are available for
viewing in e-library under docket number CP20-48.
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separators, and other facilities connecting to Iroquois’ existing 24-inch-
diameter mainline and expansion of the existing compressor station
fenceline within the property boundary (Dutchess County, New York).

e Brookfield Compressor Station — construction of a control/office building,
addition of two new 12,000 hp natural gas turbines (Unit B1 and Unit B2)
in a new building with associated cooling, filter separators, and other
typical facilities connecting to Iroquois’ existing 24-inch-diameter
mainline. Additionally, Iroquois would install incremental cooling at Plant
2-A to allow for compressed discharge gas to be cooled prior to being
compressed at the proposed downstream compressors (Units B1 and B2).
Iroquois would also replace existing turbine exhaust stacks on the existing
compressor units (Unit-Al and Unit-A2) and add other noise reduction
measures (e.g., louvers, seals) to minimize existing noise at the site.
Modifications at this site would require expansion of the existing
compressor station fenceline within the property boundary (Fairfield
County, Connecticut).

e Milford Compressor Station — addition of gas cooling to existing
compressor units and associated piping to allow for compressed discharge
gas to be cooled within the current fenced boundaries of the existing
station, where no gas cooling facilities currently exist (New Haven County,
Connecticut).

Iroquois states that the purpose of its proposed Project is to provide 62,500
Dth/day of firm transportation service from Waddington, New York to Hunts Point, New
York for Con Edison, and 62,500 Dth/day of firm transportation service from
Waddington, New York to South Commack, New York for National Grid. Iroquois
states that both Con Edison and National Grid have experienced demand growth on their
distribution systems due to new construction in the commercial and multi-family sectors,
and requests for lower emitting fuels to replace heating oil, necessitating additional
supply to adequately provide natural gas service. lroquois proposes to place the Project
into service in the fourth quarter of 2023.



B. PURPOSE OF THE EIS

The purpose of this EIS is to ensure our NEPA? analysis will be sufficient for the
Commission to act in this proceeding and we are including additional disclosure of GHG
emissions associated with the combustion of natural gas transported by the Project (see
section C below). The EIS will assist the Commission in its consideration of the
Project’s contribution to climate change and its decision-making process to determine
whether Iroquois’ proposed Project is in the public convenience and necessity (see N.
Nat. Gas Co., 174 FERC 1 61,189, at P 29 (2021)).

This EIS incorporates by reference the published EA.° All environmental
comments previously received on the EA are discussed in this EIS (see sections C and D
below).

’ OnJuly 16, 2020, CEQ issued a final rule, Update to the Regulations Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (Final Rule, 85 Fed. Reg.
43,304), which was effective as of September 14, 2020; however, the NEPA review of this
project was in process at that time and was prepared pursuant to the 1978 regulations.

10 See accession no. 20200930-3011



C. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND RESPONSE TO CLIMATE
CHANGE COMMENTS

Although the remaining resource sections reviewed in section D below incorporate
the Project’s EA by reference, here we include the EA’s climate change section, as updated,
for improved readability.

Climate change is the variation in climate over time and cannot be represented by
an individual event or anomalous weather pattern. While a single large flood event or
particularly hot summer are not strong indications of climate change, a series of floods or
warm years that statistically change the average precipitation or temperature over years or
decades may indicate climate change. Recent research has begun to attribute certain
extreme weather events to climate change.!!

The leading U.S. scientific body on climate change is the U.S. Global Change
Research Program (USGCRP), composed of representatives from 13 federal departments
and agencies.’? The Global Change Research Act of 1990 requires the USGCRP to
submit a report to the President and Congress no less than every 4 years that “1)
integrates, evaluates, and interprets the findings of the USGCRP; 2) analyzes the effects
of global change on the natural environment, agriculture, energy production and use, land
and water resources, transportation, human health and welfare, human social systems,
and biological diversity; and 3) analyzes current trends in global change, both human-
induced and natural, and projects major trends for the subsequent 25 to 100 years.”
These reports describe the state of the science relating to climate change and the effects
of climate change on different regions of the United Statesand on various societal and
environmental sectors, such as water resources, agriculture, energy use, and human
health.

In 2017 and 2018, the USGCRP issued its Climate Science Special Report: Fourth
National Climate Assessment, VVolumes | and I1.13 The Fourth Assessment Report states
that climate change has resulted in a wide range of impacts across every region of the
country. Those impacts extend beyond atmospheric climate change alone and include
changes to water resources, transportation, agriculture, ecosystems, and human health.
The United States and the world are warming, global sea level is rising and acidifying,

u U.S. Global Change Research Program. Impacts, Risks, and Adaptationin the United States: Fourth
National Climate Assessment, Volume I1: Report-in-Brief (2018). available at
https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/ (accessed June 3, 2021).

12 The USGCRP member agencies are: Department of Agriculture, Department of Commerce, Department of
Defense, Departmentof Energy, Departmentof Healthand Human Services, Departmentof the Interior,
Departmentof State, Department of Transportation, Environmental Protection Agency, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, National Science Foundation, Smithsonian Institution,and U.S.
Agency for International Development.

13 U.S. Global Change Research Program. Climate Science Special Report: Fourth National Climate
Assessment, Volume 1, Chapter 3 Detectionand Attribution of Climate Change (2017). available at
https://science2017.globalchange.gov/downloads/CSSR2017_FullReport.pdf (accessed June3,2021).
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and certain weather events are becoming more frequent and more severe. These changes
are driven by accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere through combustion of fossil fuels
(coal, petroleum, and natural gas), combined with agriculture, clearing of forests, and
other natural sources. These impacts have accelerated throughout the end of the 20th and
into the 21st century.

GHGs were identified by the EPA as pollutants in the context of climate change.
GHG emissions do not result in proportional local and immediate impacts; it is the
combined concentration in the atmosphere that affects the global climate system. These
are fundamental global impacts that feedback to local and regional climate change
impacts. Thus, the geographic scope for cumulative analysis of GHG emissions is global,
rather than local or regional. For example, a project 1 mile away emitting 1 ton of GHGs
would contribute to climate change in a similar manner as a project 2,000 miles distant
also emitting 1 ton of GHGs.

Climate change is a global concern; however, for this analysis, we focus on the
potential cumulative climate change impacts on the general Project area. The USGCRP’s
Fourth Assessment Report notes the following observations of environmental impacts are
attributed to climate change in the Northeast region of the United States:

e annual average temperatures from 1901 to 2016 in the northeast increased
about 3°F;

e from 1958 to 2016 the northeast experienced a 55 percent increase in the
amount of precipitation falling in heavy events (the greatest increase in the
nation) and 5 to 20 percent increase in average winter precipitation; and

e the global sea level has risen by about 7 to 8 inches since reliable record
keeping began in 1880 and is projected to rise another 1 to 4 feet by 2100.

The USGCRP’s Fourth Assessment Report notes the following projections of
climate change impacts in the Northeast region with a high or very high level of
confidence:

e temperatures are projected to increase by 5.1°F by the 2090s under the
worst-case scenario (continually increasing emissions) and would increase
by 4.0°F if emissions were decreased;

e the number of days above 90°F are projected to increase, resulting in major
human health implications;

¢ higher than average sea level rise along the Northeastern coast will occur
due to land subsidence;

e severe flooding dueto sea level rise and heavy downpours are likely to
occur more frequently;

e increased fall and winter precipitation could damage crops, and wetter
springs would result in delayed planting of grain and vegetables; and



e coastal water temperatures are likely to continue warming and, along with
ocean acidification, will contribute to changes in the distribution and
productivity of marine species.

It should be noted that while the impacts described above taken individually may
be manageable for certain communities, the impacts of compound extreme events (such
as simultaneous heat and drought, or flooding associated with high precipitation on top of
saturated soils) can be greater than the sum of the parts.

