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For Tim Roache and the NRPC's EFAC

re: Prospective TGP/KM pipeline across NH's Merrimack River

First, my compliments on the extensive  and informative links that have been put up on the NRPC/EFAC web site.

As noted earlier, the LMRLAC expects to take no overall position on the pipeline project, but is responsible for identifying the issues associated with the crossing of the Merrimack River. We therefore would welcome EFAC's designation as the member organization with that narrow responsibility.

The following comments are keyed to the categories established in the Minutes of the 6 March meeting.  I request that you forward these concerns to the riparian towns, the NH DES and OEP action offices, TGP/KM/AECOM, and FERC.


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Observations
· The lower Merrimack is a "Designated River" under the special protection of  NH's Rivers Protection and management Program (RMPP) per RSA 483. This compels the use of best practices to protect the attributes of the River, including fisheries, wildlife, vegetation, and public access, during and after any construction projects within 1/4 mile of the river banks. 
· It is clear from the literature that Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) provides far better environmental protection for the River Corridor than does alternate construction techniques.
· The City of Nashua owns and operates a public water supply that relies on drawing water from the Merrimack River in the vicinity of the planned pipeline crossing.


CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Observations
· With regard to the crossing of the Merrimack River, the literature strongly supports the use of Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) as the preferred method for crossing major waterbodies such is the Merrimack River. 
· At the proposed crossing location just below Cromwell's Falls, the River is more than 300' wide​ with a median flow of   6800  cfs that peaks as high as 25,000  cfs  after major storms. This highly variable flow, when coupled with the soft soils in the area, is conducive to bank and bottom erosion.
· 
· Both the flow and streambed location of the Lower Merrimack is variable over time. Flows can change rapidly in response to seasonal changes and major storms. The streambed changes more slowly, but still potentially enough over time that the siting of pipeline crossing should take it into account. 
· On the basis of the foregoing it is clear that protecting the River from the potential impact of pipeline damage associated with the vagaries of the river environment will require both careful siting of the entry and exit points for the HDD bore, and a more rigorous monitoring process and emergency preparations than likely required elsewhere. 
· As a minimum. the River should be protected by MLV "guard valves" on each side of the watercourse that can be remotely activated by on-site personnel who are assigned a monitoring function during periods of abnormal high flow. This monitoring function should include a procedure for frequently verifying the integrity of the overburden that protects the pipeline from direct exposure to the river flow.Additionally, internal inspection of the pipe condition  should be required under the river more frequently than in other sections of the pipeline. This in turn would seem to require the installation of pig entrance and exit ports closer to the River than envisioned in the TGP Draft Environmental Report. 
· The FERC requires that  "....the project sponsor shall file with the Secretary for the review and written approval by the Director a detailed, site-specific construction plan and scaled drawings identifying all areas to be disturbed by construction for each major waterbody crossing."  But the timing of such filing is not known to have been specified.
Questions:
1. What actions can be taken now to ensure an early determination is made to employ HDD as the intended construction technique for crossing the Merrimack River?
2. What actions can taken now to ensure that the detailed river crossing plan required by FERC will be provided well in advance of State and local permitting procedures?
3. What construction process is now planned for the TGP crossings of the Hudson and Connecticut Rivers by the NED project?
4. What construction techniques have been used in other  pipeline crossings of major eastern rivers in the past 20 years?

ECONOMIC IMPACTS
·  The installation and maintenance of a major pipeline across this sensitive river  will perforce adversely impact the recreational, and therefore economic, benefits that the River Corridor currently provides to the public. This may include restrictions on access to, and  the use of, riverfront   property that otherwise could be developed or used for public access to the river for fishing and other recreational activity, including shoreside hiking and biking. For example, both the State of New Hampshire and the riparian towns  have  long standing policies of encouraging both increased public access to the river and the establishment of a section of the NH Heritage Trail along this section of the Merrimack. Should this proposed crossing be permitted, then the TGP should be required to mitigate this loss of public amenities by funding alternative access arrangements.
· LMRLAC understands that HDD is not automatically required by FERC and other permitting authorities for such major crossings, but that the threat of trenching (even if feasible and lower cost)  to the fisheries habitat, water quality (at least during construction), public use of the waterway for  recreation, etc, can be considered compelling. 
Questions
What mitigation actions should be required to offset the adverse environmental and economic impact of this river crossing project?
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SAFETY IMPACTS
· In addition to the overall safety issues associated with the installation and operation of large diameter, high pressure natural gas transmission pipelines, there are certain additional safetyissues associated with major river crossings.
· As noted above, the major variations in river flow and slow migration of river location pose special hazards to ​buried pipelines that need to be accounted for during design and construction.
· The difficulty of observing the pipeline under the river suggests special monitoring provisions, particular during high flow periods
· Similarly, the threat of abnormal corrosion or deflection may require more frequent internal inspection than elsewhere in the system, which in turn suggests that pig entry/exit ports by located nearer the River then currently planned by TGP.
· The potential impact of a pipeline rupture under the river suggests that provisions are needed for rapid closing of the pipeline by nearby MLVs as well as assured rapid communication with riparian interests, including the  adjacent operator of the public water supply system
Questions
What are the KM/TGP and FERC responses to the foregoing concerns?
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