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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585
August 2017

Dear Sir/Madam:

Enclosed is the final Northern Pass Transmission Line Project Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0463)
prepared by the Department of Energy (DOE) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its
implementing regulations.

The United States Forest Service (USFS) — White Mountain National Forest, United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) — Region 1, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) — New England District, and the New
Hampshire Office of Energy and Planning (NHOEP) are cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS.

The proposed DOE action in the final EIS is to issue a Presidential permit to the Applicant, Northern Pass LLC, to
construct, operate, maintain, and connect a new electric transmission line across the U.S./Canada border in northern New
Hampshire (NH).

DOE has prepared this final EIS to evaluate the potential environmental impacts in the United States of the proposed
action and the range of reasonable alternatives, including the No Action alternative. Under the No Action alternative, the
Presidential permit would not be granted, and the proposed transmission line would not cross the U.S./Canada border.

In addition to its Presidential permit application to DOE, Northern Pass LLC applied to the USFS for a special use permit
that would authorize Northern Pass LCC to construct, own, operate and maintain an electric transmission line to cross
portions of the White Mountain National Forest under its jurisdiction. The final EIS will be used by the Forest Supervisor
of the White Mountain National Forest to inform the Record of Decision in regard to this requested use.

DOE will use the EIS to ensure that it has the information it needs for informed decision-making.

The final EIS will also be posted on the project EIS website, http://www.northernpasseis.us/ and DOE’s NEPA website at
https://energy.gov/nepa/listings/environmental-impact-statements-eis.

Sincerely,

Brian Mills

Transmission Permitting and Technical Assistance,
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability
U.S. Department of Energy
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COVER SHEET

RESPONSIBLE FEDERAL AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of Electricity
Delivery and Energy Reliability

COOPERATING AGENCIES: United States Forest Service (USFS) — White Mountain National Forest
(WMNF); United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) — Region 1; United States Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) — New England District; and New Hampshire Office of Energy and Planning
(NHOEP)

TITLE: Northern Pass Transmission Line Project Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0463)
LOCATION: Codos, Grafton, Belknap, Merrimack, and Rockingham counties in New Hampshire
CONTACTS: For additional information on this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) contact:

Mr. Brian Mills, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Document Manager
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, OE-20

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

Telephone: (202) 586-8267

Brian.Mills@hq.doe.gov

For general information on the DOE NEPA process, please write or call:

Mr. Brian Costner, Acting Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, GC-54

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

askNEPA @hq.doe.gov

Telephone: (202) 586-4600 or leave a message at (800) 472-2756

ABSTRACT: Northern Pass Transmission, LLC (Northern Pass) has applied to the DOE for a
Presidential permit to construct, operate, maintain, and connect a 192-mile (309-km) electric transmission
line across the United States (U.S.)/Canada border in northern New Hampshire (NH). This final EIS
addresses the potential environmental impacts of the Project (Proposed Action), the No Action
Alternative, and ten additional action alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 6, with variations). The NH
portion of the Project would be a single circuit +320 kilovolt (kV) high voltage direct current (HVDC)
transmission line running approximately 158 miles (254 km) from the U.S. border crossing with Canada
in Pittsburg, NH, to a new direct current-to-alternating current (DC-to-AC) converter station to be
constructed in Franklin, NH. From Franklin, NH, to the Project terminus at the Public Service of New
Hampshire’s existing Deerfield Substation located in Deerfield, NH, the Project would consist of 34 miles
(55 km) of 345 kV AC electric transmission line. The total length of the Project would be approximately
192 miles (309 km).

PUBLIC COMMENTS: In preparing this final EIS, DOE considered comments received during the
scoping period, which extended from February 11, 2011 to June 14, 2011, and was reopened from June
15, 2011 to November 5, 2013 (DOE accepted and considered all comments during the scoping period
from February 11, 2011 to November 5, 2013), and the public comment period on the draft EIS (July 31,
2015 through April 4, 2016). Comments on the draft EIS were accepted during the 45-day period



following publication of EPA’s Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register on July 31, 2015;
the public comment period was extended until April 4, 2016 following publication of EPA’s NOA of the
supplement in the Federal Register on November 20, 2015. DOE held four public meetings on the draft
EIS in Colebrook, NH on March 7, 2016; Waterville Valley, NH on March 9, 2016; Concord, NH on
March 10, 2016; and Whitefield, NH on March 11, 2016. All comments were considered during
preparation of this final EIS. Appendix L in Volume 3 of this EIS contains the comments received on the
draft EIS and DOE’s responses to these comments. This final EIS contains revisions and new information
based in part on comments received on the draft EIS. Vertical bars in the margins marking changed text
indicate the locations of these revisions and new information. Deletions are not indicated. Appendices J
and K in Volume 2 and Appendix L in Volume 3 are entirely new parts of this EIS; therefore, they do not
contain bars indicating changes from the draft EIS.

The EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of DOE issuing a Presidential permit for the
proposed Northern Pass Project, which is DOE’s proposed federal action. DOE will use the EIS to inform
its decision on whether to issue a Presidential permit. Additionally, Northern Pass has applied to the
USFS for a special use permit (SUP) authorizing Northern Pass to construct, operate, and maintain an
electric power transmission line crossing portions of the WMNF. The WMNF Forest Supervisor will use
the EIS to inform its decision regarding: 1) whether to issue a SUP under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act; 2) the selection of an alternative; 3) any need to amend the Forest Plan; and 4) what
specific terms and conditions should apply if a SUP is issued.

Copies of the final EIS are available for public review at 30 local libraries and town halls, or a copy can
be requested from Mr. Brian Mills. The EIS is also available on the Northern Pass EIS website
(http://www.northernpasseis.us/). DOE will announce its decision on the Proposed Action in a Record of
Decision (ROD) in the Federal Register no sooner than 30 days after the EPA publishes the NOA of the
final EIS. The USFS will announce its draft decision on the Proposed Action in a draft ROD in the
Federal Register shortly after the EPA publishes the NOA of the final EIS.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 12, 2015
ID: 8283

Date Entered: Aug 12, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Economic

Name: Harry Hintlian

Organization: Reforest The Tropics
Title: Board Chairman

Email: harryhnh@aol.com

Mailing Address: 26 Rockholm Road
City: Gloucester

State: MA

Zip: 01930

Country: US

Comment: The economic effect of the proposed transmission line over the Northern Pass preferred
route would have a devastating effect on the current value of real estate properties along the route.

The present transmission line has wooden poles that are barely visable from adjacent properties as
the poles barely extend above the treeline where there are trees to block the view of the line. With the
proposed higher lines and poles extending well beyond the height of the trees, the negative visual
impact increases dramatically.

Whereas the current lines only impact direct abutters, the new higher lines will depreciate real estate
values in entire neighborhoods even up to one-half mile away, or more. Who will buy or build a home
within eyesight of a power line that's three times higher than their proposed home? It's not just the
scenery that's effected but the financial value of hundreds of miles of adjacent lands next to these
massive towers and accompanying transmission lines. Buyers come to N.H. for the beautiful scenery
and to get away from these kinds of massive intrusions.

There's no real alternative in this day and age but to completely bury the lines.
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Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS addresses
the potential for impact to property values as a function of
proximity of the Project to private property. Adjustments to the
original analysis presented in the draft EIS have been updated in
the final EIS to reflect comments on the methodology and
assumptions.
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Sincerely,
Harry N. Hintlian
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Apr 3, 2016

ID: 9180

Date Entered: Apr 3, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands,
Soils, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life,
Cumulative Effects, Environmental Justice

Name: Margaret Mumford

Organization: Holderness School

Email: mmumford@holderness.org

Mailing Address: PO Box 451

City: Plymouth

State: NH

Zip: 03264

Country: US

Comment:



My comments are submitted to supplement my oral statement given at the Whitefield DOE Hearing on
March 11, 2016. | am opposed to the Northern Pass project in its current configuration, on the basis of
environmental justice, economic and aesthetic impact on the state, ecological considerations, and the
political and economic maneuvering that Eversource and HydroQuebec are carrying out to achieve their
purely economic goals.

| have been a resident of Plymouth NH for 42 years (raised here, moved away and moved back as an
adult and property owner.) My family dates back 6 generations to the some of first European settlers of
Plymouth and Bridgewater, the Websters. My family members, including me, have owned and
maintained properties in Bridgewater to this day.

| work as Sustainability Coordinator and Science Faculty at Holderness School in neighboring Holderness,
NH. I have been an active part of energy reduction and the transition to real renewable energies in the
local area, both in my personal life and professional work. | studied under one of the first EPA
Administrators, Thomas Jorling, who was instrumental in the drafting and implementation of the Clean
Water Act, as well as other environmental legislation, and his teachings of the importance of the federal
government maintaining the guardianship of resources common to all is now my firm belief. | know the
DOE considers environmental impacts with due regard.

Plymouth considers itself to be a gateway to the lakes and mountains. Many in Plymouth have
expressed vocal opposition to the project for aesthetic reasons, and some have expressed opposition
with the belief that aesthetics will also have economic impacts. Plymouth is also a hub of renewable
energy, and | am among those opposed to the project on the grounds that it will deter development of
truly renewable and less impactful energy markets. New Hampshire , a net exporter of energy, should
not have to bear the burden of the state long degradation of land and an extended eyesore.

The Plymouth Selectboard has been approached by Northern Pass with a multimillion dollar offer for
infrastructure to get the town’s support. The townspeople are, in general , unaware, but have
unknowingly voted for financing a two million dollar loan which one might surmise could be paid by
Northern Pass in exchange for support and which definitely represents only a small portion of the
monies reported to be offered to the town. This loan is without line item accountability, and there is no
instance in recent history of financing such as this. Controversy will likely increase in upcoming months.
Plymouth is one of the towns proposed as hosting an underground portion, as of the August 2015
Applicant submission. Main St. is already suffering from a sparse winter and box stores elsewhere. The
disruption of businesses during construction could be devastating, even though, with underground lines,
Plymouth could be considered by some to be a “winner” in this town lottery.

But some towns will be losers. Bridgewater has, as does Plymouth, the Pemigewasset River running
alongside and through it. Yet the towers and lines will criss-cross the river overhead 4 times in less than
10 miles distance, from Ashland though Bridgewater and New Hampton to Bristol, with several
additional close approaches, including one in which clearing will occur to within 50 ft. of the mean
water mark. Northern Pass attorney Quinlan has been quoted as saying that the lines are transitioning
to above ground in Bridgewater due to lack of vocal opposition. This is not a valid reason for route
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Thank you for your comment. The rationale for Northern Pass'
selection of Bridgewater as the location for a transition station is
outside the scope of this EIS. Potential environmental impacts,
including to the Pemigewasset River and adjoining areas, of this
facility are analyzed in Section 4.3 of the EIS for each resource
under Alternative 7.



choice and is not true. There are just not as many residents along the river to be vocal —and that is the
point.