Construction of the ExC Project may result in emissions of up to about 3,006
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) over the duration of construction.14
Operation of the new emission sources at the compressor stations would result in
emissions of up to 164,140 metric tons per year (tpy) of CO2e.1> Additionally, operation
of the compressor stations (inclusive of existing and new compressor units and all
ancillary emission sources) would result in emissions of up to about 423,913 metric tpy
of CO2e.1® The existing compressor stations are already permitted and are currently in
operation. Both of these estimates for operational emissions are based on 100 percent
utilization, where the facilities are operated at maximum capacity for 365 days/year, 24
hours/day. Additionally, both of these estimates include fugitive emissions.

The construction and operation of the Project would increase the atmospheric
concentration of GHGs, in combination with past and future emissions from all other
sources globally and would contribute incrementally to future climate change impacts. In
order to assess impacts on climate change associated with the Project, Commission staff
considered whether it could identify discrete physical impacts resulting from the Project’s
GHG emissions or compare the Project’s GHG emissions to established targets designed
to combat climate change.

To date, staff has not identified a methodology to attribute discrete, quantifiable,
physical effects on the environment to the Project’s incremental contribution to GHGs.
We have looked at atmospheric modeling used by the EPA, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, and others, and
we found that these models are not reasonable for Project-level analysis for a number of
reasons. For example, these global models are not suited to determine the incremental
impact of individual projects, due to both scale and overwhelming complexity. We also
reviewed simpler models and mathematical techniques to determine global physical
effects caused by GHG emissions, such as increases in global atmospheric CO2
concentrations, atmospheric forcing, or ocean CO2 absorption. We could not identify a
reliable, less complex model for this task and thus staff could not determine specific
localized or regional physical impacts from GHG emissions from the Project. Without

14 EA at B-68.
15 EA at B-71 through B-72.
16 EAat B-72.



the ability to determine discrete resource impacts, Commission staff are unable to assess
the Project’s contribution to climate change through any objective analysis of physical
impact attributable to the Project.

Additionally, Commission staff have not been able to find an established threshold
for determining the Project’s significance when compared to established GHG reduction
targets at the state or federal level. We note that there have been a series of recent
administrative changes and we continue to evaluate their impact on our review process.
For example, on January 20, 2021, President Biden issued the Executive Order on
Protecting Public Health and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the
Climate Crisis (EO 13990) and on January 27, 2021, the Executive Order on Tackling the
Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad (EO 14008). Amongst other objectives, the
Executive Orders call for a net-zero emission economy and a carbon-free electricity
sector. Inaddition, on January 20, 2021, President Biden announced that the U.S. will
rejoin the Paris Climate Agreement (Agreement), enabling the U.S. to be a party to the
Agreement on February 19, 2021. The Agreement aims to limit global warming to well
below 2 degrees Celsius, and preferably to 1.5 degrees Celsius, compared to pre-
industrial levels.” On April 20, 2021, the U.S. proposed establishing a U.S. economy-
wide target of reducing net GHG emissions by 50-52 percent below 2005 levels by
2030.18

The New York Climate Act established the New York State Climate Action
Council, which will be required to develop measures to reduce statewide GHG emissions
to 60 percent of 1990 emissions by 2030 and 15 percent of 1990 emissions by 2050.
GHG emissions from the operation of the proposed new facilities at the Athens and
Dover Compressor Stations in New York would result in annual GHG emissions of about
82,647 metric tpy of CO2e. This would represent 0.07 percent and 0.26 percent of New
York’s 2030 and 2050 GHG goals, respectively.'®

Connecticut has current statutory targets to reduce GHG emissions at least 10
percent below 1990 levels by 2020, 45 percent below 2001 levels by 2030, and 80
percent below 2001 levels by 2050.2° In Connecticut, total new GHG emissions from

17 Additional information is available at https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-
agreement/the-paris-agreement

18 The United States of America Nationally Determined Contribution (Apr. 20, 2021), available at
https://www4.unfccc.int/sites/ndcstaging/PublishedDocuments/United%20States%200f%20Amer
ica%20First/United%20States%20NDC%20April%2021%202021%20Final. pdf (accessed May
19, 2021).

19 These percentages differ slightly from those presented in the EA as the EA compared the Project
to New York’s estimated GHG inventory, whereas in this EIS, we compare the project to the U.S.
Energy Information Administration’s inventory for New York for consistent comparison between
projects in different states. U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table 1, State Energy-
Related Carbon Dioxide Emissions by Year, Unadjusted.: New York (March 2, 2021),

https://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/ (accessed May 20, 2021).
20 EAatB-110.
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operation of the Brookfield Compressor Station would result in annual GHG emissions of
about 81,493 metric tpy of COze. This would represent 0.36 percent and 0.98 percent of
Connecticut’s 2030 and 2050 GHG goals, respectively.?!

To provide further context to the Project’s GHG estimate, 167.7 and 37.2 million
metric tons of CO2e were emitted at the state level for New York and Connecticut,
respectively in 2018, and 5,769.1 million metric tons of CO2e22 were emitted at the
national level in 2019.2% The operational emissions of the Project could potentially
increase CO2e emissions, based on the 2018 levels by 0.05 percent and 0.22 percent at the
state levels for New York and Connecticut, respectively, and 0.003 percent at the 2019
national level.

The EA did not disclose the Project’s downstream GHG emissions as the Project
shippers (Con Edison and National Grid) are local distribution companies (LDC) and the
exact end-use of the gas is unknown. However, for informational purposes, we estimate
the downstream GHG emissions from the Project assuming 100 percent utilization of the
Project’s natural gas throughput and included it in this document.?* The Project would
deliver up to 125,000 Dth/day of new volumes to end-use customers, which would result
in up to 2.41 million metric tpy of CO2€.2> We note that this CO2e estimate represents an
upper bound amount of end-use combustion that could result from the gas transported by
this Project. This estimate assumes that the maximum capacity is transported 365 days
per year, which is rarely the case because many projects are designed for peak use and
does not account for any offsets that might occur due to fuel conversions.

In order to provide context of the downstream emissions, we compare the
Project’s direct (i.e., operational) and indirect (i.e., downstream) GHG emissions to the

21 These percentages differ slightly from those presented in the EA as the EA compared the Project
to Connecticut’s estimated GHG inventory, whereas in this EIS, we compare the project to the
U.S. Energy Information Administration’s inventory for Connecticut for consistent comparison
between projects in different states. U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table 1, State
Energy-Related Carbon Dioxide Emissions by Year, Unadjusted.: Connecticut (March 2, 2021),
https://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/ (accessed May 20, 2021).

22 Inclusive of sources and sinks.

23 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Table 1, State Energy-Related Carbon Dioxide
Emissions by Year, Unadjusted.: New York and Connecticut (March 2, 2021),
https://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/ (accessed May 20, 2021); U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990-2019 at ES-9
(Table ES-2) (2021), available at https://www.epa.govi/sites/production/files/2021-
04/documents/us-ghg-inventory-2021-main-text.pdf (accessed May 20, 2021).

24 As described in recent Commission orders (see CP20-486), the Commission has included
downstream emissions for informational purposes only.
25 Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-

2018 at Annex 2.3, Table A-47 (2020) (Carbon Content Coefficients Used in this Report, Row:
Carbon Content of Pipeline Natural Gas, Column: 2018 data),
https://www.epa.qgov/sites/production/files/2020-04/documents/us-ghg-inventory-2020-main-
text.pdf. The 2019 Annex data has not been published at the time of DEIS preparation.
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total GHG emissions of the United States as a whole. The EA estimates the maximum
potential GHG emissions annually from operation of the Project facilities to be 164,140
metric tpy CO2¢,?8 while the downstream emissions would result in up to 2.41 million
metric tpy of COze. To provide context to the GHG estimate, 5,769.1 million metric tons
of CO2e were emitted at a national level in 2019 (inclusive of CO2e sources and

sinks).2” The Project’s operational and downstream emissions could potentially increase
CO2e emissions based on the 2019 levels by 0.045 percent.

