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The Energy Facilities Siting Council hereby CONDI TI ONALLY APPROVES
the petition of Berkshire Gas Conpany to construct: (1) a 6.2 mle, 12-inch
di aneter natural gas pipeline with a nmaxi mum operating pressure of 500 pounds
per square inch along the proposed route described herein; and (2) a neter

station at the proposed site as described herein.

l. [ NTRODUCTI ON

A Summary of the Proposed Project and Facilities

The Berkshire Gas Conpany ("Berkshire" or "Conpany") distributes and
sells natural gas to residential, commercial and industrial customers in 19
communi ti es throughout Berkshire, Franklin, and Hanpshire Counties. Berkshire
Gas Conpany, 23 DOVBC 294, 298 (1991) ("1991 Berkshire Gas Decision"). 1In the
split year 1989-1990, the Conpany had an average of 30,342 firm service
custoners. |d. Berkshire also sells gas to interruptible custoners. The
Conpany's total normalized firmsendout for the split-year 1989-1990 was 5, 528
mllion cubic feet ("Mf") 1d.?

Ber kshire recei ves pi peline gas and underground storage gas fromthe
Tennessee Gas Pipel i ne Conpany ("Tennessee") at its Pittsfield, West
Pittsfield, North Adans, Stockbridge, and Geenfield neter stations. |d.
Berkshire al so recei ves, under transportation agreenents with Tennessee,
pi peli ne gas from Boundary Gas | ncorporated ("Boundary") and storage return
gas from Penn-York Energy Corporation ("Penn-York") and Consolidated Gas
Supply Corporation;? and supplenental liquified natural gas ("LNG') from Bay

1/ One Mvcf of natural gas equals roughly one thousand
decat herns (MDth) or one billion British thermal units ("BBtu"). For
pur poses of this review, the Siting Council assumes that one MVcf is
equi val ent to one MDth and that one decatherm ("Dth") is equival ent
to one thousand cubic feet ("Mf").

2/ Storage return gas is a formof natural gas supply which
has been renoved and transported from |l arge underground storage
facilities. Berkshire's storage facilities are |ocated in
Pennsyl vani a and New York. Such gas supplies typically are injected
into storage during the sumrer off-peak season and consuned during
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State Gas Conpany and Distrigas of Massachusetts Corporation ("DOMAC'). 1d.
In addition, Berkshire has auxiliary propane facilities in Pittsfield,
St ockbridge, North Adans, Geenfield and Hatfield. [d., at 2.

Inits nost recent review of Berkshire' s |ong-range forecast, the
Energy Facilities Siting Council ("Siting Council") approved Berkshire's
sendout forecast and conditionally approved Berkshire's supply plan.
Berkshire Gas Conpany, 19 DOVBC 247, 251, 321-322, 324-327 (1990) ("1990
Ber kshi re Deci sion (Phase I)").3%*

In the case currently before the Siting Council, the Conpany has
proposed to construct natural gas pipeline facilities in the Gty of
Pittsfield including (1) a 6.2-mle, 12-inch dianeter natural gas pipeline
with a maxi mum operating pressure of 500 pounds per square inch ("psi"), and
(2) a neter station to provide for the recei pt of gas vol unes for

transportation on the proposed pipeline (Exh. HO-2, pp. 4, 7).%% Berkshire's

the winter heating season.

3/ In the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 1), the Siting
Counci |l i1nposed two conditions on the Conpany (19 DOMSC at 321-322).
The Conpany responded to these two conditions on July 11, 1990 and
Cct ober 10, 1990. 1In a letter to the Conpany dated Decenber 12,
1990, the Siting Council acknow edged that Berkshire had satisfied
t hose conditi ons.

4/ The Conpany's forecast filing also requested approval to
construct pipeline and meter station facilities. On January 30,
1990, the Hearing O ficer in that proceeding severed the forecast
portion of the filing fromthe facilities portion of the filing. The
Siting Council issued its decision on the forecast portion of the
filing on February 9, 1990. 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 1), 19
DOMSC 247. The decision on the facilities portion of the filing was
i ssued on March 16, 1990. Berkshire Gas Conpany, 20 DOMSC 109 (1990)
("1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1)").

5/ The Conpany originally proposed to construct an
approximately 11.2-mle natural gas pipeline within R chnond and
Pittsfield ("Ri chnond Feedline") and a neter station in Ri chnond
(Exh. HO-1, p. 1-2). The Conpany subsequently filed an amendnent to
its petition in which Berkshire proposed to construct the neter
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proposed neter station would be |ocated near the Bousquet ski area

(herei nafter "Bousquet delivery point" or "Bousquet neter station") along a
Tennessee | ateral pipeline, the North Adans lateral, and directly adjacent to
related netering facilities proposed by Tennessee (id., p. 8, Exh. HO4, p. 2-
3, HOSGAL-10, Exh. 1).7 The proposed pipeline would extend fromthe
Bousquet delivery point to existing interconnection facilities that connect
the North Adans lateral to the Altresco-Pittsfield, L.P., cogeneration
facility ("Altresco facility") (Exh. HO-2, pp. 4-5).% In addition, the

station in Pittsfield and a 6.2-mle natural gas pipeline which is
approxi mately one-half the length of the original Richnmond Feedline.
For a discussion regarding the original and anended proposals, see
Section |.B, below.

6/ Berkshire and Altresco-Pittsfield, L.P., are considering a
financing structure whereby the proposed facilities would continue to
be operated and nmmi ntai ned by Berkshire, but would be owned by an
entity involving Altresco-Pittsfield, L.P., and a subsidiary of
Tennessee (Exh. HO- O 1; Tr. 4, pp. 268-269). This financing
arrangenent has not been finalized (Exh. HO-O1).

7/ Berkshire indicated that the Tennessee portion of the
meter station facilities would consist of two buildings -- a data
acquisition telenmetry facility and a metering facility -- and a 150
foot-1ong, eight-inch dianeter pipeline that would interconnect the
meter station facilities with the North Adanms | ateral (Exh. HO 2, pp.
8-9). Berkshire indicated that the Federal Energy Regul atory
Comm ssion ("FERC') has approved the application of Tennessee to
construct and operate the facilities (Exh. H-E-52). Berkshire
further indicated that a zoning exenption fromthe Massachusetts
Departnment of Public Utilities ("DPU') is required prior to the
commencenent of construction by Tennessee and that Tennessee's
request for a zoning exenption is pending before the DPU (Exh. HO E-
51).

8/ The interconnection facilities consist of (1) a 12-inch
di ameter, approximately 2,600, foot Tennessee pipeline that extends
fromthe North Adans | ateral to a tenporary Berkshire neter station
("Tenneco Interconnect”), and (2) a 12-inch dianeter, approximtely
2,500 foot, Berkshire pipeline that extends fromthe tenporary
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Conpany proposes to construct a 12-inch diameter pipeline, approximtely 2, 600
feet in length with a nmaxi mum operating pressure of 100 psi, which would
connect the Altresco facility with Berkshire's distribution systemin
Pittsfield ("backfeed line") (Exh. HO1, p. 3-3).

The Siting Council previously approved the petition of Atresco-
Pittsfield, Inc. to construct a 156 nmegawatt conbustion turbine, conbined
cycle cogeneration facility in Pittsfield. Atresco-Pittsfield, Inc., 17
DOVBC 351 (1989) ("Altresco Decision"). The prinary fuel for the Altresco

facility is natural gas although the facility is capable of burning distillate
oil. 1d., 17 DOVSC at 254. The Altresco facility comenced conmercia
operations on Septenber 1, 1990 (Exh. HO1, p. 3-1). Natural gas is currently
transported to the Altresco facility, on an interruptible basis, via the
existing North Adans |ateral and existing interconnection facilities (id., p.
3-2, BExh. AP-1, pp. 8-9). Berkshire's proposed pipeline and neter station
wi Il be capable of transporting on a firmbasis, up to 45,000 Mf per day of
natural gas including 40,000 Mcf per day for the Altresco facility and 5, 000
Mef per day for Berkshire's systemneeds (Exh. HO-1, p. 3-3).°

The Conpany identified two routes for the proposed pipeline, the
primary route and the alternative route (id., pp. 1-1, 1-2 n.16, 5-7, 5-8
n.26, 5-30, Exh. HO-2, pp. 7 n.9, p. 11).*® The primary route woul d begi n at
t he Bousquet delivery point in Pittsfield and travel to the east and north,

within the public way and across private and public property, including the

Berkshire neter station to the Altresco facility ("Altresco spur
line") (Exh. HO 1, pp. 3-7, 3-8). For a further discussion of the
i nterconnection facilities, see Section Il.A 3.b, below.

9/ The Conpany indicated that gas transported through the
proposed pipeline for Berkshire's system needs woul d be delivered to
Berkshire's distribution systemvia the backfeed |ine (Exh. HO 1,

p. 3-3).

10/ The pipeline route approved by the Siting Council in the
1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11) was not included as an alternative
route in the instant application. See Section Il11.C, bel ow
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Bousquet ski area, the Pittsfield Country d ub, Massachusetts Audubon

Soci ety's Canoe Meadows Wl dlife Sanctuary ("Canoe Meadows") and Brattl ebrook
Park, to the existing interconnection facilities (Exhs. HO 1, pp. 1-2 n.16, 5-
7, 5-8, HO2, p. 7). The prinmary route woul d parallel the existing Tennessee
North Adans lateral right-of-way ("ROWN) for approxi mately 3,700 feet

(Exhs. HO1, Figure 5-2, HOE-10). The Conpany also identified several
variations to segnents of the primary route (Exh. HO- 1, Figure 5-5). The
alternative route al so woul d begin at the Bousquet delivery point, but then
woul d travel parallel to the existing Tennessee North Adans lateral RONfrom
t he Bousquet ski area to the interconnection facilities with the exception of
one portion of the route between the Bousquet ski area and Pittsfield Country
Cub where the alternative route would travel within the public way (id.,

Figure 5-4). %

B. Procedural H story
On April 12, 1991, Berkshire filed its proposal to construct

the Richnond Feedline.'? This proposed pipeline together with certain
exi sting interconnection facilities would connect the transm ssion system of

Tennessee with the existing Altresco facility located in Pittsfield.*® In

11/ A conplete description of the primary and alternative
routes and all variations is provided in Section IIIl.B, below.

12/ The Richnond Feedline would begin at the Richnmond neter
station site and continue within a public way up to, and then
parallel to the existing Tennessee North Adans | ateral ROW through
the Town of Richnmond to Knox Road in Pittsfield. It would then
travel along Knox Road and Tamarack Road to the Bousquet ski area.
Fromthere, it would follow the Conpany's primary route (see Section
[11.B.1., below).

13/ In the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1), the Siting
Counci | approved the Conpany's application to (1) construct a
pi peli ne designed to provide gas transportation services to the
Altresco facility in the Cty of Pittsfield, and (2) construct a new
meter station on Dublin Road in Richnond (20 DOMSC at 102-105). The
Town of Richnond and Zel da Brandon were intervenors in that
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addi tion, the Conpany proposed to construct a new netering station with a
preferred site in the Town of Rchnmond. The facility application al so set
forth one alternative pipeline route ("Conrail/d overdal "), and route segment
variations to the primary route.

On July 25, 1991, the Hearing Oficers issued a Notice of
Adj udi cation and Public Hearing and directed the Conpany to publish and post
the Notice in accordance with 980 CVR 1.03(2). A public hearing was held in
the Gty of Pittsfield on August 27, 1991

Petitions to intervene were filed by Altresco Pittsfield L.P., by
its CGeneral Partner Altresco, Inc. ("Atresco"), Eric S. Biss ("Biss"), the
Town of R chnond ("Richnond"), and a joint petition was filed on behal f of
Shirley Motyl-Clerici and Ronald Cerici ("Mtyl/derici").* Petitions to

proceedi ng and appealed the Siting Council's decision to the Suprene
Judicial Court. The Conpany stated that during the pendency of this
proceedi ng, it would not pursue devel opnent of the pipeline along the
previ ously approved route (Exh. HO-1, p. 1-3). As of this date, the
appeal is still pending. The route approved in the 1990 Berkshire
Deci sion (Phase I1) was for an 11.5 mle gas pipeline extending from
the Tennessee main line in Richnond to the Altresco facility in
Pittsfield (20 DOVSC 213-216). However, the Conpany stated that
continued opposition of certain R chnond and Pittsfield officials and
residents to the previously approved route could result in |engthy
delays in the permtting process for that route (Exh. HO 1, p. 2-6).
Specifically, the Conpany stated that it was unable to obtain

| egi sl ative approval for the Brattl ebrook Park crossing of the

previ ously approved route (Tr. 2, pp. 166-168). Further, the Conmpany
stated that since the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1), new
opportunities have arisen with respect to pipeline routing including
(1) the availability of certain private ROA5, and (2) opportunities
to mtigate the increnental environnmental inpact of pipeline
construction (Exh. HO 1, p. 2-7).

14/ WIlliam and Carolyn French ("the Frenches") filed a
noti on on Novenber 19, 1991 for late-filed intervention. At a
preheari ng conference held on that date, the notion was granted
(November 19, 1991 Prehearing Conference, Tr., p. 11). On January 1,
1992, the Frenches filed a notion to withdraw fromthe proceedi ngs
whi ch was granted by the Hearing O ficers on February 10, 1992 (Tr.
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participate as an interested person were filed by Zelda J. Brandon ("Brandon")
and Elizabeth B. Wlliams ("WIlianms"). 1 Novenber 8, 1991, the Hearing
Oficers granted all of the petitions to intervene and both of the petitions
to participate as an interested person.

On Septenber 13, 1991, the Conpany anmended its facility application
to adopt the new prinmary route for the natural gas pipeline and the new
preferred neter station site as defined herein (Exh. HO 2).11

The Siting Council conducted evidentiary hearings on February 7, 10,
11, 19, and 20, 1992. Berkshire presented five witnesses: Leslie H Hotnan,
vice president of supply, rates, and planning for Berkshire, who testified
regardi ng need issues; Stephen J. Wight, staff coordinator in the marketing
devel opment department for Tennessee, who testified regardi ng need issues;
Robert M Allessio, chief engineer for Berkshire, who testified regarding
safety and cost issues; Wlliam Sterling Wall, from HW Associ ates, Inc.
("HW'), who testified regarding site selection and environmental issues; and
Herbert F. Zepp, president of Smith and Norrington Engi neering Corporation,
who testified regarding safety and cost issues. A tresco presented one
witness: Barry CQurtiss-Lusher, an energy consultant w th EnerProbe
Consulting, who testified regarding site selection and environnental issues.
Motyl /O erici presented one witness: FEric Biss, who testified regardi ng neter
station sites.

The Hearing O ficers entered 220 exhibits into the record,

2, p. 22).

15/ Based on the Conpany's anmendnent to its filing, the
Siting Council does not review the R chnond Feedline in this
pr oceedi ng.

16/ At the August 27, 1991 public hearing, the Conpany stated
that it would anend its facility proposal to adopt the Bousquet
Feedline as the new primary pipeline route and the Bousquet neter
station as the preferred neter station site (Public Hearing
Transcript, p. 15).
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consisting primarily of information and record request responses.! Berkshire
entered seven exhibits into the record; Altresco entered two exhibits; and
Motyl/derici entered 57 exhibits.

The Conpany and Altresco filed a joint initial brief
("Berkshire/Altresco Initial Brief") on March 20, 1992. Initial briefs of
Richmond ("Richnond Initial Brief"), Mtyl/derici ("Mtyl/derici Initial
Brief"), and Wllians ("WIllians Initial Brief") were filed on March 27, 1992,
April 13, 1992, and March 11, 1992, respectively. On March 11, 1992, Biss and
Brandon filed a joint supplemental brief ("Biss/Brandon Suppl emental Brief").
The Conpany and Altresco filed a joint reply letter ("Berkshire/ Altresco Reply
Letter") on April 17, 1992, and R chnond filed a reply letter ("R chnond Reply
Letter") on April 22, 1992. Reply briefs were filed by Aerici ("Qerici
Reply Brief") on March 16, 1992 and April 23, 1992, and Wllians ("WIIians
Reply Brief"™) on April 23, 1992. Biss and Brandon filed a joint reply brief
("Biss/Brandon Reply Brief") on March 16, 19921

C. Jurisdiction

The Conpany's facility application is filed in accordance with G L.
c. 164, sec. 69H, which requires the Siting Council to ensure a necessary
energy supply for the Commonweal th with mninuminpact on the environnent at

the | owest possible cost, and GL. c. 164, sec. 69], which requires gas

17/ On Novenber 8, 1991, the Conpany filed a notion
requesting the Siting Council to incorporate into this proceeding the
evidentiary record fromthe 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11).
Affidavits in support of the Conpany's notion were filed by Ri chnond,
Bi ss, Brandon and WIlliams. At a prehearing conference held on
Novenmber 19, 1991, the Hearing O ficers ruled that only the portion
of the record fromthe 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1) that
pertains to the need for the jurisdictional cogeneration plant (the
Altresco facility) would be incorporated into this proceeding
(Novenmber 19, 1991 Prehearing Conference, Tr. p. 10).

18/ On June 16 and 18, 1992, Motyl/Clerici submtted notions
to reopen the record. 1In a Procedural Order dated June 25, 1992, the
Hearing Officers denied these notions.
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conmpanies to obtain Siting Council approval for construction of proposed
facilities at a proposed site before a construction permt may be issued by
any other state or |ocal agency.

The Conpany's proposal to construct a 6.2-nmle pipeline operating at
a pressure up to 500 psi falls squarely within the
fifth definition of "facility" set forth in GL. c. 164, sec. 69G

(5) any new pipeline for the transm ssion of gas having a nornal

operating pressure in excess of one hundred pounds per square inch

gauge which is greater than one mle in |length except restructuring,

rebuil ding, or relaying of existing transm ssion lines of the sane

capacity.

In addition, the Conpany proposes to construct a neter station and
backfeed line. The third definition of "facility" set forth in GL. c. 164
sec. 69Gis pertinent in determning whether the nmeter station and backfeed
line are jurisdictional facilities. In that third definition a facility is

defined as:

(3) any ancillary structure including fuel storage facilities which
is an integrated part of the operation of any electric generating
unit or transmssion line whichis a facility.

In Commonweal th El ectric Conpany, 17 DOVBC 249, 263 (1988) ("1988

Contl ectric Decision"), the Siting Council established a two-part standard for
determni ng whether a structure is a facility under the third definition of
facility set forth in GL. c¢. 164, sec. 69G |In that case, the Siting Council
determned that a structure is an ancillary facility if (1) the structure is
subordi nate or supplementary to a jurisdictional facility, and (2) the
structure provides no benefit outside of its relationship to the
jurisdictional facility. 1d.

Wth regard to the proposed neter station, the nmeter stationis
subordi nate to the proposed pipeline, and provides no benefit outside of its
relationship to the proposed pipeline. Therefore, the neter stationis a

jurisdictional facility under the third definition of facility set forth in
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GL. c. 169, sec. 69G and will be reviewed in this proceeding.*®

Wth regard to the proposed backfeed |ine, the Conpany contenpl ates
that this pipeline will transport supplies purchased by Berkshire fromthe
Altresco facility to Berkshire's distribution systemin Pittsfield (Exh. HO E-
53). Berkshire stated that the backfeed |ine could provide benefits to
Berkshire, irrespective of the proposed facilities (Exh. HO6). However, the
Company presented conflicting evidence regarding the availability of Atresco
supplies for Berkshire without the proposed 6.2-mle pipeline. Berkshire
first stated that the construction of the proposed pipeline would be required
in order for Berkshire to purchase volunes fromA tresco, and that, therefore,
t he backfeed Iine would not provide a benefit to the Conpany outside of its
relationship to the proposed pipeline (Exh. HO-E-53; Tr. 1, pp. 180-182).
However, Berkshire and Altresco also argued that certain benefits, such as
Berkshire's right to purchase pipeline gas supplies fromA tresco, could be

negoti ated even without the proposed facilities (Berkshire/Altresco Initia

19/ The Notice of Adjudication issued in this case referenced
two neter station sites -- one in Richnond on Dublin Road and the
Bousquet delivery point. Under the original proposal, both the
Ri chnrond Feedline and the alternate pipeline route would have
originated fromthe R chnond neter station site. |In addition, under
the original proposal, the Conpany proposed construction of a
shortened version of the Ri chnond Feedline originating at the
Bousquet delivery point as part of a phased-in construction approach
under which the Richnond Feedline would be constructed in two phases.
The Conpany noted that if the second phase of the Richnond Feedline
was to be constructed, the Conpany would file an application with the
Siting Council (Tr. 3, pp. 226-231). Under the Conpany's amended
proposal, the Conpany contenplates that the new primary route and the
alternative route would both originate fromthe Bousquet delivery
point in Pittsfield. The Siting Council reviews the site selection
process for the Bousquet delivery point to ensure that the Conpany
has not overlooked or elimnated a clearly superior alternative (see
Section I11.C., bel ow).
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Brief, p. 29 n.27, ).?°

The quantity of supplies that would be available to Berkshire from
Altresco would likely be affected by whether the 6.2-mle pipeline was
constructed. However, the Siting Council notes that, even if the 6.2-nile
pi peli ne was not constructed, Berkshire and Altresco woul d not be precl uded
fromentering into contractual arrangenments for the transfer of available
supplies, including the right of Berkshire to purchase supplies fromA tresco,
when avail able. Thus, the backfeed |ine could provide potential benefit to
Berkshire outside of its relationship to the proposed 6.2-mle pipeline
Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that, for purposes of this review the
backfeed Iine is not a jurisdictional facility.

In accordance with G L. c. 164, sec. 69H before approvi ng an
application to construct facilities, the Siting Council requires applicants to
justify facility proposals in three phases. First, the Siting Counci
requires the applicant to show that additional energy resources are needed
(see Section II.A below. Next, the Siting Council requires the applicant to
establish that its project is superior to alternative approaches in terns of
cost, environmental inpact, reliability and ability to address the previously
identified need (see Section II.B, below. Finally, the Siting Counci
requires the applicant to showthat its site selection process has not
overl ooked or elimnated clearly superior sites, and that the proposed site
for the facility is superior to alternative sites in terns of cost,

environnmental inpacts, and reliability of supply (see Section |11, below).

20/ Furthernore, as part of its denpnstration of need for
proposed facilities, Berkshire assuned that additional pipeline
supplies would be available fromAltresco without the proposed
pi peli ne, under one supply scenario (Exh. HO RR-5, updated sup.).

t he
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1. ANALYSI S OF THE PROPCSED PRQJIECT
A Need Anal ysi s
1. St andard of Revi ew

In accordance with GL. c. 164, sec. 69H the Siting Council is
charged with the responsibility for inplenmenting energy policies to provide a
necessary energy supply for the Commonwealth with a m ni numinpact on the
envi ronment at the | owest possible cost.

In carrying out this statutory mandate with respect to proposals to
construct energy facilities in the Conmonweal th, the Siting Council eval uates
whether there is a need for additional energy resources to neet reliability or
econom ¢ efficiency objectives.? The Siting Council, therefore, nust find
that additional energy resources are needed as a prerequisite to approving
proposed energy facilities.

In evaluating the need for new energy facilities to neet reliability
objectives, the Siting Council has evaluated the reliability of supply systens
in the event of changes in demand or supply, or in the event of certain
contingencies. Wth respect to changes in demand or supply, the Siting
Council has found that new capacity is needed where projected future capacity
avail able to a systemis found to be inadequate to satisfy projected | oad and
reserve requirenents. Enron Power Enterprise Corporation, 23 DOVBC 1, 16-62
(1991) ("Enron"); Eastern Energy Corporation, 22 DOVBC 188, 203-275 (1991)
("EEC'); West Lynn Cogeneration, 22 DOVBC 1, 11-51 (1991) ("West Lynn"); Bay
State Gas Conpany, 21 DOVSC 1, 14-23 (1990) ("1990 Bay State Decision");

21/ In this discussion, "additional energy resources" is
used generically to enconpass both energy and capacity additions,
i ncluding, but not limted to, gas transm ssion lines, synthetic

natural gas facilities, LNG facilities, propane facilities, gas
storage facilities, energy or capacity associated with gas sal es
agreenents, and energy or capacity associated with conservation and
| oad managenent .
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MASSPOAER, Inc., 20 DOVSC 301, 311-336 (1990) ("MASSPOAER'); 1990 Berkshire
Deci sion (Phase I1), 20 DOVBC at 123-132; Boston Edi son Conpany/ Massachusetts
Water Resources Authority, 19 DOVBC 1, 9-17 (1989) ("BECo/ MARA"); New Engl and
Power Conpany, 18 DOVBC 383, 393-403 (1989) ("1989 NEPCo Decision"); Braintree
Electric Light Departnment, 18 DOVBC 1, 23-27 (1988) ("1988 Braintree
Decision"); Atresco Decision, 17 DOVSC at 360-369; New England El ectric
System 2 DOVBC 1, 9 (1977).