The Pemigewasset River is now a gem. Much investment of time, effort, and money has, since the
1950's, resulted in the restoration of this river as a recreational, swimmable river, with intact forest
ecosystems bounding it. People experience the river as a corridor by canoe, small fishing boats, kayaks,
and even sculling shells. Local businesses depend on the river trips taken by tourists, and one notes the
popularity of “ Plymouth south to Bridgewater” trip over the more northern segment, as there are
fewer crossings of roads and electric lines. It would be highly unfortunate to change the character of
outdoor experiences throughout the length of rural New Hampshire slated for overhead lines, whether
one is on land or water.

NRCS has a current EQIP project, under the federal Two Chiefs Initiative, the Beebe River Aquatic
Connectivity & Habitat Project . The purpose is to “restore water quality and eliminate habitat
fragmentation by replacing undersized and degraded road stream crossings in the Beebe River
watershed”, “a sub-watershed to the Pemigewasset and Merrimack Rivers and part of the largest
drainage basin within New Hampshire”*. Thus, current monies are being spent to improve water
quality. It thus does not make sense to support a project which will violate the NH Shoreland Protection
Act and degrade the water of the Pemigewasset significantly. Most planned crossing are at locations
with steep banks, with the current margins of the right-of way covered with vegetation, including
sizable trees, maintaining the integrity of the already erosion-prone banks. The amount of cutting along
the steep banks and along tributaries which feed the Pemigewasset will be significant — 60 to 80 ft. at
some spots, and will be detrimental to water quality and bank stability. The expanded utility
maintenance roads with heavy equipment will provide continued disturbance along many tributaries,
increasing silt load. Increased silt load will affect the aquatic ecosystem, being detrimental to fish and
macroinvertebrates. Recently, maintenance of lines has not included herbicide use. No such promise is
being made for the future.

The Northern Pass project has employed professionals maneuvering to stay ahead of people in a state
fighting to keep their state of the character which has provided for it and its people — one of natural
beauty, with intact ecosystems. When the original right of ways were granted, there could not have
been foreseen the magnification of impact which this project would entail. Those original right of ways
took paths that no longer make sense, as they weave back and forth over the landscape, following the
route which technologies of the time could traverse. As | stated in my verbal testimony, it appears that
Northern Pass is just looking for the weak links and pushing hard in those areas.

| took a tour, along with the NH Site Evaluation Committee and Northern Pass officials, which was
purported to be of the route from Plymouth to south of Franklin. What was shown on the tour were
existing right of ways already freshly cleared in preparation for the project, a hodge-podge of crossing
utility lines over current transformers with disclaimers that these are not in the project and will not be
upgraded,( but the Northern Pass lines will simply be added above), and a right of way going directly
over more than two dozen trailers and as many houses in a lower socio-economic section of a town.
There was avoidance of places along the route in which significant clearing will occur, or in which scenic
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Continued
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Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.1.1.1.1 of the Wildlife
Technical Report discusses impacts to aquatic species from
erosion and sedimentation during construction and operation of
the project. Additionally, Appendix H of the Wildlife Technical
Report summarizes Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and
Mitigation Measures that the Applicant would implement during
construction and operation in order to minimize impacts to
waterbodies and aquatic species.



beauty along the river or on the rural landscape will be disturbed. This is an example of Northern Pass
avoiding social responsibility and minimizing the environmental implications of the project, as is the
minimal information provided regarding shoreland and wetland impacts.

There are alternatives to the project as proposed which are far more reasonable. Alternative 1, not to
build , is the most reasonable. A completely underground route, along Route 93, seems, anecdotally,
to be one that many of the people of New Hampshire would accept and is technologically feasible,
given Northern Pass plans to move a portion underground. Given the withholding of economic
information by Northern Pass until very recently, it has been extremely difficult to assess the Applicant’s
claim of exorbitant expense. Meanwhile, the people of the state are expected to believe claims of
benefits to the state, but no independent verification of Applicant’s claims of lower rates and benefits to
NH residents, without loss of property value, has been offered.

The opposition to Northern Pass is clear. But the people and towns involved do not have the money to
fight this battle on an even playing field. Northern Pass should be spending their money elsewhere, or
on burying the line, not on their lawyers and not on “Advance Funds” for “Forward NH”. The
environmental and aesthetic impacts upon the state and residents there- in should outweigh the
perceived benefit, as this is not the path of energy progress and it is not a vital energy project. The
project as proposed should not be approved. Please accept these comments and consider them in your
deliberations. Margaret C. Mumford, MD

1:
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/farmbill/rcpp/?cid=nrcseprd5984
07#nh
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Thank you for your comment. The economic consequences of
the Project are analyzed in detail in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS.
DOE conducted this EIS analysis without reliance upon any
reports or conclusions supplied by the Applicant. Third-party
analysts were engaged, by DOE, to independently assess all
information detailed in the EIS.
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Brian Mills, Senior Planning Advisor

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

Email: Brian.Mills@hg.doe.gov

September 14, 2015

Re: Request for a supplement or addendum to the draft Northern Pass Transmission Line
Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) from the Appalachian Mountain Club,
Audubon Society of New Hampshire, Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests,
Responsible Energy Action, LLC, The Nature Conservancy — NH Chapter

Dear Mr. Mills,

The Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC), Audubon Society of New Hampshire (NHA), Society for the
Protection of New Hampshire Forests (SPNHF), Responsible Energy Action LLC (REAL), and The
Nature Conservancy — NH Chapter (TNC) are participants in the Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
Environmental Impact Statement process. Our organizations collectively represent over 200,000 members
who either live in the state of New Hampshire or in the greater northeastern region and visit the state of
New Hampshire.

In light of the August 18", 2015 announcement by Eversource NH and Northern Pass LLC of a new
“Preferred Alternative” route which was not among the alternatives studied in the DEIS, we respectfully
request the Department of Energy to:
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Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS analyzing the impacts of Alternative 7 - Proposed
Action. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft EIS
was published by EPA in the Federal Register on November 20,
2015 (80 FR 72719). Public hearings on the draft EIS were held
in March 2016 (postponed from previously-announced dates in
recognition of the publication of the supplement to the draft EIS)
and the comment period was extended until April 4, 2016.



1. Issue a supplement, or an addendum, to the draft Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
Environmental Impact Statement EIS (NP DEIS) issued July 2015' that analyzes the new
preferred alternative; and

2. Postpone the scheduled public comment hearings on the draft NP EIS scheduled for October 6, 7
and 8, 2015 in New Hampshire (NH), and delay the written comment deadline of October 29,
20157, and instead reset both to occur 90 days after the issuance of the supplement to the DEIS
requested above.

Our rationale for making these requests is:

1. Itis unfair to ask the public to comment on a DEIS that addresses the old preferred alternative in
light of the Applicant’s recently revealed “Preferred Alternative”.

2. Itis impossible to accurately compare and contrast the new “Preferred Alternative” with those
studied in the DEIS because comparable analyses of the new proposal have not been done.

3. The revised Application contains changes in tower heights, configurations, and locations that
were not analyzed in the DEIS.

It is Unfair to the Public

On August 18, 2015 Northern Pass publicly announced its “Forward NH Plan,” followed by a letter from
James Muntz of Northern Pass (the Applicant) dated August 19, 2015, to the Department of Energy
(DOE) titled “Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement.” The letter was posted on DOE’s EIS
project website on August 20", 2015°. This “Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement”
introduces a substantively different “Preferred Alternative by the Applicant” compared to the Applicant’s
amended Application dated July 1, 2013, which was the basis for the NP DEIS issued in July 2015.

We recognize that the additional 52 miles of burial included in the Applicant’s new preferred alternative
is an important first step to address the Project’s adverse impacts on New Hampshire’s iconic landscape.
However, like all the other reasonable alternatives that are studied in the DEIS, the impacts of this new
“Preferred Alternative” must also be studied as this third iteration of the Applicant’s preferred alternative
does not fully align with any of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS. Furthermore, even with the
additional documents supporting “Further Amendment to Presidential Permit Application” dated August
31%, 2015, but not posted to the DOE DEIS website until September 10" 2015, the information available
about the new “Preferred Alternative by the Applicant” is inadequate and is being provided
unconscionably late given that the DEIS hearings are set to begin in less than one month. Finally, this
additional information is not in itself sufficient to allow for an “apples to apples” comparison of this new
“Preferred Alternative” route with the other alternatives studied in the DEIS.

We submit that the Applicant could have requested that this new “Preferred Alternative” be studied in
detail as one of the DEIS alternatives, but the Applicant failed to do so. The Applicant clearly states in its
filing of August 19, 2015 that it has been working on these revisions for well over a year (at page 1), yet it

! http://media.northernpasseis.us/media/Draft_EIS_Notification_Letter.pdf

? Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 167 / Friday, August 28, 2015 / Notices DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
[OE Docket No. PP-371] Notice of Public Hearings for the Draft Northern Pass Transmission Line
Project Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0463) Oct 6-8. Filing deadline Oct 29, 2015.

® http://media.northernpasseis.us/media/Northern_Pass_Transmission_08 18 2015.pdf
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Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS to analyze the impacts of the Applicant's revised
proposal. The supplement designated the revised proposal as
Alternative 7 - Proposed Action. The proposed changes included
modifications to the proposed transmission line route and to the
size of the Project from 1,200 MW to 1,000 MW with a potential
transfer capability of up to 1,090 MW. The analysis of Alternative
7 presented in the supplement to the draft EIS reflected these
modified project design details. Although Alternative 7 was
principally evaluated within the draft EIS under a combination of
several of the alternatives, DOE determined that providing a
supplement would allow the potential environmental impacts of
Alternative 7 to be more clearly displayed as an additional
singular alternative and facilitate comparison among the other
alternatives. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft
EIS was published by EPA in the Federal Register on November
20, 2015 (80 FR 72719). The final EIS incorporates the analysis
of Alternative 7 - Proposed Action, which had been analyzed
originally in the supplement to the draft EIS. Alternative 7 has
also been incorporated into the resource technical reports
accompanying the final EIS.
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Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS analyzing the impacts of Alternative 7 - Proposed
Action. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft EIS
was published in the Federal Register on November 20, 2015 (80
FR 72719). Public hearings on the draft EIS were held in March
2016 (postponed from previously-announced dates in recognition
of the publication of the supplement to the draft EIS) and the
comment period was extended until April 4, 2016. The EIS and
Resource Technical Reports have been revised to fully
incorporate the analysis of Alternative 7 - Proposed Action in the
final EIS.



submits these changes post-release of the DEIS and just weeks before the scheduled public hearings. We
are not persuaded that the Applicant developed this proposal as a result of new information revealed by
the DEIS process; it has been understood for years that the section of the project now proposed for
additional burial was highly problematic to begin with. It is a waste of agency and public time to hold
DEIS hearings on an “Applicant’s Preferred Alternative” that is no longer in fact the Applicant’s
preferred alternative.