As previously discussed, both New York and Connecticut have GHG emissions
reduction targets.?® The New York direct emissions (from operation of the proposed
facilities at the Athens and Dover Compressor Stations in New York) and downstream
GHG emissions (assuming all of the gas delivered to New York is burned in New York)
will result in annual GHG emissions of about 2.5 million metric tpy COze. This would
represent 2 percent and 8 percent of New York’s 2030 and 2050 GHG goals,
respectively. Connecticut’s impacts are discussed above (as the gas is to be consumed in
New York, there would not be downstream emissions associated with the Project in
Connecticut).?®

Based on our analysis in the EA and in this EIS, we are unable to assess the
Project’s contribution to climate change through any objective analysis of physical
impacts attributable to the Project. Additionally, we are unaware of an established
threshold for determining the Project’s significance when compared to established GHG
reduction targets at the state or federal level. As such, we are unable to come to a
significance determination regarding the Project’s impacts on climate change. However,
we acknowledge the Project would increase the atmospheric concentration of GHGs, in
combination with past and future emissions from all other sources and would contribute
to climate change.

Iroquois End-Use Analysis

Iroquois has stated that the Project would provide natural gas service to local
distribution companies to “meet requests for lower emitting fuels to replace heating oil,”

26 EA at B-71 through B-72 (Table B-13). We note that this calculation does not include the total
estimated construction-related emissions of 3,006 metric tons of CO2e, as such emissions are
temporary and would occur only during construction of the Project. See EA at B-68 (Table B-
11).

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:
1990-2019 at ES-9 (Table ES-2) (2021), https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2021-
04/documents/us-ghg-inventory-2021-main-text.pdf (accessed May 2021).

28 Commenters note that the EA wrongly cites to the 2015 New York State Energy Plan, which, we
acknowledge, has been amended to reflect the requirements of the New York Climate Act.

29 These percentages differ slightly from those presented in the EA as the EA compared the Project
to New York’s estimated GHG inventory, whereas in this EIS, we compare the project to the U.S.
Energy Information Administration’s inventory for New York for consistent comparison between
projects in different states.
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and that natural gas transported by the Project would support peak seasonal and daily
demand. To support this statement, Iroquois submitted an analysis, End-Use Greenhouse
Gas Analysis of the Enhancement by Compression Project (Iroquois study), that projected
the downstream GHG emissions assuming various scenarios for the end-use of the natural
gas transported by the Project. 39 Iroquois evaluated the potential GHG emissions under
six projection scenarios in the event the Project were not completed; each scenario was
assessed under a different ratio of energy uses (space heating, water heating, and cooking
energy), the amount of new-construction or end users that convert to natural gas, and the
use of electric heat pumps or fuel oil in the event natural gas from the Project were not
available. Based on the projected load growth of each LDC that would receive natural
gas from the Project, the study assumed the Project would operate at a utilization rate of
approximately 25 percent, delivering 11,395,000 Dth per year.

According to the Iroquois study, the degree to which GHG emissions associated
with the Project are offset due to the use of more GHG-intensive fuels is primarily
affected by two factors: (1) how much gas transported by the Project is directed to new
construction versus conversions from heating oil to natural gas in existing buildings and
(2) the market uptake of electric heat pumps. With the exception of a scenario in which
the Project is offset completely by use of electric heat pumps, which is projected to
reduce GHG emissions by 164 percent when compared with the proposed Project,
Iroquois’ study claims that the downstream emissions associated with scenarios absent
the Project are estimated to be greater (between 1.7 and 39.3 percent) than if the natural
gas transported by the Project replaced other fuels. These scenarios represent a range,
including upper bound and lower bound ranges, that contextualize the Project’s GHG
impacts in comparison to scenarios in which the Project is not constructed and demand
for space heating, water heating, and other end uses is met through other means (i.e., oil
burners or heat pumps).

1. Response to Comments on Climate Change

The majority of the EA commenters identify climate change as a significant global
issue, and state that the GHG emissions from the Project would result in adverse effects
on the climate. Further, NYSDEC contends the EA: (1) wrongly cites the 2015 New
York Energy Plan as the plan has been amended to include requirements from the 2019
Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act (New York Climate Act); (2) doesn’t
take the state statutory requirements into account properly; and (3) uses out-of-date GHG
accounting that is inconsistent with the state’s legally-mandated metrics that measure
GHG emissions using a 20-year timeline for global warming potential (GWP). Several
commenters, including Ms. Iris Marie Bloom and Mr. Bill Kish also cite the New York
Climate Act as a reason for recommending denial of the Project.

30 See accession no. 20200519-5095.
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Finally, commenters, including Mr. Bill Kish and the Institute for Policy Integrity
express concern regarding fugitive methane emissions associated with operation of the
Project facilities and increased natural gas flow through Iroquois’ pipeline system, noting
that the GWP of methane is greater than that of carbon dioxide.

Our analysis here and in the EA quantifies and discusses the direct GHG
emissions from construction and operation of the Project, climate change impacts in the
region, and the regulatory structure for GHG under the Clean Air Act.3! We also
quantify fugitive emissions of methane in units of COze for Project construction and
operations, as summarized above.3?

GWP is the measure of a particular GHG’s ability to absorb solar radiation as well
as its residence time within the atmosphere. In terms of the timeline for quantifying
GWP, CO2e was estimated using a GWP of 25 for methane, based on a 100-year time
period, rather than a 20-year time period, as suggested by NYSDEC. This is consistent
with the EPA’s established method for reporting GHG emissions for air permitting
requirements that allows a consistent comparison with federal regulatory requirements.s3

Regarding comments on New York State’s climate targets, while the EA describes
measures in the 2015 New York State Energy Plan (which, as stated by commenters, has
been amended to reflect the requirements of the New York Climate Act), the analysis of
GHG emissions from the proposed Project is represented as a percentage of the New
York Climate Act’s climate targets for 2030 and 2050.

NY SDEC contends that the EA does not take the state statutory requirements into
account properly. Several commenters, including Ms. Iris Marie Bloom, also cite the
New York Climate Actas a reason the Project should not be certificated. The NYSDEC
references components of the New York Climate Act related to the goals for renewable
and carbon-free electricity generation. However, because the natural gas transported by
the Project would be used for local distribution and is not proposed for electric
generation, an analysis of Project emissions against electric generation goals is not
applicable. Although the New York Climate Act provides targets for emissions and
offsets and strategies for New York State to meet, we are not aware of specific details of
these goals that would enable us to determine if the Project would fit into the state’s
goals, especially considering that part of the Project’s purpose and need is to meet
requests for lower-emitting fuels to replace heating oil.

NYSDEC also stated that the EA does not consider local impacts from climate
change. We included findings from the leading U.S. scientific body on climate change,
the USGCRP, including the various known and projected impacts due to climate change

81 EA at B-67 through B-72.
32 EA at B-68 and B-71 through B-72.
33 EA at B-61.
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in the northeast region in the EA and here in section C as well. We conclude here, as we
did in the EA, that construction and operation of the Project would increase the
atmospheric concentration of GHGs, in combination with past and future emissions from
all other sources, and would contribute cumulatively to climate change.3*

2. Response to Comments on the Social Cost of Carbon

During scoping and in response to the EA, we received numerous comments on
use of Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) tool. The SCC estimates the monetized climate
change damage associated with an incremental increase in carbon dioxide emissions in a
given year. As stated in the EA, we recognize that the SCC methodology does constitute
a tool that can be used to estimate incremental physical climate change impacts, either on
the national or global scale. The integrated assessment models underlying the SCC tool
were developed to estimate certain global and regional physical climate change impacts
due to incremental GHG emissions under specific socioeconomic scenarios. However,
the Commission has previously indicated that it is not appropriate for use in our Project-
specific analyses for the following reasons: 1) the incorporation of the SCC tool into our
review under NEPA does not meaningfully inform the Commission’s decision whether
and how to authorize a proposed project under the NGA; 2) the Commission does not use
monetized cost-benefit analyses as part of the review under NEPA or the decision under
the NGA; and 3) the SCC tool has methodological limitations (e.g., different discount
rates introduce substantial variation in results and no basis exists to designate a particular
monetized value as significant) that limit the tool’s usefulness in the review under NEPA
and the decision under the NGA.3°

EA commenters, including NYSDEC and Ms. Karen M. Gaidsz, assert that the
Commission must include an analysis of climate change impacts of the Project utilizing
the SCC or similar tool. Similarly, the Institute for Policy Integrity contends that the EA
does not meet the Commission’s obligations to address environmental impacts on climate
change under NEPA or the NGA because the EA did not use a tool to quantify the social
costs of GHG emissions and assess their significance. The Institute for Policy Integrity
comments that the incremental climate impacts (such as potential impacts on human
health, changing disease vectors, sea-level rise, coastal storms, flooding, and other
extreme weather events) caused by Project-related emissions should be assessed for the
Commission to fulfill its obligation under NEPA and the NGA. The commenters provide
similar information in response to the EA as they did during Project scoping. The
comments provided to date do not provide information which changes our conclusion
listed above and FERC staff did not use the SCC tool in this NEPA analysis.

