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BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02109-3912 


July 24, 2013 

Via electronic and first-class mail 
bwhite@MassCEC.com 

Bill White 
Director. Offshore Wind Sector Development 
Massachusetts Clean Energy Center 
55 Summer Street, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 021 I 0 

RE: New Bedford Harbor State Enhanced Remedy- South Tenninal Project Blasting 

Dear Mr. White: 

I am writing in response to your June 27.2013 email regarding EPA's June 13, 2013letter. in 
which EPA set forth the conditions on blasting for rock removal that would likely be 
included in any formal modification of the Final Detennination for the South Terminal 
Project. You requested clarification ofCondition 7, related to maximum explosive weights. 
As you know, EPA has been in technical discussions with the Commonwealth's engineering 
consultants, focused on the question of whether Condition 7 in our June 13, 2013 letter could 
be modified to require that the total weight of the explosive charge "per delay" (i.e., per 
delayed charge) be no more than 50 pounds, rather than limiting the total weight ofall 
explosive charges per shot to no more than 50 pounds. 

After detailed review and discussions of the JASCO acoustic modeling report and supporting 
studies. and in light oftechnical memoranda submitted last week to EPA from JASCO (dated 
7/ 12/l3) and Apex (dated 7117/13), we have concluded that Condition 7 can be modified to 
specify that no more than 50 pounds ofexplosive per delayed charge with a minimum time 
delay of25 milliseconds (ms) between charges be used. We believe this modified condition. 
coupled with the other conditions previously specified and discussed below, should assure no 
adverse pressure and impulse effects on fish . 

The delay time between detonations is a critical factor in our detennination that Co ndition 7 
can be modified to limit the weight ofexplosives per delayed charge, rather than the total 
weight ofexplosives per shot. This is because the JASCO acoustical modeling study 
analyzing pressure and impulse impacts from blasting at South Tenninal modeled the effects 
ofa single explosive charge. The technical question under consideration was: at what length 
ofdelay time can we safely assume that the impacts of multiple , delayed charges become 
non-additive, and eflectively result in impacts similar to discrete, single charges? 
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This question was addressed in the July 12,2013 memorandum from JASCO to Chet Myers 
ofApex, entitled UnderYJ:ater Acoustic Modeling ofExplosive Rock Removal Operations for 
the Marine Commerce South Terminal in New Bedford. lv.fA. ln it, JASCO refers to its 
acoustical modeling report, and states that "(t)rom a physical standpoint, the distances to 
impulse levels for injury criteria (18.4 psi·s) stated in our report can be validly considered as 
distances for charge weight per delay for delays of 25 ms or greater.'' JASCO goes on to 
state ··we recommend a minimum time delay of 25 ms between detonations based on 
Canadian guidelines for the usc ofexplosives in or near fisheries waters (Wright and Hopky 
1998) and experimental results presented by the National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS: 
Bullard, J. K. 2012)." 

A further detailed description ofthe analyses and discussions between EPA and the 
Commonwealth's consultants is provided in the July 17,2013 memorandum from Chet 
Myers ofApex to Mike Marsh ofEPA. entitled Analvsis ofTime oOntegration Associated 
with Blast impulse Calculalion from JASCO Report. This memorandum details the analyses 
of the effects ofdelayed charges, and makes clear that the technical discussions assumed the 
recommended 25 ms delay time. As a result, EPA was able to conclude that blasting as a 
"first resort," with clean parent substrate left in place and implementation of an adequate fish 
deterrent system, and using no more than 50 pounds of explosive per delayed charge with a 
minimum time delay of25 ms between charges, should result in no adverse pressure and 
impulse effects on "fish. 

Upon reaching this conclusion after these lengthy technical discussions, on Friday afternoon, 
July 19, 2013, EPA was infonned by the Commonwealth's consultants for the first time that 
a second type of blasting protocol is being proposed for the portion of the blasting area 
closest to the confined disposal facility (CDF). Tt is our understanding that this ·' pre-split" 
blasting is necessary to provide separation between the areas of'·production blasting" for 
rock removal for creation of deep water quayside berthing areas and the remaining bedrock 
that will support the future port facility. The Commonwealth's consultants stated that this 
pre-split blasting. comprising approximately 15 percent ofthe blasting required for the 
projec4 or approximately 350 ofa total of2550 detonations, will require shorter delay times 
between detonations than the 25 ms delays that were considered in the analysis of the JASCO 
acoustical modeling study and subsequently recommended as a result of technical discussions 
ofthe pressure and impulse effects of single versus multiple delayed charges. 

At the present time, the record before us only supports a finding that aquatic life would be 
adequately protected if blasting is limited to no more than 50 pounds of explosive per 
delayed charge with a minimum time delay of25 ms between charges. lfthe Commonwealth 
seeks to amend its request for approval of blasting to allow pre-split blasting with shorter 
delays, the Commonwealth must provide to EPA, in a timely fashion. a complete and detailed 
description of the proposed blasting protocol, including proposed charge weights and delay 
times, a detailed explanation of the purpose and need for shorter delay times (and other 
corollary changes such as smaller charges), and a detailed technical evaluation ofthe impacts 
ofthe proposed revised blasting protocol, including shorter delay times, on aquatic life. 

In the meantime, EPA will continue to process the Commonwealth's request to modify the 
Final Determination to allow expanded dredging and blasting as quickly as possible. We 
anticipate that any final approval of blasting would contain the conditiotis specified in the 
June 13,2013 letter, with the last clause ofCondition 7 modified to specify that in no case 
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shall the total weight ofexplosive charges exceed 50 p·ounds per delayed charge, with a 
minimum time delay of25 ms between charges. We also expect to add a condition not 
mentioned in the J1,me 13, 2013 letter, to specify that all blasting must be conducted with the 
clean parent material left in place. These conditions would apply to both pre-split blasting 
and production blasting unless and until the Commonwealth provides justification, as 
previously described, for a change in the delay time for pre-split blasting. 

We look forward to working with you to resolve any outstand ing issues regarding the South 
Terminal project. 

Sincerely, 

ames T . Owens, Director 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 

cc: via email 

Gary Davis gary.davis@state.ma.us 
Carl Dierker, dierker.carl@epa.gov 
Dave Lederer, lcderer.dave(a),epa.gov 
Cynthia Catri. catri.cynthia@epa.gov 
Ann Williams, Williams.ann@epa.gov 
Mike Marsh, marsh .mike@epalgov 
Phil Colarusso, colarusso.phil@epa.gov 
Chet Myers, cmyers@apexcos.com 
Jay Berkland, jborkland@apexcos.com 
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