Our primary concern, however, is that the Applicant’s new “Preferred Alternative” does not align with
any of the alternatives studied in the DEIS; rather, it represents a mix of alternatives and pieces of route
mostly drawn from other alternatives, but never analyzed as a coherent whole in itself. The new
“Preferred Alternative” also contains (i) new geographic elements, e.g. approximately 5 miles of new
route from the proposed Bethlehem transition station to Franconia that are not covered in any alternative,
(ii) the addition of two above to below or reverse transition stations, (iii) a change in the international
border crossing that possibly may impact valuable visual resources of concern at that location, and (iv)
changes in tower heights, configurations, and locations* not analyzed in the DEIS. Nor is the information
currently available about the new route presented in a manner that can be compared to the presentation of
routes studied in the DEIS. This lack of alignment with the DEIS alternatives analyses makes it virtually
impossible for the public to truly compare this new “Preferred Alternative” with any of the others, using
either the tables or text. The new “Preferred Alternative” should undergo the same environmental, cost,
socioeconomic, and other analyses as the alternatives presented in the DEIS, and the information should
be presented in a comparable manner.

Regulatory Grounds for requesting a supplement or addendum to the Northern Pass DEIS

To ensure that the public has the information and opportunity it needs to accurately compare the new
“Preferred Alternative” with the alternatives studied in the DEIS, we believe that a supplement to the
DEIS studying the new “Preferred Alternative” is essential and meets the terms of 10 C.F.R. § 1021.314
Supplemental environmental impact statements”.

* The Applicant suggests that overall tower average heights have decreased. However in examining the replacement
Exhibit 5A (dated18-Aug-2015) for Exhibit 5 (dated 27-Jun-2013), a number of tower heights increase on the 345
kV section of the project, which could impact the visual analysis. As examples, the revised 2015 Application shows
one 160 ft tower compared to zero in 2013; the revised 2015 Application shows five 145 ft towers versus four in
2013; the revised 2015 Application shows fifteen 140 ft towers versus seven in 2013; the revised 2015 Application
shows eighteen 135 ft towers versus fourteen in 2013, and the revised 2015 Application shows thirty-six 130 ft
towers versus twenty six in 2013.

> 10 C.ER. § 1021.314 Supplemental environmental impact statements.
(a) DOE shall prepare a supplemental EIS if there are substantial changes to the proposal or significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, as discussed in 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1).
(b) DOE may supplement a draft EIS or final EIS at any time, to further the purposes of NEPA, in accordance with
40 CFR 1502.9(c)(2).
(c) When it is unclear whether or not an EIS supplement is required, DOE shall prepare a Supplement Analysis.
(1) The Supplement Analysis shall discuss the circumstances that are pertinent to deciding whether to prepare a
supplemental EIS, pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c).
(2) The Supplement Analysis shall contain sufficient information for DOE to determine whether:
(i) An existing EIS should be supplemented;
(ii) A new EIS should be prepared; or
(iii) No further NEPA documentation is required.
(3) DOE shall make the determination and the related Supplement Analysis available to the public for
information. Copies of the determination and Supplement Analysis shall be provided upon written request.
DOE shall make copies available for inspection in the appropriate DOE public reading room(s) or other
appropriate location(s) for a reasonable time.
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Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS analyzing the impacts of Alternative 7 - Proposed
Action. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft EIS
was published in the Federal Register on November 20, 2015 (80
FR 72719). Although Alternative 7 is primarily a combination of
other alternatives analyzed in the EIS (Alternatives 2, 4c, and
5c¢), additional fieldwork was performed in Bethlehem and
Bridgewater where the Alternative 7 alignment was not captured
in any of the other alternatives (including the 5 miles of
underground cable between Bethlehem and Franconia, the new
transition station locations in Bethlehem and Bridgewater, the
minor modification in border crossing location, and changes in
project design including structure heights and locations) and
analysis of the revised Proposed Action was presented in the
supplement. The final EIS and Resource Technical Reports have
been revised to fully incorporate the analysis of Alternative 7 -
Proposed Action in all resource analyses and geographic
sections.

0087-5

Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS analyzing the impacts of Alternative 7 - Proposed
Action. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft EIS
was published by EPA in the Federal Register on November 20,
2015 (80 FR 72719). The EIS and Resource Technical Reports
have been revised to fully incorporate the analysis of Alternative
7 - Proposed Action in the final EIS.



The "alternatives" section is the heart of the EIS (and DEIS), and should rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, including the Applicant’s new “Preferred Alternative”. It
should include relevant comparisons on environmental and other grounds. The "environmental
consequences" section of the EIS (and DEIS) should discuss the specific environmental impacts or effects
of each of the alternatives. In order to avoid duplication between these two sections, most of the
"alternatives" section should be devoted to describing and comparing the alternatives. Discussion of the
environmental impacts of these alternatives should be limited to a concise descriptive summary of such
impacts in a comparative form, including charts or tables, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis for choice among options. The "environmental consequences” section should
be devoted largely to a scientific analysis of the direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed
action and of each of the alternatives. It forms the analytic basis for the concise comparison in the
"alternatives" section®. We submit that to meet these standards in this instance given the new “Preferred
Alternative,” a supplement to the NP DEIS is required.

Whenever there are changes, new information, or new circumstances relating to a project for which a
draft or final EIS has been prepared, DOE must determine whether these result in significant
environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the EIS. In this case, it is virtually impossible to
compare the Applicant’s new “Preferred Alternative” with the alternatives presented in the NP DEIS.
DOE should develop the appropriate studies to assess the impacts of proposed changes, new information,
or new circumstances. While we may assume that the environmental impacts of the proposed additional
burial are less than the above-ground alternatives in many respects, there may be other respects in which
the impacts are different or potentially adverse and so should be subject to the same rigorous study
applied to the other reasonable alternatives. This requires a supplement to the NP DEIS.

A recently distributed version of a DEIS, FEIS, or supplemental EIS, may be added to at any time. A
supplement is to be developed using the same process and format (i.e., DEIS, FEIS, and ROD) as an
original EIS, except that scoping is not required. The supplemental DEIS should provide sufficient
information to briefly describe the proposed action, the reason(s) why a supplement is being prepared,
and the status of the previous draft or final EIS. The supplement needs to address only those changes or
new information that are the basis for preparing the supplement and were not addressed in the previous
DEIS. Portions of the original DEIS that are unchanged and are still valid may be briefly summarized and
referenced. New environmental requirements need to be addressed in the supplemental DEIS to the extent
that they apply to the portion of the project being evaluated and are relevant to the subject of the
supplement. The supplement should summarize the results of any reevaluations that have been performed
for the proposed action. As a result, the supplement will reflect an up-to-date consideration of the entire
proposed action and its effects on the environment. When a previous DEIS is referenced, the
supplemental DEIS transmittal letter should indicate that copies of the original (draft or final) EIS are
available and will be provided to all requesting parties.

(d) DOE shall prepare, circulate, and file a supplement to a draft or final EIS in the same manner as any other draft
and final EISs, except that scoping is optional for a supplement. If DOE decides to take action on a proposal covered
by a supplemental EIS, DOE shall prepare a ROD in accordance with the provisions of § 1021.315 of this part.

(e) When applicable, DOE will incorporate an EIS supplement, or the determination and supporting Supplement
Analysis made under paragraph (c) of this section, into any related formal administrative record on the action that is
the subject of the EIS supplement or determination (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(3)

6 http://www.northernpasseis.us/images/uploads/documents/CEQ-40Questions.pdf Question # 7

0087-5
Continued

0087-5 cont'd

0087



Supplements and addendums to both DEIS and EISs are not atypical. In this proceeding, a Scoping
Document addendum was issued on May 2014. DOE has also followed this course of action in other
project proceedings’.

Conclusion

The public is being asked to review and comment on a NP DEIS that does not study what is now the
Applicant’s “Preferred Alternative.” This situation places an unfair burden on the public participating in
this process, and denies them the full and accurate information needed to truly compare and contrast all
possible reasonable alternatives. We respectfully request the DOE to postpone the upcoming scheduled
NP DEIS public hearings and filing deadline dates, to issue either a supplemental or addendum to the NP
DEIS which studies the now revised Application, and to establish new public hearing and comment filing
deadlines on the supplemented NP DEIS.

Your timely response to this request is appreciated®.

Sincerely,

Susan Arnold, Vice President for Conservation
Appalachian Mountain Club

Carol Foss, Senior Advisor for Science and Policy
Audubon Society of New Hampshire

Will Abbott, Vice President, Policy and Land Management
Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests

Susan Schibanoff, co-founder
Responsible Energy Action LLC

Jim O’Brien, Director of External Affairs
The Nature Conservancy—New Hampshire Chapter

cc: US Senator Kelly Ayotte
US Senator Jeanne Shaheen
US NH Representative Ann Kuster
US NH Representative Frank Guinta
NH Governor Maggie Hassan

7 Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment Addendum for Disposition of Additional Waste at
the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (Federal Register /Vol. 68, No. 83 /Wednesday, April 30, 2003 /Notices 23117

8 If, based upon the studies, the Department determines that a supplemental addendum to a DEIS is not necessary,
this determination must be documented using the NEPA/CEQA Re-validation form. Following a DEIS, the
determination should be noted in the FEIS; following approval of an FEIS, it may be noted in the project file.
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Thank you for your comment. Following the receipt of the Further
Amendment to Presidential Permit Application from Northern
Pass on August 31, 2015, DOE prepared a supplement to the
draft EIS analyzing the impacts of Alternative 7 - Proposed
Action. A Notice of Availability of the supplement to the draft EIS
was published by EPA in the Federal Register on November 20,
2015 (80 FR 72719). Public hearings on the draft EIS were held
in March 2016 (postponed from previously-announced dates in
recognition of the publication of the supplement to the draft EIS)
and the comment period was extended until April 4, 2016.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 21, 2016

ID: 8753

Date Entered: Mar 21, 2016

Source: email

Topics: Purpose and Need, Historic/Cultural

Name: Kris Pastoriza

Organization:

Email: krispastoriza@gmail.com

Comment: The Northern Pass route now continues from Deerfield to Scobie Pond, as was stated in
the pre-SEC hearings and many Northern Pass documents, for example historical resources
assessments. This should be indicated in the notice above.

The DOE EIS does not assess this route addition, and is therefore incomplete.

"Northern Pass will connect to the regional grid at an existing substation in Deerfield, NH. In order to
determine how the project could interconnect at that location, ISO-NE had studied Northern Pass’
original 1200 MW design and concluded that certain electrical upgrades to the New England regional
transmission grid are required to allow for Northern Pass to connect without adversely impacting grid
reliability. Per the study, under certain conditions, without any system modifications, power flowing
into Deerfield substation over Northern Pass and into the regional grid will cause two transmission
lines to exceed their present rating. The first line is located between Deerfield Substation and Scobie
Pond substation in Londonderry, NH. The second line is between Scobie Pond substation and a

substation located in Buxton, Maine.