3 EAatB-108.
35 Order on Remand Reinstating Certificate and Abandonment Authorization, Southeast Market
Pipelines Project (SMP Project) CP14-554-002, CP15-16-003, CP15-17-002, March 14, 2018.

13



3. Response to Comments on Upstream Emissions

NYSDEC states that because of the EA’s finding that the Project would result in
GHG emissions, an assessment of upstream GHG emissions and a full lifecycle GHG
emission analysis is warranted. The Institute for Policy Integrity, Ms. Margot
Spindelman, and Mr. Mark Varian state that the Commission does not mention or
acknowledge upstream emissions and provides no justification for its failure to estimate
these emissions.

The specific source of natural gas to be transported via the ExC Project is
currently unknown and would likely change throughout the Project’s operation. The
commenters provide only general information regarding the source of natural gas for the
Project and ask the Commission to extrapolate this datato determine specific Project
effects. Because the source of the gas is unknown and may change throughout the life of
the Project, analysis of specific environmental impacts of upstream natural gas
production are not included in the scope of this EIS.

4. Response to Comments on Downstream Emissions

The Institute for Policy Integrity, and Mr. Mark Varian contend that the Project
would result in a substantial amount of downstream emissions that exceed the annual
operating emissions disclosed in the EA. Climate change, the Project’s contribution to
climate change impacts, the Project’s GHG impacts in the context of New York and
Connecticut’s state climate change goals, and the downstream GHG emissions associated
with the Project’s throughput are discussed above in section C.

The Institute for Policy Integrity also states that the EA wrongly amplifies the
applicant’s claim that the Project would provide natural gas to fully substitute for other
sources of energy, namely fuel oil and electricity, and that further scrutiny and
assessment of this claim should be undertaken.

The Institute for Policy Integrity states that the Commission should not rely on
Iroquois’ proposed projections in the Iroquois study. Inaddition, Ms. Mary Finneran
comments that the statement made in the EA that the Project would result in a reduction
in GHG emissions is false, and that increased compression cannot reduce existing
emissions but can only increase them. Dennis Higgins states that the gas transported by
the Project would not be used solely for customers switching from fuel oil and that
increasing compression, by its very nature, cannot reduce existing emissions.
Additionally, the Institute for Policy Integrity contends that the Iroquois study includes
unrealistically high estimates of offsets to fuel oil because local laws require that fuel oil
be phased out more quickly than what is accounted for in the study. The Institute for
Policy Integrity notes that New York City laws require emission reductions for buildings
larger than 25,000 square feet start in 2024, with reductions reaching 80 percent by 2050.
Similarly, it states that local law requires the phase-out of all but No. 2 heating oil by
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2030 and imposes increasingly stringent biodiesel requirements for fuel oil, making fuel
oil more expensive and less likely to be used in the future. The Institute for Policy
Integrity argues that these laws demonstrate that the Iroquois study likely underestimates
the use of electric heat pumps in the future.

Furthermore, the Institute for Policy Integrity argues that Iroquois’ study fails to
consider how demand for energy will increase due to the increase in natural gas supply.
It notes that Iroquois’ reliance on “perfect substitution” from one energy source to
another is contrary to basic supply and demand principles because it assumes that the
price of the target resource will remain constant as supply expands. The Institute for
Policy Integrity states that the Commission should conduct a substitution analysis to
assess the Project’s effects and by failing to do so, the Commission did not attempt to
obtain the information necessary to enable “reasonable forecasting” of emissions.

To clarify, the Iroquois study was included in the Project application to support
their Project’s purpose and need statement and we included it in the EA and in this EIS
for disclosure purposes. FERC staff did not use the study to make conclusions about
Project impacts in the EA or here in this EIS.
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D. RESPONSE TO REMAINING COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Since issuance of the EA and in response to the EA, we received 28 comments,
including comments from the EPA, NYSDEC, 19 interested members of the public,
National Grid, Con Edison, and Iroquois.3® In additionto GHG emissions and climate
change which are discussed above, comments on the EA include procedural concerns
regarding the Commission’s environmental review process; the need for the Project;
alternatives; impacts on wetland and water resources; impacts on wildlife and special
status species; socioeconomic impacts; air quality impacts; Project safety; cumulative
impacts; and indirect impacts. The remaining concerns were addressed in the EA and are
further discussed below.

1. Purpose and Need

Mr. Dennis Higgins comments that the gas transported by the Project would not be
used solely for customers switching from fuel oil. Consistent with Iroquois’ stated
purpose and need for the Project, natural gas transported by the Project would not be used
exclusively for customers switching from fuel oil to natural gas and future conditions
regarding energy demand are subject to change. As stated in the EA, the natural gas
transported by the Project would also support increased natural gas demand due to new
construction in the commercial and multi-family sector.3” Ms. Margot Spindelman, Mr.
Mark Varian, and Ms. Linda Reik question the need for the Project. The need for the
Project will be addressed by the Commission in the Order and is outside the scope of this
document.

2. Comment Period

Commenters, including Ms. Ann Finneran, Ms. Mary T. Finneran, Ms. Linda
Reik, and Mr. Dennis Higgins request an extension of the public comment period due to
the COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in the closure of public buildings, such as
libraries, as well as other locations where stakeholders may rely on internet access to
comment. Mary T. Finneran also states that the presidential election necessitated
additional time to review the EA and provide comments.

The 30-day comment period established for the EA is the standard period of time
provided to comment on EAs for natural gas projects and provides a reasonable amount
of time for the public to review and comment on a project of this scope. Further, as a
matter of standard practice, we review comments received after the close of the comment
periods to the extent possible. All comments received since issuance of the EA,
regardless of whether they were filed in the 30-day comment period, were evaluated and

36 Some stakeholders provided multiple comments.
87 EA at A-2.
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our responses are included in this EIS. Further, this EIS will have a 45-day comment
period. Therefore, an extension of the comment period is not necessary.

3. Finding of “No Effect”

Commenters, including Ms. Johanna Fallert, Mr. Joshua A. Douglass, and Ms.
Valerie Carlisle, state that Commission staff wrongly determined in the EA that the ExC
Project would have no effect on the environment. Ms. Johanna Fallert asserts that the EA
reports no effects from the Project on endangered species, critical habitats, air, water, or
humans, including vulnerable populations.

The EA reports a finding of “no effect” in just three instances, all of which are
associated with staff’s determination of effect on federally listed species, specifically the
bog turtle, Atlantic sturgeon, and Indiana bat.®® The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the National Marine Fisheries Service acknowledged these no effect findings, and the
National Marine Fisheries Service further indicated that the Project did not appear to
affect any critical habitat for species under its jurisdiction.3?