Wth regard to contingencies, the Siting Council has found that new

capacity is needed in order to ensure that service to firmcustomers can be
mai ntained in the event that a reasonably |ikely contingency occurs. New

Engl and Power Conpany, 21 DOVBC 325, 334-358 (1991) ("1991 NEPCo Decision");

M ddl eborough Gas and El ectric Departnent, 17 DOVBC 197, 216-219 (1988) ("1988
M ddl ebor ough Deci sion"); H ngham Miunicipal Lighting Plant, 14 DOVSC 7, 14-18
(1986); Boston Edi son Conpany, 13 DOVBC 63, 70-73 (1985) ("1985 BECo

Deci sion"); Taunton Miunicipal Lighting Pl ant, 8 DOVSC 148, 154-155 (1982);
Commonweal th El ectric Conpany, 6 DOVBC 33, 42-44 (1981); Eastern Uilities
Associ ates, 1 DOVBC 312, 316-318 (1977).

The Siting Council also has determined in sone instances that
utilities need to add energy resources primarily for econom c efficiency
purposes. The Siting Council has found that a utility's proposed energy
facility was needed principally for providing econonic energy supplies
relative to a systemw thout the proposed facility. Massachusetts Electric
Gonpany/ New Engl and Power Conpany, 13 DOVSC 119, 137-138 (1985) ("1985
MECo/ NEPCo Deci sion"); Boston Gas Conpany, 11 DOVSC 159, 166-168 (1984) ("1984
Bost on Gas Deci sion").

Wiile GL. c. 164, sec. 69H, requires the Siting Council to ensure

an adequate supply of energy for Massachusetts, the Siting Council has
interpreted this mandate to enconpass not only eval uati ons of specific need
wi thin Massachusetts for new energy resources (1989 MECo/ NEPCO Deci sion, 18
DOVBC at 396-403; 1988 Contl ectric Decision, 17 DOVEC at 266-279; 1988
M ddl ebor ough Deci sion, 17 DOVBC at 216-219; 1985 BECo Decision, 13 DOVBEC at

70-73), but also the consideration of whether proposals to construct energy
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facilities within the Commonweal th are needed to nmeet New Engl and' s energy
needs. Turners Falls Limted Partnership, 18 DOVBC 141, 151-165 (1988)
("Turners Falls"); Atresco Decision, 17 DOVSC at 359-365; Northeast Energy
Associ ates, 16 DOVBC 335, 344-354 (1987) ("NEA'); Mssachusetts El ectric
Conpany/ New Engl and Power Conpany, 15 DOVSC 241, 273, 281 (1986); 1985
MECo/ NEPCo Deci sion, 13 DOVBC at 129-131, 133, 138, 141. |In so doing, the

Siting Council has fulfilled the requirements of GL. c. 164, sec. 69J, which
recogni zes that Massachusetts' generation and transm ssion systemis
interconnected with the region's and that reliability and econom c benefits
flow to Massachusetts from Massachusetts utilities' participation in the New
Engl and Power Pool (" NEPOCOL").

Here, the Siting Council is presented with a proposal by a gas
utility to construct a jurisdictional gas pipeline that would primarily
transport gas to a cogeneration facility constructed by a non-utility
devel oper. In addition, the pipeline would provide additional firmcapacity
for the Conpany to transport additional supplies to its firmcustoners.
Therefore, the Siting Council nust evaluate the need for the additional energy
resources based on both goals of the proposed project.

The proposal to construct the cogeneration facility was approved by
the Siting Council in the Altresco Decision, 17 DOVBC at 410. The Siting

Counci |l previously has approved proposals by gas utilities to construct a
jurisdictional gas pipeline that would provide fuel transportation for a
cogeneration plant devel oped by a non-utility entity. 1990 Bay State
Deci si on, 21 DOVBC at 88; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1), 20 DOVBC at 109.

The Siting Council also previously has approved a proposal by a gas pipeline
that woul d provide a new fuel source to an existing generating plant owned by
an electric utility. 1984 Boston Gas Decision, 11 DOVBC at 159. Further, the

Siting Council has previously reviewed proposals by both electric companies
and non-utility devel opers to construct jurisdictional electric transm ssion
lines that woul d connect non-jurisdictional cogeneration plants to the

regi onal transmission system Turners Falls, 18 DOVSC at 195-196; 1989 NEPCo
Deci sion, 18 DOVBC at 425.
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In all such cases, whether the proponent is a utility or a non-
utility devel oper, the proponent first nust establish that the power fromthe
generation facility is needed on either reliability or econonic efficiency
grounds. If it can be established that the generation facility is needed, the
proponent then nust show that the existing systemis inadequate to support
this new power source and that additional energy resources are necessary to
accommodat e t he new power source. Turners Falls, 18 DOVSC at 153-164; 1989
NEPCo Decision, 18 DOVSC at 395. In applying this standard, the Siting

Counci | enphasi zes that our review of need is not limted to the need for a
physi cal connection between the cogeneration plant and its fuel source or its
end-users. To address the need issue in such cases so narrow y woul d be

i nconsi stent with our statutory nandate.

The Siting Council also previously has approved proposal s by gas
conpani es to construct jurisdictional gas pipelines to serve | oad growh (1990
Bay State Decision, 21 DOVBC 1; Boston Gas Conpany, 17 DOVBC 155, (1988)
("1988 Boston Gas Decision")), and has approved a proposal by an electric

company to construct a jurisdictional transmssion line to ensure reliable
supply to existing and future | oads (1988 Contl ectric Decision, 17 DOVBC at

249). In addition, the Siting Council previously has approved a gas conpany's
proposal to construct a gas pipeline to provide econom c energy supplies to
its system 1984 Boston Gas Decision, 11 DOVSC at 166- 168.

Motyl\Qerici argue that the standard of review that should be

applied in the instant case is whether the proposed facilities woul d have
direct, quantifiable reliability or economc efficiency benefits to
Berkshire's existing custoners (Mdtyl/CQerici Initial Brief, p. 38).
Motyl/derici argue that this was the standard applied in the 1984 Boston Gas
Decision (id., pp. 37-38).

The Siting Council notes that this issue was previously raised by
Ri chnond and di scussed by the Siting Council in the 1990 Berkshire Decision
(Phase I1). In that Decision, the Siting Council found that although the

benefits and risks to Boston Gas custoners were considered in the 1984 Boston

Gas Decision, the Siting Council did not require a separate showi ng of net
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benefits to Boston Gas' custoners, independent of the showi ng of overal

energy supply and environmental benefits, as a basis for approving the gas

pi peline in that case (20 DOVSC at 125-128). Further, the Siting Counci
notes that Altresco will be paying for the pipeline, and therefore, there will
be no direct economc cost to Berkshire's custoners. Accordingly, the Siting
Council rejects Moityl/derici's argunent that direct, quantifiable reliability
or econom c efficiency benefits to existing custoners nust be shown to

establish the need for the proposed pipeline.

2. Need for the Jurisdictional Cogeneration Pl ant

The Siting Council previously has found that the region needs the
power fromthe Altresco facility and that Massachusetts is likely to receive
reliability, economc efficiency, and environmental benefits fromthe
addi ti onal energy resources produced by the Altresco facility. Atresco
Deci sion, 17 DOVBC at 351. Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that the
need for the additional energy resources fromthe Altresco facility has been

est abl i shed.

3. Need for Additional Pipeline Capacity

a. St andard of Revi ew

As noted previously, Berkshire has proposed to construct natura
gas pipeline facilities, primarily intended to transport gas owned by
Altresco, a non-utility user, to the Altresco facility located in Berkshire's
service area. |In addition, the proposed pipeline would provide Berkshire with
addi tional capacity to serve its existing firmcustoners.

The standard of review for need as applied in previous electric
transm ssion and pipeline cases remains essentially unchanged in the instant
case. The need for energy resources in the formof additional pipeline
capacity hinges upon the adequacy of the Conpany's existing systemto neet its

current needs as well as future projected needs.
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b. Description of the Existing System

Berkshire introduces gas into its distribution systemfromtwo types
of facilities -- Tennessee's neter delivery stations and Berkshire's propane
pl ants. Tennessee transports gas to Berkshire's service territory viaits
principal interstate pipeline supplying Massachusetts, the Tennessee main
line. The Tennessee nmain line enters the Coomonweal th from New York State,
passes to the south of Pittsfield through the nearby towns of R chnond,

St ockbri dge and Lenox, and continues eastward to the Connecticut R ver Valley.

Froma tap point on the Tennessee main line in R chnond,
Tennessee's North Adans |ateral extends northward through Pittsfield to North
Adans (Exhs. HON-37, HOMC-RR-2). There are three Berkshire nmeter stations
| ocated along the North Adans lateral -- the West Pittsfield, Pittsfield? and
North Adans meter stations (Exh. HO-N-8). These neter stations serve the
muni ci palities of Adanms, North Adams, WIIianstown, Cheshire, O arksburg
Pittsfield, Lanesboro, Dalton, Stockbridge, Lenox and Lenoxdale (id.).?2*2

The North Adans |ateral consists of two parallel pipelines: (1) a

22/ The Pittsfield nmeter station is actually |ocated
approxi mately one-half mle to the west of the North Adans | ateral
(Exh. HO-N-37). In Pittsfield, in the vicinity of the Altresco
facility, the North Adans | ateral connects to a four-inch dianeter
pi peline that extends to the Pittsfield neter station ("Pittsfield
spur line") (id.). Tennessee has recently received approval from
FERC to replace the existing four-inch pipeline with an eight-inch
pi peline (Tr. 1, p. 43).

23/ Stockbridge, Lenox and Lenoxdale are al so served by the
St ockbri dge neter station which is |ocated on the Tennessee nmain |ine
(Exh. HO N-8).

24/ Berkshire operates two propane storage and injection
facilities along the North Adans lateral in Pittsfield and North
Adanms (Exh. HO-N-37). The Pittsfield facility has a storage capacity
of 28.1 MMef and a maxi mum daily design capacity of 5.5 Mvef (id.).
The North Adanms facility has a maxi num storage capacity of 23.4 MLf
and a maxi num daily design capacity of 4.8 Mvcf (id.).
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27-mle, six-inch diameter pipeline that extends fromthe Tennessee main |ine
to the North Adanms neter station; and (2) a ten mle, ten-inch diameter

pi peline that extends fromthe Tennessee main line to the Pittsfield spur line
(Exhs. HON-2, HOMZ-RR-2). |In 1990, as part of its Northeast Expansion
("NCREX"') project, Tennessee expanded the capacity of the North Adans | ateral
by increasing the length of the ten-inch pipeline to ten mles (Exhs. AP-1, p.
9, HOM>-RR-2). Berkshire indicated that installation of the NOREX facilities
provided (1) increased quantities of firmsupply for the overall Berkshire
system and (2) increased delivery capabilities at the Pittsfield meter
station (Exhs. HON7, HO N 37).

In Pittsfield, the North Adans | ateral passes within 5, 000 feet of
the Altresco facility (Tr. 4, p. 40). The existing interconnection facilities
travel fromthe North Adans |lateral to the Altresco facility (Exhs. HO 1, pp.
3-7, 3-8, HON37).%

c. Adequacy of the Existing Systemto Supply Altresco

i. | nt roduction

In the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase Il), the Siting Council found

that the capacity of the existing pipeline system including the then-pending
expansi on of the North Adans | ateral under the NOREX project, would be

25/ Berkshire stated that the interconnection facilities
were originally constructed as interimfacilities for the Altresco
facility (Exh. HO 1, pp. 3-7, 3-8). Berkshire stated that it
constructed the Altresco spur line to connect the Altresco facility
to a tenporary Berkshire nmeter station (id.). The tenporary neter
station, in turn, was connected to the North Adans |ateral via a
four-inch dianmeter pipeline (id.). The Altresco spur |ine was
originally used for providing transportation service to the Altresco
facility for testing and start-up purposes. Wen the Tenneco
| nt erconnect was constructed, and gas was transported on this 12-inch
di anmeter pipeline rather than the 4-inch diameter pipeline, a volune
of gas sufficient to operate the Altresco facility at full capacity
could be delivered to the facility (id.). Berkshire stated that the
interconnection facilities will continue to be utilized in
conjunction with the proposed pipeline (id., p. 3-2 n.6).
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i nadequat e to accommodat e Berkshire's system needs, anticipated growh, and
the requirenents of the Altresco facility (20 DOVSBC at 130-131). Since the
1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11), however, expansion of the North Adans

lateral under the NOREX project and installation by Berkshire and Tennessee of
the interconnection facilities has been conpleted (Exhs. HO 1, pp. 3-7, 3-8,
AP-1, p. 9). Further, the Altresco facility comrenced commercial operation in
Sept enber 1990, and, since Decenber 1990, has been receiving pipeline supplies
via the expanded North Adans |lateral and the interconnection facilities (id.).
The Company acknow edged that transportation service to the Altresco facility
via the existing pipeline facilities has not yet been interrupted® and

further acknow edged that, assuming a delivery pattern proportional to the
projected 1992-1993 wi nter season, there is adequate interruptible capacity on
the North Adans |lateral, nuch of the time, to serve the Altresco facility
(Exh. HORR-11; Tr. 2, p. 67).% Neverthel ess, Berkshire and Al tresco
asserted that, in the long term in order to provide firmtransportation of up
to 40,000 Mcf to the Altresco facility, additional pipeline facilities are
needed.?® Wile the Siting Council's decision in the 1990 Berkshire Deci sion

26/ Berkshire noted that the 1990-1991 wi nter was 17 percent
warmer than a normal wi nter and that the 1991-1992 wi nter, through
January, was six percent warner than normal (Tr. 1, pp. 53, 56).

27/ Altresco noted that although it had, in the past, been
able to obtain nore than 31,500 Mf via the existing facilities,
deliveries have been limted to 31,500 Mcf since November, 1991 (Tr.
2, p. 67).

28/ Altresco indicated that a maxi num of 40,000 Mcf woul d be
required for plant operation during a winter peak period and that the
proposed project would have the capacity to transport, on a firm
basis, 40,000 Mcf per day to the Altresco facility (Tr. 4, pp. 91-92,
95-96). Altresco also indicated that it has contracted for firm gas
supplies with a Canadi an supplier in the amunt of 31,500 Mf per day
and that it has received all federal and Canadi an approvals required
for the inport of such supplies (Tr. 1, pp. 21-22, Tr. 2, pp. 71-72).
Altresco further indicated that 31,500 Mcf woul d be sufficient for
sunmer peak periods and that requirenents above 31,500 Mcf for winter
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(Phase 11) found that additional pipeline was needed, this finding was based
on assumed use of the NOREX capacity in conjunction with existing facilities
In light of the actual use of such facilities to serve Altresco over the | ast
two years, the Siting Council again nust eval uate whet her additiona
facilities are needed to transport up to 40,000 Mcf, on a firmbasis, to the
Altresco facility.

The Siting Council nost recently reviewed Berkshire's supply plans
inits 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 1).

Berkshire's supply plan, in that review, provided for the continued use of
exi sting resources, including: (1) pipeline gas supplied by Tennessee; (2)
addi tional pipeline gas and peaki ng supplies transported by Tennessee; and (3)
propane delivered by truck and stored in Berkshire's service territory. 1990

Ber kshire Decision (Phase 1), 19 DOVBC at 299-301. In that Decision, the

Siting Council found that the Conmpany's supply plan was adequate for the
Conpany' s proj ected sendout over the forecast period. 1d. at 302-307.
Berkshire indicated that it has two sources of firmgas supply which
are delivered by Tennessee to its meter stations along the North Adans
lateral, (1) Tennessee CD-6 vol unes, and (2) Penn-York storage vol umes (Exh.
HO N-4).2° Wth regard to the Tennessee CD-6 vol unes, Berkshire stated that
Tennessee is contractually obligated to provide Berkshire up to 25,572 Mf per

peak periods would be net by interruptible supplies such as backhaul
service fromDistrigas in Boston (Tr. 4, pp. 95-96). |In addition,
Berkshire's witness, M. Wight, noted that Tennessee has conpl eted
construction of all main line facilities necessary to transport
Altresco's firmvolunes of 31,500 Mcf per day fromthe Canadi an
border to the North Adans lateral (Tr. 1, p. 21).

29/ Berkshire indicated that it also has contracted for the
delivery of Distrigas and Bay State volunmes on the North Adans
| ateral on a best efforts transportation basis (Exh. HO N-26). The
Conpany i ndicated that maximum daily Di strigas volunmes of 2,924 Mf
and maxi mum daily Bay State volunmes of 3,899 Mf can be delivered to
any of the meter stations along the North Adans |ateral (id.).
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day of firmgas supplies, systemw de, under its CD-6 contract (id.).*
Berkshire stated that the CD-6 contract al so established a nmaxi numdaily
quantity limt of CD-6 volumes that can be delivered to each Berkshire neter
station (Exh. HON26).% Wth regard to the Penn-York storage vol unes,
Berkshire stated that Tennessee is contractually obligated to provide
Berkshire with firmtransportati on service of up to 2,423 Mf per day of Penn-
York storage gas for delivery at the North Adans neter station (id.).?

The Conpany indicated that, in order for Tennessee to conply with
its service reliability standards, m ninum pressure nust be mai ntai ned at each
neter station, and noted that neter station pressures are dependent, in turn,

on the quantity and | ocation of deliveries along the lateral (Exhs. HO N 3,

30/ Berkshire indicated that the Tennessee NOREX project had
i ncreased Berkshire's maxi mum daily quantities of gas supply under
its CD-6 contract by 4,976 Mcf (Exh. HO N-7).

31/ Berkshire indicated that a maxi mumdaily quantity of
25,527 Mcf of CD-6 firm supplies can be delivered anong Berkshire's
meter stations as follows: (1) 11,998 Mcf at the Pittsfield nmeter
station; (2) 11,030 Mf at the North Adans nmeter station; (3) 4,873
Mcf at the West Pittsfield neter station; (4) 5,130 Mcf at the
St ockbridge neter station; and (5) 8,713 Mcf at the Geenfield neter
station (Exhs. HO N-26, HO N-30). Berkshire further indicated that
t he NOREX project increased the maximumdaily CD-6 quantity limt at
the Pittsfield neter station from 10,000 to 11,998 Mcf (Exh. HO N-7).
Berkshire further noted that at its request, Tennessee has requested
aut hori zation from FERC to increase the maxinumdaily limt in CD-6
volunes at the West Pittsfield neter station to 10,000 Mf, w thout
increasing total systemw de deliveries to Berkshire (Exh. HO N-30;
Tr. 1, p. 44).

32/ Berkshire explained that, upon nom nation by Berkshire,
Tennessee is obligated to deliver the maxi num contracted CD- 6 and
Penn- York storage volunes to each of the neter stations and woul d be
subj ect to severe penalties if it could not deliver the firm
contracted supplies (Exh. HO-N-4; Tr. 2, p. 89).
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HO N-23).3% Thus, the quantity of gas that Berkshire can receive at each of
its existing neter stations depends on contractual linmtations, as well as the
actual day-to-day quantities and related pressure effects of deliveries at the
various neter stations along the lateral (Exh. NON3; Tr. 1, pp. 75-78,
87-89). 3%

Berkshire stated that a mni nrumoperating pressure of 350 psi nust
be mai ntained at the North Adans neter station (Exhs. HON2, HON9).?3
Berkshire further stated that the pressure at the Pittsfield nmeter station
where the ten-inch North Adans |ateral pipeline ends, is the nmost inportant
factor in determning the pressure at the North Adans neter station (Tr. I,
pp. 75-78, 87-88).3%

Berkshire stated that the pressure at the Pittsfield neter station
determ nes the anmount of gas that can be delivered to the Altresco facility
(Exh. HO-RR-10). The Conpany stated that, therefore, when deliveries at the

33/ The Conpany indicated that other variables that would
i nfluence pressure along the |ateral and neter stations include main
line pressure, tenperature of the gas, and pipeline dianeter (Exh.
HO- N- 23) .

34/ The Conpany noted that the NOREX facilities were designed
in order to allow delivery of Berkshire's maxi mum contracted vol unes
of firmgas supply as far north toward the term nus of the |lateral as
m ght be required, while at the sane tine, maintaining proper
pressure along the |ateral which the Conpany stated would maxim ze
its delivery flexibility along the pipeline (Exh. HO-N-3; Tr. 1, p
59).

35/ Berkshire also stated that shifting deliveries to neter
stations closer to the Tennessee main line would have a limted
i npact on increasing the pressure at the term nus of the six-inch
North Adans | ateral pipeline, the North Adanms nmeter station (Tr. 1,
pp. 75-76).

36/ Berkshire explained that in order to deliver maxinum
guantities to the North Adams neter station, the pressure at the
Pittsfield nmeter station nmust be high, approximately 700 psi, but
that | ower pressures are adequate for smaller deliveries to the North
Adanms nmeter station (Exh. HO RR-10).
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North Adans neter station are low, and thus, high pressures at the Pittsfield
neter station are not required to deliver volunes to North Adans, adequate
vol unes can be nade available at the Pittsfield nmeter station for the Altresco

facility (id.).

ii. Conpany' s Posi ti on

Berkshire and Altresco asserted that the capacity of the North Adans
lateral is insufficient to transport the Altresco volunes, on a firmbasis,
the entire distance fromthe Tennessee nmain line to the interconnection
facilities, based on both contractual obligations and actual peak day

requirenents (Exhs. HO-N9, HO N 10, NON37, HORR-10).3%" 38

37/ Altresco stated that if transportation arrangenents to
the facility were not firm project financing, power purchase
contracts and fuel supply contracts would be jeopardi zed (Exh. AP-1,
pp. 12-13).

38/ The Conpany al so argued that since the Siting Counci
found in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 1) that the quantity and
al l ocati on of supplies under the NOREX project contributed to a
| east-cost supply plan, the need for the proposed project may already
have been decided by the Siting Council (Berkshire/Altresco Initial
Brief, pp. 22-23 n.20) (19 DOVMSC at 303). The Siting Counci
di sagrees with Berkshire's assertion that the need for the proposed
project was inplicitly accepted by the Siting Council in Berkshire's
previous forecast review. First, the Siting Council cannot find that
t he proposed facilities are needed based on the contracted
al l ocations of firm supplies, including the NOREX vol umes, w thout
consi deri ng whet her actual and forecasted sendout |evels al so support
such a finding. Moreover, in its nmost recent review of the Conpany's
supply plan, the Siting Council analyzed the NOREX project with
respect to the Conpany's overall supply plan for its entire service
territory rather than | ooking at the allocation of specific NOREX
volunmes to individual nmeter stations. The finding that the NOREX
vol unes (or any generic volunmes) contributes to a | east-cost supply
pl an, does not constitute a bl anket determ nation of need in support
of new pipeline facilities anywhere in a Conpany's service area. To
support the construction of a new pipeline serving a portion of
Berkshire's territory, a nore detailed analysis of supply allocations
by sub-territory would be required -- a |l evel of detail beyond that
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In support of its assertion, the Conpany stated that 31,500 Mf
woul d reach the Altresco facility via the existing facilities -- the North
Adans | ateral and interconnection facilities -- only when Berkshire takes |ess
than its full contractual entitlements at its meter stations along the North
Adans |ateral (Exh. HO N-14).3° The Conpany provided an anal ysi s which
dermonstrated that, in order to deliver 31,500 Mcf to the Altresco facility via
the existing facilities and the maxi mum contracted vol ures of 11,998 Mf to
the Pittsfield nmeter station, Tennessee could deliver only 11,000 Mf to the
North Adans neter station, 2,394 Mcf |ess than the contracted amount of 13,394
Mef (Exh. HO N33, sup.).* The Conpany provided an additional analysis which
dermonstrated that delivery of maxi mumdaily contracted vol umes of 13,394 Mf
to the North Adans neter station and 11,998 Mf to the Pittsfield nmeter
station, would allow delivery of only 13,000 Mcf to the Altresco facility via
the existing facilities (Exh. HON9).% Therefore, the Conpany i ndicated
that if Berkshire's sendout requirenents exceeded 11,000 Mcf at the North
Adanms meter station, assunming sendout of 11,998 Mcf at the Pittsfield meter

station, service to the Altresco facility would be partially interrupted (Exh.

in the Conpany's dispatch analysis for its overall territory.
Therefore, the Siting Council's previous finding that the NOREX
project contributed to the Conpany's | east cost supply plan cannot
support, by itself, a finding of need for additional facilities in
the instant case. 1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOMSC at 308 n.12.