To address the potential for line overloads, additional terminal equipment (a circuit breaker and
connecting bus work) will be required to loop the Scobie Pond to Buxton, ME line into and out of

Deerfield substation. The line currently runs past Deerfield substation without an electrical connection.

In addition, ten existing transmission structures between Deerfield and Scobie Pond substations
would need to be raised in order to achieve the required ratings. The increase in height for all but one
structure is approximately 5 feet. One structure will be increased approximately 10 feet. The
structures are located in the towns of Deerfield (5), Raymond (3) and Chester (2).

Finally, to maintain system voltage levels, additional equipment will be installed at both Deerfield and
mScobie Pond substations.

ISO-NE is currently studying the project's new 1000 MW design (with a potential to deliver up to 1090
MW), so the identified upgrades described above are subject to change. The project does not
anticipate that the results will be materially different for the lower capacity project."

0089-1

0089

0089-1

Thank you for your comment. The projects mentioned in this
comment are described in Section 2.3 of the EIS as "AC System
Support Projects." Impacts potentially resulting from these
projects were analyzed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.
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Continued
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Please see attached document(s) filed in the above mentioned docket(s). Website to be updated.

Order Public Notice Hearings, Belknap, Grafton and Rockingham Counties
Order Public Notice Hearings, Coos and Merrimack Counties

Thanks, Jody



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Sep 2, 2015

ID: 8364

Date Entered: Sep 2, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Tourism, Quality of Life

Name: Elaine Kellerman

Organization:

Email: elaineakellerman@yahoo.com

Mailing Address: 1406 Alton Woods Drive

City: Concord

State: NH

Zip: 03301

Country: US

Comment: | would like to request that the final EIS include more than one international border
crossing. Why is there this focus on Pittsburg as if it is the only suitable location for entry from
Canada? The most logical point for entry is not in NH at all. Derby Line, VT provides access to
Interstate 91 where the line could be buried along its route to Waterford, VT. It could then be buried
along Interstate 93 as it makes its way east. Burying the entire line is the only acceptable way to
address this project. Overhead lines of this height create an eyesore wherever they are located. They
negatively impact any area they cross, decreasing property values and marring the landscape.

Personally, | wish this project would not be permitted and never be constructed. But the second best
scenario is a completely buried line.

0090-1

0090

0090-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section



0090

2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Sep 8, 2015

ID: 8375

Date Entered: Sep 8, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Tourism, Quality of Life

Name: Brenda Charpentier

Organization:

Email: jochar@metrocast.net

Mailing Address: PO Box 232

City: Sanbornton

State: NH

Zip: 03269

Country: US

Comment: Dear DOE:

New Hampshire still possesses the natural beauty that many places around the world lost long ago
and will never get back.

Please amend the draft Northern Pass EIS to include alternate entry points along the border between
Canada and the U.S. To do the least damage to our natural assets, the Northern Transmission line

should not enter over Hall's Stream in Pittsburg. One alternative analyzed in the final EIS should be a
border crossing in Vermont so that the line utilizes the already disturbed 1-91 corridor. Thank you.

0091-1
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0091-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 15, 2016
ID: 8740

Date Entered: Mar 15, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water /
Wetlands, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism, Quality of
Life, Cumulative Effects, Design Criteria / Mitigation Measures, Environmental Justice

Organization:
Comment: Dear Mr. Mills,

My comments on the draft EIS are below. These expand on my oral comments from March 11, 2016,
at the Whitefield hearing.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 a-c should be struck. The draft EIS itself notes that alternative 3 is not
practical due to the lack of permission for buried cables in the existing PSNH right of way, stating that
"the majority of these easements would need to be amended through agreement with each individual
landowner." Importantly, alternatives 2, and 5 a-c, also depend on buried lines through many areas
where the applicant will require landowner permission. In many cases the land through which the
applicant is proposing to bury the cable would pass through conservation easements where the
landowner is both unwilling, and in fact unable to grant permission.

Additionally, the proposed routes in Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 a-c are impeded not only by conservation
easements, but by other conflicts, including where the fee proper owners are opposed to buried
cable, as well as by water-rights easements that would be violated by either buried or overhead lines.
Furthermore, both the buried and aboveground proposals would severely risk destroying the
underlying aquifers feeding the wells and springs that supply water to multiple households in the
broader area. Northern Pass representatives have admitted the potential impacts verbally during site
inspections.

In short, by the standard which the draft EIS has already established, alternatives 2, as well as 5a-c,
are not practical. The applicant does not have route control, and obtaining it would be extremely
challenging to implement at best. Therefore, in terms of site control, and route viability, alternatives 3,
5a, 5b, and 5c should be removed as options from the final EIS.

Separately, there are additional environmental impacts to consider in the Bear Rock section of
Stewartstown, NH, which would arise from Alternatives 2,3,5a, 5b, and 5c. In addition to the impacts
on drinking water sources already mentioned these include:

First, the caves nearby, known locally as the “Bear Caves” which may contain hibernacula for state

0092-1
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Thank you for your comment. Alternatives 2, 3, 5a, 5b, and 5c¢
are analyzed in detail in the final EIS. Potential impacts resulting
from these alternatives are discussed throughout the EIS for a
number of resources, including land use, water resources, and
visual resources.

0092-2

Thank you for your comment. No known hibernacula including
"Bear Caves" occur within the Project corridors or within 5 miles
of the Project corridors in the Northern Section. Acoustic surveys
were completed and although bat species exist within the
Northern Section, there are no known hibernacula to disturb.



and federal species of concern. The threat of impact to the caves from construction of both the above
or underground line needs further study.

Second, the underground portion of the line would disrupt and potentially block the headwaters of the
Mohawk River, one of only sixteen bodies of water in the state specifically managed to protect wild
brook trout, a state species of concern. To my knowledge these impacts have not yet been evaluated.

Third, the line, after going overhead again, would cross, and be highly visible from, Diamond Pond
Road. This road is a highly scenic route, and leads to Little and Big Diamond Ponds, which are
renowned for their beauty, as well as for being fishing and snowmobile destinations. The views in this
section of town, and the general aesthetics, are a key component driving the tourism economy in
Stewartstown.

Fourth, the above-listed alternatives would cross the Cohos Trail multiple times in Stewartstown
alone, and be highly visible along the trail. The Cohos Trail is the only long-distance hiking trail in the
Great North Woods tourist region, and is a key asset for further encouraging tourism in the area.

Fifth, the overhead lines would climb over the top of Sugar Hill, and cut through the middle of one of
the largest intact forest blocks in the entire state.

If this seems like a laundry list of concerns, that is a reflection of how poorly thought out Northern
Pass’s preferred route is. In the areas along the newly-proposed route, you would be hard pressed to
pick a more destructive and more impactful route if you tried.

The draft EIS notes that alternative 5a, 5b, and 5¢ present visual impacts that are moderately less
severe, but similar, to an all-overhead line. This seems correct. However, it is important to note that
for those areas, particularly in Northern New Hampshire, where the line would be above-ground, the
impact is just as severe. The portion of the state north of the White Mountains would be just as
impacted under alternatives 5a-c as in alternative 2. The region is highly dependent on tourism for its
economy (see notes on Diamond Ponds above). Even the proposal of an above-ground line has
already had a demonstrated impact on property prices, as corroborated by the EIS, and the tourist
economy in general. For this reason as well, alternatives 5a, 5b, and 5c are wholly inappropriate and
should be dropped from the final EIS.

Relevant to the Section 106 Review, as well as the main EIS:

In terms of historical impact, is it noteworthy that alternatives 2, 3, 5a, 5b, and 5c all propose
damaging a significant natural and historic landmark that appears to have been overlooked up to this
point. The Bear Rock, after which the Bear Rock Road and Bear Rock district in Stewartstown and
Colebrook derive their names, stands at the intersection of the Heath Road and Bear Rock (see the
excerpt from the Coos County 1861 map below, as well as the Section 106 Map, excerpted). Bear
Rock is a granite outcrop, noteworthy in settlement times for being frequented by bears, which had
become rare following agricultural clearing. It has been named such since at least the mid-1800’s.
Aside from conveying its name to the nearby road and district, Bear Rock stands prominently in local
lore and history. Songs were composed about the Rock and the people living nearby. Historically,
even today, saying that one was from Bear Rock was a bit like saying you were from the back woods,
and is a point of pride. The Bear Rock school, an historic one-room schoolhouse that was later moved
to, and still stands in Colebrook, was named after Bear Rock. When the school was functioning it was
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Thank you for your comment. The Eastern Brook Trout (EBT)
was added to Tables 3-14 and 4-61 of the final EIS, as the EBT
is now considered a Species of Greatest Need of Conservation (it
was not listed during preparation of the draft EIS); additional
discussion regarding impacts from thermal loading was also
included in these sections of the final EIS. Potential thermal
impacts from tree clearing are also considered in Section 4.2.13
in the subsection for Surface Water. In the Wildlife Technical
Report, Tables 2, 37 and 39 were revised to included the EBT as
a SGNC species. Additional discussion regarding impacts from
loss of riparian areas was also added to Sections 3.1.1.1 and
3.2.2.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report.

0092-4

Thank you for your comment. Visual impacts in the Northern
Section are analyzed in Section 4.2.1 of the EIS. The Project
under Alternatives 2, 5a, 5b, 5c, and 7 would cross Diamond
Pond Road as an aboveground transmission line, resulting in
potential visual impacts. Diamond Pond Road is included in the
landscape assessment, but it is not a designated scenic
resource. A Key Observation Point (KOP) simulation was added
to the final EIS and Visual Impact Assessment Technical Report
at Little Diamond Pond in Stewartstown (KOP SE-3).

0092-5

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS, Recreation Technical
Report, and Visual Impact Assessment Technical Report have
been updated to include analysis of the Cohos Trail. Short-term
impacts could result from Alternatives 2, 3, 5a, 5b, 5c, and 7
north of Lovering Mountain where the Project would be
underground along the trail for 1.8 miles. Additionally, under
Alternatives 2, 5a, 5b, 5¢, and 7 the Project would cross the
Cohos Trail three times as an overhead line, and the trail could
be impacted indirectly by visibility of the Project. A Key
Observation Point (KOP) has been added to the final EIS and
Visual Impact Assessment Technical Report in Stark at the
location where the Project would cross the Cohos Trail (KOP
ST-4). See Section 4.2.1 and Appendix E of the final EIS. See
Section 4.2.3 of the final EIS for a brief discussion of recreation
impacts to this resource; additional information has been added
to the Recreation Technical Report.