Regarding the specific resources identified by commenters, the EA assesses the
potential impacts on air quality during construction of the Project and, based on increased
exhaust emissions from construction, delivery, and commuter trucks/equipment and dust
generation, determined that these impacts would be temporary and localized.*® For
operational impacts on air quality due to the new compressor units, our analysis in the EA
was based on the results of Iroquois’ air modeling, and given Iroquois’ proposed
emissions controls to reduce emissions, the Project would have minor impacts on local air
quality during operation.** Additionally, no waterbodies were identified within the
boundaries of the Project facilities, and the one herbaceous wetland that exists within the
fenceline of the existing Athens Compressor Station would be excluded from Project
workspaces and would not be affected by construction or operation of the new facilities.*?
Therefore, we conclude here, as we did in the EA, that impacts from the Project on water
resources, including wetlands, were not significant.#3 Our analysis in the EA also
discloses the Project’s impacts on humans, including vulnerable populations and
environmental justice populations, with regard to the following resources: employment
and tax revenue, roadways, public services (e.g., fire, police, schools, hospitals), property
values, visual resources, and public health. Our analysis concludes that the Project would

38 EA at B-31 through B-34, table B-8.
39 EA at B-35.
40 EA at B-67.
41 EA at B-74.
42 EA at B-19.
43 EA at B-20.
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result in negligible to minor negative impacts and negligible to minor positive impacts on
socioeconomic characteristics and economies in the Project area.**

4. Alternatives

Commenters, including Ms. Julana Haliti and Ms. Iris Marie Bloom, contend that
there are better alternatives for New York City’s heating fuel needs than natural gas,
including heat pumps, geothermal energy, and solar energy. Commenters, including Gale
Pisha, further claim that residents or developers who convert to natural gas or build to
accommodate natural gas heat will eventually need to convert to heat pumps and
geothermal energy in the future, resulting in a re-conversion cost, on top of increased
natural gas prices to fund the Project.

The applicant’s statement of purpose and need informs the choice of alternatives.
The choice of alternatives, and the depth of discussion of those alternatives, must be
reasonable.*®> The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) advises, however, that “a
reasonable range of alternatives depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in
each case.”® Therefore, we need only consider alternatives that will achieve the
Project’s stated purpose.”’

Here, the stated purpose for the Project is to provide 62,500 Dth/day of firm
transportation service from Waddington, New York, to Hunts Point, New York, for Con
Edison, and 62,500 Dth/day of firm transportation service from Waddington, New Y ork,
to South Commack, New York, for National Grid.*® Therefore, the commenters’
assertions regarding the use of heat pumps and other forms of heating is outside the scope
of the range of alternatives that we must consider.

Finally, Mr. Keith Schue requests that the Commission consider the State of New
York’s closure of a nuclear generation plant. Mr. Keith Schue requests that the
Commission reject the EXC Project and intervene in the state’s decision to close down
nuclear plants that were providing reliable carbon-free electricity. Other commenters,
including Linda Reik, state that the ExC Project should be rejected because it would
increase, rather than decrease, natural gas consumption in New York State, which is in
opposition to studies calling for the replacement of nuclear energy with renewable
energy. Predictions as to how the State of New York may decide to manage its fuel
sources in the future are beyond the scope of this EIS.

a4 EA at B-47.

45 Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 196 (D.C. Cir. 1991).

46 CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act
Regulations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026, 18,027 (1981).

47 Citizens Against Burlington, Inc., 938 F.2d at 195, 199.

48 EAat A-2.
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5. Water Resources

The NYSDEC states that it is not aware of ongoing consultations between the
NYSDEC and Iroquois for a Water Withdrawal Permit, as indicated in the EA. The
NYSDEC also notes that it is unclear why such a permit would be necessary based on
statements in the EA that municipal water would be used for hydrostatic testing and
operational water use. Although the EA identifies consultation for this permit as
ongoing,*® Iroquois has indicated that any Water Withdrawal Permit would be associated
with construction dewatering, and that the need for such a permit would be determined
based on the volume and method of water disposal.>® Iroquois also stated that the
anticipated filing date for the permit application is to be determined, indicating that it has
not yet begun consultations with NYSDEC.

6. Wetlands

The NYSDEC comments that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) should
be requested to provide a new jurisdictional determination for the Athens Compressor
Station because additional wetlands were identified during development of the EA.5!
Iroquois would protect wetlands through the use of Iroquois’ best management practices
and its proposed implementation of our Wetland and Waterbody Construction and
Mitigation Procedures. The newly identified wetlands cited by NYSDEC are outside of
Project workspaces. lIroquois filed additional correspondence with the USACE, dated
November 4 and 19, 2020, that confirmed that no impacts on these wetlands would occur
during construction or operation of the Project as they are outside of Project
workspaces.>> On November 24, 2020, the USACE issued a letter confirming they had
no jurisdiction over any of the Project activities. °3

Although the wetlands are outside of Project workspaces, we note that the
NY SDEC establishes a buffer zone around wetlands, and the zone around the
newly-identified wetlands at the Athens Compressor Station may overlap with adjacent
Project workspaces. Consultation between Iroquois and the NYSDEC regarding the
potential need for a New York State Freshwater Wetland permit was noted as ongoing in
the EA.>* On January 29, 2021, Iroquois filed additional correspondence with the
NYSDEC that Iroquois would decrease workspace for the Athens Compressor Station to

49 EAat A-17.

50 See accession no. 20200921-5178 for Iroquois filing.

51 Based on NYSDEC correspondence during development of the EA, Iroquois conducted
supplemental wetland delineations at the Athens Compressor Station and associated contractor
staging area in August of 2020. EA at B-20.

52 See accession no. 20201120-5257.

53 See accession no. 20210129-5337.

54 EAat A-17.
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avoid the wetland bufferareas. Afterreview of these changes, on January 21, 2021, the
NYSDEC confirmed that no Freshwater Wetland Permit is required.

7. Wildlife and Special Status Species

Several commenters, including Ms. Johanna Fallert and Ms. Iris Marie Bloom,
state that indirect impacts of the Project, namely global warming and the production of
natural gas from hydraulic fracturing, pose threats to birds and other wildlife. Similarly,
Ms. Johanna Fallert also states that the EA wrongly states that the Project would have no
impact on special status species, identifying air pollution and global warming from the
drilling, transport, and combustion of natural gas as drivers of impacts on birds and other
wildlife.

As noted in the EA, Iroquois committed to developing a mitigation plan in
coordination with the NYSDEC to minimize the potential for impacts on bog turtles and
timber rattlesnakes within workspaces in New York.>® Subsequent to issuance of the EA,
Iroquois finalized, and the NYSDEC approved, Iroquois’ Sensitive Species Education
and Avoidance Plan.5¢ Final measures include pre-construction surveys to ensure no
individual bog turtles or timber rattlesnakes are present within workspaces, installation of
exclusion fences and escape ramps where applicable, and the requirement to stop work
and consult the appropriate agency if a bog turtle or timber rattlesnake is encountered
during construction. These final measures further support the findings in the EA that
construction or operation of the Project would result in no effect on bog turtles (as no
suitable habitat for the bog turtles exists in the Project area) and not result in significant
impacts on timber rattlesnakes.

As stated above in section C.3, because the source of the gas is unknown and may
change throughout the life of the Project, analysis of specific environmental impacts of
upstream natural gas production are not included in the scope of this EIS.5” As disclosed
in the EA, impacts on special status species in the Project area were determined based on
best available information, site survey data, best professional judgement, and agency
consultations. With respect to the impacts from global warming, global warming is
driven by the accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere through the combustion of fossil
fuels combined with other factors; the Project will emit GHGs.>® However, as discussed
in section C above, we could not determine a project’s direct incremental physical
impacts on the environment caused by GHG emissions or determine whether a project’s
contribution to climate change would be significant.

55 EA at B-35 through B-38.

56 See accession no. 20210129-5337.
57 EA at A-15.

58 EA at B-107.
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8. Socioeconomics

Iroquois notes that three new operational staff would be hired as a result of the
ExC Project. Iroquois also states that the EA underestimates the property taxes that
would be generated as a result of the Project. ®® We find that these discrepancies are
minor and would not be meaningfully different than those reported in the EA. However,
based on Iroquois’ clarification on the Project’s contribution to property taxes, which
would double in Dover, New York, and Brookfield, Connecticut, and triple in Athens,
New York, over a 20 year period, 60 we clarify that there would be a minor increase in tax
revenue from Project operations for these local communities.

Several commenters, including Valerie Carlisle, express concern that the Project
would impact the community’s health and their quality of life. Ms. Iris Marie Bloom
states that the Project creates a racial justice and environmental justice issue, and that
those most harmed by the Project’s contribution to climate change, sea-level rise, and
fossil-fuel facilities, are low income people, especially people of color. Ms. Bloom
further asserts that the Project’s air quality impacts may affect environmental justice
populations and individuals who have respiratory conditions.