39/ Berkshire indicated that Tennessee would require
amendnment of its contracts with Berkshire under a FERC abandonnent
proceeding to continue to deliver Altresco's volunes to the
interconnection facilities (Exh. HO-RR-11; Tr. 1, p. 90).

40/ The 13,394 Mf represent CD-6 and Penn-York storage
vol unes that can be delivered to the North Adanms neter station (Exh.
HO- N- 26) .

41/ See footnote 36, above, for an explanation of how the
relationship between volune and pressure at the Pittsfield and North
Adanms nmeter stations affect the delivery to the Altresco facility.
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HO N- 33, sup.).*

The Conpany asserted that actual 1991-1992 peak day experience al so
supports the need for the proposed facilities (Exh. HORR-10). In support of
its assertion, the Conpany provided the actual peak day sendout of pipeline
gas by meter station on the systemw de peak day for 1991-1992 as foll ows:

(1) 3,888 Mf at the West Pittsfield meter station; (2) 11,681 Mf at the
Pittsfield meter station; and (3) 10,238 Mf at the North Adans neter station
(Exh. HO-RR-6).44 The Conpany then provided a hypothetical sendout analysis

42/ To help clarify the degree to which Berkshire's
contracted volumes are actually needed, Berkshire provided projected
peak day sendout for 1991-1992 through 1995-1996 (Exh. HO N-27).
Berkshire's projected peak day sendout for 1991-1992 is: (1) 14, 313
Mcf at the Pittsfield neter station; (2) 10,830 Mcf at the North
Adans nmeter station; and (3) 5,273 Mcf at the West Pittsfield nmeter
station (Exh. NO N-27). For 1995-1996, Berkshire's projected peak
day sendout is: (1) 15,427 Mcf at the Pittsfield nmeter station; (2)
10,539 Mcf at the North Adans nmeter station; and (3) 5,685 Mf at the
West Pittsfield neter station (id.). Although Berkshire's contracted
volunes differ from projected peak day sendout to the individua
meter stations, including a projected sendout at the North Adans
nmeter station of less than the contracted amount for all years from
1991 t hrough 1996, Berkshire indicated that it would be unwilling to
reduce its contracted volunmes unless it determ ned that there was no
future need for the CD-6 volumes (Tr. 1, p. 91). Berkshire asserted
that the flexibility of supply, which results fromthe availability
of contracted supplies that are in excess of current daily
requi renents, enhances the | east-cost purchasing strategy of the
Conpany (id.).

43/ I n conparing the actual and projected 1991-1992 peak
sendout for Berkshire's service areas on the North Adans |ateral, the
Siting Council notes that the actual peak was 25,807 Mcf and the
proj ected peak was 30,416 Mcf (see footnote 42, above) (Exhs. HO RR-
6, HO N-27).

44/ The Conpany indicated that none of the 10,300 Mf of
propane capacity in Pittsfield and North Adans was utilized to neet
sendout requirenents on this peak day (Exh. HO RR-6).
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based on sendout levels of 5,519 Mf to the Wst Pittsfield neter station*
and 11,998 ncf to the Pittsfield meter station, together with the delivery of
36,500 Mcf to the Altresco facility via the existing facilities (Exh. HO RR
10) .4 The Conpany maintai ned that this hypothetical sendout allocation
reflects a realistic sendout pattern because: (1) the Wst Pittsfield
delivery corresponds to the projected 1992-1993 wi nter peak day sendout of
5,273 Mcf; (2) the Altresco delivery reflects facility requirenents; and

(3) the Pittsfield delivery of the maxi num contracted vol unes was nearly
surpassed by the actual 1991-1992 peak-day requirenents (id.; Exhs. HO N 27,
HO RR-6). The Conpany stated this hypothetical sendout anal ysis denonstrated
that sendout to the North Adanms nmeter station would be restricted to

10,069 Mcf -- a level insufficient to neet the actual 1991-1992 peak- day
sendout of 10,238 Mcf (Exh. HO RR-10).

iii. Arqunents of the |ntervenors

Motyl /A erici argue that the Conpany's determ nation of need for the
pipeline facilities is based on contractual requirenents that can be changed
by a FERC proceeding (Mtyl/derici Initial Brief, pp. 6, 19, 34). Further
Motyl /O erici argue that if contractual agreements were anended to decrease
t he maxi mum anmount of gas that could be delivered to certain neter stations
along the North Adans | ateral, adequate volunes could be nmade avail able for
the Altresco facility, thus elimnating the need for the proposed project
(id.). In addition, Motyl/Cderici argue that if the Conpany's anal ysis of
delivery patterns reflected i ncreased volunes for the West Pittsfield neter

station, the proposed meter station could be sited closer to the Altresco

45/ The Siting Council notes that delivery of 5,519 Mf,
whi ch is above the current contracted limt of 4,873 Mf, assunes
t hat Tennessee receives FERC authorization of its request to increase
CD-6 delivery at the West Pittsfield nmeter station (see footnote 31
above).

46/ The 36,500 Mf represents an anmount |ess than the
Altresco facility's peak day requirement of 40,000 Mf.
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facility, possibly as close as the existing Pittsfield meter station (id., p.
6) .

iv. Anal ysi s

The record in this case denonstrates that, assuming delivery of
maxi mum contracted volunmes at the North Adans and Pittsfield neter stations,
exi sting capacity on the North Adans |ateral is inadequate for the firm
transportation of Altresco supplies. However, in conparing the maxi num
contracted supplies to projected peak day requirements, the record al so
denmonstrates that the maxi mumcontracted supplies for the North Adans neter
station are in excess of the Conpany's projected peak day sendout through at
| east the winter of 1995-1996. In addition, the Conpany's anal yses show that,
assum ng delivery of as nmuch as 11,000 Mcf of the 13,394 Mcf of contracted
volumes to North Adans, Altresco can be supplied via the existing facilities.

Wiile the availability of contracted allocations of pipeline
supplies at particular points along a |ateral nmay increase a Conpany's supply
flexibility, the Siting Council cannot approve construction of a new pipeline
based solely on a contracted sendout allocation. Thus, the contracted
al l ocations of supplies, alone, do not denonstrate the need for the proposed
facilities.?*

The Siting Council notes, however, that the record indicates that,
assunming Berkshire relies on pipeline supplies to the naxi mum extent before

utilizing propane, the existing facilities currently are inadequate to neet

47/ Wth regard to Motyl/Clerici's argunent that a change in
contracted all ocation would elimnate the need for the proposed
project, the Siting Council notes that a change in contracted
al l ocation would not elimnate the need for the pipeline based on
peak day pipeline gas requirenents. Wth regard to Motyl/Clerici's
argument that increased delivery at West Pittsfield would allow the
nmeter station to be sited closer to the Altresco facility, the Siting
Council notes that the pressure at the Pittsfield meter station is
the nmost significant determ nant of the anmount of gas that can be
delivered at the Altresco facility.
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peak day sendout requirenents along the North Adans |l ateral while providing
Altresco with a near peak daily delivery of 36,500 Mf. Thus, the existing
systemis inadequate to provide firmdelivery of peak day requirenents of
40,000 Mcf to the Altresco facility while neeting existing and proj ected
Berkshire loads. Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that additional energy

resources are needed for reliability purposes.

d. Adequacy of the Existing Systemto Serve Berkshire

i Conpany' s Posi tion

The Conpany stated that the proposed project would provide capacity
and supply benefits to Berkshire's customers (Exh. HO 1, pp. 3-2, 3-3, 3-4).
Berkshire indicated that contractual arrangenments between Berkshire and
Altresco provide for Berkshire's right to at |east 5 000 Mcf per day of firm
capacity in the proposed pipeline (id., p. 3-3). |In addition, the contractua
arrangenents provi de for Berkshire's right to purchase fromAtresco (1) up to
7,500 Mcf per day, on peak days, throughout the w nter ("peaking supplies"),
and (2) back-up supplies of up to 31,500 Mcf per day in the event of proration
or curtailment of firmgas supplies or firmpipeline capacity by Berkshire's
suppliers or transporters ("surge protection") (id., p. 3-3; Exhs. HO2
pp. 12-13, HO-N-12).% Berkshire asserted that the pipeline supplies that

48/ The Siting Council notes that use of propane from
Berkshire's facilities in Pittsfield and North Adans provi des a
t heoretical neans of offsetting this pipeline constraint. However,
the use of propane to satisfy the demands placed on the system by
Altresco deliveries would |l ead to cost and reliability inmpacts for
Ber kshire customers. Moreover, as discussed in Section Il.A. 3.d,
bel ow, the Conpany has provided additional analyses which denonstrate
that, even with utilization of propane supplies, the existing system
woul d be inadequate to serve the Altresco facility by 1995-1996 (Exh.
HO- RR-5, sup.).

49/ Altresco indicated that peaking service and surge
protection would be offered in exchange for certain bal ancing
arrangenents provided by Berkshire which would enable the Altresco
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woul d be available to Berkshire with the proposed project are a | east-cost
supply alternative and al so enhance supply reliability (Exh. HORR5).
Berkshire stated that al though its peak-day sendout could be nmet without the
proposed project by dispatch of significant quantities of propane, this
scenari o woul d be unacceptable in terns of cost or reliability (id.; Exh.
HO RR-5, updated sup.).®°

In support of its assertion, the Conpany stated that if propane
were utilized instead of the proposed additional pipeline and peaki ng
supplies, supply reliability woul d be conprom sed by 1995 because a sufficient
reserve margin of at |east 20 percent would not be maintained on the propane

plants' daily design capacity (Exhs. HORR-5, HORR-5, sup.).® The Conpany

facility to handle variations in its hourly takes (Exh. HO SC-AL-14).
Altresco also indicated that Berkshire's utilization of peaking
service and surge protection volumes would require the Altresco
facility to operate with oil (Exh. HO N-19). Berkshire indicated
that, therefore, it could not utilize these volunes when the Altresco
facility was prevented by environnmental constraints from burning oil
(Exh. HO N-35).

50/ Berkshire and Altresco indicated that certain benefits
such as Berkshire's right to purchase peaking supplies fromAltresco
coul d be negotiated without the addition of the proposed facilities
(Berkshire/Altresco Initial Brief, p. 29 n.27). Berkshire provided
an additional analysis of peak day sendout, w thout the proposed
project, which denonstrated that if Altresco peaking supplies were
utilized instead of propane, supply to the Altresco facility would be
interrupted 17 tines during the 1992-1993 winter and 30 tinmes during
the 1996-1997 wi nter (Exh. HO RR-5, updated sup.).

51/ The Conpany indicated that, consistent with its peak day
sendout forecast (see footnote 42, above), peak day propane sendout
woul d be 6,545 Mcf in 1992 and increase to 7,646 Mf in 1997 if no
addi tional pipeline supplies were available to the Conpany (Exh. HO
RR-5, sup.). The Conpany stated that such peak day propane sendout
woul d require two plants to operate at 79 percent and 85 percent,
respectively, of their daily design capacity, thus failing to
mai ntain a 20 percent reserve margin (id.). The Conpany al so stated
that during the 1995-1996 design wi nter, propane plants would be
required to operate for 23 days and up to 14 consecutive days,
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asserted that a 20 percent reserve margin is a prudent planning standard based
on a nunber of factors including the nechanical nature of the plants, age of
the plants, and trucking delivery requirements (Exh. HO RR 10).5%2%

Berkshire indicated that, with the installation of the proposed
proj ect, sendout woul d be met al nost entirely by pipeline gas (Exh. HORR5
updat ed sup.).

ii. Argunents of the |Intervenors

Mtyl/Qerici assert that Berkshire has failed to denonstrate that

whereas these plants are generally utilized for short-term or needl e-
peaki ng conditions on 12 to 15 days (id.). The Conpany added that it
has not had to operate its propane plants at these capacities for

t hese durations (Exh. HO RR-10).

52/ The Siting Council has not explicitly addressed the
appropri ateness of Berkshire's use of a 20 percent propane reserve
margin as part of previous reviews of the Conpany's forecast.
However, the Siting Council notes that, in its nost recent review of
Berkshire's forecast, Berkshire forecasted that its system w de
propane reserve margi n under peak-day sendout would reach a forecast
period |low at 4.2 MVef in 1989-90, representing 30 percent of its
13.8 MMcf peak day propane capability. 1990 Berkshire Deci sion
(Phase 1), 19 DOMSC at 330. For the follow ng forecast year,
Berkshire forecasted that its system w de propane reserve nmargin
woul d increase to 6.7 MVcf, or 49 percent of its propane capability,
reflecting the addition of planned NOREX volunes. [d. Had Berkshire
not provided for the addition of NOREX volunmes in that year, its
forecasted propane reserve margi n woul d have dropped to 2.6 Mvcf, or
19 percent of its propane capability -- just failing to nmeet the 20
percent standard on a systemw de |evel. 1d.

53/ The Conpany noted that propane is less reliable and nore
expensive than pipeline gas and is the peaking source of |ast resort
(Exh. HO-RR-10). The Conpany estimated that the cost for neeting a
daily requirenent consistent with 1995 peak day sendout woul d
i ncrease by $33,000 if the firmdaily contracted requirenents at the
North Adans nmeter station were reduced by approximtely 6,000 Mf,

t hereby shifting reliance to propane (id.).
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its prinmary custoners have a need for the proposed project (Mtyl/derici
Initial Brief, p. 6). Mtyl/derici state that custoner needs have been net
by the installation of the NOREX facilities which should address gas supply

concerns for ten years (id., p. 36).

iii. Analysis

The record denonstrates that the existing facilities, with increased
reliance on existing propane capacity, are adequate to neet the Company's own
proj ected peak day sendout, as well as Altresco's delivery requirements, for
the short term However, the record further denonstrates that, even with
i ncreased reliance on existing propane capacity, Berkshire's existing energy
resources woul d be inadequate to neet its peak day sendout starting in 1995-
1996. Thus, the Conpany has established its customers' need for additiona
energy resources, based on reliability objectives, in 1995.

The Siting Council notes that typically, pipeline gas is a |l ess
expensive and nore reliable energy supply relative to propane. The Siting
Council also notes that del aying the proposed project until 1995 would require
Berkshire to increase its reliance on propane until then, subjecting its
custoners to the higher risks and costs of such reliance. 1In light of the
need for the pipeline in 1995 under any scenario, the benefits to Berkshire
custoners justify the construction of the proposed pipeline now, rather than
in three years tinme. Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that the
addi tional energy resources are needed to neet the needs of Berkshire's

cust oners. %

54/ Berkshire al so argued that the pipeline was needed for
econom c efficiency reasons. The Siting Council notes that the
Conpany failed to: (1) quantify the cost advantages of pipeline gas
over propane; (2) estimte annual savings resulting fromthe use of
pi peline gas rather than propane; and (3) relate the econom c benefit
of displacing propane to the nore than six mllion dollar cost of the
proposed project. In sum the Conpany has not provided a clear and
detail ed quantifiable analysis of actual econom c efficiency benefits
t hat woul d be provided by the proposed project. Wiile the Siting
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B. Conparison of the Proposed Project and Alternative Approaches

1. St andard of Revi ew

GL. c. 164, sec. 69H requires the Siting Council to evaluate
proposed projects in terns of their consistency with providing a necessary
energy supply for the Commonweal th with a mni numinpact on the environment at
the | owest possible cost. In addition, GL. c. 164, sec. 69l, requires a
proj ect proponent to present "alternatives to planned action" which may
i nclude (a) other nethods of generating, manufacturing, or storing, (b) other
sources of electrical power or gas, and (c) no additional electrical power or
gas. *®

In inplenenting its statutory nmandate, the Siting Council has
required a petitioner to show that, on bal ance, its proposed project is

superior to alternate approaches in the ability to address the previously

identified need in terns of cost, and environmental inmpact. 1991 Berkshire
Deci sion, 23 DOVSC at 314-322; 1991 NEPCo Decision, 21 DOVSC at 359-375; 1991
Bay State Decision, 21 DOVBC at 20; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 1), 20
DOVBC at 133-147; BECo/ MARA, 19 DOVBC at 18-30; 1989 MECo/ NEPCO Deci sion, 18
DOVBC at 405-424; Turners Falls, 18 DOVBC at 161-173; 1988 Braintree Decision,
18 DOVSC at 25-27; 1988 Contl ectric Decision, 17 DOVSC at 279-288; 1988

M ddl ebor ough Deci si on, 17 DOVBC at 219-144; Canbridge El ectric Light
Department, 15 DOVBC 187, 212-218 (1986) ("1986 CELCo Decision"): 1985

MECo/ NEPCo Deci sion, 13 DOVBC at 141-183. The Siting Council has al so

required a petitioner to consider reliability of supply as part of its show ng

Counci |l recognizes that econom c efficiency benefits are likely to be
derived fromthe proposed project, the Conpany has not denonstrated
that the proposed project would provide guaranteed, econom c benefits
of a substantial magnitude given the cost and nature of the proposed
pr oj ect .

55/ G L. c. 164, sec. 691, also requires a petitioner to
provide a description of "other site |locations.”
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that its proposed project is superior to alternative approaches. %

2. Proj ect Approaches

The Siting Council considers two project approaches to neet the

identified need (1) the Conmpany's proposed project, and (2) the alternative
proj ect approach of a Tennessee expansi on of capacity of the North Adans

| ateral .

a. Berkshire's Proposed Project Approach

Berkshire's proposed project approach consists of (1) construction
of the proposed nmeter station along the North Adans |ateral to receive gas
from Tennessee on behal f of Altresco and Berkshire, and (2) construction of
the proposed 12-inch dianeter pipeline between the neter station and existing
pi peline facilities which interconnect to the Altresco facility (Exh. HO 2,
pp. 4,7). The proposed project would provide Altresco with firm
transportation of up to 40,000 Mcf per day to supply its cogeneration
facility, and provide Berkshire with firmtransportation of up to 5,000 Mf
per day to supply its Pittsfield market area (id.; Exh. HO-1, p. 3-3). The
Conpany identified a primary route, alternative route and route segment
variations to the primary route for the proposed project (see Section |1l
bel ow) .

b. Tennessee Al ternatives

56/ In the 1989 MECo/ NEPCo Decision, the Siting Counci
stated that in future facility proposal reviews, we would require a
petitioner to consider reliability of supply as part of its show ng
that its proposed project is superior to alternative approaches (18
DOMSC at 412). The Siting Council has also stated that gas facility
proposals differ significantly fromelectric facility proposals with
respect to reliability, and that a conparison of the reliability of
alternative approaches generally will not be applicable in gas
facility reviews. 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1), 20 DOMSC at 133
n. 10.
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The Conpany indicated that it considered, in conjunction with
Altresco and Tennessee, a Tennessee project to expand the capacity of the
North Adans lateral as an alternative approach to neet the identified need
(Exhs. HO-1, p. 3-11, HOA-1). In order to provide firmdeliveries of 31,500
ncf to the Altresco facility via the North Adans lateral to the
interconnection facilities, the Conpany indicated that Tennessee woul d |ikely
consider either (1) the replacement of the existing six-inch diameter pipeline
with a 12-inch dianeter pipeline for eight mles, beginning at the point of
i nterconnection of the 6-inch dianmeter pipeline with the Tennessee mainline in
Ri chmond ("repl acenent option"), or (2) the extension of the existing ten-inch
di aneter pipeline, north fromPittsfield, for approxinately seven mles,
parallel to the existing six-inch dianeter pipeline ("extension option")
(Exh. HO-A-1; Tr. 1, p. 100).5 The extension option would begin at the
i nterconnection point of the North Adans | ateral and Tenneco | nterconnect in
Pittsfield and would travel in a northerly direction for seven mles through
the communities of Pittsfield, Lanesboro, and Cheshire (Exh. HO A-5).
However, based on prelimnary cost and reliability factors, but w thout an in-
depth environnental analysis, the Conpany indicated that Tennessee's preferred
appr oach woul d be the extension option (Exh. HOA-1, sup.).®® Thus, for
purposes of this review, the Siting Council conpares the proposed project with

t he extensi on option.

57/ Tennessee indicated that, in order to transport 45,000
Mcf along the North Adans |ateral to the interconnection facilities,
corresponding to the capacity of the proposed project, the extension
option would need to be increased to 11.3 mles (Exh. HO C-9).

58/ Tennessee noted that construction of the repl acenent
option would be nore costly due to costs associated with the renoval
of the existing pipeline and that the extension option would provide
reliability benefits based on the additional |ength of dual pipeline
capability (Tr. 1, pp. 103-104). Tennessee added that the regul atory
approval framework would not differ for either of the options (id.
pp. 104-105).
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3. Ability to Meet the ldentified Need

Before review ng the proposed and alternative project approaches on
the basis of cost and environnental inpact, the Siting Council mnust determ ne
whet her the different project approaches are capable of neeting the identified
need. 1988 Boston Gas Decision, 17 DOVBC at 169.

The Conpany stated that an anal ysis of volunes and pressures on the

North Adans | ateral established that Altresco vol unes coul d be transported
approximately 4.5 mles along the North Adans |ateral, to the vicinity of the
Bousquet Ski area, without inpacting Tennessee's ability to transport

Ber kshire's maxi num contracted volunes to the North Adans neter station and
mai ntain mnimumrequired operating pressures (Exh. HON9; Tr. 1, pp. 94-
95).% The Conpany further stated that the proposed project, in conjunction
with the existing interconnection facilities -- the Tenneco Interconnect and
the Altresco spur line -- would be capable of delivering 45,000 Mf to
Altresco and Berkshire at the appropriate pressure (Exhs. HON 2, pp. 1-4,
11-13, HON10, HON-17; Tr. 3, p. 97).

Tennessee stated that the extension option would require FERC
approval and that, based on its recent history of construction in the
northeast, the FERC approval process would likely take from2.5 to three years
(Tr. 1, pp. 104-105).°%  Therefore, the Conpany asserted that, although the
extension option could technically nmeet the need, it could not neet the need
on atimely basis (Exh. HO1, pp. 3-11, 3-12, 3-13). The Conpany noted that
even if a filing had been submtted to FERC as early as June 1990, the

facilities would not be in place before 1994 (id., pp. 3-12, 3-13).
In the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11), the Conpany al so raised

the issue of tinmeliness with regard to a Tennessee alternative (20 DOVBC at

59/ The Conpany's analysis to determ ne the Bousquet delivery
point is discussed in Section Il1.C, bel ow.

60/ Berkshire indicated that the time-frame for a FERC
permtting process could be lengthy due to potential intervention by
groups that are concerned with national gas supply and rate issues
(Tr. 2, pp. 105-106).
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136). In finding that the Tennessee approach could neet the identified need,
the Siting Council stated that it would not attribute an advantage to
Berkshire's proposed project relative to the Tennessee alternative nerely
because Altresco had el ected not to pursue pernitting for the Tennessee
alternative. 1d., at 137 n. 17

The Conpany asserted that it is appropriate for the Siting Council
to consider timng in the instant case because the Conpany and Altresco began
re-examning alternative project approaches subsequent to the date of the 1990
Berkshire Decision (Phase Il1) (Exh. HO1, p. 3-12). |In addition, Atresco

mai ntai ned that its gas supply contracts, financing arrangements and power

sal es contract could be jeopardized if firmtransportati on was not in place by
Decenber 31, 1992 (Tr. 2, pp. 73-83, 93-98).°

Wth regard to the timng issue, R chnond argues that, unless the
Siting Council finds that the current interimarrangenents will provide
adequate gas supplies to allow Altresco to neet its contractual conmtnents,
the Siting Council nust reject the Tennessee alternative due to the
significantly greater time that it would take to design, permt and construct
a Tennessee alternative (Rchnmond Initial Brief, p. 9).