0092-6
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes impacts to
vegetation in the Central Section under the alternatives noted by
the commenter. Additional information pertaining to interior forest
tracts has been added to Section 3.1.2.1 of the Vegetation
Resources Technical Report.

0092-7

Thank you for your comment. Section 2.1 of the EIS provides
detail on the process DOE used to identify reasonable
alternatives for analysis. Additionally Section 2.4 of the EIS
describes the Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Further Detailed Analysis. The potential impacts of Alternatives
5a, 5b, and 5c¢ are discussed throughout the EIS across four
geographic areas and 14 resource areas. Potential
socioeconomic impacts of the Project relating to property values
are discussed in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS and visual impacts are
discussed in section 4.1.1 of the EIS.

0092-8

Thank you for your comment. The commenter's concern
regarding Bear Rock and the Bear Rock School is noted. Bear
Rock is not an archaeological or architectural resource, so it is
not addressed in Section 3.2.8 or 4.2.8. Bear Rock could be a
contributing natural feature to a cultural landscape, see 3.1.8,
and will be considered through the cultural landscape studies to
be conducted as part of the Section 106 process (see Section
3.1.8.3 for methodology). The Bear Rock School was not
considered during preparation of the DEIS because, in its current
location, it is outside the area of potential effects [36 C.F.R. part
800.16(d)]. DOE is coordinating its compliance with Section 106,
in a manner consistent with 36 C.F.R. Section 800.8, with the
pertinent standards of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 ("NEPA") pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Sections 1500-1508. This
process is described in Sections 1.6 and 1.7.3.2 of the EIS.
Changes have been made to Section 3.1.8 regarding this
resource.



common for teachers to lead field trips to the Rock.

The above-mentioned alternatives (2, 3, 5a, 5b, 5c) would all involve significant damage to the rock,
either through blasting across the southern flank of the Rock, or through the location of a transition
station on top of it, which would entail the rock’s complete destruction. Bear Rock needs to be
included in any discussion of the impact of the various alternatives in the final EIS.

Additionally, several of the area’s original homesteads (the eastern part of Stewartstown was actually
the original settlement area, including the Hollow and nearby hill farms) were located at the foot of
Bear Rock, and the proposed line would potentially be constructed through the archeological remains
of these homesteads as well. The general location is observable on one of the county-wide maps
from 1861. The above-mentioned alternatives could not be constructed within the proposed right of
way without destroying either the archeological resources, or the historic and natural features, of Bear
Rock. Alternatives 2, 3, 5a, 5b, and 5c¢ should be rejected from the final EIS for these reasons alone.

Northern Pass, subsequent to the publishing of the Draft EIS, has already changed their proposal to
use 1,000 MW underground cables in the WMNF. Given the concerns above, it is only reasonable
that Northern Pass bury the cable along the lines of Alternative 4a. Barring that, there is no
acceptable current alternative other than alternative 1. Alternatives 4b, 4c, 6a or 6b would avoid the
impacts that | have listed but are problematic in their own right, with those problems detailed by other
commenters. A potential alternative, mainly burying the line from a crossing in Derby Line, VT, and
continuing underground along interstate 91, then to either interstate 93 or 89, should also be
considered.

Thank you for your time, and for your considerations of the above-listed concerns.
Sincerely,

John Petrofsky

1730 P St. NW

Washington, D.C.

20036

And,

680, Bear Rock Road

Stewartstown, NH
03576
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
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National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 23, 2016

ID: 8785

Date Entered: Mar 23, 2016
Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Name: Susanne Kibler-Hacker
Organization:

Email: nh2nile@yahoo.com
Mailing Address: 8 Ray Road
City: Dunbarton

State: NH

Zip: 03046

Country: US

Comment: Given that the purpose of the Presidential Permit is to authorize the project to cross the
international boundary, to adequately explore alternatives, it is necessary to study more than one
border crossing location. There are other feasible border crossings, including Derby, Vermont, that
would shorten the line significantly and result in fewer environmental impacts.

0093

0093-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 25, 2016
ID: 8841

Date Entered: Mar 25, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Private Property/Land Use, Economic,
Tourism, Quality of Life, Cumulative Effects, Forest Service Lands

Name: Claire Lupton
Organization:

Email: luptoncopy@aol.com
Mailing Address: 75 Newell Road
City: Whitefield

State: NH

Zip: 03598

Country: US

Comment: As a direct abutter of the proposed Northern Pass, | respectfully submit the following
comments related to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 106.

First, | want to express my strong opposition to the project as currently proposed. One side of my
property borders Forest Lake, a small pristine lake that is home to nesting loons and abundant
wildlife. Crossing my property on the opposite side is a power line right-of-way which would be used
by the Northern Pass as now proposed.

| was dismayed to learn that while Northern Pass Transmission LLC has determined it's feasible to
bury transmission lines in other parts of the project, the company considers it unfeasible to bury the
lines fully, including where they cross my property.

| respectfully request the following:

That the Northern Pass be fully buried, with all burial alternatives fully examined. Full burial is

technically and economically feasible for long distances with minimal impact to the environment and 0094-1
property owners. It is used by other projects in the region. DOE recently issued Presidential Permits

for projects that cross from Canada to New York and Vermont using burial technology in

0094

0094-1

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS.



transportation corridors. In addition, Hydro-Quebec is participating in a proposed fully-buried
transmission project at the NY/VT border. Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all
lines.

That the Final Environmental Impact Statement reject Northern Pass's unsubstantiated claim that full
burial in the 1-93 corridor (Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently
verify this claim.

That the FEIS examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91/1-89/1-93 burial
routes, which are shorter and less environmentally impactful than the proposed route.

That the FEIS correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact analysis to include the visual experience of
residents, second homeowners and visitors to this largely undeveloped region.

That the FEIS examine alternative energy options, including distributed generation like solar, grid
scale battery storage and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed.
These options would create new jobs, have less environmental impact and reduce our reliance on
imported energy.

That the FEIS fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security. Climatic changes and internal
energy needs within Canada may well make future Canadian hydropower generation less certain and
prices more volatile. Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to
reduce dependence on natural gas compared to an in-region mix of energy efficiency, distributed
generation and storage and grid improvements.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Claire Lupton

75 Newell Road
Whitefield, NH 03598

0094-1

0094

Continuedng4-1 cont'd

0094-2

0094-3

0094-4

0094-5

0094-6

0094-2

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. Alternatives 4a,
4b, and 4c would be fully underground. The regulatory framework
governing utilities in roadway corridors is discussed in the Land
Use Technical Report and the EIS, see Section 3.1.6.4.

0094-3

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
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underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0094-4

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0094-5

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
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was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of

the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative.

0094-6

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 28, 2016

ID: 8856

Date Entered: Mar 28, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Viewshed/Scenery

Name: Mark Labuski

Organization:

Email: usnrad-hiking@yahoo.com

Mailing Address: 29 Violets Path

City: Elizabethtown

State: PA

Zip: 17022

Country: US

Comment: My wife and | are avid hikers and nature lovers who fell in love with the White Mountains
in New Hampshire after a family vacation several years ago. We loved it so much that after a one
week vacation, we decided to buy land and we built our second home at the base of the Kinsman
Mountains in Easton, NH. We love that the land's beauty is unspoiled despite multiple use and we
sincerely want to keep it that way. Please consider the following issues with regards to the proposed
Northern Pass project:

1. Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full burial is
technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do the
same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire (Alternatives 3 and 4— click
here for a map of the DEIS alternative routes).

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is

participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines.

0095-1

0095

0095-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. The EIS analyzes several full-burial alternatives in
detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential
environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well as
technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.



In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:
- Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

- Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

- Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

2. Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

3. Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015
and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

4. Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.

| 0095-2

0095-3

0095-4

0095-5

0095-6
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Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0095-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0095-4

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
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Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0095-5

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
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data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0095-6

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative.

0095-7

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
type of power plant. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.



Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
energy needs within Canada.

0095-7
Continued 0095-7 cont'd

0095



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 28, 2016
ID: 8865

Date Entered: Mar 28, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery,
Water / Wetlands, Soils, Recreation, Historic/Cultural, Quality of Life, Forest Service Lands, Design
Criteria / Mitigation Measures

Organization:

Comment: 1. Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives.
Full burial is technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass
should do the same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire.

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is
participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

o Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

o Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

o Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

2. Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS
has been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. The EIS
analyzes several full-burial alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3,
4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential environmental impacts of all twelve
alternatives, as well as technical constraints and costs, are
discussed throughout the EIS.
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Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0096-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0096-4

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQ) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
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Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0096-5

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
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data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.



analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

3. Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015
and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

4. Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.
Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
energy needs within Canada.
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.

0096-7

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Comment: As you move forward with consideration of the Northern Pass project, please consider our
comments in the following four areas:

1. Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full burial is
technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do the
same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire.

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is
participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines. In the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:?Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim
that full burial in the 1-93 corridor (Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to
independently verify this claim.

Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. The EIS analyzes several full-burial alternatives in
detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential
environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well as
technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

0097-2
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Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)



of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

2. Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

3. Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015
and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

4. Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.
Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Among these alternatives,
DOE considered two alternate border crossings. One was an
alternative that would utilize the existing National Grid Phase I/ll
route, including its border crossing in Vermont. Based on its
review of the National Grid alternative DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.3 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information related to the National
Grid alternative. Separately, in response to comments received
on the draft EIS, DOE considered a second alternative border
crossing in Vermont, specifically identified as a border crossing at
Derby Line, VT that would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has
been added to reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's
determination.

0097-4

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0097-5
Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
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seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.

0097-6

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.
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energy needs within Canada. Continued
0097-6 cont'd

Thank you for your consideration of our input.
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Comment: Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full

burial is technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do
the same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire (Alternatives 3 and 4— click
here for a map of the DEIS alternative routes).

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is
participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the I-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. The EIS analyzes several full-burial alternatives in
detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential
environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well as
technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

0098-2
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Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0098-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0098-4

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Among these alternatives,
DOE considered two alternate border crossings. One was an
alternative that would utilize the existing National Grid Phase /Il
route, including its border crossing in Vermont. Based on its
review of the National Grid alternative DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.3 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information related to the National
Grid alternative. Separately, in response to comments received
on the draft EIS, DOE considered a second alternative border
crossing in Vermont, specifically identified as a border crossing at
Derby Line, VT that would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has
been added to reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's
determination.
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Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.



stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015
and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.
Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
energy needs within Canada.
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.