As we disclosed in the EA, environmental justice populations were found in five
block groups out of 18 total block groups within one mile of the Project areas. These
include low-income populations near the Athens (Census Tract 809, Block Group 3),
Dover (Census Tract 400.03, Block Group 1), and Milford (Census Tract 813, Block
Group 3 and Census Tract 1506, Block Group 2) Compressor Stations; and one block
group with a minority population within one mile of the Milford Compressor Station
(Census Tract 813, Block Group 4).51

The disclosed potential impacts from the Project on area residents may include
traffic delays during construction of the Project and changes in the existing viewsheds
during construction and operation of the Project. We continue to conclude that with
Iroquois’ commitment to implementing mitigation measures to alleviate potential road
congestion during construction through avoidance of peak commute times, periods
associated with school-related traffic, and in consultation with transportation authorities,
traffic-related impacts on the population, including environmental justice populations,
would be minor and short-term.62

With respect to visual impacts on environmental justice populations, as described
in the EA, the proposed modifications would be constructed within existing facility sites

59 See accession no. 20201030-5316.

60 This equates to annual budget increases of 19.4 percent in Athens, 9.2 percent in Dover, 2.7
percent in Brookfield, and 0.17 percent in Milford. Iroquois’ November 20, 2020 Supplemental
Information.

61 EA at B-54.

62 EA at B-48.
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that contain similar infrastructure and on land classified as industrial/commercial land.®3
In addition, the residences closest to the Milford Compressor Station and the Athens
Compressor Station are sufficiently removed from the existing station (over 0.7 mile and
0.5 mile away, respectively), and the project facilities would not be visible to these
NSAs. The Dover Compressor Station would only be visible from the residence 0.5 mile
to the north, which would be consistent with the existing facilities in their view. Users of
nearby roadways would also experience a viewshed consistent with the existing facilities
on the compressor station sites. Given that the Project would be on land classified as
industrial/commercial and would be consistent with the existing viewsheds, visual
impacts on environmental justice communities would be less than significant.

With respect to air emissions, potential pollutant emissions from the Project, when
considered with existing and background concentrations, would be below the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which are designated to protect public health,
including sensitive populations such as asthmatics and children.54

We conclude that the Project would result in negligible to minor negative impacts
and negligible to minor positive impacts on socioeconomic characteristics and economies
in the Project areas.%> Therefore, we conclude that with the mitigation proposed by
Iroquois and our proposed recommendation to minimize noise, the Project’s impacts on
area residents, including vulnerable populations, would be minimized to the greatest
extent practicable. In addition, the Project would not result in a disproportionately high
and adverse impact on environmental justice communities within the study area.

9. Air Quality
9.1. AIR STATE FACILITY PERMIT

Iroquois asserts that the NYSDEC’s Air State Facility permits for the Athens and
Dover Compressor Station facilities are not federal permits, but rather state permits.56
New York has full delegation from the EPA for air permitting programs under the Clean
Air Act. As part of that process, Iroquois is in consultation with the NYSDEC regarding
air permitting and Final Air Facility Permit issuances are pending.®” Although the Air
Facility Permit is issued by the state, Iroquois is required to obtain it pursuant to New
York’s EPA-approved State Implementation Plan for non-major sources subject to New
Source Review in accordance with the federal Clean Air Act.

63 EA at B-55.
64 EA at B-56.
65 EA at B-47.
66 See accession no. 20201030-5316.
67 EA at B-65.
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9.2. SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSIONS

Iroquois states that following EA issuance, it reviewed its emissions modeling
inputs with the NYSDEC to confirm the accuracy of the sulfur dioxide emissions from
the Project facilities and resubmitted the air quality models to the NYSDEC for review.
We acknowledge that Iroquois is still consulting with the NYSDEC and Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection with regards to the air permits for
the Project and estimates of Project emissions may be further modified during the
permitting agency’s review process.®® Given that the total sulfur dioxide concentrations
that were estimated in the Project’s air quality model, as presented in the EA, are well
below the NAAQS,® minor corrections to Iroquois’ analysis are not expected to change
or modify the EA’s conclusion regarding Project impacts on air quality.’®

9.3. OXIDATION CATALYSTS

Iroquois states that it is planning to install oxidation catalysts at existing and new
emergency generators and not on compression turbines as indicated in the EA.”? We
acknowledge this clarification and note that it does not impact our conclusion that
operation of the Project would not result in significant impacts on air quality.

9.4. PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS

Commenters, including Ms. Gale Pisha, Ms. Johanna Fallert, and Ms. Diana
Strablow, state that the particulate matter, hazardous air pollutants, and other pollutant
emissions from compressor stations are dangerous to human health (including respiratory
health). Ms. Johanna Fallert states that in New York State there are eight counties that
have unhealthy ozone or particle pollution (also known as particulate pollution), cites a
study quantifying emissions from natural gas compression facilities in New York State,
and expresses concern regarding the public health and climate impacts of emissions from
the Project. Ms. Diana Strablow expresses concern regarding emissions associated with
planned blowdown events.

The Project area counties in New York are all in attainment with the NAAQS.
However, New York and Connecticut are in the Ozone Transport Region and, therefore,
are subject to more stringent permit requirements for ozone precursor pollutants (oxides
of nitrogen and volatile organic compounds).”? The EA quantifies construction and
operation emissions of these pollutants. Based on our analysis, we conclude that air

68 See accession nos. 20201030-5316, 20210129-5337, and 20210401-5368.

69 EA at B-75.

70 EAat A-77.

n See accession no. 20201030-5316.

72 Ozone is not directly emitted into the atmosphere from an emissions source. Ozone develops as a
result of a chemical reaction between nitrogen oxides and volatile organic compounds in the
presence of sunlight. EA at B-61.
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quality impacts would not be significant.”® Further, as stated in the EA, maintenance and
emergency blowdowns would occur infrequently at the compressor stations.”* Emissions
from these events are not expected to significantly degrade the local air quality.’®

Additionally, the Project’s impacts on human health were addressed in the EA,
which includes an air quality modeling analysis, developed in consultation with the
NYSDEC or Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, for the
modified compressor stations that would increase air pollutant emissions as a result of the
Project.”® The modeling analysis incorporated local topography and meteorological
conditions, existing background concentrations of each criteria pollutant, and the
emissions from both the existing and new compressor units to model pollutant
concentrations. The resulting modeled concentrations were compared to the NAAQS,
which, as stated above, are established by the EPA to protect human health, including
sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and those with asthma, and public
welfare. The modeled concentrations, when combined with existing ambient pollutant
concentrations, do not exceed the NAAQS for any pollutant.”” As stated in the EA and
reaffirmed here, the construction and operation of the Project would not have a
significant impact on air quality.”®

9.5. RADON

Ms. Ann L. Finneran expresses concern regarding the adverse health impacts from
the release of methane laced with radon. As stated in the EA, although radon can be
entrained in natural gas reserves, upstream natural gas processing helps remove radon
before it is delivered into Iroquois pipeline system.”® We also note that radon has a half-
life, defined as the time it takes for the compound to decay to half its initial
concentration, of only 3.8 days. The time needed to gather, process, store and deliver
natural gas allows a portion of the radon, if present in small quantities after natural gas
processing, to decay, thereby decreasing the amount of radon in the gas before being
combusted in a compressor station. Additionally, the U.S. Geological Survey found that
concentrations of radon in natural gas samples from the Marcellus shale and overlapping
Devonian age sandstones, as measured at the wellhead, ranged from 1 to 79 picocuries
per liter (pCi/L) and 7 to 65 pCi/L, respectively.89 Additionally, a study using natural gas
samples collected from Texas Eastern Transmission, LP and Algonquin Gas

S EA at B-67 through B-77.

74 EA at B-70.

5 EA at B-70 through B-71.

76 EA at B-75.

m EA at B-74.

8 EA at B-74.

[ EA at B-76.

