
April 7, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20216

Re: Answer in Opposition to Requests for Notices to Proceed
Docket No. CP14-529-000, TGP Connecticut Expansion Project

Dear Secretary Bose:

We write in response to the latest requests filed by Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, L.L.C. (the 
“Company”) for Notices to Proceed with the Connecticut Expansion Project (the “Project”).  These 
requests should be denied.  Several reasons are outlined below.

(1) The Company has recently taken action in Sandisfield that is not permitted under the 
Commission’s certificate order (the “Certificate Order”) for the Project.  We have verified that 
the perimeter of the entire rejected potential pipeyard site (the “Cold Spring Road Site”) has 
been staked by the Company with “limits of disturbance” staking.  The use of this Cold Spring 
Road Site is clearly associated with the Project, yet it is not permitted under the Certificate 
Order. The Company has not illuminated for the parties to this proceeding the intended purpose
of its planned “disturbance” of this public conservation land, nor whether it has communicated 
with any of the appropriate regulatory bodies to be allowed to use this land. Certainly no 
communication with regulatory bodies regarding a renewed intent to use the Cold Spring Road 
Site has been conducted in public.

(2) It appears that tribal rights under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act have not
been acknowledged with respect to the Cold Spring Road Site. As you know, a ceremonial 
stone landscape survey was conducted in Sandisfield along the Project route on behalf of 
several native tribes in the second half of 2016. Thus, this survey was conducted after the 
Commission issued the Certificate Order specifying that the Cold Spring Road Site is not part 
of the Project.  The tribes would have had no reason to believe that the site was threatened. It 
also bears noting that there is no indication on the record that the consulting tribes were parties 
to the Memorandum of Agreement entered into by the Commission, the Company, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

(3) If a Notice to Proceed is granted at this time, the Commission will have circumvented 
procedurally appropriate challenges to the Commission’s finding of project need, inadequate 
alternatives analysis and deficient impact assessment. The Commission has failed to act on the 
merits of these requests for rehearing that were filed twelve months ago.  Allowing projects to 
go forward prior to the opportunity for judicial review of Commission orders renders 
meaningless the right to a rehearing. 

(4) The question of Project need is fundamental to this endeavor, and it must be given another hard
look.  Separate from the questions previously raised for rehearing, the changed realities in the 
Connecticut energy landscape render the findings of “need” for this Project outdated. The 
Project’s precedent agreements were approved three and a half years ago.  At that time, 



Connecticut was embarking on a three-year comprehensive energy strategy (“CES”), with gas 
expansion as a major component.  The precedent agreements’ approval was premised on what 
have proved to be inaccurate forecasts. Demand for gas has not increased as predicted, and the 
role of natural gas in the next iteration of the CES is still an open question.  A draft of the new 
CES is anticipated this month.  When the Public Utilities Regulatory Authority (“PURA”) 
approved the precedent agreements back in November of 2013, its order expressed concerns 
about relying on the aggressive demand forecasts. 

More importantly for the Project at hand, PURA requires that the Project shipper utilities revisit
the contracts in the event that demand projections prove inaccurate:

[T]he Authority will direct the Companies to examine whether the 
proposed capacity plan is still fully needed to meet the expected increase 
in the design peak day demand.  If the full amount of the capacity plan is 
no longer needed to meet the [utilities] expected design peak day demands 
or if the timetable for need has changed, the Companies shall submit a 
modified capacity plan for the Authority’s approval.  

With oil-to-gas conversion efforts of the Connecticut utilities continuing to fall significantly 
short of projections, downsizing of the above-mentioned capacity plan is anticipated.  Because 
the purpose of this Project is to fulfill the “capacity plan,” logic dictates that the scope of 
Project need will be reduced as the state regulatory process plays out over the next few months.
At a minimum, tree felling for the Massachusetts loop must not be allowed to proceed while 
Connecticut determines how little of this capacity it wants or needs.1

(5) Once again, we submit that the Commission's lack of quorum bars issuance of a Notice to 
Proceed for this Project. As previously raised on this docket, the Commission's staff has no 
delegated authority to issue a notice to proceed in a contested matter such as this.  Allowing the
Company to overbuild this Project – in the face of all of the concerns raised over the past three 
years by landowners, tribes, state and local governmental entities, concerned citizens and 
organizations – would be a grave and irreparable error.  

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully request that the Company’s requests to proceed with tree 
felling and construction be denied, and the procedural shortcomings highlighted above be addressed.

Respectfully submitted,

                              
Kathryn R. Eiseman, Director 
Massachusetts PipeLine Awareness Network
17 Packard Road
Cummington, MA 01026
413-320-0747    

1 November 22, 2013 order in Docket No. 13-06-02, PURA Investigation of Connecticut's Local Distribution Companies'
Proposed Expansion Plans to Comply with Connecticut's Comprehensive Energy StrategyPURA Investigation of 
Connecticut's Local Distribution Companies' Proposed Expansion Plans to Comply with Connecticut's Comprehensive 
Energy Strategy,  p. 25 (available at http://www.dpuc.state.ct.us/dockcurr.nsf/
8e6fc37a54110e3e852576190052b64d/aa2f0bb497ab610b85257c2b006c2342).
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