0098-7

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 28, 2016
ID: 8876

Date Entered: Mar 28, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands,
Soils, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life, Air
Quality, Cumulative Effects, Forest Service Lands, NEPA Process, Design Criteria / Mitigation
Measures, Environmental Justice

Name: Jean Devine

Organization:

Email: jeanm.devine@verizon.net
Mailing Address: 52 Raleigh Road
City: Belmont

State: MA

Country: US

Comment: | agree with the AMC in their assessment. The Northern Pass, if it passes, should be
100% buried. Alt. 3 & 4 allow for that. DOE also should explore the alternative of burying the line
under Rt 91.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS
has been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Among these
alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border crossings. In
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered an alternative border crossing in Vermont, specifically
identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that would
utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
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reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0099-2

Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0099-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0099-4

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Among these alternatives,
DOE considered two alternate border crossings. One was an
alternative that would utilize the existing National Grid Phase /Il
route, including its border crossing in Vermont. Based on its
review of the National Grid alternative DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.3 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information related to the National
Grid alternative. Separately, in response to comments received
on the draft EIS, DOE considered a second alternative border
crossing in Vermont, specifically identified as a border crossing at
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Derby Line, VT that would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has
been added to reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's
determination.



into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

0099-4
Continuedyn99-4 cont'd
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 28, 2016
ID: 8883

Date Entered: Mar 28, 2016

Source: Website

Topics:

Organization:

Comment: | am writing to request that the Northern Pass be fully buried and that DOE examine all
burial alternatives. Full burial is technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region.
Northern Pass should do the same.

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is
participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

1. Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

2. Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

3. Examine alternative international border crossings, including I-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS.

0100-2

Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0100-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0100-4

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
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finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.
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Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

0100-4  0100-4 cont'd
. Continued
Sincerely,

David Belford



Thank you for the opportunity. At the Northern Pass public scoping meetings in March of 2011, in
September 2013, you said that DOE's primary role was to determine eligibility for a Presidential permit
which if approved would allow the project to cross the international border. You also said the
responsibility for siting the project within the New Hampshire would rest with the New Hampshire SEC.
In the Draft EIS and supplement, you have presented many alternatives to siting the project. Most of
these alternatives include a burial portion. We thank you for all the burial alternatives because we
believe they had a major impact on Northern Pass deciding to bury an additional 52 miles from
Bethlehem to Bridgewater. It is interesting to note in the Draft EIS that you did not consider any
alternative border crossings. All the alternative routes start from the same point in Pittsburg. It would
seem if your primary role is to determine if Northern Pass should cross the border that you should have
looked at some alternative crossing points. For example, a more direct route would be a border crossing
at Derby Line, Vermont, connecting to Route 91 and then to Route 93. In closing, | would like to say the
best siting alternative for the Northern Pass transmission project is complete burial, similar to the
Champlain Hudson in New York, the Northeast Energy Link in Maine, the New England Clean Power Link
in Vermont, and the Draft EIS alternative 4 A. Bury it all the way.
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



I did sign up and fill in a card. | did fill in a card also. MR. KERVITSKY: | apologize. SPEAKER: That's okay.
I'm Suzanne Smith from Grafton County District 8, and like Representative Ford, | was at the State House
until past my bedtime last night so | was not able to make it to Concord to the Grappone Center. It
would have been my preference also, although it was a beautiful drive up here tonight. As has been said
before, the new improved Northern Pass plan makes residents of New Hampshire winners and losers.
The northern part of New Hampshire which has been devastated right below where we would cross the
border will now be covered with high voltage transmission lines and towers. Where there is a larger
percentage of money, tourists, the line will be buried. Plymouth, Holderness and Ashland, gateway
towns to Squam Lake and Plymouth State University, will see their lines buried. However, as we cross
the border from Ashland to Bridgewater, New Hampton, Bristol Hill and even Franklin, towers again will
rise high along the roads and the rights-of-way. Peaked Hill in Bristol, home to barely visible poles now,
will be inundated with tall towers. Why is Northern Pass picking and choosing. The Environmental
Impact Statement Draft does address and give some great alternatives for Northern Pass. You'll have to
excuse me. | lost my glasses somewhere along the way so | can barely see what I've written.
Massachusetts and Connecticut will enjoy this expanded energy from Quebec Hydropower and much of
New Hampshire will have the pleasure of gazing at tall towers for many years to come. | live in Hebron
and Northern Pass towers do come down along through Hebron from Monroe down towards
Massachusetts. We don't need any more lines above ground. | would ask the Department of Energy to
consider that if the line were buried all the way, and we wanted to avoid the White Mountain National
Forest, you could cross the international line at Derby, Vermont, come down along Interstate 91 and
cross over either along Route 25 in New Hampshire or all the way down and across 89 to get down to
Massachusetts utilizing the interstate rights of way, and | think that would be an excellent improvement,
avoiding the White Mountain National Forest all together. You have listened thus far to the people of
New Hampshire and | really appreciate the last draft that was put out by the Department of Energy. | ask
you to continue to listen and bury the Northern Pass or deny the Presidential permit. Thank you.
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



For the record, Chris Thayer from Sugar Hill, New Hampshire. My name is Chris Thayer, and I'm Director
of North Country Programs & Outreach for the Appalachian Mountain Club. The AMC is the oldest
conservation and recreation organization in the country, with more than 100,000 members and
supporters from Maine to Washington, DC, including more than 12,000 here in New Hampshire. In our
140-year history, AMC has helped to protect this region's open spaces, including from poorly sited
energy generation and transmission projects like Northern Pass which is requesting to use high impact
old technologies to maximize profits at the expense of New Hampshire's iconic landscape. As | testified
earlier this week in Waterville, same guy, AMC commends the Department of Energy and the DEIS for
examining alternatives using 21st century technology, full burial HVDC transmission line technologies
and accepting it as a feasible technology in other recently issued DOE Presidential Permits in Vermont
and New York. The Northern Pass application for a Presidential permit has only moved the needle
slightly towards participation in the 21st century, going for a position that burial is totally impracticable
to now avoiding permit denial in the White Mountain National Forest by conceding to bury 60 of the
proposed 192 miles of their project. The Applicant is now almost one-third of the way into this century.
The DEIS examines alternative routes and burial options only in New Hampshire; yet, DOE acknowledges
its role is not to select the actual project route and DOE has failed to look at alternative border
crossings, focusing only on the single one proposed by the Applicant. Yet the international crossing is
where DOE does have jurisdiction when it issues a Presidential permit. A much more direct and shorter
route with far less environmental impact or cost for this energy would be to cross the Canadian border
into Vermont and follow a buried route along 1-91 south to the intended markets in Massachusetts,
Connecticut and Rhode Island. Further making this a logical and reasonable alternative is that I-91 goes
directly by the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant in Vernon, Vermont, which is now undergoing
decommissioning and its grid switchyard is without power and about to go unused. Even the Governor
of Vermont stated publicly in 2014 that Vermont is open to such a concept. The Applicant claims that
Northern Pass is needed to help fill the gap caused by the Vermont nuclear power plant going off line.
Yet the DEIS does not even explore physically going there. Variation of this concept is burial along I-91 to
1-89 to 1-93 that would end up in Londonderry, New Hampshire, the intended terminus for the currently
proposed project. Both of these alternatives using different international border crossings should be
studied and included in the FEIS. The DEIS assumes that the Northern Pass project would result in a net
increase in imports of electricity into the ISO New England region of approximately 6600 gigawatt hours
of electricity, assuming 76 percent of maximum capacity through the year and that this would result in
approximately a 9 percent decrease in natural gas, five percent decrease in coal and a 43 percent
decrease in oil demand for electric generation in the ISO New England region. It also translates these
into greenhouse gas emission reductions. Since there are now many other competing projects in the
region, including more than 20 that have been bid into the New England Clean Power RFP solicited by
Mass., Connecticut and Rhode Island that would also reduce greenhouse emissions, the FEIS needs to be
updated and acknowledge that those reductions would likely occur with or without the permitting of
Northern Pass. As framed in the DEIS, it assumes these reductions in fossil fuel, electric generation and
resultant greenhouse gas reductions would not occur without the permitting of Northern Pass. I'll
submit the rest of my comments and just wrap up for the sake of time.
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0103-2

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.10 of the EIS includes
an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions potentially resulting
from the Project. The cumulative analysis of air quality in Chapter
5 of the EIS considers other regional energy projects that have
emerged as part of the competitive clean energy RFPs in
ISO-NE. Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that
existing energy sources would continue to supply the ISO-NE
region.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 31, 2016
ID: 9147

Date Entered: Mar 31, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery,
Water / Wetlands, Soils, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Taxes, Historic/Cultural, Economic,
Traffic, National Security, Tourism, Quality of Life, Air Quality, Cumulative Effects, Noise, Forest
Service Lands, NEPA Process, Design Criteria / Mitigation Measures, Environmental Justice, Other

Organization:

Comment: 1. Northern Pass is not an environmentally green proposal because of the destruction of
forests to create the hydro-power. The loss of these carbon sinks exacerbates and accelerates
climate change.

2. Northern Pass should be fully buried, if at all permitted, and DOE should examine all burial
alternatives. Full burial is technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region.
Northern Pass should do the same. Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the
lines, specifically, along Rte 93.

3. Northern Pass should examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial
routes. The DEIS only considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet
DOE's role in the Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission
line from Canada into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less
environmentally impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended
market in southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to
consider this concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to
Interstate -89 to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for
the Northern Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

4. This project will ruin the NH scenery and the beauty of its visual aspects.

5. Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine roof-top solar and energy efficiency as
alternatives to Northern Pass. They create as many if not more new jobs, have the least
environmental impact, and will help reduce our reliance on imported energy. Canadian energy is
imported energy.

6. This is just another project to allow a big business to make money at the expense of the people
and the landscape we love. We don't need this project and don't want it.

0104-1

0104-2

0104-3

0104-4

0104

0104-1

Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts in Canada from
the construction and operation of electricity infrastructure,
including hydropower generation and transmission in Canada,
are beyond the scope of this NEPA analysis. NEPA does not
require an analysis of potential environmental impacts that occur
within another sovereign nation that result from actions approved
by that sovereign nation. Additionally, the construction and
operation of Hydro-Quebec power generation projects and
electricity transmission line projects in the bulk Hydro-Quebec
system will occur regardless of and independent to whether DOE
issues a Presidential permit for the proposed Northern Pass
Project international border crossing. For these reasons, potential
environmental impacts in Canada are not addressed in this EIS.
Section 1.5.4.1 of the Final EIS has been updated in response to
this comment.

0104-2

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
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potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. The EIS analyzes several full-burial alternatives in
detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential
environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well as
technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

0104-3

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
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analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0104-4

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Apr 2, 2016
ID: 9158

Date Entered: Apr 2, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism,
Quality of Life, Cumulative Effects

Organization:

Comment: Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full
burial is possible and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do the
same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire (Alternatives 3 and 4— click
here for a map of the DEIS alternative routes).