80 E.L. Rowan and T.F. Kraemer, Radon-222 Content of Natural Gas Samples from Upper and
Middle Devonian Sandstone and Shale Reservoirs in Pennsylvania: Preliminary Data (U.S.
Geological Survey 2012), available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2012/1159/0fr2012-1159.pdf
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Transmission, LLC pipelines from the Marcellus shale gas field measured radon
concentrations in natural gas pipelines ranging from 16.9 to 44.1 pCi/L, with resulting in-
home concentrations estimated at 0.0042 to 0.0109 pCi/L.81 These levels are
significantly less than the average indoor and outdoor radon levels that occur naturally in
the environment.82 The EPA has set the indoor action level for radon at 4 pCi/L.83
Because the estimated radon concentrations associated with the natural gas are well
below the EPA indoor action level, as stated in the EA, we continue to conclude that
radon would not be present in the pipeline-quality gas in significant quantities that would
result in health impacts on nearby populations.8

10. Public Safety

Commenters, including Ms. Ann Finneran, Ms. Mary Finneran, Ms. Gale Pisha,
and Mr. Bill Kish question the safety of Iroquois’ existing system to handle the increased
natural gas, are concerned that the natural gas would be transported at increased pressure
on the existing pipeline, and assert that the aging pipe would be susceptible to leaking
and increased danger of explosion. Commenters specifically identify the Athens
Compressor Station as an area of concern given its proximity to other infrastructure that
transports or utilizes flammable or other dangerous materials. Ms. Mary Finneran claims
that the EA’s statement that these existing facilities are part of the environmental baseline
wrongly implies that the public need not worry and states that the EA does not address
the increased danger of explosion and methane breaches from the increased compression.

The maximum allowable operating pressure of Iroquois’ existing system would
not change due to the proposed Project.®> Iroquois has sited the compressor stations in
compliance with U.S. Department of Transportation — Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration’s (USDOT-PHMSA) regulations. Further, Iroquois would
construct and operate these facilities in compliance with USDOT-PHMSA safety
standards. The EA concludes, and we reiterate here, that Iroquois has designed the
Project to be in compliance with all applicable USDOT-PHMSA requirements, and that
operation of the facility represents a minimal increase in risk to the public.8¢ Therefore,

81 L.R. Anspaugh, Scientific Issues Concerning Radon in Natural Gas, Texas Eastern Transmission,
LP and Algonquin Gas Transmission, LLC, New Jersey-New York Expansion Project (2012),
available at https://www.slideshare.net/MarcellusDN/scientific-issues-concerning-radon-in-
natural-gas http://energyindepth.org/wp-content/uploads/marcellus/2012/07/A-
AnspaughReport.pdf

82 The average home in the United States has a radon activity level of 1.3 pCi/L, while outdoor
levels average approximately 0.4 pCi/L. EPA, A Citizen’s Guide to Radon - The Guide to
Protecting Yourself and Your Family from Radon, 402/K-12/002 (2012), available at
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
02/documents/2012 a citizens gquide to radon.pdf

83 Id.

84 EAatB-77.

85 EAat A-3.

86 EA at B-93.
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we continue to find that with implementation of the standard safety design criteria
(developed by USDOT-PHMSA), the Project, and Iroquois’ existing pipeline, would be
constructed and operated safely.
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E. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the environmental analysis in the EA and in this EIS, staff have
determined that approval of the Project would not result in significant environmental
impacts, with the exception of greenhouse gas emissions. Although we acknowledge the
Project’s direct and downstream emissions would increase the atmospheric concentration
of GHGs, in combination with past and future emissions from all other sources, and
would contribute to climate change, we are unable to come toa conclusion regarding the
significance of the Project’s contribution to climate change.

In accordance with NEPA and Commission policy, we evaluated alternatives to
the Project to determine whether they would be reasonable and environmentally
preferable to the proposed action. These alternatives included the no-action alternative,
system alternatives, fuel alternatives, and location alternatives for the proposed new
facilities. Although all of the alternatives we evaluated appear to be technically feasible,
none provide a significant environmental advantage over the Project design. Therefore,
we conclude that the Project, as modified by our recommendations in section E of this
EIS, is the preferred alternative to meet Project objectives.

The staff continues to recommend that the Commission Order include the
mitigation measures listed below (unmodified from those listed in the EA) as conditions
to the authorization the Commission may issue.

1. Iroquois shall follow the construction procedures and mitigation measures
described in its application and supplements (including responses to staff data
requests) and as identified in the EA, unless modified by the Order. lroquois
must:

a. request any modification to these procedures, measures, or conditions in a
filing with the Secretary of the Commission (Secretary);

b. justify each modification relative to site-specific conditions;

c. explain how that modification provides an equal or greater level of
environmental protection than the original measure; and

d. receive approval in writing from the Director of Office of Energy Projects
(OEP), or the Director’s designee, before using that modification.

2. The Director of OEP, or the Director’s designee, has delegated authority to
address any requests for approvals or authorizations necessary to carry out the
conditions of the Order, and take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the
protection of environmental resources during construction and operation of the
Project. This authority shall allow:

a. the modification of conditions of the Order:;
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b. stop-work authority; and

c. the imposition of any additional measures deemed necessary to ensure
continued compliance with the intent of the conditions of the Order as well
as the avoidance or mitigation of unforeseen adverse environmental impact
resulting from Project construction and operation.

Prior to any construction, Iroquois shall file an affirmative statement with the
Secretary, certified by a senior company official, that all company personnel, Els,
and contractor personnel will be informed of the Els’ authority and have been or
will be trained on the implementation of the environmental mitigation measures
appropriate to their jobs before becoming involved with construction and
restoration activities.

The authorized facility locations shall be as shown in the EA, as supplemented by
filed Project figures. As soon as they are available, and before the start of
construction, Iroquois shall file with the Secretary any revised detailed survey
alignment maps/figures at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 with station positions
for all facilities approved by the Order. All requests for modifications of
environmental conditions of the Order or site-specific clearances must be written
and must reference locations designated on these Project figures.

Iroquois’ exercise of eminent domain authority granted under NGA Section 7(h)
in any condemnation proceedings related to the Order must be consistent with
these authorized facilities and locations. Iroquois’ right of eminent domain
granted under the NGA section 7(h) does not authorize it to increase the size of its
natural gas pipeline or aboveground facilities to accommodate future needs or to
acquire a right-of-way for a pipeline to transport a commodity other than natural
gas.

Iroquois shall file with the Secretary detailed alignment maps/sheets and aerial
photographs at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 identifying all facility relocations,
and staging areas, pipe storage yards, new access roads, and other areas that would
be used or disturbed and have not been previously identified in filings with the
Secretary. Approval for each of these areas must be explicitly requested in
writing. For each area, the request must include a description of the existing land
use/cover type, documentation of landowner approval, whether any cultural
resources or federally listed threatened or endangered species would be affected,
and whether any other environmentally-sensitive areas are within or abutting the
area. All areas shall be clearly identified on the maps/figures/aerial photographs.
Each area must be approved in writing by the Director of OEP, or the Director’s
designee, before construction in or near that area.

This requirement does not apply to extra workspace allowed by the FERC Upland
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan, and/or minor field
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realignments per landowner needs and requirements which do not affect other
landowners or sensitive environmental areas such as wetlands.

Examples of alterations requiring approval include all route realignments and
facility location changes resulting from:

a. implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures;

b. implementation of endangered, threatened, or special concern species
mitigation measures;

c. recommendations by state regulatory authorities; and

d. agreements with individual landowners that affect other landowners or
could affect sensitive environmental areas.

