Beyer, Jim R

From: Ed Buzzell <ebuzzel@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 25, 2018 8:16 AM
To: oldcanadaroad@myfairpoint.net; ebarrett@lewistonmaine.gov; bpwl@midmaine.com;

dpublicover@outdoors.org; Benjamin.Smith@ SoltanBass.com; JTourangeau@dwmlaw.com;
hawksnestlodge@gmail.com; ABuxton@preti.com; sely@nrcm.org;
caratunkselectmen@myfairpoint.net; Amorin@mainechamber.org; burgess@ibew104.org;
ashli.goodenow@gmail.com; gcaruso@myfairpoint.net;
Nicolas.Bosse@brookfieldrenewable.com; Jeffrey.Reardon@tu.org;
info@kennebecriverangler.com; robert.wood@TNC.ORG; leadley@myfairpoint.net;
pturner@clf.org; mspils15@hotmail.com; mmanahan@pierceatwood.com;
magoodwin@burnsmcd.com; Hodgeman, Christina S; DEP, NECEC; Bergeron, Mark;
Bensinger, Peggy; Parker, Lauren; Reid, Jerry; Stratton, Robert D; Puryear, Kristen; Rideout,
Megan M; Livesay, Nicholas; Hinkel, Bill; Kirk-Lawlor, Naomi E;
Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil; Melissa.Pauley@hg.doe.gov

Cc: Ed Buzzell

Subject: EDWIN C.. BUZZELL RESPONSE TO FIRST PROCEDURAL ORDER

CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY
Application for Site Location of Development
Act permit and Natural Resources Protection
Act permit for the New England Clean Energy
Connect (“NECEC”) from Québec-Maine
Border to Lewiston and Related Network
Upgrades

L-27625-26-A-N

L-27625-TB-B-N

L-27625-2C-C-N

L-27625-VP-D-N

L-27625-IW-E-N

EDWIN C.. BUZZELL RESPONSE TO FIRST PROCEDURAL ORRRugust 27, 2018
On August 8, 2018, the Maine Department of Envirental Protection (Department) issued First Procaddur
Order (Order) in the above-captioned proceedimgyesting Intervenors to submit:
1. A specification of the statutory and regulatoryeria that they wish to address at the publiarimg;
2. The specific, significant or contentious topdcsubject matters under those criteria relatintipéoproject
that they wish to address; and
3. Whether the Intervenor is generally in favorafagainst a permit being issued for the propgsepbct, or
neither for nor against the proposed project beiemgnitted.
First Procedural Order at 7. The Order requestadititervenors respond to the Department’s reguest
August 27, 2018, and directed them to the listatusory and regulatory criteria that the Departhweill be
considering for this project in Appendix B of thed®er.
In this Response, Edwin Buzzell will first addréssues 1 and 2 using the statutory and regulatiteria
outlined in Appendix B. Edwin Buzzell will then adds issue 3.
|. Statutory and Regulatory Criteria and Specfiignificant or Contentious Topics Relating to thiejéct
Edwin Buzzell Plans to Address at the Hearing
Site Location of Development Law — 30 M.R.S. § 48@plicable Licensing Criteria
* 30 M.R.S. § 484(3). No adverse effect on the redtenvironment.
o Edwin Buzzelbelieves that CMP has not “made adequate provisiofitting the development harmoniou:
into the existing natural environment and thatdbeelopment will not adversely affect existing yseenic
character, air quality, water quality or other matwuesources in the municipalit[ies along the sraission line]
or in neighboring municipalities.” For example, CldProposed project will likely have significantgagive
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impacts on existing white water rafting, hikingnting and fishing activities, especially on thersceharacter
of the Old Canada Scenic Byway and the Appalachrai.

* 30 M.R.S. § 484(3)(A).

o Edwin Buzzell believes that the Department shaolusider the effect of noise from the constructod
operation of the proposed transmission line.

*30 M.R.S. § 484(3)(H).

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay adversely impact significant vernal pool taibi
CMP’s application indicates that there are at ld@ssignificant vernal pools and 23 potentiallyrsiigant
vernal pools wholly or partially located within tpeoposed action area.