Transmission line burial is technologically and economically viable for long distances with minimal
social or environmental impacts. But it is critical to select the appropriate corridor for burial. Recently
DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and VT using
modern burial technology in transportation corridors. In a separate endeavor, Hydro-Quebec is
participating in another proposed fully-buried transmission project at the NY-VT border. Likewise,
Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all of the lines.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

1. Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

2. Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

3. Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes. The DEIS only
considers the one border crossing into NH proposed by Northern Pass. Yet DOE's role in the
Presidential Permit process is to examine the costs and benefits of a transmission line from Canada
into the United States, regardless of where it crosses. A much shorter, less environmentally
impacting, full burial route under Interstate-91 in VT will get this power to its intended market in
southern New England. The Governor of Vermont has stated that Vermont is ready to consider this
concept. A variation on this alternative would be full burial under Interstate-91 in VT to Interstate -89
to Interstate-93 in NH to Londonderry, NH, which is currently the intended terminus for the Northern

0105-1

0105-2

0105-3

0105-4
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0105-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. The EIS analyzes several full-burial alternatives in
detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The potential
environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well as
technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has
been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

0105-2
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Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0105-3

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0105-4

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
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Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4 .3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Pass project. Both of these Interstate-91 burial routes should be studied in the DEIS.

Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis: The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015
and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.
Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
energy needs within Canada.

0105-4

0105

Continued 1054 cont'd

0105-5

0105-6

0105-7

0105-5

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0105-6

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.

0105-7

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Apr 2, 2016
ID: 9165

Date Entered: Apr 2, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Health and Safety, Viewshed/Scenery, Private Property/Land Use, Quality of
Life, Design Criteria / Mitigation Measures

Name: Elmer Lupton

Organization:

Email: neillup@aol.com

Mailing Address: 75 Newell Lane

City: Whitefield

State: NH

Zip: 03598

Country: US

Comment: | own property in northern New Hampshire. The Northern Pass as proposed would run
above ground directly through my property. The project’s towers would be about 130 feet high. As a
direct abutter of the proposed Northern Pass, | respectfully submit the following comments related to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 106.

First, | want to express my strong opposition to the project as currently proposed.

| am especially concerned about the security of the lines and the related security of my property and
adjoining properties. In November 2015 in Europe, power transmission lines like the proposed
overhead Northern Pass were downed by explosives in what was thought to be a terrorist attack. The
result was that 1.6 million people lost power and were in darkness. The Crimea declared a state of
emergency (See attached articles).

Our area in Northern New Hampshire is very lightly populated, and overhead lines and towers are
easily and totally accessible. They could be a tempting and accessible target. A person with evil intent
could drive a vehicle on public roads directly underneath the proposed lines on and near our property,

drive less than a minute --a couple of hundred yards -- on a dirt road and position the vehicle
immediately adjacent to one of the towers. If the vehicle contained explosives, it could bring down the

0106-1

0106

0106-1

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.4.2 in the EIS and
Section 3.1.9 of the Public Health and Safety Technical Report
discuss impacts related to intentional destructive acts. Impacts to
health and safety from intentional destructive acts would be
unlikely to be greater than the potential impacts from events
involving extreme weather. If such an act were to occur and to
succeed in destroying aboveground infrastructure or other
components of the project, the main consequence for the public
would be the temporary loss of electrical service from the Project
(i.e., the loss of the 1,090 or 1,200 MW supplied by the Project)
in the ISO-NE region.



tower.

I have heard no consideration of security of this sort and of the havoc that could be created if the area
| understand the Northern Pass is intended to serve (New Jersey/New York) were suddenly deprived
of power. Buried lines would appear to address and remove this security concern.

The overhead lines would also be a massive impairment to the gentle rural and wilderness character
of the area. One side of my property borders Forest Lake, a small pristine lake that is home to nesting
loons and abundant wildlife. Crossing my property on the opposite side is a power line right-of-way
which would be used by the Northern Pass as now proposed.

| was dismayed to learn that while Northern Pass Transmission LLC has determined it's feasible to
bury transmission lines in other parts of the project, the company considers it unfeasible to bury the
lines fully, including where they cross my property.

| respectfully request the following:

That the Northern Pass be fully buried, with all burial alternatives fully examined. Full burial is
technically and economically feasible for long distances with minimal impact to the environment and
property owners. It is used by other projects in the region. DOE recently issued Presidential Permits
for projects that cross from Canada to New York and Vermont using burial technology in
transportation corridors. In addition, Hydro-Quebec is participating in a proposed fully-buried
transmission project at the NY/VT border. Northern Pass should use current technology and bury all
lines.

That the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) reject Northern Pass's unsubstantiated claim
that full burial in the 1-93 corridor (Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to
independently verify this claim.

That the FEIS address the security problems and deficiencies which the overhead lines represent.

That the FEIS examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91/1-89/1-93 burial
routes, which are shorter and less environmentally impactful than the proposed route.

That the FEIS correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact analysis to include the visual experience of
residents, second homeowners and visitors to this largely undeveloped region.

That the FEIS examine alternative energy options, including distributed generation like solar, grid
scale battery storage and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed.
These options would create new jobs, have less environmental impact and reduce our reliance on
imported energy.

That the FEIS fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security. Climatic changes and internal
energy needs within Canada may well make future Canadian hydropower generation less certain and
prices more volatile. Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to
reduce dependence on natural gas compared to an in-region mix of energy efficiency, distributed
generation and storage and grid improvements.
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Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several fully- and
partially-buried alternatives that involve underground cable in the
1-93 corridor, including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b.
The regulatory framework governing utilities in roadway corridors
is discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment but no
change to the EIS was made. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground/overhead
configurations between the proposed border crossing and
connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS
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has been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

0106-3

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.4.2 in the EIS and
Section 3.1.9 of the Public Health and Safety Technical Report
discuss impacts related to intentional destructive acts. Impacts to
health and safety from intentional destructive acts would be
unlikely to be greater than the potential impacts from events
involving extreme weather. If such an act were to occur and to
succeed in destroying aboveground infrastructure or other
components of the project, the main consequence for the public
would be the temporary loss of electrical service from the Project
(i.e., the loss of the 1,090 or 1,200 MW supplied by the Project)
in the ISO-NE region.

0106-4

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
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"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0106-5

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0106-6
Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No



0106

Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.

0106-7

Thank you for your comment. The purpose of, and need for,
DOE'’s action is to determine whether or not to grant the
requested Presidential permit for the Project, which is a proposed
transmission line crossing the international border. As discussed
in Section 1.4 of the EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of
project objectives and benefits in its permit application. DOE and
the cooperating agencies reviewed this documentation and
determined that the project objectives include addressing three
primary needs concerning New England’s electricity supply:
diverse, low-carbon, non-intermittent electricity. Section 2.4 of the
EIS discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from further
analysis. DOE determined that other transmission projects,
power generation alternatives, and energy conservation do not
meet the purpose and need for DOE's action. The EIS analyzes
in detail the potential environmental impacts of a No Action
Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Under the No Action
Alternative, it is assumed that existing energy sources, including
distributed generation and alternative energy generation, would
continue to supply the ISO-NE region and that energy efficiency
measures would continue. Section 3.1.2.5 of the EIS discusses
the existing condition of Electricity System Infrastructure which
would be anticipated to persist under the No Action Alternative.
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Thank you for considering my comments.

Elmer Lupton

75 Newell Road
Whitefield, NH 03598
603-837-3355
617-388-5550 (cell)
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
S e alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
ot potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives

(including on tax revenue and jobs), as well as technical
April 4, 2016 constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the EIS.
Mr. Brian Mills 0109-2
NEPA Document Manager Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Office of Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
U.S. Department of Energy international border crossing associated with an HYDC
1000 Independence Avenue, SW transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Washington, DC 20585 Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States

54 Portsmouth Street
Concord, NH 03301

Tel. 603.224.9945
Fax 603.228.0423

info@forestsociety.org Dear Mr. Mills,

www.forestsociety.org

This letter is to share comments and recommendations concerning

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Northern

Pass Transmission Line Project published by the Department of
Energy (DOE) on July 31, 2015 and the subsequent Supplement to the DEIS published
in November 2015. We have two observations and two recommendations for the DOE
to consider that we believe would improve the Final EIS (FEIS) on this project and
also improve the ultimate decision that DOE must make on the Northern Pass
Presidential Permit application.

Observation #1: The DEIS Adds Credibility to Alternatives for Burial of the

of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]

Northern Pass Project 0109-1  construction, operation, maintenance, or c;onnectioq." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the

We believe that the alternatives analysis in the DEIS clearly demonstrates that there Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
are credible alternatives to the project Northern Pass first proposed to the US DOE in Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
November 2010, and subsequently amended in July of 2013 and again in August of Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
2015. In fact, we believe that Northern Pass amended its proposed project last August portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
specifically because of the work done by DOE in the DEIS published in July 2015. Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final

) o _ . EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
Thg several alternatl.ve routes studied in the DEIS carefully detail the feasibility of the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
burial as an appropriate technology.. The DEIS al.so. documents that the pr;ferred requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
alternative Northern Pass proposed in June 2013 is in fact the most damaging ) .
environmental alternative studied by the DOE. As the DEIS also explains, the Fhe proposed bord_er crossing, but also the alignment of ne_w
proposed benefits cited by Northern Pass for the 2013 version of its scheme as they infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
relate to property tax revenues to municipalities in New Hampshire and jobs for the and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
New Hampshire economy are only enhanced by alternatives that propose to "connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
completely bury the transmission facility. analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment

proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from

Observation #2: The DEIS Fails to Meet the Most Critical Standard Established Cooperating AgencieS, other agencies7 and extensive pub“c
by the National Environmental Policy Act for Alternatives Analysis 01092 Comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
The Northern Pass DEIS fails to meet the principle purpose of NEPA because it only End:rg round. and Oc\j/erhead c_onflg_u I:atrl]or'ls t.)et.we%n Sthe lpropo_sed
studies one credible alternative for crossing the international border. The only order crossing an connef:tlon W.It the eXIStI!’\g - © egtr|0|ty
regulatory jurisdiction that the Presidential Permit decision has in geographic terms is system. The EIS anal_yzes n d(_at_a” the No Action Altematl\{e and
to approve the actual crossing proposed by NP of the International Border between the eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
United States and Canada. The NP preferred alternative is to cross the International were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
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2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Border at Hall’s Stream in Pittsburg, New Hampshire. In fact, this is the only credible
alternative that the DEIS studies for the border crossing. It is no small irony that the
DEIS studies 11 alternatives for the siting of the NP transmission facility once it
crosses the border; the DOE has no regulatory jurisdiction over the actual siting of NP
on New Hampshire land. For the decision that DOE must make, whether to grant a
Presidential Permit to cross the International Border, the DEIS thoroughly studies only
one alternative. And the only credible alternative studied is the one chosen by the
applicant.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), according to its implementing rules
adopted by the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), “is our basic
national charter for the protection of the environment.” Its purpose is to enable public
policy makers to make well-informed decisions. It does this by mandating a process
for studying alternatives to a proposed action called the “environmental impact
statement,” or EIS, to study alternatives which inform decision-makers what the least
damaging environmental alternative is for a proposed project. NEPA does not require
that the agency actually choose the least damaging alternative, only that the decision-
makers have available to them a range of alternatives analyzed by an EIS to inform the
decision they make.