In addition to the issue of tineliness, Berkshire and A tresco
argued that the Tennessee alternative would not provide the econom c benefits

to Berkshire's custoners that woul d be provided by the proposed project,

61/ Altresco asserted that FERC and National Energy Board of
Canada approvals of its gas supply contracts were prem sed on firm
transportation to the Altresco facility (Tr. 2, pp. 73-76). In
addition, Altresco stated that its gas supply contract could be
term nated by the supplier and then renegotiated at | ess favorable
ternms to Altresco if firmtransportati on was not in place by Decenber
31, 1992 (id., pp. 94-95). Altresco further stated that its
transportation contract with Tennessee coul d be jeopardized if
Tennessee could not charge rates consistent with firmtransportation
(id., p. 80). Altresco added that term nation of gas supply or
transportation contracts could |lead to defaults under Altresco's
financing arrangenents and power sales agreenments (id., pp. 96-98,
Exh. AP-1, pp. 12-13).
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i ncl udi ng peaki ng service, the increased transportati on capacity, surge
protection and joint bal ancing of supply. (Berkshire/Atresco Initial Brief,
p. 33).

The record denonstrates that both the proposed project approach and
t he Tennessee repl acenment and extension options are technically capabl e of
neeting the identified need to provide firmtransportati on of gas supplies to
the Altresco facility.

Wth respect to the argunents concerning timng, the Siting Council
notes that, although Berkshire and Altresco considered alternative project
approaches at an early date and di scussed such approaches w th Tennessee,
alternative project approaches were not actively pursued by Berkshire or
Altresco. Further, the Conpany failed to provide evidence in the record to
det erm ne whet her an application which had been filed with FERC at the sanme
tinme as the application was filed with the Siting Council would have had a
significantly longer permtting tineframe. Finally, there is no evidence in
the record that Altresco's supply and transportation contracts are certain to
be term nated and could not be extended if firmtransportation to the facility
is not conpleted by Decenber 31, 1992.

Wth regard to argunents of Berkshire and Altresco regarding the
inability of the Tennessee extension option to provide econom c efficiency
benefits to Berkshire's customers, the record indicates that the extension
option could be increased in its length in order to transport 45,000 Mf,

t hereby providing Berkshire with the capacity to transport 5,000 Mf on its
own behalf. Further, there is no evidence in the record that other benefits,
such as peaking supplies, and surge protection could not be negotiated between
Altresco and Berkshire (see Section |I.C above).

Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that the proposed project
approach and the Tennessee extension option are capable of meeting the

identified need.

4. Cost

The Conpany estinmated that the cost of construction of the proposed
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proj ect would range from $6, 385,000 for the prinmary route to $7, 940, 000 for
the alternative route (Exh. HO G 1).% The Conpany indicated that such costs
i nclude: (1) engineering, design and planning; (2) construction and nateri al s;
(3) licenses, permts and approvals; (4) easenents; and (5) m scellaneous and
contingency (id.).®

The Conpany indicated that it did not anticipate actual costs to
vary nore than five percent fromestimated costs because (1) the estimte
i ncludes costs of materials that have been procured and easenents that have
been negotiated, and (2) construction costs, in general, have not increased
since the estimate was prepared (Tr. 1, p. 187).

Based on its 1990 costs to construct the NOREX facilities, Tennessee
estimated that the cost to construct the extension option would be $6, 700, 000
(Exh. HO-A-1, sup.; Tr. 1, p. 102). Tennessee explained that this estinate
i ncl udes costs of materials, construction and easenents but does not include
costs of pernitting, environnental review, contingencies, AFDC, a conpressor
that would be required at the Altresco facility or adjustrments due to
inflation (Exh. HO-G 10; Tr. 1, pp. 102-103, 110-111). The Conpany noted t hat
AFDC woul d i ncrease costs by approxi mately seven percent, and that adjustnents
for inflation to 1991 and 1994 woul d i ncrease costs by 2.5 percent and
4.5 percent, respectively (Exh. HOCG10; Tr. 1, p. 111).% Finally, the

Conmpany noted that an increase in the length of the Tennessee extension option

62/ To conpare the costs of the proposed and alternative
proj ect approaches, the Siting Council uses the cost of the primry
route as the cost of the proposed project. Since both project
approaches would require neter stations, only the cost of the
pi pelines is conpared.

63/ The Conpany noted that the m scell aneous and conti ngency
category for the primary route includes $225,000 for all owance for
funds during construction ("AFDC') (Exh. HO C-8).

64/ The Siting Council notes that the cost of this extension
opti on woul d be approximtely $7,300,000 if adjusted for AFDC and
inflation to 1991 doll ars.
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to 11.3 miles to transport 45,000 Mf, would increase costs by approxi mately
7.5 mllion dollars (Exh. HOG9).

The record indicates that the cost estimate for the proposed project
is conplete and that the actual cost would likely be within five percent of
the estimated cost. The record also indicates that the cost estimate for the
extension option is highly speculative in that it was not based on detail ed
engi neering or environmental analysis specific to this project. In addition
the cost estimate for the extension option is not conplete in that it does not
i nclude the cost of a conpressor, permtting, or contingencies.

The Siting Council notes that even if the cost of the proposed
proj ect were increased by five percent, increasing the cost to approxi mately
$6, 700,000, it would still be less costly than the seven-ml e extension
option, if adjusted for AFDC and inflation to 1991 doll ars.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the Conpany's
proposed project woul d be superior to the Tennessee extension option with

regard to cost.

5. Envi ronnent al | npact s

The Conpany stated that, based on a prelimnary evaluation of the
envi ronmental inpacts of the extension option, the overall environmental
i mpacts of the proposed project and the extension opti on woul d be conparabl e
but that the extension option has the potential for greater inpacts on the
natural environnent than the proposed project (Exhs. HO A5 HORR24, pp. 1,
6-10).% The Conpany noted that inpacts to wildlife would be conparable for
both projects but that the extension option would inmpact a significantly

greater armount of wetlands and forest resources, and slightly nore water

65/ The Conpany provided only a general discussion of the
environmental inpacts of the seven-mle Tennessee extension option
(Exhs. HO- A-5, HO RR-24).
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crossings than woul d the proposed project (Exh. HORR-24, pp. 8-9).°%

In conparing the inpacts of both projects to the hunan environnent,
the Conmpany estimated that the extension option would be constructed within
100 feet of 60 residences while the proposed project would be constructed
within 100 feet of 80 residences (id., p. 6). The Conpany added that the
extension option would both cross and extend al ong roadways and woul d di srupt
traffic on a greater nunber of roadways than woul d the proposed project (id.,
pp. 7-8). The Conpany noted that inpacts to archaeol ogical, historic and
agricultural resources along the extension option had not been evaluated (id.,
pp. 6-9). Finally, the Conpany stated that the extension option would
traverse popul ated areas and that the degree of comunity acceptance and
concern regarding this project has not been evaluated (id., pp. 4, 8).

The record indicates that the environnental analysis of the
extension option was not nearly as conprehensive or detailed as the
envi ronment al anal ysis of the Conpany's proposed project. It did not include
an evaluation of all potential environnental inpacts and did not include an
eval uation of the additional four mles of pipeline that would be required to
transport an anmount of gas conparable to the capacity of the proposed project.
However, the Conpany's limted analysis of the extension option indicates that
the extension option would |ikely have a greater inpact on wetlands and forest
resources than the proposed project and that, where eval uated, other inpacts

woul d likely be conparable to the proposed project. |In addition, the Siting

66/ The Conpany noted that the extension option would affect
approximately 12 acres of wetland resources and 14 acres of forest
resources while the proposed project would affect approximtely six
acres of wetland resources and seven acres of forest resources (Exhs.
HO RR- 24, pp. 8-9, BGC-2, Attach. B, p. 8). |In addition, the Conpany
noted that the extension option would require twel ve waterway
crossings while the proposed project would require el even wat erway
crossings (Exh. HO RR-24, pp. 8-9). The Conpany further noted that
in conparing the extension option with the replacenent option, the
repl acenent option would affect approximately 15 acres of wetl ands
and approximately tw ce the forest resources as the extension option

(id., pp. 4-6).
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Council notes that, in general, the overall inpacts of an 11-mle pipeline, by
virtue of its greater length, would |likely be greater than the overall inpacts
of a six-mle pipeline.

Accordingly, based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that
t he proposed project is superior to the Tennessee extension option with

respect to environnmental inpacts.

6. Concl usi ons: Wi ghi ng Need, Cost, and Envi ronnent al

| npact s
The Siting Council has found that: (1) the proposed project and the

Tennessee extension option are capable of neeting the identified need; (2) the
proposed project is superior to the Tennessee extension option with respect to
cost; and (3) the proposed project is superior to the Tennessee extension
option with respect to environnental inpacts.

Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that the proposed project is

superior to the Tennessee extension option
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M. ANALYSI S CF THE PROPOSED AND ALTERNATI VE FAC LI TI ES
A St andard of Revi ew

GL. c. 164, sec. 69l requires a facility proponent to provide
information regarding "other site locations." In inplenenting this statutory
nmandate, the Siting Council requires the petitioner to showthat its proposed
facility siting plans are superior to alternatives and that its proposed
facilities' are sited at |ocations that mnimze costs and environnental
i mpacts while ensuring supply reliability.

In order to deternmi ne whether the facility proponent has shown that
its proposed facilities siting plans are superior to alternatives, the Siting

Council has required a facility proponent to denonstrate that it has exam ned

a reasonabl e range of practical facility siting alternatives. 1991 Berkshire
Decision (Phase I1), 23 DOVBC at 323; Enron, 23 DOVBC at 121; EEC, 22 DOVSC at
314; West Lynn, 22 DOVBC at 77; 1991 NEPCo Decision, 21 DOVBC at 376; 1990 Bay
State Gas Decision, 21 DOVSC at 44; MASSPOAER, 20 DOVSC at 371; 1990 Berkshire
Decision (Phase 1), 20 DOVBC at 148; BECo/ MARA, 19 DOVBC at 38-42; Turners
Falls, 18 DOVBC at 175-178; 1988 Brai ntree Decision, 18 DOVBC at 31-40;
Altresco Decision, 17 DOVBC at 387; NEA, 16 DOVBC at 381-409. In order to

determine that a facility proponent has considered a reasonabl e range of
practical alternatives, the Siting Council typically has required the
proponent to neet a two-prong test. First, the facility proponent nust
establish that it has devel oped and applied a reasonable set of criteria for
identifying and evaluating alternatives in a manner which ensures that it has
not overlooked or elimnated any alternatives which are clearly superior to
the proposal. 1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOVBC at 323; Enron, 23 DOVBC at
121; EEC, 22 DOVBC at 314; West Lynn, 22 DOVBC at 77; 1991 NEPCo Decision, 21
DOVBC at 376-377; 1990 Bay State Gas Decision, 21 DOVSC at 44-45; MASSPONR
20 DOVSC at 373-374, 382; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11), 20 DOVSC at
148- 149, 151-156. Second, the facility proponent must establish that it has

identified at |least two noticed sites or routes with sone neasure of
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geographic diversity.® 1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOVBC at 323-324; Enron,
23 DOVBC at 122; EEC 22 DOVBC at 122-123; West Lynn, 22 DOVBC at 77-78; 1991
NEPCo Deci sion, 21 DOVBC at 376-377; 1990 Bay State Gas Decision, 21 DOVBC at
44- 45; NMASSPOMNER, 20 DOVBC at 371-372; 1990 Berkshire Decision, 20 DOVBC at
148; Turners Falls, 18 DOVBC at 175-178; 1988 Brai ntree Decision, 18 DOVBC at
31-40; 1988 Contl ectric Decision, 17 DOVSC at 301-303; NEA 16 DOVBC at

381- 409.

Finally, in order to determ ne whether the facility proponent has
shown that its proposed facilities are sited at |ocations that mnimnmze costs
and environmental inpacts while ensuring supply reliability, the facility
proponent mnust denonstrate that the proposed site for the facility is superior
to the noticed alternative on the basis of bal ancing cost, environmental
inmpact and reliability of supply. 1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOVEC at 324;
Enron, 23 DOVBC at 122; EEC, 22 DOVBC at 315; West Lynn, 22 DOVBC at 78; 1991
NEPCo Deci sion, 21 DOVBC at 377-379; 1990 Bay State Gas Decision, 21 DOVBC at
47; MASSPOMNER, 20 DOVBC at 382; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1), 20 DOVBC
at 148; BECO MARA, 19 DOVSC at 38-42; Turners Falls, 18 DOVSC at 175-178

B. Description of the Proposed and Alternative Facilities

1. Proposed Facilities

67/ When a facility proposal is submtted to the Siting
Council, the petitioner is required to present (1) its preferred
facility site or route, and (2) at least one alternative facility
site or route. These sites and routes often are described as the
"noticed" alternatives because these are the only sites and routes
described in the Notice of Adjudication published at the comrencenent
of the Siting Council's review. 1In reaching a decision in a facility
case, the Siting Council can approve a petitioner's preferred site or
route, approve an alternative site or route, or reject all sites and
routes. The Siting Council, however, may not approve any site,
route, or portion of a route which was not included in the Notice of
Adj udi cation published at the conmmencenent of the proceedi ng.
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Berkshire's proposal consists of (1) the Bousquet Feedline, an
approximately 6.2-mle, 12-inch dianeter gas distribution pipeline to be
operated at a maxi mum pressure of 500 psi (Exh. HO2, p. 7), and (2) the
Bousquet delivery point, a new neter station to be |ocated near the Bousquet
ski area in western Pittsfield along the North Adans lateral, and directly
adj acent to netering facilities proposed by Tennessee (id., pp. 4-8).

The primary route for the Bousquet Feedline begins at the site of
t he Bousquet delivery point, south of Tamarack Road and west of Dan Fox Drive,
in Pittsfield (id., p. 8 Exh. HOE-23). The pipeline would travel parallel
to the northern side of the North Adans | ateral through the Bousquet ski area,
woul d cross under the ski area parking lot and Dan Fox Drive and continue in a
northern direction along dd Tamarack Road (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-2, HO E-23).
The pipeline would turn to the east on South Muntain Road, to the south on
South Street, and then turn to the east to traverse the Pittsfield Country
Q ub, cross under the Housatonic Railroad RONand property of Mss Hall's
School (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-2, HO3, pp. 4-2, 4-3). The pipeline would then
turn to the northeast along Hol mes Road, cross the Housatonic River within an
existing bridge utility bay, and turn to the east to enter Canoe Meadows
(iLd.). The pipeline would travel along the eastern and northern perineter of
Canoe Meadows, exit Canoe Meadows and travel in an easterly direction along
WIlliam Street to EEm Street (id.). The pipeline would then turn to the
north, and travel parallel to the existing North Adans |ateral, across private
property and Brattlebrook Park to the point of connection with the Tenneco
Interconnect (id.) The Tenneco Interconnect and the Altresco spur line wll
link the proposed pipeline with the Altresco plant (Exh. HO 1, p. 4-1).

Berkshire's primary nmeter station site is located on the western
edge of the Bousquet ski area, approxinately 135 feet south of Tamarack Road
("primary meter station site") (Exh. BGC2, Attach. B, pp. 3, 8). The primary
nmeter station site is owned by Four Skiers Enterprises, Inc. ("Four Skiers"),
the owners of the Bousquet ski area (id., p. 8. See Figure I.

The Conpany estinmated the cost of installing the proposed pipeline
and nmeter station along the primary route to be $7,290,000 (Exhs. HO G 1, HO
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G2).

2. Alternative Facilities

The Conpany's alternative pipeline route is referred to by Berkshire
as the revised Conrail/Cdoverdale alternative (Exh. HO-1, p. 5-30).°%® The
alternative route would begin at the primary meter station site® and travel
al ong the path of the proposed primary route to Dan Fox Drive (Exh. HO 1, p.
5-30, Figure 5-4). The pipeline would then parallel Dan Fox Drive to South
Street, and follow South Street in a northerly direction to the North Adans
lateral RON(id.). The route would then cross under the North Adans | ateral
and continue to parallel the North Adans |lateral RONthrough the Pittsfield
Country O ub, across Hol mes Road, pass through other public and private
properties, and under the Housatonic River (id.). The pipeline would continue
to parallel the North Adans RON crossing Canoe Meadows, and crossi ng under
East New Lenox Road, WIlliam Street, and Elm Street to the Tenneco
Interconnect (id.). See Figure I. The Conpany estimated the cost of

68/ The Conrail/Cloverdale Route was originally selected as
an alternative route to the 11.2-mle Richnond Feedline route
(Exh. HO-1, p. 5-30). Because Berkshire has withdrawn its proposa
to construct the |Ionger Richnond pipeline, M. Curtiss-Lusher
acknow edged that for purposes of conparison, it would be nore
appropriate to conpare the Bousquet route to a revised
Conrail/Cloverdale alternative route commenci ng at the Bousquet neter
station (Tr. 2, pp. 148-149). The Siting Council considers the
revised Conrail/Cloverdale route to be the appropriate alternative
pi peline route for conparison purposes in this proceeding.

69/ In addition to the primary neter station site, Berkshire
eval uated five other neter station sites in the Bousquet/West
Pittsfield area (Exh. BGC-2, p. 7, Attach. B, p. 1). These five
meter station sites were not included in the Notice of Adjudication
and therefore, may not be approved by the Siting Council.
Nevert hel ess, since Berkshire presented an eval uation of the five
nmeter station sites in its anended filing, the Siting Council reviews
the manner in which Berkshire evaluated those sites to ensure that
t he Conpany did not overlook or elimnate any clearly superior
alternative site. See Section Ill1.C, below
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installing the pipeline and neter station along the revised Conrail/d overdal e
route to be $8, 845,000 (Exhs. HO G 1, HO G 2).

3. Variations to the Proposed Facilities

In this proceeding, Berkshire also noticed segnent variations for
portions of the Bousquet Feedline route (Exh. HO 1, pp. 5-34 through 5-36, 5-
36 n.27). The Conpany identified these segment variations as follows: (1)
segnent variation 3b would travel cross-country between South Muntain Road
and the Pittsfield Country O ub; (2) segment variation 4b would follow an
existing golf cart path in a southeast direction across the Pittsfield Country
Cub, cross the North Adans | ateral and the Housatonic Railroad tracks, then
turn to the northeast, where it would cross the North Adans | ateral again and
conti nue across private property to Hol nes Road; (3) segnent variation 6a
woul d cross the north central portion of Canoe Meadows, turn to the north on
East New Lenox Road and continue al ong East New Lenox Road to WIlliam Street;
(4) segnent variation 6b would travel to the north on Hol nes Street and turn
to the east on Wlliam Street, thereby avoi ding construction within Canoe
Meadows; (5) segnent variation 6d would travel to the north, east and south
al ong the perineter of Canoe Meadows, then turn to the east travelling across
private property to New Lenox Road, and turn to the north and continue al ong
East New Lenox Road to WIlliam Street; (6) segment variation 7b would turn to
the west on EEm Street fromWIliam Street and then turn to the north and
travel adjacent to the North Adans |ateral; and (7) segment variation 8b would
diverge fromthe North Adans RONlateral prior to its crossing of Brattlebrook
Park and travel to the east and north around Brattlebrook Park (id., pp. 5-34
t hrough 5-36, 5-36 n.27, Figure 5-5).

C. Site Sel ection Process

1. Overview of the Siting Process

Berkshire asserted that, consistent with the Siting Council's
statutory nandate, it sought to select a pipeline route that woul d provide an

appropriate level of reliability at the | east cost and with mnima
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environnmental inpact (Exh. HO 1, p. 5-1). The Conpany worked with HW?° and a
task force formed by the Mayor of Pittsfield ("Task Force") to select a new
pi peline route (id., p. 5-2). Berkshire stated that the Task Force conducted
its route selection process in conjunction with HW (id., pp. 5-7 through 5-
9."

According to Berkshire, the first stage of the site selection
process consisted of three levels of analysis: (1) a determ nation of regions
of interest, i.e., general areas through which the pipeline could be
constructed so as to deliver gas fromthe Tennessee main line to the Altresco
facility;” (2) a determ nation of areas to exclude or avoid within the
regions of interest; and (3) an evaluation of route alternatives based upon
the Siting Council's standards (id.).

M. Curtiss-Lusher” stated that the Task Force first |ooked at al
the routes that had been reviewed in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1l)

70/ HMM is an engineering, environnmental consulting, and
pl anning firm (Exh. HO 1, p. 5-2).

71/ The Conpany's witness, M. Wall, stated that the site
sel ection process was an interactive one between the Task Force and
HW (Tr. 3, p. 8). M. Wall stated that sone of the site selection
criteria were devel oped by HWM based on their experience, while
ot hers were devel oped based on the interests of the Task Force
menbers (id.).

72/ Berkshire stated that, based on the natural
characteristics of the area, two general corridors were found to be
technically suitable for a pipeline route fromthe Tennessee nain
line to the Altresco facility in Pittsfield. (Exh. HO 1, p. 5-9).

One such corridor, the "Lee/Lenox Corridor", passed through the towns
of Lee, Lenox, and Pittsfield (id.). The Lee/Lenox Corridor was
rejected for nunmerous reasons, including pipeline |ength, engineering
probl ens, higher costs, and greater potential environnmental inpacts
(id., p. 5-10). The other corridor, the Ri chnond/Pittsfield
corridor, continued to be pursued (id., p. 5-9).

73/ M. Curtiss-Lusher was a nenber of the Task Force
representing Altresco (Exh. AP-1, p. 11).
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i ncluding the route that was approved by the Siting Council in that Decision
(Tr. 2, pp. 125, 133-135). Berkshire stated that the Task Force concl uded
that these route options were not desirable (Exh. HO S 3). The Task Force
then reexanined the possibility of Tennessee project alternatives, and

exam ned new options which becane avail abl e since the 1990 Berkshi re Deci sion

(Phase 11) (id.). Based on this analysis, Berkshire stated that the Task

Force, along with HW identified the R chnond Feedline route as the prinary
route, the Conrail/Cd overdale route as the alternative route, and numerous
segnent variations to the primary route (Tr. 2, pp. 126; Exh. HO 1, p. 5-
10). ™

Berkshire stated that in the second stage of the site selection
process, HW perfornmed an analysis to validate the selection of the R chnond
Feedl i ne route based upon the Siting Council's criteria of reliability, |east
cost, and m ni mum envi ronnmental inpact (Exh. HO 1, p. 5-11).7° Berkshire
stated that its analysis confirmed that the Richnmond Feedline route was the
superior route with respect to environnental inpacts (id., sec. 5).

Subsequent to the selection of the R chnond Feedl i ne route,
Berkshire and Al tresco discovered that the | ength of the proposed pipeline
coul d be shortened due to the successful operation of the North Adans | atera
and the interconnection facilities during the 1990-91 winter (Exh. AP-1,
p. 17; Tr. 2, pp. 176-178). Reduced costs and further mnimzation of

74/ Berkshire stated that segnment variations to the primry
route were devel oped because the Conpany identified a nunber of
i nstances where potential engineering, environmental or regulatory
concerns m ght make such variations necessary (Exh. HO 1, p. 5-19).
These segnent variations were al so proposed by Berkshire in the event
t hat easenents could not be obtained for particular segments of the
primary route (Tr. 4, pp. 229, 231, 248, 256, 258-259).

75/ Inits route validation process, Berkshire used the route
approved in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase Il) as a benchmark for
eval uati ng ot her possible routes (Exhs. HO- 1, p. 5-18, BGC-2, Attach
A, pp. A-33, A-34)). However, M. Curtiss-Lusher stated that this
route was not considered to be an alternative in this proceeding (Tr.
2, pp. 149-150).
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environnmental inpacts were cited by Berkshire as advantages of this approach
(Exh. HO-1, p. 5-38). The Conpany stated that, for these reasons, it focussed
on the selection of a shorter pipeline route commencing at the North Adans
lateral, which resulted in the selection of the 6.2-ml|e Bousquet Feedline
route (Exh. HO 2, p. 11).

After nunerous neetings anong Berkshire, Atresco, and Tennessee, in
whi ch anal yses of avail abl e capacity were revi ewed, Berkshire concl uded that
this shortened route, the Bousquet Feedline route, was the superior route in
terns of providing a reliable energy supply with a mini muminpact upon the
envi ronment at the least cost (id., p. 3).7® The Bousquet Feedline route was
then presented to the Task Force, which adopted the route as its prinmary route
(Tr. 2, pp. 175-176). Wth the exception of one segnent variation,”” the
Bousquet Feedline route is essentially the Task Force's R chnmond Feedline
route shortened by 4.5 mles (id., p. 176; Exh. HO-S10). HW perfornmed a
validation analysis for the Bousquet route simlar to the one perforned for
the R chrmond Feedline route (Exh. BGG2, Attach. A pp. A 25, A-26, A33
t hrough A-35).