* 30 M.R.S. § 484(5). Ground Water.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay “pose an unreasonable risk that a discharge t
significant ground water aquifer will occur.” CMPagplication indicates that “potential sources @iumdwate
contamination will include fuel and hydraulic anubtication oils used in the operation and mainteeanf
vehicles, as well as the application of herbicidesontrol vegetation.” NECEC Site Location of Dimment
Application at 15-1.

* 30 M.R.S. § 484(6). Infrastructure.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay “have an unreasonable adverse effect on the
existing or proposed utilities in the municipaldyarea served by those services.” For examplestagstion
and maintenance workers will rely on municipal &g such as hospitajsplice, and fire departments and \
put wear and tear on infrastructure such as road$eadges with construction vehicles.

Chapter 375: NO ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT STANB®S OF THE SITE LOCATION OF
DEVELOPMENT ACT

* 06-096 Ch. 375, § 2. No Unreasonable Alteratiblimate.

o Edwin Buzzelbelieves that CMP’s proposed project may resultiimeasonable alteration of climate.” CN
claims that the project is expected to reduce redigreenhouse gas emissions in Massachusettabuioh
produced evidence that this proposed transmisgieniill not result in an overall increase in greease gas
emissions.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 8§ 3. No Unreasonable AlteratibNatural Drainage Ways.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed profeall cause an unreasonable alteration of natural
drainage ways” through improper drainage right-afv@nd drainage that may result in adverse impact t
adjacent parcels of land. CMP’s application indésathat their project will cross 115 streams, 2&8ands,
and impact 76.3 acres of mapped wetlands.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, § 4. No Unreasonable Effect on@idinfiltration Relationships.

o Edwin Buzzelbelieves that CMP’s proposed project may “causeasuonable increases in stormwater ru
by decreasing the infiltrative capacity of the sah . . . [the] site” which could “cause increadadger of
flooding, the pollution of surface water bodiesg dhe depletion of groundwater resources.” CMPsliaption
indicates that their project will cross 115 streaf&3 wetlands, and impact 76.3 acres of mappelhmas.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 85. Erosion and Sedimentationt@an

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed proyet not adequately control erosion and sedimgoieato
protect water quality and wildlife and fisheriedhat. CMP’s application indicates that their patjevill cross
115 streams, 263 wetlands, and impact 76.3 acrempped wetlands.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 8 6. No Unreasonable AdversedEfba Surface Water Quality.

o0 Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed progeald cause the pollution of surface waters tgholboth
point and non-point sources of pollution. CMP’s laggdion indicates that their project will cross5ldtreams,
263 wetlands, and impact 76.3 acres of mapped ma=la

* 06-096 Ch. 375, § 7. No Unreasonable AdversedEfba Ground Water Quality.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed prioyat not adequately protect ground water resosirce
which could risk the future health, safety, andfere of the citizens of Maine due to a failure taintain an
adequate supply of safe drinking water.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 8§ 9. Buffer Strips.



o Edwin Buzzelbelieves that CMP’s proposed project will not adegly utilize natural buffer strips to prott
water quality, wildlife habitat, and visual impadétsm the

proposed transmission line. At this time it doesappear that CMP’s proposed buffers are suffidiemtvoid
these impacts.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, § 10. Control of Noise.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed proyed not adequately control excessive environnaént
noise from construction, operation, and maintenard¢ke proposed transmission line which could ddgrthe
health and welfare of nearby neighbors. This i®esly true for noise from the transmission litlesmselves,
especially during inclement weather.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 8§ 12. Preservation of UnusuaudtAreas.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed proyed harm numerous land and water areas thatasont
natural features of unusual geological, botanwablogical, ecological, hydrological, other sciénti
educational, scenic, or recreational significal@éP’s proposed project will impact at least 8 deertering
areas (44.3 acres) and 12 inland waterfowl andnggblird habitats (22.7 acres). The project willsssrand
degrade the scenically and recreationally signiiegéennebec Gorge. Application material indicates the
project area includes the following rare plantddvgek, red-stemmed gentian, long-leaved blued,dny land
sedge, and numerous natural and distinguishedat@mmmunities.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, 8§ 14. No Unreasonable Effect oen& Character.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed proyeld have an unreasonable effect on the scenacatter
along the proposed transmission line. For exantipéeline will cross the Appalachian Trail, the @dnada
Scenic Byway, the Kennebec Gorge, and many otheofitant scenic sites.