Within 60 days of the acceptance of the Certificate and before construction
begins, Iroquois shall file an Implementation Plan with the Secretary for review
and written approval by the Director of OEP, or the Director’s designee. lroquois
must file revisions to its plan as schedules change. The plan shall identify:

a. how lroquois will implement the construction procedures and mitigation
measures described in its application and supplements (including responses
to staff data requests), identified in the EA, and required by the Order;

b. how lroquois will incorporate these requirements into the contract bid
documents, construction contracts (especially penalty clauses and
specifications), and construction drawings so that the mitigation required at
each site is clear to on-site construction and inspection personnel;

c. the number of environmental inspectors (Els) assigned, and how the
company will ensure that sufficient personnel are available to implement the
environmental mitigation;

d. company personnel, including Els and contractors, who will receive copies
of the appropriate material,

e. the location and dates of the environmental compliance training and
instructions Iroquois will give to all personnel involved with construction
and restoration (initial and refresher training as the Project progresses and
personnel change);

f. the company personnel (if known) and specific portion of the Iroquois’
organization having responsibility for compliance;

g. the procedures (including use of contract penalties) Iroquois will follow if
noncompliance occurs; and
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h.

for each discrete facility, a Gantt or PERT chart (or similar project
scheduling diagram), and dates for:

i.  the completion of all required surveys and reports;

il.  the environmental compliance training of on-site personnel;

iii.  the start of construction; and

Iv.  the start and completion of restoration.

7. Iroquois shall employ at least one El for the Project. The El shall be:

a.

responsible for monitoring and ensuring compliance with all mitigation
measures required by the Order and other grants, permits, certificates, or
other authorizing documents;

b. responsible for evaluating the construction contractor’s implementation of
the environmental mitigation measures required in the contract (see
condition 6 above) and any other authorizing document;

c. empowered to order correction of acts that violate the environmental
conditions of the Order, and any other authorizing document;

d. afull-time position, separate from all other activity inspectors;

e. responsible for documenting compliance with the environmental conditions
of the Order, as well as any environmental conditions/permit requirements
imposed by other federal, state, or local agencies; and

f. responsible for maintaining status reports.

8. Beginning with the filing of its Implementation Plan, Iroquois shall file updated

status reports with the Secretary on a monthly basis until all construction and
restoration activities are complete. On request, these status reports will also be
provided to other federal and state agencies with permitting responsibilities.
Status reports shall include:

a.

b.

an update on Iroquois’ efforts to obtain the necessary federal authorizations;

the construction status of the Project, work planned for the following
reporting period, and any scheduled changes for stream crossings or work in
other environmentally-sensitive areas;

a listing of all problems encountered and each instance of noncompliance
observed by the EI(S) during the reporting period (both for the conditions
imposed by the Commission and any environmental conditions/permit
requirements imposed by other federal, state, or local agencies);
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10.

11.

12.

d. adescription of the corrective actions implemented in response to all
instances of noncompliance;

e. the effectiveness of all corrective actions implemented;

f. adescription of any landowner/resident complaints which may relate to
compliance with the requirements of the Order, and the measures taken to

satisfy their concerns; and

g. copies of any correspondence received by Iroquois from other federal, state,
or local permitting agencies concerning instances of noncompliance, and
Iroquois’ response.

Iroquois must receive written authorization from the Director of OEP, or the
Director’s designee, before commencing construction of any Project facilities.
To obtain such authorization, Iroquois must file with the Secretary documentation
that it has received all applicable authorizations required under federal law (or
evidence of waiver thereof).

Iroquois must receive written authorization from the Director of OEP, or the
Director’s designee, before placing the Project into service. Such authorization
will only be granted following a determination that rehabilitation and restoration
of the areas affected by the Project are proceeding satisfactorily.

Within 30 days of placing the authorized facilities in service, Iroquois shall file
an affirmative statement with the Secretary, certified by a senior company official:

a. thatthe facilities have been constructed in compliance with all applicable
conditions, and that continuing activities will be consistent with all
applicable conditions; or

b. identifying which of the conditions in the Order Iroquois has complied with
or will comply with. This statement shall also identify any areas affected by
the Project where compliance measures were not properly implemented, if
not previously identified in filed status reports, and the reason for
noncompliance.

Iroquois shall file with the Secretary noise surveys for the Athens, Dover, and
Brookfield Compressor Stations no later than 60 days after placing each
modified station into service. If full power load condition noise surveys are not
possible, Iroquois shall file an interim survey at the maximum possible power load
within 60 days of placing the stations into service and file the full power load
survey within 6 months. If the noise attributable to operation of all equipment at
any modified station under interim or full power load conditions exceeds a day-
night sound level of 55 decibels on the A-weighted scale at any nearby noise
sensitive area, Iroquois shall:
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file a report with the Secretary, for review and written approval by the
Director of OEP, or the Director’s designee, on what changes are needed;

install additional noise controls to meet that level within 1 year of the in-
service date; and

confirm compliance with this requirement by filing a second full power load
noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the
additional noise controls.
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Appendix A
List of Preparers

Ferrara, Kylee — Project Manager; Project Description; Cumulative Impacts;
Alternatives, Reliability and Safety; Air Quality and Noise
M.S., Environmental Engineering, The Johns Hopkins University, 2016 B.A &
Sc., Biology and Geography, McGill University, 2005

Crosley, Shannon — Deputy Project Manager
B.S., Natural Resources Management, University of Maryland, 1998

Bloomfield, Andrea —Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources
B.S., Environmental Management, University of Maryland, 2018

Boros, Laurie — Cultural Resources
B.A., Anthropology/Archaeology, Queens College, C.U.N.Y., 1980

Fink, Jennifer — Surface Water; Fisheries, Wildlife and Wetlands; Vegetation;
Threatened and Endangered Species
M.S., Environmental Resource Policy, George Washington University, 2016 B.S.,
Environmental Science, University of Delaware, 2010

Griffin, Robin —Socioeconomics
M.S., Environmental Management, Illinois Institute of Technology, 1999 B.A.,
English Composition, DePauw University, 1992

Jensen, Andrea — Geology and Soils; Groundwater
B.S., Environmental Geology, College of William and Mary, 2012
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Richard Yeno
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Appendix B
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United States Senate

United States Senate

United States Senate

United States Senate

United States House of Representatives
United States House of Representatives
United States House of Representatives
Connecticut State Senate

New York State Senate
Connecticut State Senate

New York State Senate

Dutchess County Legislature
Greene County Legislature

New York State Assembly
Connecticut State Assembly

New York State Assembly
Connecticut State Assembly
Town of Athens

Town of Brookfield

Town of Brookfield

Town of Dover

Town of Athens

Town of Athens

Town of Brookfield

Town of Dover

Town of Dover

Town of Brookfield Public Schools
Town of Athens

Town of Dover

Town of Athens

Town of Athens

Town of Athens

Town of Dover

Town of Brookfield

Town of Dover

Town of Athens

Town of Dover

Town of Athens

Town of Athens
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Federal Agencies

Ahuva Battams
Amy Sweeney
Andree DuVarney
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Brian Costner

Brian Lavoie
Camille Mittelholtz

Christopher Oh

Cindy Barger
Danielle Schopp
David Fish
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Edward Boling
Esther Eng
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Lisa Murkowski
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Melanie Stevens
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NOAA National Marine Fisheries

Service
Patrick Walsh

Sentho White
Sharunda Buchanan
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Town of Brookfield

Office of Pipeline Safety USDOT PHMSA
US Department of Energy

Natural Resources Conservation
Service, USDA

Army Corps of Engineers, Planning and
Policy Division

Bureau of Indian Affairs, DOI

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance,
DOE

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Assistant Secretary for
Transportation Policy, USDOT

US Customs and Border Protection Dept.
of Homeland Security

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Environment and Energy, HUD

Bureau of Safety and Environmental
Enforcement, DOI

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
DOI

Council on Environmental Quality
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USDA Forest Service-Ecosystem
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Office of Federal Programs, Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation
Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration, Office of Pipeline Safety,
USDOT

Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee

Office of Environmental Management,
DOE

Bureau of Oceans & International
Environmental & Scientific Affairs, DOS
Office of Pipeline Safety USDOT PHMSA

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services
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Program Division, FSA, USDA

NOAA National Marine Fisheries
Service, Dept. of Commerce
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Environment and Natural Resources
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Seneca Nation of Indians
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Brian Orzel
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Dawn McKay
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USACE — New York District
USFWS — New England

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — New
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Department of Environmental
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Progam Development, Commissioner’s
Office
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CTDEEP - Bureau of Natural
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John J. Farrell
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