2. Devel opnent _of Siting Oiteria

a. Description
Berkshire stated that the Task Force adopted the site sel ection

76/ M. Curtiss-Lusher stated that in the process of
devel oping a shorter primary route, there were numerous di scussions
and eval uations as to how far along the system Tennessee could
guar ant ee adequate deliveries to the Altresco facility (Exh. AP-1, p.
17). WM. Curtiss-Lusher asserted that Tennessee's cal cul ati ons
i ndi cated that adequate vol unes and pressures could be delivered if
t he pipeline commenced at a point 4.5 mles fromthe Tennessee nain
line, which is the Bousquet ski area (id.).

77/ Segnment variation 6c originally was a variation to the
Ri chnrond Feedline route (Tr. 2, p. 132). The Conpany stated that due
to concerns of the Audubon Society, it decided to include this
segnent variation in the Bousquet Feedline route. (Tr. 4, pp. 250-

251) .
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criteria used by Berkshire in its selection of the route approved in the 1990
Berkshire Decision (Phase 11) (Exh. HOS-3). The criteria used by Berkshire

in that proceeding were environnental inpacts, cost, construction constraints,
and reliability. 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11), 20 DOVSC at 161. In

addition, Berkshire stated that the Task Force adopted a statenent of
principles which set forth its concerns in selecting a pipeline route (Exhs.
HO S-3, Attach., AP-1, Attach. A p. 2). Those principles included concerns
such as proximty of the pipeline to residences, pipeline safety,

envi ronmental inpacts, costs, and mnimzing tinme to obtain necessary permits
(id.).

Berkshire indicated that the Task Force did not apply nunerica
scores or weights to the criteria it considered, but evaluated themin a nore
subjective fashion (Tr. 3, p. 4, Exh. HOS18). M. Qurtiss-Lusher and M.
Wl |l stated that the Task Force was mbst concerned about sensitive receptors
(including proximty to residences and wells), wetlands, and open space and
recreation (Exh. HO S 20(d); Tr. 3, pp. 4, 10, 14).

Berkshire stated that HW sel ected and defined a set of human and
natural environnental criteria, based upon federal, state, and |oca
environnmental standards, ’® the professional judgnent of Berkshire and its
consultants, the Task Force, and the concerns expressed by officials and
residents of R chnmond and Pittsfield for use in its validation process (Exh.
BGC-2, Attach. A p. A1l). Further, Berkshire stated that HW did apply
nuneri cal weights and quantified scores for the environnental criteria it
utilized in its validation analysis (id., Attach. A). Ber kshire stated
that the human environmental criteria applied in HW s validation process were
sel ected to account for concerns associated with construction of a pipeline in

proximty to popul ated areas (id., p. A-3). These criteria were identified

78/ Berkshire stated that the environmental criteria were, in
part, devel oped from pertinent criteria eval uated under the
Massachusetts Environnmental Policy Act ("MEPA"), by the Siting
Council, and by other agencies involved in pipeline permtting (Exh.
HO- S- 20) .
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as: sensitive receptors,’ archaeol ogi cal and historic resources, open space
and recreation, scenic roads,® roadway alignnment® and community concern and
acceptance®? (id., pp. A3 and A-4). M. Wil testified that the use of
pi peline safety as a separate criterion was not possible because it could not
be defined in a neaningful way for purposes of the validation analysis (Tr. 3,
pp. 66-67). However, M. VWll also stated that proximty of the pipeline to
sensitive receptors was an el ement of ensuring long-termsafety (id.).
Berkshire stated that natural environmental criteria devel oped and
used by HWin its validation process were selected to account for those
significant natural resources that woul d be inpacted by construction and/ or

operation of the pipeline (Exh. BGC2, Attach. A p. A4). The natural

79/ Sensitive receptors include homes, churches, schools, and
hospitals within close proximty of the pipeline route (Exh. BGC-2,
Attach. A p. A-3). The Conpany considered the proximty of the

pi peline to sensitive receptors in its review, and attenpted to

mai ntain at | east a mninum di stance of 20 feet and, where possible,
50 feet, between the pipeline and residences (Tr. 3, p. 67, Tr. 5,

pp. 40-41; Exh. HO RR-35).

80/ Berkshire stated that scenic roads were originally chosen
as a criterion due to concerns expressed regarding construction al ong
roadways in Ri chnond (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. A p. A-4). Berkshire
added, however, that scenic roads are not an issue for the Bousquet
Feedline route (id., p. A-25; Exh. HO S-20, Tables S-20-3, S-20-4, S-
20-8) .

81/ Berkshire stated that roadway alignnment was chosen as a
criterion due to concerns related to potential traffic disruption
during construction of the pipeline within roadways (Exh. BGC-2,
Attach. A p. A-4).

82/ Berkshire stated that this criterion was included to
address the Siting Council's suggestion in the 1990 Berkshire
Decision (Phase I1) to include comunity input as part of the site
sel ection process (20 DOVMSC at 163), and to reflect the input of the
Task Force (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. A, p. A-4).
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criteria reviewed by Berkshire were identified as: wetlands,® water
resources,  forest resources, wildlife habitat, and active agriculture (id.
pp. A-4 through A-6).

As part of the validation analysis perforned by HW for Berkshire,
subj ecti ve weights were devel oped for each of the human and natura
environnmental criteria (id., p. 5 Attach. A p. A 1).% Berkshire stated
that raw i npact data was devel oped for each of the criteria for each route
alternative based on field evaluations, literature searches, aerial
phot ogr aphy, and revi ew of topographi c maps and ot her environnmental data
(id.). The inpact data was then conpared for the alternative routes and
scaled to account for unit dissimlarity, i.e., the linear feet of roadways
versus the nunber of sensitive receptors (id.). Berkshire stated that weights
were applied to quantitatively evaluate the inpacts for all of the natural and

human environnental criteria (id.).® Berkshire noted that this nethodol ogy

83/ Berkshire stated that this criterion included two
subcat egories -- wooded wetl ands and open or shrub swamp (Exh. BGC-2,
Attach. A p. A-5).

84/ Berkshire stated that this criterion included two
subcategories -- fishable streans and private water supplies (Exh.
BGC-2, Attach. A p. A-5).

85/ Berkshire stated that these wei ghts were based on three
factors: (1) short-term construction inpacts; (2) long-term
construction inpacts; and (3) ability to mtigate inpacts associ ated
with construction and operation of the facility (Exh. BGC-2, Attach
A, p. A-1). Nunerical weights were assigned to each criterion based
on the severity of the inpact, i.e., a high inpact was assigned a
val ue of three, a nediuminpact was assigned a value of two, while a
| ow i npact was given a value of one (id., pp. A-16, A-17). The
hi ghest possi bl e wei ght under this nethodol ogy would be 9.0, while
the | owest weight would be 3.0 (id.).

86/ The raw data were scal ed on the basis of 100 percent to
account for the dissimlarity of units of nmeasurenent anong the
criteria (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. A, p. A-23). The route alternative
with the greatest anmount of inpacted resource received a 100 percent
desi gnation, while the conpared alternative received a proportiona
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did not include a quantitative analysis of the criteria of cost or reliability
(id., p. A2).

Wth respect to the meter station site, Berkshire stated that the
criteria used by HWMto identify and select a neter station site included:
(1) reasonabl e distance to the North Adans lateral; (2) reasonable distance to
t he proposed Bousquet Feedline route; (3) a location along the North Adans
lateral that would ensure reliable delivery of necessary gas suppli es;
(4) site availability; and (5) environnental concerns (Exh. HO MG 1A).
Berkshire stated that HW utilized the sane environnental criteria used for
selecting the pipeline route in the neter station site selection process (Exh.
BGC-2, Attach. B, pp. 2, 4-7). |In addition, M. Curtiss-Lusher testified that
there were discussions with the residents in the vicinity of the Bousquet sk
area concerning the siting of the neter station (Tr. 3, p. 172-174). The
record does not indicate that any wei ghting, ranking or quantitative anal ysis
of the criteria was performed with respect to the meter station sites (Exh.

BG&C-2, Tables 1 and 2).

b. Arqunents of the Parties

Berkshire and Altresco noted that in the 1990 Berkshire Deci sion
(Phase I11), the Siting Council found that the Conpany had devel oped a

reasonabl e set of siting criteria (Berkshire/Altresco Initial Brief, p. 60).
Berkshire and Al tresco argued that the site selection process in this
proceedi ng i nproves upon the process utilized in the 1990 Berkshire Decision
(Phase 11), because of the involvenent of the Task Force and the use of HW's

envi ronment al val i dation net hodol ogy (id.).
Motyl/Qerici argue that they and other residents in the vicinity of
t he proposed Bousquet nmeter station site had little or no opportunity to

provide input to the Task Force with respect to the site selection process

fraction of 100 percent based on its inpact (id.). These percentages
were then nultiplied by the weights assigned to the particul ar
criterion to obtain a score for each criterion for each route (id.).
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(Mtyl/derici Initial Brief, pp. 7, 10, 13, 14-16, 18).

C. Anal ysi s
The Siting Council notes that in previous review of gas pipelines

it has accepted criteria such as those devel oped by Berkshire for use in the
identification and eval uation of pipeline routes. The Siting Council has
found previously that a range of criteria such as cost, environmental inpacts,
and reliability generally are appropriate for siting natural gas pipelines.
1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOVBC at 329; 1990 Bay State Decision, 21 DOVBC at
54; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11), 20 DOVBC at 162. At the sane tine

however, the Siting Council has stated that these criteria are very broad, and
therefore do not provide insight into how potentially conflicting concerns
Wthin these criteria are addressed. |d. In this case, Berkshire has

devel oped very specific natural and human environnmental criteria for the
proposed pipeline and for the neter station site as well.

In addition, Berkshire has incorporated conmunity input intoits
site selection process in this case through the Task Force and has incl uded
community concern as one of its siting criteria. |n response to public input,
Berkshire identified a primary route, an alternative route and segnent
variations that were nore acceptable to the community than the route

previously approved in the 1990 Berkshire Decision, Phase Il. dearly,

Berkshire has significantly inproved its consideration of comrunity input
through its involverent with the Task Force

Wth respect to the selection of the meter station site, however,
the record indicates that consideration of comrunity input was not as
extensive as the consideration given community input in selecting the pipeline
route. The Siting Council notes that there was no representati on on the Task
Force fromthe area in the vicinity of the proposed Bousquet neter station
site. In the future, we encourage conpanies to consider input fromal
affected comunities on all aspects of a proposal

The Siting Council also notes that the Conpany did not devel op any

specific cost or reliability criteria. Further, cost was not a criterion
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considered in the selection of the meter station site, nor was any cost

anal ysis performed for the various meter station sites reviewed by Berkshire.
The Siting Council encourages project proponents to devel op specific cost and
reliability criteria, to the extent possible.

Wth respect to weighting site selection criteria, in previous
decisions, the Siting Council has expressed concerns regardi ng the absence of
wei ghts for site selection criteria. Enron, 23 DOVBC at 127; EEC, 22 DAVBC at
321; West Lynn, 22 DOVBC at 78-79; MASSPOMNER 20 DOVBC at 378-379; 1990
Berkshire Gas Decision (Phase 11), 20 DOVBC at 161-162. The Siting Counci

has stated that the devel opment of nunerical values and weights and the

ranki ng of alternatives based on such nunerical values and weights is a
necessary step in any process for identifying and evaluating routes or sites.
1991 Berkshire Decision, 23 DOVBC at 329. In the 1990 Berkshire Decision
(Phase I1), the Siting Council was concerned that the Conpany did not

establish weights for its identified criteria in order to bal ance potentially
conpeting concerns anong the criteria, such as wei ghing cost and environnent al
i mpacts (20 DOVBC at 162).

In this case, Berkshire devel oped weights for each environnental
criterion to provide a score for each route. However, weights were not
devel oped for the cost and reliability criteria. Consequently, while the
Conpany' s et hodol ogy allows for quantitative conpari sons anong conpeting
environmental criteria, it does not provide for a quantitative conparison
anong environmental criteria and the other siting criteria of cost and

reliability.® Berkshire also failed to performany weighting, ranking or

87/ The Siting Council also notes that the analysis perforned
by HWM to validate the Ri chnond Feedline route was performed after
the route was chosen by the Task Force. While the Task Force did
consider the criteria spelled out in its statement of principles and
those criteria utilized in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11),

t he Task Force did not apply an objective, quantitative analysis to

t he possible routes. Although the Siting Council encourages
conpanies to incorporate community input into their siting decisions,
(1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I11), 20 DOMSC at 163), the ultimte
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gquantification of criteria used to select the neter station site. Thus,
Berkshire has only partially addressed the Siting Council's concerns regardi ng
t he absence of weights for site selection criteria.

Wth respect to the weights devel oped for the environmental
criteria, generally those weights were devel oped appropriately by the Conpany.
The Conpany devel oped a wei ghti ng approach incorporating the likely severity
of project inpacts for respective criteria. Specifically, weights were
assi gned based both on observation of the quality of potentially affected
resources in the field and on general characterizations of the nmanner in which
proposed facility construction is likely to affect such resources in the short
term in the long term and with consideration of nitigation potential. The
assi gned weights were then applied to raw data val ues reflecting the quantity
of affected resources identified in the field. This weighting approach thus
goes wel |l beyond those presented by applicants in previous Siting Counci
reviews and, by-and-large, represents an inprovenent over the weighting
approaches used in those previous proceedi ngs.

However, the Siting Council notes sonme concerns with the Conpany's
wei ghting approach for environnmental criteria. In devel opi ng subcategories
for some of its criteria, the Conpany may have increased the relative overal
wei ght for such criteria in unintended ways. For exanple, the Conpany
devel oped three subcategories for its roadway alignment criteria -- prinary,
secondary and | ocal roadways -- and assigned weights of 5.0 to each
subcategory, summing to a total of 15.0 for the criteria as a whole (Exh. BGC
2). In the case of the sensitive receptor criteria, however, no subcategories

were established and an overall weight of 6.0 was assigned (id.). The Siting

responsibility for denonstrating that clearly superior options have
not been overl ooked or elimnated continues to rest squarely with the
applicant. 1990 Bay State Decision, 21 DOMSC at 58. The Siting
Council is concerned that, in this case, the objective weighting of
criteria and ranking of pipeline routes took place after the route
was al ready selected, rather than as part of the process leading to
the selection of that route.
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Council notes that, as a possibly incidental result of the subcategorization
of criteria, the overall roadway alignnent weight is nore than tw ce the
sensitive receptor weight.

Al t hough the Siting Council has sone concerns with the Conpany's
wei ghting approach for environmental criteria, a strength of the Conpany's
process is the incorporation of an approach for standardizing raw data scores
prior to applying weights to the raw data. This is an additional difference
from approaches considered in previous Siting Council reviews. Under this
approach, a raw data val ue of 100 percent, or 1.0, is assigned to the
alternative with the greatest quantity of affected resources for each
criterion, and the other alternatives are assigned scal ed val ues between zero
and 1.0 for that criterion. The Siting Council notes that this approach
facilitates aggregation of the wei ghted scores in standardi zed terns.
However, the approach also limts the ability to reflect the relative
i mportance of inpacts between criteria, based on the relative significance of
the quantity of affected resources under each criterion. A though the Conpany
intended that its use of wei ghts accomobdate any necessary bal anci ng anong
criteria, it is unclear whether the Conpany's overall approach in fact
i ncorporates an ability to accurately reflect differences between criteria in
the quantity of affected resources -- particularly in instances where an

alternative shows an unusually | arge raw data val ue.® Rather, as described

88/ As an exanple t he number of sensitive receptors affected
by the route approved in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11),
revised from1l.5 mles to 6 mles, is 219 -- nore than three tinmes
t hat of the Bousquet Feedline route (Exh. HO S-20). Based on the
Conpany' s standardi zati on approach, the correspondi ng sensitive
receptor scores for the revised previously approved route and the
Bousquet Feedline route are 6.0 and 1.92, respectively --
representing fractions of the overall scores of 44.4 and 52.3 for the
two routes, respectively (id.). Further, if it were hypothetically
assunmed that the nunber of affected receptors along the revised
previ ously approved route were double the actual count, that is 438
receptors, the net effect on the Conpany's conparison of the two
routes would be mniml -- a change of only 0.96 in the relative
scores of the two routes. In fact, for infinitely large increases in
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above and reflected in the Conpany's analysis, the weights reflect a largely
generic assessnment of the nature and severity, but not the quantity, of
i mpacts for each criterion.

Finally, with respect to the manner in which weights were applied to
specific criteria, the Siting Council notes that the criteria of wooded
wet | ands and forest resources should have been gi ven greater weight, since
trees will be renoved fromthese areas and will not be replaced within the
per manent ROV and only about half of the cleared area will be allowed to
return to its natural state. Qherw se, under the weighting system
establ i shed by Berkshire, inpacts to forest resources and wooded wet| ands were
under val ued when the route conpari sons were nade. Nevert hel ess, the
Siting Council finds that, on bal ance, Berkshire has devel oped a reasonabl e

set of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternative routes and sites.

3. Application of Siting Oiteria

a. Description
Berkshire used its site selection criteria to identify the Bousquet

Feedline route, the revised Conrail/d overdal e al ternative route, and numerous
segnent variations to the primary route. As part of the validation analysis

descri bed above, Berkshire stated that HW performed a conparative anal ysis of
envi ronmental inpacts associated with the Bousquet Feedline route, the revised

Conrail/doverdal e alternative route, the route approved in the 1990 Berkshire

Deci sion (Phase I1), the R chnond Feedline route, and segment variations to
the R chrmond and Bousquet Feedline routes (Exhs. BGG 2, Attach. A HO S 20).

When conpared to the revised Conrail/d overdal e alternative route,

t he nunber of receptors along the revised previously approved route,
t he maxi mum change in the relative scores would be 1.92. Thus, in
situations where the raw data score of a particular route under a
particular criterion is unusually |arge, the Conpany's

st andar di zati on approach inposes limtations on the ability of the
Conpany's overall nethodology to proportionately reflect the actual
magni t ude of i npact.
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t he Bousquet Feedline route conpared favorably to the alternative route with
respect to environnental criteria (Exh. HO S 20, Table S 20-3).% Further

t he Conmpany perforned a conparison of the Bousquet Feedline route to both the
Ri chmond Feedline route and the full-length 11.5-nile route approved in the

1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11) (BExh. BGG2, Attach. A p. A 34). That

conmparison resulted in a conclusion that the shorter 6.2-ml|e Bousquet
Feedl i ne route woul d have | ess environnmental inpact (id.).°® Finally, based
on application of its siting criteria, Berkshire stated that none of the
segnent variations were found to be environnental |y superior to the Bousquet
Feedl i ne route (Exh. HO RR 25).

Wth respect to neter station sites, M. CQurtiss-Lusher testified

that Berkshire attenpted to place the meter station as close to the Altresco

89/ The Bousquet Feedline route had an overall score of 50. 2,
and the revised Conrail/Cloverdale alternative route received a score
of 62.4 (Exh. HO S-20, Table S-20-3). A lower score inplies |ess
envi ronmental inpact (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. A p. A-23).

90/ The Siting Council notes that while Berkshire has not
presented the route approved in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase
Il) as a noticed alternative here, the Conpany did conpare both the
full 11.5-mle and a revised 6-mle version of that route to the
Bousquet route. Based on a quantitative analysis of environnental
criteria alone, the revised 6-mle version of the previously approved
route appears to be superior to the Bousquet Feedline route.

However, Berkshire noted that |egislative approval required under
Article 97 of the Massachusetts Constitution could not be obtained
for a portion of this route, thereby rendering the route inpractical.
(Exh. HO-S-20; Tr. 2, p. 171-173).

Berkshire al so noted that substantial community opposition to
portions of that route through nore densely popul ated areas render it
undesirable from both a cost and a reliability perspective, primarily
due to delays in permtting and construction (Tr. 3, pp. 33-34). The
Siting Council has previously recogni zed the appropri ateness of
siting high pressure natural gas transm ssion pipelines in a manner
whi ch avoi ds densely popul ated areas and m nim zes exposure to
possi bl e pipeline accidents. 1990 Bay State Gas Decision, 21 DOVSC
at 54-55; 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase Il1), 20 DOVMSC at 199.
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facility as possible, thereby reducing the length of the pipeline and its
associ ated costs as much as possible (Tr. 2, pp. 180-181). Based on
cal cul ations performed by Tennessee, Berkshire deternined that the vicinity of
m | epost 4.5, the Bousquet ski area, was the farthest point along the North
Adans | ateral whereby sufficient volumes and pressures of gas coul d be
sustained to both the Altresco facility and to the North Adans nmeter station
(id., pp. 181-182). nce the Bousquet ski area was sel ected, Berkshire tried
toidentify sites in that area large enough to build a nmeter station (id.
p. 181).°

Berkshire stated that six areas were identified as possible mneter
station sites based upon the criteria devel oped by the Conpany (see Section
I1l.C 2, above), infornation provided by Tennessee, and HWs faniliarity with
the project and the area (Exh. HOM>1A). The six sites identified were: (1)
the primary neter station site;® (2) Bousquet East site; (3) Dan Fox Drive
site; (4) Ad Tamarack Road site; (5) Bousquet North site; and (6) West
Pittsfield neter station site (Exh. BGC2, Attach. B, p. 1).%

91/ A site study area extending from Knox Road to a point 500
feet east of Od Tamarack Road and south fromthe Tennessee North
Adanms Lateral north to the upper portion of Od Tamarack Road was
eval uated by HW at the request of Berkshire and Altresco, utilizing
the criteria devel oped by the Conpany (see Section IIl.C. 2, above)
(Exh. HO MC-1A).

92/ The Conpany stated that the primary nmeter station site
was selected in a decision making group that included the | andowner,
Tennessee, Berkshire, and Altresco (Tr. 4, p. 117). The site was
then presented to the Task Force as part of the approval process for
t he Bousquet Feedline route, and then ratified by the Task Force
(id., pp. 117, 120).

93/ The Dan Fox Drive, Od Tamarack Road, and Bousquet North
sites were recomended to Berkshire by the | andowner (Tr. 3, p. 144).
According to M. Curtiss-Lusher, although the owner of the Bousquet
ski area property initially suggested the Od Tamarack Road site, the
owner was later unwilling to allow a sufficiently-sized parcel of
land to be used for the construction and operation of a neter station
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Berkshire stated that HW prepared an environnmental assessnent of
the various sites for the neter station based upon raw data, ® and the sane
human and natural environmental criteria used in evaluating the various
pi peline routes (Exh. BGC2, Attach. B, pp. 1-2, 4-7, Tables 1 and 2). M.
VWAl | stated that, based upon the environnental criteria exam ned, the prinary
site is conparable to the Bousquet East, Dan Fox Drive, and dd Tamarack Road
sites and superior to the Bousquet North and West Pittsfield neter station
sites (id., p. 8).9%°%

Berkshire stated that the |ocation of the neter station at the
Bousquet East, Dan Fox Drive, and A d Tamarack Road sites woul d not provide

adequat e vol unes and pressures to the Alitresco facility and Berkshire's

at that |ocation (id., p. 167).

94/ The raw data was based on field evaluations, literature
searches, aerial photography, topographic maps and ot her
environmental materials (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. B).

95/ Berkshire stated that construction at the Bousquet North
site would require filling 0.6 acres of vegetated wetl and, thereby
altering 0.6 acres of wildlife habitat designated by the
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and WIldlife, Natural Heritage
and Endangered Speci es Program (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. B, pp. 10-11).
Berkshire stated that such a wetland alteration is not permttable in
Massachusetts (id., Attach. B, p.11).

Berkshire stated that the West Pittsfield meter station site
woul d require the greatest anmount of new pipeline construction,

t hereby having the nost environnental inpact (id., Attach. B, p. 11,
Tables 1 and 2). |In addition, the Conpany determ ned that it was not
possi ble to use the already existing neter station for a nunmber of
reasons, including inadequate size and regulatory concerns (id.; Tr.
3, p. 166). Berkshire also determ ned that the physical |ocation of
that particular site would make it very difficult to construct a
second nmeter station there, and woul d necessitate additional pipeline
construction in wetlands (Tr. 2, pp. 179-180).