* 06-096 Ch. 375, § 15. Protection of Wildlife aRgheries.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed progies not adequately protect wildlife and fisherie
NRCM believes that CMP’s proposed project doescnatain buffer strips of sufficient area to providigdlife
with travel corridors between areas of availableitad, will adversely affect wildlife and fisheriéiecycles,
and will result in unreasonable disturbance of dgatering areas, significant vernal pools, watedfand
wading bird habitat, and species declared thredtenendangered.

Natural Resources Protection Act — 38 M.R.S. 8§ B8@pplicable Licensing Criteria.

* 38 M.R.S. § 480-D(1). Existing uses.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed profeay unreasonably interfere with existing scenic,
aesthetic, and recreational uses as indicated above

* 38 M.R.S. § 480-D(2). Soil erosion.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay cause unreasonable erosion of soil or sediareh
may unreasonably inhibit the natural transfer d@ffsom the terrestrial to the marine or freshwagervironment
* 38 M.R.S. 8§ 480-D(3). Harm to habitats; fisheries

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay unreasonably harm significant wildlife habita
freshwater wetland plant habitat, threatened oargdred plant habitat, aquatic or adjacent uplaitdt,
travel corridor, and aquatic life. Edwin Buzzebalbelieves that CMP’s proposed mitigation may digti the
overall value of significant wildlife habitat andexies utilization of the habitat in the vicinitiytbhe proposed
transmission line.

* 38 M.R.S. § 480-D(4). Interfere with natural watiew.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed profjeay unreasonably interfere with the natural flaiw
surface or subsurface waters as discussed above.

* 38 M.R.S. § 480-D(5). Lower Water Quality.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projeay cause violations of state water quality laws,
including those governing the classification of 8tate's waters as discussed above.

* 38 M.R.S. § 480-D(8). Outstanding river segments.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP has not demoteiréhat no reasonable alternative to crossingandgg
river segments, such as the Kennebec Gorge, extisth would have less adverse effect upon the ab&und
recreational features of the river segment.

Chapter 310: WETLANDS AND WATER BODIES PROTECTION
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* 06-096 Ch. 310, § 5. General Standards

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP has not adequattehimized the amount of wetland to be alteredwiad
Buzzellbelieves that CMP’s proposal may result in an wisoaable impact because the project will causes
in wetland area, functions, and values, and CMPbasiemonstrated that there is not a practicdi@enative
to the proposed project that would be less damagiiige environment.

Chapter 315: ASSESSING AND MITIGATING IMPACTS TO EXTING SCENIC AND AESTHETIC
USES

* 06-096 Ch. 315.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed proiedikely to unreasonably interfere with existisgenic
and aesthetic uses, and thereby diminish the pabjayment and appreciation of the qualities ofengc
resource, and that any potential impacts have een ladequately minimized.

Chapter 335: SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT

* 06-096 Ch. 335, § 3(A). Avoidance.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s proposed projetikely to have an unreasonable impact becduse
likely to degrade significant wildlife habitat, tisb wildlife, and affect the continued use of significanithife
habitat by wildlife and CMP has not demonstrateat there is not a practicable alternative to tloggut that
would be less damaging to the environment.

* 06-096 Ch. 335, § 3(B). Minimal alteration.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP has not minimigeel alteration of habitat and disturbance of widl

* 06-096 Ch. 335, § 3(C). No Unreasonable impact.

0 Edwin Buzzell believes that one or more of tlendards of the NRPA at 38 M.R.S. § 480-D will netrhet
and that therefore CMP’s project will have an usmggble impact on protected natural resources ddtifev
* 06-096 Ch. 335, § 3(D). Compensation.

o Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP’s compensatiomaglequate to off-set lost habitat function.

Title, Right or Interest

* Edwin Buzzell believes that CMP does not havéright, title, and interest in the entire proposedridor
*Edwin Buzzell does not believe that historic vawse being considered.

Il. Edwin Buzzell is opposed to a permit being eddor the proposed project

For the reasons identified in section | of thigomsse, Edwin Buzzell is opposed to a permit bessged for
the proposed project.

Respectfully submitted,

Edwin C. Buzzell
305 Madawaska Ave.
Pittsfield, Maine
04967