96/ As noted in Section IlIl.C. 2.a, above, although Berkshire
conpared the raw data for these sites, no weighting, ranking or
guantitative analysis of the criteria was performed with respect to
the neter station sites (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. B, Tables 1 and 2).
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custoners (Exhs. BGC2, pp. 8-9, HORR 12). Berkshire indicated that |ocating
the meter station at any of those three sites would result in |owering the
pressure at the North Adans neter station to unacceptable |evels (Exh. HORR
12). Thus, based upon the criterion of reliability, Berkshire stated that
these sites were elimnated fromfurther consideration (Exh. BGZ2, pp. 8-
9).°%

Wth respect to the criterion of site availability, Berkshire
stated that the owner of the ski area would not nake the Bousquet East and Ad
Tarmar ack Road sites available to Berkshire because a neter station woul d
interfere with the ski area's conmercial activities on those sites (id., p.

9). Berkshire stated that, therefore, these sites did not nmeet the Conpany's

criterion of site availability.% °°

b. Argunents of the Parties

The Town of Richnond, Biss and Brandon support the Bousquet Feedline

97/ M. Wall also testified that Berkshire considered
Tennessee's concerns regarding the length of the interconnect
required at the Od Tamarack Road site (Exh. BGC-2, p. 9). The
i nterconnect at that site would have to be approximately 850 |inear
feet (id., Attach. B, p. 10). According to Berkshire, Tennessee was
concerned that its FERC authorization m ght not cover an interconnect
of that |length and that they would have to refile for FERC approval
(id., p. 9; Exh. HO-E-52; Tr. 3., pp. 122-126).

98/ Berkshire also asserted that the Dan Fox Drive and O d
Tamarack Road sites could be affected by proposed roadway
i mprovenments to Dan Fox Drive, including the construction of a
roadway i nterchange (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. B, pp. 9-10). Berkshire
st ated, however, that the roadway proposal appears to be dormant at
this time, having been defeated in nunicipal elections (Tr. 3, pp.
154- 155, Tr. 4, p. 204).

99/ M. Wall testified that Berkshire considered Tennessee's
concerns regarding site security at the Bousquet East, Dan Fox Drive,
and Bousquet North sites (Exh. BGC-2, p. 9). However, site security
was not listed as one of the site selection criteria for the nmeter
station site (id., Attach. B).
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route as the superior route (Richnond Initial Brief, p. 15; Biss/Brandon Reply
Brief, p. 1). Motyl /O erici present nunerous argunents with respect to
the selection of the meter station site. First, Mtyl/Cerici contend that
the record is inadequate to support Berkshire and Altresco's assertion that
gas pressures and vol unes woul d be i nadequate to serve both Altresco and the
North Adans nmeter station if the neter station is |ocated beyond the prinary
site further along the lateral toward the Altresco facility (Mtyl/Qerici
Initial Brief, pp. 6, 51). Mtyl/Qerici assert that Berkshire failed to
provi de cal cul ations to substantiate nodeling results denonstrating that
pressures at North Adans woul d be inadequate if the nmeter station is |ocated
at either the Bousquet East, Dan Fox Drive, or A d Tanmarack Road sites (id.,
pp. 6, 30, 51). Mtyl/derici also argue that the siting of the neter station
shoul d not be based upon "contractual requirenments”, which could be anmended
subject to FERC approval (id., pp. 6, 21).

Mtyl/Qerici further contend that Berkshire did not provide at
least two viable alternative nmeter station sites, and failed to provide a
reasonabl e range of practical site alternatives by selecting sites that did
not neet the Conpany's own siting criteria or had najor flaws (id., pp. 28,
33, 43, 44, 49). Finally, Mtyl/Oerici assert that the A d Tamarack Road
site is the superior site for numerous reasons, including site size, and

i npacts on forests or wildlife (id., pp. 27, 29, 60).1¥°

C. Anal ysi s
In this section, the Siting Council exam nes whether Berkshire
applied its siting criteriato its siting options in a consistent and
appropriate manner which ensured that no clearly superior routes or sites were

over| ooked or elim nated.

100/ Wth respect to Tennessee's concern about the | ength of
the interconnect at the O d Tanmarack Road site, Mtyl/Clerici point
out that there is nothing in the record establishing that FERC
regul ati ons prohibit interconnects exceeding a specified |ength

(Motyl/Clerici Initial Brief, pp. 30, 50).
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The Siting Council notes that Berkshire, along with the Task Force,
conducted a thorough search to identify feasible routes for the proposed
pi peline. The Conpany's Bousquet Feedline route, the revised
Conrail/doverdal e alternative route, and the segment alternatives were
subjected to a set of weighted criteria enconpassi ng natural and human
environnmental inpacts, and then conpared to each other utilizing scores
derived fromthe methodol ogy described in Section I11.C 2.a, above.

Accordingly, with respect to the pipeline, the Siting Council finds
that Berkshire has applied its site selection criteria consistently and
appropriately and in a manner which ensures that it has not overl ooked or
elimnated any siting options which are clearly superior to its proposal

Wth respect to the meter station sites, the Bousquet East, Dan Fox
Drive, and A d Tamarack Road sites fail to neet the Conpany's criterion that
the site should ensure reliable delivery of necessary gas supplies. In
addi tion, the Bousquet East and the A d Tamarack Road sites fail to neet
Berkshire's criterion of site availability, since, according to Berkshire, the
owner of those sites is unwilling to nake themavailable for construction of a
neter station

However, Berkshire did evaluate three other sites that neet the
criteria -- the primary site, the Bousquet North site, and the Wst Pittsfield
neter station site. These sites are all within a reasonabl e distance of the
North Adans | ateral and the Bousquet Feedline route, meet the criteria of
reliability and site availability, and were anal yzed for environnenta
i mpacts.

Motyl /A erici argue that the record is insufficient to support the
Conpany' s assertions that gas pressures and vol umes woul d be i nadequate to
serve the Altresco facility and North Adans if the neter station is |ocated
beyond the primary site. W note, however, that the record denonstrates that
pressures at the North Adanms meter station would be reduced to unacceptable
levels, assuming firmdeliveries are made to the Altresco facility and

Berkshire fully utilizes its pipeline delivery entitlenments, if the proposed
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neter station were |ocated beyond the prinmary site, 101102

Finally, turning to Mtyl/derici's argunent that the dd Tanarack
Road site is the superior site, the Siting Council notes that the dd Tanarack
Road site does not neet the threshold criteria of reliable delivery of gas

supplies and site availability and, therefore, is not a clearly superior site.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that Berkshire has
appropriately applied a reasonable set of criteria for identifying and
eval uating alternative routes and sites in a manner that ensures that it has

not overlooked or elimnated any clearly superior routes and sites.

4, Ceographic D versity

In this section the Siting Council considers the second prong of our
practicality test -- whether the Conpany's site sel ection process included
consideration of site alternatives with some neasure of geographic diversity.

The Conpany alleged that in order to meet the Siting Council's
geographic diversity requirenent, it considered two routes for the proposed

gas pipeline, the Bousquet Feedline route and the revised Conrail/d overdal e

101/ While contractual volunes, taken alone, do not establish
need for proposed facilities, they do warrant consideration in a
conpany's determ nation of where to site facilities.

102/ Motyl/Clerici's argunents regardi ng contractual
requi renents and the West Pittsfield nmeter station's inpact on
pressure at the North Adans meter station are addressed in Section
Il1.A 3.c, above.

103/ The Siting Council notes that had we found one of the
alternative neter station sites to be a clearly superior site, the
Siting Council could not have approved that site since none of the
alternative nmeter station sites were included in the Notice of
Adj udi cation and Public Hearing. Therefore, the Siting Counci
encourages all conpanies to carefully consider this possible outcone
in deciding whether to notice alternative sites for ancillary
facilities.
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alternative route (Berkshire/Altresco Initial Brief, pp. 58-59). The Conpany
al so asserted that due to the location of the existing Altresco and Tennessee
facilities, the area of consideration for pipeline alternatives is necessarily
limted (id.). Further, the Conpany indicated that the Bousquet Feedline
travel s approxi mately 14,000 feet within roadways while the revised

Conrail/d overdale route travels approxi mately 3,400 feet w thin roadways
(Exh. HO S 20, Table S-20-3).

In the present case, the primary and the alternative routes overl ap
for approxinmately one mle (Exh. HOE-9, Table E-9-1). Al though there is sone
overlap, the Siting Council notes that this overlap is not significant and
occurs at the beginning of the pipeline route, near the primary neter station
site, and at the end, as the routes approach the Altresco facility. Since
both routes have a common starting point and have to interconnect at the
Altresco facility, it is not unreasonable to assune that there may be sone
limtations regarding the location of the routes at the begi nning and endi ng
points. Further the Siting Council notes that the Conpany chose two different
routes that traverse different terrain. The revised Conrail/d overdal e
alternative route, for the nmost part, travels cross-country along an existing
pi pel i ne RONwhil e the Bousquet Feedline route follows roadways for
approximately half its distance. Therefore, the record denonstrates that the
primary and the alternative routes are geographically diverse.

Wth respect to the meter station, Mdtyl/Qerici argue that the
additional neter station sites evaluated by the Conmpany are just variations of
the primary neter station site, and therefore, do not nmeet the Siting
Council's standard of geographic diversity (Mtyl/derici Initial Brief, p.
44) .

The Siting Council notes that five of the six nmeter station sites
eval uated by the Conpany, including the primary site, are in the vicinity of
t he Bousquet ski area (Exh. BGG2, pp. 3, 9). The location of the other neter
station site is at the Wst Pittsfield nmeter station which is approximately
3,500 feet fromthe Bousquet delivery point (Exh. BGC2). Therefore, the

record denonstrates, that in this case, the prinary neter station site and the
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West Pittsfield neter station site are geographically diverse.
Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that Berkshire has
identified at | east two practical routes and sites with some neasure of

geogr aphi c diversity.

5. Concl usion on the Site Sel ection Process

The siting Council has found that: (1) Berkshire has devel oped a
reasonabl e set of criteria for identifying and evaluating alternative routes
and sites; (2) Berkshire has appropriately applied a reasonabl e set of
criteria for identifying and evaluating alternative routes and sites in a
manner that ensures it has not overl ooked or elimnated any clearly superior
routes and sites; and (3) Berkshire has identified at |east two practica
routes and sites with sone neasure of geographic diversity.

Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that Berkshire has consi dered

a reasonabl e range of practical siting alternatives.

D. Cost _Anal ysis of the Proposed and Alternative Facilities

The Conpany asserted that construction of the proposed pipeline
along the primary route is the least cost alternative (Exh. HO-G1).
Berkshire estimated that construction of the proposed pipeline along the
primary route would cost $7,290,000 while construction along the alternative

route woul d cost $8, 845,000 and provi ded a breakdown of expenses as foll ows:

Cat egory Primary Route Alternative Route

Engi neeri ng, design & pl anni ng
$1, 580,000 $1, 655, 000

Construction & nmaterials 3, 275, 000 4, 050, 000

Li censes, permts & approvals 465, 000 535, 000

Easenent s 490, 000 750, 000

M scel | aneous & conti ngency 575, 000 950, 000

Meter station 905, 000 905, 000

(Exhs. HO- G 1, HO G 2)

The Conpany indicated that it did not anticipate actual costs woul d
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vary nore than five percent fromestinated costs because cost estinates were
based on firmprice quotations, unit price quotations, nmaterial already

purchased and experience with simlar projects (Exh. HOG1; Tr. 1, p. 187).

The Conpany expl ai ned that the greater design and construction costs
of the alternative route result primarily fromthe Housatoni c River crossing
and a nunber of road crossings that would require boring as well as blasting
and | edge renoval (Exh. HOG6). Additionally, the Conpany expl ai ned that
easenent costs woul d be higher for the alternative route because a greater
nunber of private | andowners would be affected by the alternative route than
by the primary route (id.). The Conpany further explained that the
m scel | aneous and contingency costs of the alternative route are potentially
greater than corresponding costs of the primary route due to anticipated
communi ty opposition to portions of the alternative route (id.).?

In addition, Berkshire provided estinmates of the cost differences
bet ween construction of each segnent variation and the correspondi ng segnent
of the primary route (id.). |In each instance, Berkshire noted that
construction along the segnent variation would be nore costly than
construction al ong
the correspondi ng segrment of the primary route (id.).?*

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the Conpany's
primary route is preferable to the alternative route and to the primary route

with any of the segnent variations with respect to cost.

104/ M. Curtis-Lusher indicated that anticipated community
opposition to segnents of the alternative route includes the
opposition of the Audubon Society to the Canoe Meadows crossing (Tr.

4, p. 239).

105/ The Conpany indicated that the increased cost of
construction of route segnent variations would range from $35,400 to
$91, 100 nore than the cost of construction of correspondi ng segnents
of the primary route due primarily to increased permtting, right-of-
way and construction costs (Exh. HO C-1).
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E. Environnmental Analysis of the Proposed and Alternative
Facilities
1. Environmental Inpacts of the Primary Route
a. Land and Water Resources
i Trees

The Conpany indicated that construction of the proposed facilities
along the primary route would require clearing of approxi mately seven acres of
forest, including 4.85 acres in the vicinity of Brattlebrook Park, 1.3 acres
within the Pittsfield Country A ub for construction of the pipeline, and an
additional 0.8 acre within the Bousquet Ski Area for construction of the meter
station (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-5, BGC2, Attach. A pp. A 25 A-26, Attach. B,
p. 8).%61¥7 |n addition, the Conpany stated that a snmall nunber of mature
trees, approximately 17, would be cleared in order to construct w thin Canoe
Meadows (Exh. HOE-29; Tr. 5, p. 43). However, the Conpany asserted that
impacts to trees both within the RONVand adjacent to the RONhave been
mnimzed by (1) limting the nunber of trees that will be rermoved by pipeline
construction, and (2) avoiding potential construction inpacts to renaining
trees (Tr. 5, pp. 44-46).

Wth regard to tree clearing, the Conpany nuaintained that tree
clearing within the vicinity of the Pittsfield GCountry dub would be limted
by (1) minimzing the size of the construction RON and (2) adjusting the
pi peline alignnent in one area to avoid a nunber of significantly large trees
(id.). The Conpany expl ai ned that the 50-foot wi de construction RONt hat

woul d be utilized within this area is substantially |less than a typical

106/ Tree clearing for the nmeter station construction
i ncl udes construction of both the Tennessee and Berkshire portions of
the meter station as well as the interconnecting pipeline to the

North Adams | ateral (Exh. BGC-2, Attach. B, p. 8).

107/ O the seven acres, 4.85 acres in the vicinity of
Brattl ebrook Park is wooded wetl and and the remainder is upland
forest (Exh. BGC-5, Attach. 4). Inpacts to wooded wetl ands are
di scussed in Section E.1.a.iii, below
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construction RONof 80 to 100 feet for a 12-inch diameter pipeline (id.). The
Company indicated that it would not be feasible to further reduce the width of
the constructi on RONbecause the cl eared area nmust be w de enough to all ow
adequat e swing roomfor operation of construction equi pnent, and adequate
clearance fromthe trench edge for equipment (Exh. HOE-37). In addition, the
Conmpany stated that, if soils are found to be unstable, the trench w dth woul d
need to be increased and a | arger area for spoils woul d be necessary (id.). 8
The Company noted that only a ten-foot w de permanent RONwoul d be mai nt ai ned
within the Pittsfield Country Qub (Exh. HO E-54).'°° However, the Conpany
noted that it would not replant trees within the tenmporary RONand that it
woul d take from20 to 30 years for the forested area to be restored by natura
regrowth (Tr. 5, p. 50).%°

In addition, the Conpany noted that tree renoval wi thin Canoe
Meadows coul d be avoi ded by construction along a route segnent variation
| abel ed segnment variation 6b by the Conpany, which would follow Hol mes Road
and WIlliam Street instead of crossing the sanctuary (Exh. HO G 6). However,
the Conpany indicated that this portion of Holnmes Road and WIlliam Street is
densely popul ated and that there is significant Gty of Pittsfield and

108/ The Conpany noted that it would not be feasible to
shore the trench sides in order to reduce trench wi dth because trench
shoring would be tinme consum ng, costly, and would not significantly
reduce the width of trenches or construction ROWNs (Exh. HO RR-36).

109/ The Conpany indicated that although it would prefer at
| east a 20-foot permanent RON a ten-foot ROWwas the maxi mumthe
Conpany could negotiate in this area (Exh. HO E-54). The Conpany
added that part of this section of the RONwould be adjacent to an
exi sting Berkshire 10-foot ROW (id.).

110/ The Conpany stated that it would not replant trees in
order to (1) encourage the reestablishnment of the herbaceous | ayer
whi ch woul d better stabilize the disturbed area, and (2) mnimze
costs of reclamation (Tr. 5, pp. 47-48).
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community opposition to this route segnent variation (Exh. HO G 6). !

The Conpany further asserted that potential construction inpacts to
trees located adjacent to the route, along both the cleared RONand roadways,
woul d be avoided or mnimzed (Exhs. HO E-30, HOE-35; Tr. 5, p. 46).
Berkshire stated that, although tree roots encountered within the trench
alignnent woul d be cut and renoved, the trench woul d be | ocated approxi nately
15 feet fromstanding trees along the cleared RON providing sufficient
separati on between the pipeline and any significant root systens (Tr. 5, p.
46). The Conpany al so stated that although trees border the route along A d
Tamar ack Road, South Mountain Road, Hol mes Road, WIlliam Street and along the
property of Mss Hall's School, it would avoid renoving any of these trees and
woul d mini mze construction inpacts by: (1) trimm ng branches to provide
adequat e space for construction equi pnent and to avoi d acci dental breakage of
tree linbs; (2) maintaining at |least five feet between roadside trees and the
pi peline; and (3) consulting with the tree warden or other appropriate
officials in Pittsfield to determne the appropriate alignment of the pipeline
within public ways to nininize tree inpacts (Exhs. HO E-30, HORR35). The
Company noted that it is unlikely that major root systens woul d be encountered
during roadway construction in that large tree roots are not generally found
within the conpacted soil under roadways (Exh. HO E-30). However, the Conpany
agreed to replace any trees outside of the constructi on ROV danaged by
construction (Exh. HO RR-35).

The record indicates that construction of the nmeter station and
proposed pipeline along the primary route would require the clearing of
approxi mately seven acres of forest. 1In addition, the record indicates that
the Conpany has attenpted to mnimze tree renoval in off-street areas, where

feasible, by restricting the width of the RONand adjusting the alignment of

111/ The Conpany noted that the City of Pittsfield has
i ndi cated that street opening pernmts would not be granted for
construction along this segnent variation and that any approved
licenses or permts for this routing would be chall enged (Exh. HO C-
6) .
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the pipeline. The record further indicates that the Conpany would: (1) avoid
renoval of trees along the roadway portion of the route; (2) maintai n adequate
di stance between the pipeline trench and adj acent trees; (3) enploy neasures
to mtigate construction inpacts to adjacent trees; and (4) replace any trees
out si de of the constructi on RONdanmaged by construction

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with mtigation measures

as described above, woul d have an acceptabl e i npact on trees.

ii. G oundwater _and Wl ls

The Conpany indicated that there are no public water supply source
well's, and no surface water or aquifer protection zones within 100 feet of the
primary route, but that there are six private wells within 100 feet of the
primary route along A d Tamarack Road (Exh. HO E-35). The Conpany asserted
that since no blasting is anticipated for pipeline trench excavation along Ad
Tamar ack Road, construction of the proposed pipeline would not inpact the
private wells (id.).' To verify that constructi on does not inpact wells, the
Company agreed to test these wells for pressure before and after construction
(Exh. HO E-62).

In addition, the Conpany naintained that construction of the
proposed pi peline would not inpact existing groundwater drainage patterns
(Exhs. HO E-36, HORR-35). The Conpany indicated that construction nmeasures
to preserve existing groundwater drainage patterns would include (1)
installation of anti-seepage collars in the pipeline trench in sections where
the backfilled trench coul d becone a conduit for the subsurface flow of water,
and (2) backfilling of the trench primarily with the sane material excavated
fromthe trench to minimze any difference between the soil backfilled in the

trench and surrounding soil (id.).

112/ The Conpany noted that it would install a nunici pal
water |line along O d Tamarack Road in conjunction with construction
of the proposed pipeline, affording residents the opportunity to

connect to the public water supply service (Exh. HO E-62).
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The record indicates that no public water supply sources and only
six private wells are in the vicinity of the primary route. Even though
construction inpacts to these wells would be unlikely, the Conpany will test
the wells for pressure before and after construction. The record al so
i ndi cates that construction techniques will ensure that existing groundwater
drai nage patterns are naintained after pipeline construction. Based on the
foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary route, with the mtigati on measures descri bed

above, woul d have an acceptabl e i npact on groundwater and wel|s.

iii. Wtlands and Surface Water

The Conpany asserted that although the proposed pipeline would cross
streans and vegetated wetl ands along the prinmary route, construction practices
woul d m ni m ze di sturbance to wetlands and water bodies (Exh. HO 4, p. 3-2).

Wth regard to vegetated wetl ands, the Conpany indicated that
construction of the proposed pipeline along the primary route would require
clearing of 7.1 acres of wetlands including 4.85 woded acres and 2.2
open/ shrub acres, located primarily within the Brattl ebrook wetland system
(Exh. BGG5, p. 6).'** However, the Conmpany naintained that there would be no
net | oss of wetlands and that the crossing of wetlands would be carefully
engi neered such that inpacts to vegetation, hydrology and soils woul d be
avoi ded or mnimzed (id.).

The Conpany stated that vegetative clearing in wetlands woul d be
kept to the m ni num anount necessary and that the majority of wetl ands
construction within the Brattl ebrook wetland systemwoul d take place within
the RONrecently cleared by Tennessee to construct the NOREX facilities (Exhs.
HO 4, pp. 3-3, 5-6, HOE-39; Tr. 4, pp. 226-228).'* The Conpany expl ai ned

113/ Potential inpacts to wildlife within the Brattl ebrook
wet | and system are discussed in Section E.1.a.iv, bel ow

114/ The Conpany indicated that of the 50 to 60 foot w de
construction ROWthat would be required, approximtely 35 feet was
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that the unstable nature of wetlands soils require wi de trenches and
construction RONs and that decreasing the width of the trench or construction
RONwoul d not be a feasible means of mnimzing wetlands disturbance (Exhs.
HO E-9, HOE-31).' However, the Conpany stated that (1) expeditious
construction during the seasonal |owflow period, (2) general construction
t echni ques and mtigation neasures including sedimentati on and erosion
controls, restoration of ground contours, maintenance of tree stunps in the
tenporary wor kspace, and (3) specialized construction techniques specific to
each resource area, would effectively mnimze disturbance to wetl ands (Exhs.
HO 4, pp. 3-21 through 3-25, section 5, HO-E-31, HOE-61). ¢

The Conpany indicated that the tenporary workspace woul d be al | oned

to revegetate to pre-construction conditions but that the area directly over

cleared for the NOREX project (Exh. HO E-9, Table 9-1, Tr. 4, p.

227). The Conpany further indicated that the existing pernmanent
Tennessee ROWis 40 to 50 feet wi de, that approximtely 10 to 15 feet
of this ROWw || be used for tenporary construction workspace and
that the permanent Berkshire RONw || extend 20 to 25 feet beyond the
Tennessee ROW (Exhs. HO E-9, Table 9-1, HO E-10, Table 10-1).

115/ The Conpany stated that, due to the unstable nature of
wet | and soils, trench excavation within wetlands would require
gradual side slopes resulting in trench widths of 14 to 26 feet and
overall construction ROWNs of 50 to 60 feet (Exhs. HO E-9, HO E-31).
The Conpany further stated that mnim zing the RONw dth for
construction would not effectively reduce inpacts because a narrower
ROW woul d restrict equi pment novenent and increase construction tine,
therefore increasing the potential for erosion problens,

sedi ment ati on, and di sruption of hydrology and soils (Exh. HO E-54).

116/ The Conpany stated that, in the saturated wetland on
either side of Brattle Brook where the trench cannot be dewat ered,
the pipeline would be put in place by the "push-pull™ nethod (Exh.
HO- 4, p. 3-25). The Conpany expl ained that the push-pull method
i nvol ves constructing the trench in a straight alignment, joining
pi pel i ne segnents in an upland stagi ng area, and guiding the pipeline
into the trench by pushing fromthe upland staging area and pulling
fromthe opposite end (id.). The Conpany noted that this nethod
woul d m nim ze the nunber of vehicle passes over the wetland surface

(Ld.).
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the pipeline, approximately 20 feet in width, would be kept permanently clear
of mature woody vegetation (Exhs. HO 3, p. 6-59, HO4, pp. 5-1, 5-6).% In
addi tion, the Conpany stated that an environnental inspector would be enpl oyed
to nonitor conpliance with all environmental regulations, that a wetl ands
bi ol ogi st would be on-site during construction in wetland areas, and that
construction work in wetlands woul d be subject to Oders of the Pittsfield
Conservation Conm ssion (Exhs. HO 4, pp. 5-1, 5-8, BGC6).8

Wth regard to surface water, the Conpany indicated that the
Housatoni ¢ River, four cul verted streans under roadways, two intermttent
streanms in the vicinity of the Pittsfield Country O ub, and two perennial and
one intermttent streamin the Brattl ebrook wetland systemwoul d be crossed by
the primary route (Exhs. HO 4, pp. 3-2 through 3-17, HO E-34). The Conpany
asserted that inpacts to the Housatonic R ver, culverted streans and
intermttent streans woul d be avoi ded because: (1) the Housatonic R ver woul d
be crossed entirely within an existing bridge utility bay; (2) the pipeline
woul d be pl aced above or bel ow roadway cul verts; and (3) intermttent streans
woul d be crossed during dry periods (Exh. HO4, pp. 3-2 through 3-17, 3-23).

Wth regard to the two perennial streams within the Brattl ebrook
wet | and system the Conpany maintained that inpacts would be mnimzed by
(1) construction of the pipeline under flume pipes which woul d tenporarily
carry streamflows, and (2) a conprehensive erosion and sedi nentati on contro
pl an which woul d prevent siltation within streans (Exhs. HO 4, pp. 3-23, 3-24,
BG&C-2, Attach. A).

The record indicates that construction of the proposed pipeline

along the primary route woul d i npact approxi mately seven acres of wetland

117/ The Conpany indicated that it would nonitor ROW
revegetation for at |east two grow ng seasons, that ROW nanagenent
woul d be coordinated with Tennessee, and that no herbicides would
used for ROW mai nt enance (Exh. HO- 4, pp. 5-6, 6-2, HO RR-34).

118/ The Conpany submtted its Notice of Intent to the
Massachusetts Departnment of Environmental Protection and Pittsfield
Conservation Comm ssion in March 1992 (Exh. HO RR-30).
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resources but that inmpacts to wetland vegetation, soils and hydrol ogy woul d be
m ni m zed by constructing largely within a recently cl eared pipeline RONand
by expeditious scheduling of construction during periods of |ow water flow
The Conpany al so would utilize specialized construction techniques to mninize
di sturbance and restore wetlands to pre-construction conditions to the
greatest extent possible. In addition, construction within wetland resource
areas woul d be supervised by an environnmental inspector and wetl ands bi ol ogi st
and will be subject to Oders of Condition of the Pittsfield Conservation
Comm ssi on.

The record further indicates that construction of the proposed
pi peline woul d avoi d inpacts to nost water bodi es along the route because
construction woul d take pl ace above or bel ow existing culverts and, in the
case of the Housatonic River, within an existing bridge utility bay. Were
wat er bodies would be directly crossed, inpacts would be mnimzed by the
timng of construction during dry periods, use of flune pipes and
sedi mentati on and erosion controls.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with mtigati on measures
as described herein, would have acceptable inpacts to wetland resources and

surface water.

iv. Widlife
The Conpany indicated that the primary route woul d traverse the
habitat of rare species in the northern portion of the Brattlebrook wetland
system and al so woul d be | ocated cl ose to nesting habitat within Canoe Meadows
(Exhs. HO-4, p. 3-26, HORR 29, updated sup.).
The Conpany expl ained that the wetland area north of Brattl ebrook
Park is designated as "estimated habitat" for two rare wetland wildlife

species, the wood turtle and Amrerican bittern, which are state-designated
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speci es of special concern (Exhs. HO-3, Tables 7-1, 7-2, HO4, p. 3-26).'
The Conpany noted that recorded | ocations of these species away fromthe
proposed construction RONmakes it unlikely that these species would be
i mpacted during construction (Exh. HO 4, p. 3-26). However, the Conpany
asserted that construction timng during the seasonal |ow flow period from
summer to early fall as well as careful construction procedures would mninize
any potential disturbance (Exh. HO 4, pp. 3-26, 3-28).

Wth regard to the wood turtle, the Conpany indicated that although
the construction tinme-frame woul d avoid the wood turtle's aquatic and
hi bernating phases, it would coincide with the wood turtle's terrestrial phase
where there is potential for individuals to mgrate |ong distances (id., pp
3-26, 3-28). In order to protect transient wood turtles, the Conpany stated
that it would (1) inspect the work area prior to construction and daily during
construction for wood turtles and nove themto adjacent suitable habitats
outside the construction RON and (2) install siltation barriers on either
side of the construction RONduring construction to deter potential wood
turtle access (id., p. 3-28).° The Conpany al so stated that post-
construction inpacts would be mnimzed by (1) restoration of the area to
pre-construction conditions resulting in no permanent |oss of wood turtle
habitat, and (2) nodification of siltation barriers to allow wood turtle

mgration across the RON(id., p. 29). Wth regard to the Anerican

119/ The Conpany indicated that a species of special concern
is a Massachusetts rare species that has been docunented to be
suffering a decline that could threaten the existence of the species
in Massachusetts if allowed to continue unchecked (Exh. HO 3, p. 7-

4).

120/ The Conpany stated that Tennessee foll owed these sane
construction procedures when constructing the Tenneco interconnect in
this habitat area and successfully avoided inpacts to rare species
(Exh. HO-4, pp. 3-28, 3-29).

121/ The Conpany indicated that siltation barriers would

remain in place until revegetation is established (Exh. HO 4, p. 3-
29). In order to allow wood turtle mgration across the ROW the



EFSC 91- 29 Page 78

bittern, the Conpany stated that construction during the |ow flow period woul d
avoi d the nesting season but would coincide with rearing of young chicks (id.,
pp. 3-26, 3-28). However, the Conpany noted that, based on field inspections,
it is unlikely that any American bittern nests woul d be encountered within the
work space (id., p. 3-28). The Conpany stated that a field inspection will be
conducted prior to construction and, if nests are found within the
construction RON the Conpany will proceed in accordance wth reconmrendati ons
fromthe Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program (id., p. 3-28; Tr. 5, p. 105).

In addition, the Conpany noted that a portion of Canoe Meadows, to
the east of the proposed pipeline route, contains bobolink nesting habitat
(Tr. 5, pp. 96-97). The Conpany indicated that, although the nesting habitat
is not directly within the pipeline RON it would avoid the nesting period by
deferring construction in this area to the fall (id., p. 97).

The record indicates that the primary route woul d traverse the
habitat of two rare species and would al so be located in the vicinity of
addi tional nesting habitat. However, the Conpany will time construction to
mnimze inpacts to wildlife, and also will nonitor the construction RONtoO
avoid inmpacts. In addition, the Company will consult with appropriate
wildlife agencies if necessary.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with mtigation neasures

as described herein, would have an acceptable inpact on wildlife.

b. Land Use, Traffic/Roadways and Safety
i. Land Use

The Conpany indicated that the construction of the proposed pipeline
and neter station along the primary route would potentially inpact sensitive
receptors including residences and a school, as well as recreational

agricultural and cultural resources |located along the route (Exhs. BGC5, HO

Conpany woul d create breaks in the siltation barrier and install a
second siltation barrier one foot in front of each break (id.).
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E-11, HOE-12, HO 4, pp. 2-6, 4-3).

Wth regard to residential inpacts, the Conpany indicated that
fifteen residences would potentially be within 50 feet of the pipeline
construction (Exh. HO E-24). The Conpany agreed that residents have
legitimate concerns in requesting that their distance fromthe pipeline
facilities be maximzed (Tr. 4, pp. 189-190).'* The Conpany agreed to instal
the pipeline a mnimumof 20 feet fromall residences, but stated that it
woul d attenpt to maxi m ze the di stance between structures and the pipeline,
and, where possible, naintain at |east a 50-foot separation between the
pi peline and residential structures (Exh. HORR-35; Tr. 5, pp. 40-41).'** The
Conmpany added that it would attenpt to weld pipeline segnments away from
residential areas, thereby mnimzing construction noise (Tr. 5, p. 42).

The Conpany noted that the approxinately two acre neter station site
is located within a residentially zoned area but that the cl osest residence is
| ocated nore than 200 feet to the west of the site (Exhs. HO E-8, BGC2
Attach. B, p. 8 HOSCAL-10, exhibit 1).'* The Conpany provided that a
wooded buffer would be naintained on all sides of the neter station within the
site boundary (Exh. BGC2, Attach. B, p. 8, Exh. HO SA-AL-10, exhibit 1).

On June 24, 1992, Berkshire indicated that test borings have shown
that there is |ledge present at the neter station site and that, dependi ng on
the extent of the |edge, blasting and/or mechani cal excavati on nmeasures woul d
be used to renove the | edge (Exh. HO E-64, sup.). The Conpany noted that the

entire meter station site consists of approxinmately two acres but that only

122/ See Section E.1.b.iii, below for a discussion of safety

i ssues.

123/ For instance, the Conpany indicated that it would
construct the pipeline on the south side of WIlliam Street where the
residences are located further fromthe street than the residences on
the north side of the street (Tr. 4, pp. 193-195).

124/ Wth respect to the nmeter station site, Berkshire and

Tennessee have petitioned the DPU for an exenption from certain
provisions of the City of Pittsfield zoning ordinance (Exh. HO E-51).
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2,000 square feet would be required for the structures (Exhs. HO 2, pp. 8-9,
SG-AL-10, Exh. 1).

In addition, the Conpany indicated that although the primary route
woul d traverse the property of Mss Hall's School, all construction woul d take
pl ace when school is out of session (Exhs. HO- 4, p. 5-14, SC AL-6).1'%

Wth regard to recreational resources, the Conpany indicated that
the primary route woul d traverse four private/public recreation areas, the
Bousquet Ski Area, the Pittsfield Country O ub, Canoe Meadows, and
Brattl ebrook Park (Exh. HO-4, pp. 2-6, 5-14). However, the Conpany asserted
that inpacts to the Bousquet Ski Area, Pittsfield Country O ub and Canoe
Meadows woul d be minimzed by the scheduling of all construction and
restoration work such that interference with recreational activities would be
m ni mzed (Exhs. HO- 4, p. 5-14, HOSCAL-7).'*® Wth regard to Brattl ebrook
Park, the Conpany stated that, in exchange for an easenent through a portion
of the park, the Conpany has agreed to donate a 40 acre parcel to the Gty of
Pittsfield in order to expand the park (Exh. HO-4, p. 2-7).%

Wth regard to agricultural resources, the Conpany stated that the

primary route would traverse agricultural fields and community gardens within

125/ Berkshire stated that construction could take place
ei ther during the sumrer or Thanksgiving recess but that summer
construction would be preferable (Exh. HO AS-AL-6). The Conpany
identified a noticed route realignnent along Kris Lane that woul d
avoi d school property but stated that such realignment woul d not be
preferabl e because it would entail additional roadway construction
and negotiation with additional |andowners (id.).

126/ The Conpany noted that construction within the Bousquet
Ski Area woul d take place during July and August (Exh. HO SC-AL-7).
The Conpany originally anticipated construction within the Pittsfield
Country Club and Canoe Meadows to take place in the early spring but
indicated that it could construct in these areas after October 15th
(Exhs. HO- 4, p. 5-14, HO RR-33).

127/ The Conpany noted that required approvals for the
Brattl ebrook Park easenent have been obtained fromthe Pittsfield
City Council and State Legislature (Exh. HO 4, p. 2-7).
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Canoe Meadows (Exh. HO-4, p. 5-14; Tr. 5, p. 97). However, the Conpany

i ndi cated that construction would be deferred until md Cctober to avoid
interference with the planting and harvesting of crops (Tr. 5 p. 97).'%® In
addi tion, the Conmpany indicated that the Audubon Soci ety has requested that
the depth of cover over the pipeline in the agricultural area be increased to
five feet (Exh. HO RR 29, updated sup.).

Wth regard to cultural resources, the Conpany identified six
historic sites and one archaeol ogical site within 100 feet of the prinary
route (Exh. HOE-11; Tr. 5, p. 24). The Conpany indicated that all historic
sites would be located at |east 50 feet fromthe proposed pipeline, and, as
such, would not be inpacted by construction (Exh. HO 4, p. 5-12; Tr. 5, pp
25-26). The Conmpany further indicated that, after consultation with the
Massachusetts H storical Commission ("MAC'), it had adjusted the centerline of
the pipeline along a portion of the route in a wooded area of the Pittsfield
Country Aub in order to avoid three snall prehistoric sites which were
located within the original RONV(Exh. HO> 4, pp. 3-30, figure 3-9). |n order
to avoi d i nadvertent encroachnment onto the archaeol ogi cal sites, the Conpany
indicated that the MHC al so has requested that the Conmpany: (1) maintain a
mni mumten-nmeter buffer zone between the archaeol ogi cal sites and any areas
of construction-related activities; (2) specify no access to the site areas on
the construction docunents; and (3) erect a fence prior to the comrencenent of
any site preparation or construction activities (Exh. HO RR- 29, updated sup.).

The record also indicates that there is | edge present on the neter
station site. However, the Conmpany has not determ ned the extent of the |edge
or whether they would be able to renove it by nechani cal means rather than by
bl asting. The Siting Council notes that the two acre meter station parcel is
| arge enough to accomodat e sone adj ustnent of the |layout of the neter station

structures, which will require only 2,000 square feet, so that blasting can be

128/ The Conpany noted that this construction tine-franme al so

woul d avoid interference to bird nesting within Canoe Meadows. See
Section E.1.a.iv, above.
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avoi ded to the greatest extent possible. The record indicates that
the primary route passes near residences and a school, historic resources and
al so traverses a nunber of recreational areas as well as one agricultura
area. In addition, the meter station will be constructed in a residentia
area. However, the record further indicates that the Conpany's construction
schedul e and construction techniques will avoid or ninimze potential inpacts.
The Conpany will attenpt to maximze the separati on between resi dences and the
proposed facilities and will maintain a tree buffer around all sides of the
neter station. The construction schedul e has been carefully planned to avoid
interference with school, recreational and agricultural activities and, upon
consultation with the MVHC, the Conpany has realigned the centerline of the
pi peline to avoid prehistoric sites. Conpliance with additiona
recomendati ons of the MHC and the Audubon Society will further ensure that
construction of the proposed facilities does not inpact prehistoric sites or
agricultural resources.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the
construction of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with
mtigation neasures as described herein, woul d have an acceptabl e i npact on

| and use.

ii. Tr af fi ¢/ Roadways

The Conpany indicated that construction of the proposed pipeline
along the prinmary route would require approximately two and one half mles of
paral | el construction adjacent to the roadway | ayout, plus additional road
crossings (Exh. HO E-15, Table 15-1). However, the Conpany asserted that
tenporary disruption of traffic in the vicinity of ongoing construction woul d
be m ni m zed by mai ntenance of at |east one lane of traffic during roadway

construction (Exhs. HO 4, p. 3-30, HO E-16, HO E-38).!2° The Conpany noted

129/ The Conpany noted that a 30-foot workspace woul d be
required for roadway construction and, as such, there is adequate
wor kspace in all roadways (Exhs. HO E-37, HO E-38). The Conpany
expl ai ned that roadway construction requires a narrower construction
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that al t hough one roadway, A d Tarmarack Road, would be closed to traffic
during construction to install a new waterline in conjunction with the
proposed pipeline, alternate traffic routes woul d be established and access to
resi dences woul d be naintained during construction (Exh. HO E-56). 3°

The Conpany indicated that dd Tamarack Road woul d be
repaved curb-to-curb and that all other roadway surfaces woul d be patched to
the standards of the Pittsfield Departrment of Public Wrks (Exh. HO E-60).

The Company added that, follow ng initial roadway resurfacing, it would
nmonitor the condition of all roadways for two years and repair any subsequent
settling, and also repair or reinburse affected property owners for any danage
to existing utilities as a result of roadway excavation (Exhs. HO E-19, HO RR
35).

The record indicates that tenporary construction inpacts to the
traffic floww Il be mnimzed by maintenance of at |east one lane of traffic
during construction on all roadways, excepting dd Tanmarack Road. Wiere Ad
Tamarack Road will be closed to traffic during construction, the Conpany wil
establish alternate traffic routes and provide residential access. The record
further indicates that the Conpany will ensure that the condition of the
roadways is not inpaired by pipeline construction

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the
construction of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with
mtigation neasures as described herein, woul d have an acceptabl e i npact on

roadways and traffic.

wor kspace than cross-country construction because: (1) the trench
width at the surface can be narrower; (2) it is possible to work
closer to the edge of the trench; and (3) the clearing on both sides
of the roadways all ows adequate swing room for operation of cranes
and ot her equi prment (Exhs. HO E-37, HO E-38).

130/ The Conpany stated that as part of its easenent
agreenment with the owners of the Bousquet Ski Area, it had agreed to
install a water line on Od Tamarack Road and that construction of
both the water line and pipeline would require use of the full wdth
of the established roadway | ayout (Exh. HO E-56; Tr. 4, p. 57).
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iii. Safety

The Conpany asserted that risk of natural gas pipeline accidents is
extrenely low and that the design, installation and operati on of the proposed
pipeline will ensure that it will be constructed and operated in a safe and
reliable manner (Exh. HOE-49; Tr. 1, pp. 157-159, Tr. 3, pp. 68-69
Berkshire/Altresco Initial Brief, p. 75-77). The Conpany stated that design
features of the proposed pipeline woul d nmeet or exceed required m ni num
federal safety standards (Exh. HO1, p. 4-1; Tr. 1, pp. 115-120).* The
Conmpany further asserted that damage to its systemusually results fromthird
party excavation, and that therefore it had i ncorporated neasures to protect
the pipeline fromaccidental damage, including: (1) use of heavy wal l
t hi ckness pipe; (2) installation of the pipeline three to four feet bel ow the
surface; (3) installation of a highly visible warning tape above the pipeline
for its entire length; and (4) Conpany participation in Dig Safe, a program
that requires contractors to register all excavation related activity prior to
construction (HO E-48).*2 |n addition, the Conpany stated that operation of

t he pi peline woul d be nonitored continuously by el ectroni c equi prent and t hat

certain aspects of pipeline design, including materials, wall

t hi ckness and pressure, vary according to the classification of the
popul ati on density along the pipeline route (Tr. 1, pp. 118-9). The
Conpany noted that the pipeline has been designed for the nost
restrictive classification, nmulti-story buil dings, even though the
pi peline traverses less restrictive classifications for its entire
route (id., pp. 119-120).

131/ The Conpany expl ained that federal regul ations regarding

132/ The Conpany stated that although the state code requires
three feet of cover for the pipeline, it would attenpt to attain four
feet of cover along the route (Tr. 1, pp. 133-134). The Conpany
further stated that, based on prelim nary engineering, the pipeline
woul d be buried three feet or less in one |ocation where it would
cross over a culvert, and that a concrete cap would be placed over
the pipeline in this location to provide nechanical protection to the
pi peline (HO-RR-14, Tr. 1, p. 140).
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three isolation val ves, which would segnent the pipeline in the event of any
pi pel i ne nmal function, would be installed along the route (Exhs. HOE-41, HOE-
47; Tr. 1, pp. 164-171).'*¥ Finally, the Conmpany stated that the pipeline
woul d be cathodically protected to prevent erosion and that the pipeline route
woul d be periodically inspected by Conpany personnel (Exh. HOE-47; Tr. 1, pp
172-174) .

The Conpany al so asserted that safety features woul d be incorporated
into the design and operation of the meter station, including: (1) utilization
of fire-proof and fire-resistant materials and expl osi on-proof equi prment; (2)
operation of piping systens bel ow design pressure ratings; and
(3) installation of gas and fire detection systens (Exh. AL-RR-1). The
Company further stated that the meter station facilities would be manual ly
i nspected on a weekly basis, safety and operating conditions would be
continuously nonitored by el ectroni c equi prent and public access to the meter
station area would be restricted (id., Exh. HORR 27).

In addition, the Conpany specifically agreed to inplenent the
followi ng procedures: (1) to devel op appropriate emergency response plans for
possi bl e accidents or related contingencies resulting fromoperation of the
pi peline in cooperation with appropriate federal, state and | ocal officials,
and provide a copy of such plans to the Siting Council prior to operation of
the pipeline; (2) to publish emergency response plans and procedures in a
brochure to be nailed or delivered to all property owners and residents
abutting the route, and, if requested, hold public educational foruns, prior

to the operation of the pipeline; (3) to inplement the pipeline safety

133/ Berkshire indicated that above-ground val ve stations
woul d be | ocated at the proposed neter station and at the Altresco
facility (Exh. HO E-41). The Conpany stated that a third val ve
station would be |l ocated at the m d-point of the route, on the side
of the road near the entrance to Canoe Meadows (id., Tr. 1, p. 168).
The Conpany added that this valve station would be installed bel ow
grade in a concrete vault but would require a small, above-ground
cabi net to house telenetry equi pnent (Exh. HO E-41; Tr. 1, pp. 167-

168) .
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features as presented in the record, including: (a) the installation of

pi pel i ne warni ng tape and above-ground markers; (b) the installation of a 24-
hour flow nmonitoring and automatic shut-off valve system and (c) the
performance of regular inspections of the pipeline route to detect any | eaks
and to nmonitor construction activity by outside parties; (4) after
consultation with appropriate local officials, to select a style, material and
col or for above-ground pipeline markers that is aesthetically acceptable, and
provi de vegetative screening on all sides of all above-ground val ve
facilities; and (5) to nake available for public inspection at Berkshire's
offices a plan of the exact |ocation of the pipeline, indicating the depth of
t he pi peline and showi ng | ocations of abutting property lines and existing
utility, water and sewer lines (Exh. HO RR 16). %

Motyl/Qerici assert that pipeline failures cannot be avoi ded
entirely and that the safety concerns of the nei ghborhood in the vicinity of
the neter station have not been addressed (Mdtyl/Qerici Initial Brief,
pp. 53-56). Mtyl/derici question the effectiveness of the Conpany's
participation in Dig Safe and the reliability of its nonitoring system(id.).
In addition, Mdtyl/derici state that, upon construction of the proposed
facilities, seven residences woul d be "pinned" between two netering stations
in the immediate vicinity of three natural gas pipelines, and, thus, in the
event of a nmeter station or pipeline accident, woul d have no escape route
(Ld., p. 54).

The record indicates that the Conpany has incorporated extensive
safety and nonitoring features into the design of the proposed pipeline as
wel |l as safeguards to protect the pipeline fromaccidental third-party danage.
In addition, the Conpany will develop, in cooperation with federal, state and
local officials, emergency response plans for potential pipeline accidents.

Wth regard to Motyl/derici's concerns regardi ng safety of the

134/ The Conpany agreed to inplenent these procedures that
were included in the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase I1)
(Exh. HO RR-16).
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residents in the vicinity of the proposed neter station, there is no evidence
in the record that | ocation between the two nmetering stations woul d present
any increased safety hazards. However, the Conpany's energency response plan
shoul d specifically address evacuati on procedures, including any speci al
provi sions warranted by the presence of multiple facilities, in the event of a
pi peline or meter station accident potentially affecting the residences
| ocat ed between the Knox Road and proposed Bousquet mneter stations.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the primary route, with all proposed safety

features, woul d have acceptabl e safety inpacts.

2. Environnental |npacts of the Prinmary Route Segnent

Variations
a. Description
The Conpany stated that variations to certain portions of the

primary route were considered to address specific environnental, regulatory or
ot her potential inpediments, or concerns, including potential difficulties in
obt ai ni ng easenments fromcertain | andowners along the route (Exh. HO 1, pp. 5-
34 through 5-36; Tr. 4, pp. 229, 231, 248, 256, 258-259).!* Berkshire
asserted that the environnmental inpacts of each of the route segment
variations woul d be acceptabl e and conparable to the correspondi ng segnents of
the primary route (Exh. HO1, pp. 5-36, 5-37). |n support, Berkshire provided
an anal ysis of the environnmental inpacts of each route segnent variation to
the correspondi ng portion of the primary route (id., appendix F, Exh. HORR

25). Berkshire noted that the route segnment variati ons were not approved by

135/ The Conpany indicated that it has obtained options for
easenments for all portions of the route with the exception of the
Canoe Meadows crossing (Tr. 4, p. 260). Wth regard to the Canoe
Meadows crossing, the Conpany indicated that the Massachusetts
Audubon Society has agreed to the terns and conditions of a license
agreenent but that said agreenent has not yet been conpleted (id.,
pp. 260-261; Exh. HO RR-28).
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the Task Force (Exh. HO 1, pp. 5-36, 5-37).

The Conpany stated that route segnent variation 3b would trave
cross-country between South Mountain Road and the Pittsfield Country Q ub,
thereby elimnating the majority of the proposed construction within the
roadway | ayout of South Mountain Road (Exhs. HO- 1, Figure 5-5, HO E-15).%® By
avoi ding a portion of South Muntain Road, the Conpany stated that
construction across one roadway culvert and within 50 feet of 11 residences
al ong South Mountain Road woul d be avoi ded (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-5, HO E-24).
However, the Conpany stated that construction of this route segnment variation
woul d require blasting of bedrock and al so woul d i npact nore wooded wet | ands
and forest resources than the correspondi ng segnment of the primary route (Exh.
HO RR-25; Tr. 4, pp. 242-245). |In addition, the Conpany noted that this route

segnent variation would be aligned within 100 feet of a day care center (id.).

The Conpany stated that route segnent variation 4b was an
alternative route through the Pittsfield Country ub that would foll ow an
existing golf cart path and al so woul d avoi d construction across property
owned by Mss Hall's school (Exh. HO1, p. F-3; Tr. 4, p. 245).% The Conpany
indicated that this route segrment variation would be | onger than the
correspondi ng segnment of the primary route but woul d have | ess inpact on
forest resources (Exh. HO RR25). However, the Conpany stated that this route
segnent variation would have greater residential inpacts, require relocation
of an existing gas pipeline and cross railroad tracks located within difficult

terrain (Exhs. HORR 25, HOE-24; Tr. 4, pp. 245-246).

136/ The Conpany indicated that route segnent variation 3b
initially was suggested by a | andowner who had concerns regarding
potential inpacts to residences and a cul verted stream w thin South
Mountain Road (Tr. 4, p. 243).

137/ Berkshire stated that this route segnment variation was
included in the event easenents could not be negotiated with the
owners of Mss Hall's School or residents of Kris Lane (Tr. 4, p.
245) .
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Wth regard to the pipeline crossing of Canoe Meadows, the Conpany
stated that it had considered three route segment variations (Exhs. HO 1,
Figure 5-5, HORR25). The Conpany noted that the primary route, which would
follow the northern periphery of Canoe Meadows and exit the sanctuary onto
WIlliam Street, was the path preferred by the Audubon Society (Exh. HO RR 25
Tr. 4, pp. 250-251). The Conpany stated that (1) route segnent variation 6a
woul d travel straight across the north central portion of the sanctuary;®® (2)
route segnment 6b woul d avoid construction within Canoe Meadows conpl etely and
travel, instead, along Holnes and WIlliam Streets, and (3) route segnent 6d
woul d cross the northern periphery of the sanctuary and then turn to the south
to exit onto New Lenox Road instead of Wlliam Street (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-5,
HO RR-25; Tr. 4, pp. 249-253). |In conparing the Canoe Meadows route
variations, the Conpany stated that route segment variation 6b would have
significantly greater residential inpacts than any of the other route
segnent s, *° and that route segnent variation 6d was | onger than the other
route segnments and woul d i nvol ve potentially difficult construction within a
narrow roadway (Exhs. HO 1, Figure 5-5, HO G 6). The Conpany stated that
vari ati on 6a woul d have fewer inpacts to sensitive receptors and historica
resources than the prinmary route, but would traverse a portion of the

sanctuary that would likely be reforested under the Audubon Society's |ong-

138/ The Conpany noted that the Departnment of Food and
Agriculture's Bureau of Land Use al so supported the primary route in
conparison to all other route segnment variations (Tr. 4, p. 251).

139/ The Conpany indicated that route segnent variation 6a
was originally proposed as the preferred segnent variation (Exh. HO
RR- 25) .

140/ The Conpany noted that this route segnent variation was
included in the event the Conpany could not negotiate an easenent
with the Audubon Society (Tr. 3, p. 46). The Conpany added that this
segnent was part of the route approved in the 1990 Berkshire Deci sion

(Phase I1), and that there is significant community opposition to
this segnent (Tr. 4, p. 192). see Section E.1.a.i, above.
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term managenent plan (Exhs. HO1, p. F-4, HORR25; Tr. 4, pp. 250-251).

The Conpany stated that route segnent variation 7b would fol |l ow El m
Street rather than travelling cross country fromthe eastern end of WIIlians
Street to the existing Tennessee RON(Exh. HO 1, Figure 5-5).% The Conpany
noted that route segrment 7b woul d have significantly greater inpacts to
sensitive receptors and slightly greater inmpacts to forest resources
(Exhs. HOE-24, HORR-25; Tr. 4, pp. 256-257).

The Conpany stated that route segment variation 8b was included as
an alternative to the crossing of Brattlebrook Park (Exh. HO RR-25). However
the Conpany stated that this segment would be significantly |onger than the
primary route segnment and woul d i npact forest resources, wetlands and wildlife
habitat to a greater degree (Exh. HO RR 25).

b. Anal ysi s
The record indicates that the Conpany included variations to certain
portions of the primary route, primarily to provide the Conmpany with options
in the event easenent agreenents could not be negotiated with specific
| andowners. The record further indicates that, the environnmental inpacts of
the route segnment variations would, for the nost part, be conparable to the
environmental inpacts of the primary route. By incorporating the mtigation

nmeasures di scussed in Section E 1, above, construction along each of the route

141/ The Conpany indicated that there are three residences
| ocated within 100 feet of the pipeline along route variation segnent
6a and 21 residences and one historic structure |located within 100
feet of the pipeline along the corresponding portion of the primary
route (Exhs. HO RR- 25, HO E-11). The Conpany added that there are no
residences or historic structures located within 50 feet of either

route (Exh. HO-E-24; Tr. 5, pp. 25-26). |In addition, the Conpany
noted that alignment of the pipeline within WIllians Street woul d
maxi m ze di stance fromresidences (Tr. 4, pp. 193-195). see Section

E.1.b.i, above.

142/ The Conpany indicated that this segnment was included

in the event easenents could not be negotiated for the primary route
(Tr. 4, p. 256).
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segrent variations woul d be accept abl e.

However, the record al so denbnstrates that, although a nunber of the
route segment variati ons have advantages with regard to specific environnental
i mpacts, none of the route segnent variations is clearly preferable to the
correspondi ng portion of the primary route, with respect to overall
envi ronment al i npacts.

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the
construction of the proposed facilities along the primary route is preferable
to construction along the primary route with any of the segnent variations

with respect to environmental inpacts.

3. Environnental | npacts of the Alternati ve Route

a. Land and Wt er Resources

Ber kshire provided estinates of inpacts to | and and water resources
of the construction of the proposed pipeline along the alternative route
(Exhs. HO-E-29, HOE-34, HOE-35 HOE-39, HOE-44, HO S-20, Tables S-202, S
20-3). The Conpany indicated that construction of the proposed pipeline al ong
the alternative route would require (1) clearing of nearly 17 acres of forest
of which 7.2 acres would be upland forest, and (2) traversing 11.7 acres of
vegetated wetl ands, including 9.5 wooded acres and 2.2 open/shrub acres (Exh.
HO S 20, Table S-20-3). The Conpany indicated that, with the exception of
one wetland area | ocated al ong Dan Fox Drive, all wetland resource areas that
woul d be cleared are adjacent to the RONrecently cl eared by Tennessee duri ng
construction of the NOREX facilities (Exhs. HO E-10, HO E-39, Table 39-2).

The Company further indicated that the alternative route would foll ow the sane
path through the Brattl ebrook wetl ands systemas the primary route but that
the alternative route al so woul d traverse wetl ands associated with the

Housat oni ¢ River and Canoe Meadows (Exh. HO E-39). 14

143/ The Conpany stated that the Massachusetts Audubon
Soci ety has indicated that it would not negotiate for an easenent to
construct the pipeline through wetlands w thin Canoe Meadows (Exh.
HO- E- 63) .
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Wth regard to surface water and water supply, Berkshire indicated
that construction of the alternative route would require a crossing of the
Housatonic R ver, three intermttent streamcrossings and four perennia
stream crossings, including three crossings of Sackett Brook, a perennial
streamwithin the wetland portion of Canoe Meadows (Exhs. HO E-34, HO E-63).
The Conpany stated that, to avoid contam nation problens, the Massachusetts
Departnent of Environnental Protection would require the Conpany to bore under
the Housatonic R ver (Exh. HO-E-57). 1In addition, the Conpany indicated that
there are no private wells located along the alternative route, and that there
are no public water supply wells or designated surface water or aquifer
protection zones within the vicinity of the route (Exh. HO E-35).

Wth regard to wildlife, the Conpany stated that the alternative
route also would cross the estinated habitat for the wood turtle and Anmerican
bittern in the wetland area north of Brattlebrook Park. see Section E 1.a.iv,
above. The Conpany indicated that there is additional habitat suitable for
the wood turtle along the alternative route in the vicinity of the Housatonic
Ri ver and Sackett Brook and their associated wetl ands systens (Exh. HO 63).
The Conpany al so indicated that there is state designated vegetati ve community
of special concern along the alternative route, to the east of Dan Fox Drive
(Exhs. HO-E-9, HOE-45, HO 3, pp. 7-5 through 7-10).

Finally, the Conpany expl ained that blasting would be required to
construct the proposed pipeline along the alternative route due to an outcrop
of bedrock in the southern portion of the Pittsfield Country dub (Exh. HO E-
27).

The record denonstrates that construction of the proposed facilities
along the alternative route woul d i npact forest resources, wetlands resources,
surface water, and wildlife habitat. However, the Conpany's conprehensive
mtigation strategies discussed with reference to construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary route also would serve to mtigate inpacts al ong
the alternative route. Al though the Housatonic R ver is contam nated where it
woul d be crossed by the alternative route, boring the pipeline under the river

woul d mi nim ze potential inpacts. Further, although there are considerable
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wet | ands and a nunber of associated streamcrossings in the vicinity of Canoe
Meadows and the Housatonic R ver crossing, this routing has been used in the
past for construction of the North Adans | ateral

The record al so denonstrates that additional inpacts of the
construction of the proposed facilities along the alternative route relate to
bl asting that would be required in one area of bedrock outcrop and the
crossing of a vegetative comunity of special concern. The Siting Council
notes that state and | ocal regul ations would require blasting to be carried
out in a safe and controlled manner. The Siting Council further notes that
alignnent of the pipeline close to the roadway | ayout of Dan Fox Drive as well
as utilization of specialized construction techni ques could potentially
mnimze inpacts to the vegetative community of special concern

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the alternative route, with mtigation

neasures, woul d have acceptabl e inpacts to |and and water resources.

b. Land Use, Traffic/Roadways and Safety

The Conpany estimated the inpact of construction of the proposed
facilities along the alternative route with regard to | and use,
traffic/roadway and safety concerns (Exhs. HO E-11, HO E-12, HO E-15, HO E- 24,
HO E-27, HO- S 20, Tables S-20-1, S-20-2). The Conpany stated that |and use
along the alternative route includes recreational, residential, and
conservation uses (Exh. HOE-9, Table 9-2). The Conpany stated that inpacts
to recreational areas would be mnimzed by the tinmng of construction (Exh.
HO E-63). The Conpany stated that eight residences woul d potentially be
located within fifty feet of the pipeline route, and that no historic sites,
ar chaeol ogi cal sites or schools would be located in the vicinity of the route
(Exhs. HO-E-11, HOE-12, HO-E-24). The Conpany further stated that
construction work in roadways woul d i nvol ve only roadway crossings, the
maj ority of which would be bored in order to reduce traffic inpacts (Exhs. HO
E-18, HOE-58). Wth regard to safety, the Conpany did not identify any

proposed design, installation or operational features that would vary
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according to the location of the facilities.

The record indicates that inpacts to recreational facilities would
be mtigated by timng of construction, that inpacts to residences would be
mtigated by use of the same construction techni ques proposed by the Conpany
with regard to the primary route, and that traffic inpacts would be mnimal.
The record further indicates that the safety features of the proposed
facilities would not vary according to the route chosen. Based on the
foregoing, the Siting Council finds that the construction of the proposed
facilities along the alternative route, with mtigation neasures, would have

acceptabl e inpacts with regard to |l and use, traffic/roadways and safety.

4, Concl usi ons _on Environnental | npacts

The Siting Council has found that the construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary and alternative routes woul d have acceptabl e
impacts with regard to water and | and resources and acceptabl e i npacts with
regard to land use, traffic/roadways and safety. The Siting Council also has
found that the primary route is preferable to the primary route with any of
the segnent variations with respect to environnmental inpacts.

In conparing the primary and alternate routes, the record indicates
that the primary route woul d be constructed in the vicinity of a greater
nunber of sensitive receptors including residences, a school and historic and
ar chaeol ogi cal resources, and al so woul d have greater inpacts to traffic and
roadways. Specifically, the prinmary route would be located within fifty feet
of eight nore residences than the alternative route and woul d invol ve
approximately 2.5 mles of roadway |ayout construction while the alternative
route woul d involve only roadway crossings.

However, the record al so indicates that such inpacts, for the nost
part, would be construction-related and tenporary, and would be mni m zed by
the Company's commitnent to appropriate construction techniques and mtigation
nmeasures. |In addition, the Conpany will attenpt to maxi m ze the distance
bet ween the pipeline and resi dences. The Conpany al so has agreed to

significant design, installation and operational features to help ensure the
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safe operation of the pipeline facilities, and also will establish detailed
ener gency procedur es.

Wth respect to natural resource concerns, the record denonstrates
that the nost significant environmental inpacts of both routes woul d be the
permanent |oss of forests and wetland resources. The primary route would
i mpact approxi nmately seven acres of forest and seven acres of wetlands while
the alternative route woul d i npact approximately 17 acres of forest and 12
acres of wetlands. Al though construction-related inpacts to both forests and
wet | and resource areas would be minimzed by a variety of construction
techni ques and mtigation neasures, forest and wetland vegetation would be
permanent|ly altered because the permanent RON directly over the pipeline,
woul d be nai ntained clear of tall-growi ng woody vegetation. In addition
al though a portion of the initially cleared forested areas would be allowed to
revegetate to pre-construction conditions, the forest would not be
reestablished for at |east twenty years.

Consequently, overall, the primary route woul d i nvol ve greater
inpacts with respect to land use, traffic/roadways and safety, while the
alternative route would involve greater inpacts with respect to | and and water
resources. The Conpany woul d i ncorporate design, installation and operationa
procedures, as well as nmitigation measures and procedures during construction
to mnimze inpacts in both the above categories. Nonethel ess, sone |evel of
i mpact or risk, however small, nust be recogni zed in each of the respective
categories, and the offsetting advantages of the two routes with respect to
different categories nust be balanced, in order to determne the
environmental |y preferable route.

G ven the approximate six mle length of both routes, there is not a
significant difference in the nunber of residences within 50 feet of the
pi peline. Considering, further, the tenporary nature of construction inpacts
and the low risk of pipeline accidents, any advantage of the alternative route
with respect to |and use, traffic/roadways and safety is mnimal.

Wth respect to land and water resources, however, the alternative

route would result in the loss of 17 acres of forest and affect 12 acres of
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vegetated wetlands -- levels approxinately twi ce those of the prinary route.
Mor eover, much of the additional wetland i npact would occur in the sizeable
area in the vicinity of the Housatonic R ver/Canoe Meadows wi th the associ at ed
mul tiple crossings of Sackett Brook. Finally, although this routing has been
previously used for the North Adans |ateral, Canoe Meadows is a designated
conservation area

Based on the foregoing, the Siting Council finds that construction
of the proposed facilities along the primary route would be preferable to
construction along the alternative route with respect to environment al

i mpact s.

F. Concl usi ons on the Proposed and Alternative Facilities

The Siting Council has found that the Conpany considered a
reasonabl e range of practical siting alternatives.

The Siting Council has found that construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary route is preferable to construction along the
alternative route and to construction along the primary route with any of the
segnent variations with respect to cost.

The Siting Council has found that construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary route is preferable to construction along the
primary route with any of the segnent variations with respect to environnental
i mpacts. The Siting Council also has found that construction of the proposed
facilities along the primary route and alternative route is acceptable with
respect to environmental inpacts. The Siting Council has further found that
construction of the proposed facilities along the primary route is preferable
to construction along the alternative route with respect to environnental
i mpacts.

Accordingly, the Siting Council finds that construction of the
proposed facilities along the primary route i s superior to construction al ong
the alternative route and to construction along the primary route with any of

t he segnment variations.
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V. DEC S| ON

The Siting Council hereby APPROVES the petition of the Berkshire Gas
Conpany to construct (1) a 6.2 mle, 500 pound per square inch natural gas
pi peline along the primary route, and (2) a neter station at the primary site,

subject to the foll owing COND Tl ONS

(1) consult with the tree warden or other appropriate officials in
Pittsfield to determ ne the appropriate alignnment of the pipeline

within public ways such as to mninize any tree inpacts;

(2) utilize the following mtigation measures during construction of the
pipeline in order to nminimze inpacts to trees along the pipeline
route: (a) maintain at |east 15 feet between the pipeline trench and
standing trees along the cleared RON (b) maintain at |east five
feet between the pipeline trench and roadside trees; (c) trimtree
branches to provi de adequate space for construction equi pnent and to

avoi d acci dental breakage of tree |inbs;

(3) repl ace roadside trees and trees outside the constructi on ROV
danmaged as a result of pipeline construction, as determ ned by the
Pittsfield tree warden or other appropriate official, and restore
al| | andscapi ng, shrubbery and driveways al ong the roadway portion

of the pipeline alignnment to pre-construction conditions;

(4) install anti-seepage collars in the pipeline trench as necessary in
order to maintain groundwat er drainage patterns existing prior to

construction;

(5) i mpl ement the nmitigation measures and specialized construction
techni ques to mninize disturbance to wetland resource areas as
presented in the record, including (a) construction during the

seasonal |owflow period, and (b) utilization of erosion and
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sedi nentation control s;

(6) i nspect the construction work area prior to construction and daily
during construction for wood turtles and if found, renove themto

adj acent suitabl e habitats outside the constructi on RON

(7 i nspect the construction work area prior to construction for
Anerican bittern nests, and if found, proceed in accordance with

recommendati ons fromthe Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program

(8) performconstruction in environnental ly sensitive areas only after
consultation with and in accordance with the reconmmendati ons of an

envi ronment al i nspector and wetl ands bi ol ogi st ;

(9) install the proposed pipeline at |east twenty feet fromal

resi dences and other structures normnally occupi ed by hunans;

(10) maintain five feet of cover or nore over the pipeline in

agricultural areas;

(11) i npl ement the mtigation measures recomrended by the Massachusetts
H storical Commission to mnimze disturbance to archaeol ogi ca

ar eas,;

(12) nmonitor the condition of all roadways inpacted by construction for

two years and repair any subsequent settling;
(13) repair or reinburse affected property owners for any danage to
existing utility, water or sewer lines or pipes caused by

construction of the pipeline;

(14) in cooperation with appropriate federal, state and | ocal officials,
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(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

devel op appropriate emergency response plans for possible accidents
or related contingencies resulting fromoperation of the pipeline
and neter station facilities, including evacuation procedures and
any special provisions warranted by the presence of nultiple
facilities in the areas between the Knox Road and proposed Bousquet
meter stations, and provide a copy of such plans to the Siting

Council prior to operation of the pipeline;

publ i sh emergency response plans and procedures in a brochure to be
mai |l ed or delivered to all property owners and residents abutting
the route, and, if requested, hold public educational foruns, prior

to operation of the pipeline;

i mpl enent the pipeline safety features as presented in the record
including: (a) the installation of pipeline warning tape and above-
ground markers; (b) the installation of 24-hour flow nonitoring and
autonatic shut-off valve system and (c) the perfornmance of regul ar
i nspections of the pipeline route to detect any | eaks and to nonitor

construction activity by outside parti es;

i npl enent the neter station safety features as presented in the
record including: (a) utilization of fire-proof and fire-resistant
materi al s and expl osi on- proof equi pnent; (b) operation of piping
systens bel ow design pressure ratings; (c) installation of gas and
fire detection systens; (d) installation of 24-hour nonitoring

system and (e) performance of regul ar inspections;
establish and nmaintain tree buffer within the site boundary capabl e
of providing all-season visual screening on all sides of the neter

station;

after consultation with appropriate |ocal officials, select a style,
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material and col or for above-ground pipeline markers that is
aesthetically acceptable, and provi de vegetative screeni ng on al

sides of all above-ground valve facilities;

(20) make avail able for public inspection at Berkshire's offices a plan
of the exact location of the pipeline, indicating the depth of the
pi pel i ne and showi ng | ocations of abutting property |ines and

existing utility, water and sewer |ines;

(21) provide to all property owners and residents abutting the route the
phone nunber of the Mayor's Task Force personnel or other Conpany
designee who will serve as a contact for residents who have concerns

regarding pipeline and neter station construction and restoration;

(22) subnit a conprehensive report detailing progress or conpliance with
the conditions set forth in this Decision, on Septenber 30, 1992,
Decenber 31, 1992 and March 31, 1993, to the Chairnman of the Siting
Council, the Siting Council staff, all intervenors and any ot her

i nterested person.

(23) avoid blasting of |ledge at the nmeter station site to the greatest
extent possible by renoval of |edge by mechani cal nmeans and
adj ustment of the layout of neter station structures, consistent
with maintaining a tree buffer within the boundary site (see
condition 18, above). |If Berkshire determnes that blasting cannot
be avoi ded, Berkshire shall prepare a report detailing why blasting
cannot be avoi ded by renoval of |edge by nmechani cal neans and
adj ustment of the layout of the neter station structures, prior to
conducting any blasting. Berkshire shall submt this report to the
Siting Council and shall not conduct any blasting at the neter
station site until the Siting Council staff verifies that the report

fully satisfies this condition. |If blasting is required for
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construction of the meter station, Berkshire shall notify abutting
property owners and residents at |east 48 hours prior to conducting

any bl asting.

The Siting Council notes that the findings in this decision are
based upon the record in this case. A project proponent has an absol ute
obligation to construct and operate its facility in conformance with al
aspects of its proposal with the Siting Council. Therefore, Berkshire nust
notify the Siting Council of any changes other than mnor variations to the
proposal so that the Siting Council may deci de whether to inquire further into
t he issue. ™

The Siting Council further notes that the conditional approval of
the pipeline along the primary route and the neter station at the primary site
in this proceedi ng supersedes our
condi tional approval of the primary pipeline route and neter station site in

the 1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase Il). However, all other aspects of the

1990 Berkshire Decision (Phase 11) will remain in full force and effect.

Robert W Ritchie
Hearing O ficer

Jolette A West brook
Hearing O ficer

Dated this 26th day of June, 1992

144/ The petitioner is obligated to provide the Siting
Council with sufficient information on changes to enable the Siting
Council to make this determ nation.
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UNANI MOUSLY APPROVED by the Energy Facilities Siting Council at its
nmeeting of June 26, 1992 by the nenbers and desi gnees present and voti ng.
Voting for approval of the Tentative Decision as anended: doria Larson
Secretary of Consumer Affairs and Business Regul ation; Stephen Remen
Conmi ssi oner of Energy Resources; Andrew Greene (for Susan Tierney, Secretary
of Environmental Affairs); Tom Bl ack (for Stephen Tocco, Secretary of Econom c
Affairs); Mndy Lubber (Public Environmental Menber); and Kenneth Astill,

(Public Engineering nenber).

Qoria C Larson

Chai r per son

Dated this 26th day of June, 1992



Appeal as to matters of law fromany final decision, order or ruling
of the Siting Council may be taken to the Suprene Judicial Court by an
aggrieved party in interest by the filing of a witten petition praying that
the order of the Siting Council be nodified or set aside in whole or in part.

Such petition for appeal shall be filed with the Siting Council
within twenty days after the date of service of the decision, order or ruling
of the Siting Council, or within such further time as the Siting Council may
al l ow upon request filed prior to the expiration of the twenty days after the
date of service of said decision, order or ruling. Wthin ten days after such
petition has been filed, the appealing party shall enter the appeal in the
Supreme Judicial Court sitting in Suffolk County by filing a copy thereof with
the clerk of said court. (Mssachusetts General Laws, Chapter 25, Sec. 5;

Chapter 164, Sec. 69P).