The key purpose of an EIS is detailed in the CEQ rules: “It shall provide full and fair
discussion of significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision-makers and
the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse
impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.”

If the DEIS had studied a second crossing at Derby Line, Vermont, and if the DEIS
had added an alternative corridor for siting a buried line down Interstate 91 to Hartford
or [-91 to I-93 (or down 1-91, to 1-89, to I-93) and then onto Boston, would DOE
decision-makers be better informed for the decision they must make on this
Presidential Permit application? We submit that the answer to this question is yes.

We submit further that the failure to study more than one crossing of the International
Border in this case amounts to a failure on the part of DOE to meet the minimum
requirements of NEPA and the CEQ implementing rules for NEPA.

Recommendation #1: Add at Least One Aditional Border Crossing for Study in
the Final EIS (FEIS)

We recommend that the DOE add at least one additional border crossing to the FEIS.
We recommend that a second crossing be added to the FEIS at Derby Line, Vermont,
where Canadian Route 55 and US Interstate 91 meet. This would enable the DOE to
study a complete burial alternative for NP down [-91 in Vermont to 1-93, then south on
1-93 to a destination in New Hampshire or Massachusetts to a converter station that
would convert the Direct Current to Alternating Current. Not only would this comply
with the letter and the spirit of NEPA and the CEQ implementing rules, but also it
would more fully inform decision-makers at DOE concerning an alternative that may
be less damaging to the environment than the sole alternative proposed by the
applicant.

0109

01092 109-2 cont'd
Continued

0109-3

Thank you for your comment. In response to comments received
on the draft EIS, DOE considered a second alternative border
crossing in Vermont, specifically identified as a border crossing at
Derby Line, VT that would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has
been added to reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's
determination.

0109-3



Recommendation #2: Add at Least One New Alternative Corridor to the FEIS

The FEIS would be considerably enhanced if the addition of a second border crossing
led to a thorough study of a completely buried transmission line down the 1-91 and 1-
93 corridors. Alternatively, it may make more sense to look at a corridor down I-91 to
1-89 in White River Junction, Vermont, and then down I-89 to 1-93 in Concord, New
Hampshire. Location of a converter station closer to the Massachusetts border than
Franklin, New Hampshire may also make sense. The electricity is intended for
consumer markets in Massachusetts. Experts at Eversource and at ISO-New England
are certainly capable of informing DOE consultants as to potential locations (if other
than Deerfield, NH) for the electricity to enter the New England grid.

The linear distance of a route that would follow [-91 from Derby Line, VT to Exit 40
in New Hampshire (where Route 302 crosses 1-93) is more than 10 miles shorter than
the NP preferred circuitous route through Northern Coos County New Hampshire. A
buried line on the Interstates would require no new rights of way to be cleared and
built through Coos County. All of the adverse impacts on natural resources in Coos
County would be avoided, as would many of the adverse impacts on natural resources
south of Coos County as they presently exist in the applicant’s preferred alternative.
All of the adverse visual impacts caused by 132 miles of above ground towers in the
NP preferred alternative would be avoided. All of the adverse impacts on the tourism
economies of the region would be avoided, save for the temporary inconvenience
during construction. All adverse impacts on property rights and property values would
be avoided.

In conclusion, the purpose of NEPA would be well served if DOE included
consideration of a second border crossing at Derby Line, VT in the FEIS. In addition,
the purpose of NEPA would also be better served if the DOE included a new
alternative to its portfolio of corridor siting alternatives enabled by the study of a
second border crossing. We believe DOE should study the alternative that would
completely bury NP down interstate highway corridors as suggested above. We
strongly encourage DOE to take these actions in the FEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and for its extensive
documentation that complete burial of this project is a credible alternative to the
overhead route proposed by the applicant.

Sincerely,

Q710 ; I_'i'_,'__f {ee f

AT L
|

Jane A. Difley, President/Forester
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Several
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS include segments of
underground cable within the [-93 corridor, including Alternatives
4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. Laws and regulations governing the
installation of utilities in interstate highways are discussed in
Section 3.1.6.4 of the EIS. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS. In response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered an alternative border crossing in Vermont, specifically
identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that would
utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.
Alternative project terminus and converter station locations
(including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and Londonderry,
NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives. Section 2.4.14
of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
about this alternative. Further, DOE does not have siting
authority for the Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site
Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the Project in the
state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting
authority for portions of the Project located in the White Mountain
National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of
the EIS.)



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 12, 2015

ID: 8284

Date Entered: Aug 12, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need

Name: Carole Benoit

Organization:

Email: benoits1@myfairpoint.net

Country: US

Comment: No means NO. The people of NH, where the PASS intrudes, have a right to say NO to
incursion onto our lands. It has never been the American way to make the few suffer so that many
can gain financially...oh, except for the Federal Government's treatment of our own indigenous

peoples. Sound familiar? LIVE FREE OR DIE
NO PASS

0110-1

0110-1
Thank you for your comment.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 12, 2015

ID: 8285

Date Entered: Aug 12, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Quality of Life

Name: Melanie Hamilton

Organization:

City: Northwood

State: NH

Country: US

Comment: The forest lands of NH are far too valuable to destroy them with the plans for the Northern
Pass. While it's an area where not many people live, it should not be sacrificed for a project that

would destroy so much, and ruin the vistas that are so dear to everyone. Once those vistas are
destroyed, it would take years - if ever - for them to return to their current pristine state.

01111

0111-1
Thank you for your comment.
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AMC \ APPALACHIAN
MOUNTAIN CLUB

YOUR CONNECTION TO THE OUTDOORS

Chris Thayer, Director of North Country Programs & Outreach
Appalachian Mountain Club

Comments to the US Department of Energy on the Northern Pass DEIS
March 11, 2016 — Whitefield, NH

My name is Chris Thayer and I am Director of North Country Programs & Outreach for
the Appalachian Mountain Club. The AMC is the oldest conservation and recreation
organization in the country, with more than 100,000 members and supporters from Maine
to Washington, DC, including more than 12,000 here in New Hampshire. In our 140 year
history, AMC has helped to protect this region’s open spaces, including from poorly sited
energy generation and transmission projects like Northern Pass, which is requesting to
use high impact, old technologies to maximize profits at the expense of NH’s iconic
landscape.

As [ testified earlier this week in Waterville, AMC commends the Department of Energy
in the DEIS for examining alternatives using 21* century technology - full burial HVDC
transmission line technologies - and accepting it as a feasible technology in other,
recently issued DOE Presidential Permits in VT and NY. The Northern Pass application
for a Presidential Permit has only moved the needle slightly towards participation in the
21* century — going from a position that burial is totally impractical, to now avoiding
permit denial in the White Mountain National Forest by conceding to bury 60 of the
proposed 192 miles of their project. The applicant is now almost one-third of the way into
this century.

The DEIS examines alternative routes and burial options only in New Hampshire, yet
DOE acknowledges its role is not to select the actual project route. And DOE has failed
to look at alternative international border crossings, focusing only on the single one
proposed by the Applicant. Yet the international crossing is where DOE does have
jurisdiction when it issues a Presidential Permit. A much more direct and shorter route
with far less environmental impact or cost for this energy would be to cross the Canadian
border into Vermont and follow a buried route along 1-91 south to the intended markets
in MA, CT and RI. Further making this a logical and reasonable alternative is that I-91
goes directly by the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant in Vernon, VT, which is now
undergoing decommissioning and its grid switchyard is without power and about to go
unused. Even the Governor of Vermont stated publicly in 2014 that Vermont is open to
such a concept. The Applicant claims that Northern Pass is needed to help fill the gap
caused by the Vermont nuclear power plant going off line, yet the DEIS does not even
explore physically going there. A variation of this concept is burial along I-91 to [-89 to
1-93 that would end up in Londonderry, NH, the intended terminus for the currently
proposed project. Both of these Alternatives using different international border crossings
should be studied and included in the FEIS.

Main Headquarters: 5 Joy Street « Boston, MA 02108-1490 - 617-523-0636 + outdoors.org
Regional Headquarters: Pinkham Notch Visitor Center « 361 Route 18 « Gorham, NH 03581-0298 « 603 466-2721
Additional Offices: Bretton Woods, NH + Greenville, ME » Portland, ME + New York, NY » Bethlehem, PA
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.
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The DEIS assumes that the Northern Pass Project would result in a net increase in
imports of electricity into the ISO-New England region of approximately 6,600 Gigawatt
hours of electricity, assuming 76 percent of maximum capacity through the year and that
this would result in approximately a 9% decrease in natural gas, a 5% decrease in coal,
and a 43% decrease in oil demand for electric generation in the ISO-NE region. It also
translates these into assumed greenhouse gas emission reductions. Since there are now
many other competing projects in the region, including more than 20 that have bid into
the New England Clean Power RFP solicited by MA, CT and RI that would also reduce
greenhouse emissions, the FEIS needs to be updated and acknowledge that those
reductions would likely occur with or without the permitting of Northern Pass. As framed
in the DEIS, it assumes these reductions in fossil fuel electric generation and resultant
greenhouse gas reductions would not occur without the permitting of Northern Pass.

The FEIS also needs to examine the environmental impacts across the international
border resulting from Hydro-Quebec’s reservoirs and river diversions that are necessary
to generate the power for this project. It is one sided to look across the international
border and determine that this is a greenhouse gas reducing energy source, and then fail
to also look across the border at the associated negative impacts of this energy source.
This includes but is not limited to the size of the area that Hydro-Quebec must flood in
order to generate 1090 MW — an area almost 4 times larger than Lake Winnipesaukee. A
substantial amount of methane — one of the most potent greenhouse gases and 80 times
more potent than carbon dioxide —is emitted due to the decomposition of the flooded
organic rich forest soils. These actual reservoir methane emissions need to be subtracted
from the estimated overall reduction in greenhouse gases for this Project in the FEIS.
Consideration of greenhouse gas emissions based on the source of the fuel across the
international boundary occurred when the Presidential Permit was recently denied for the
Keystone Pipeline. A cross-border examination of impacts is not novel, and is required
by NEPA as part of a cumulative impact analysis in an environmental impact study.

The DEIS is unclear about what criteria the US DOE will use to determine if it will issue
a Presidential Permit. This lack of clarity is disconcerting to say the least. The FEIS
needs to be clear about what criteria was used to make your final decision. Providing
further insight in advance of the FEIS would also help encourage targeted and
appropriate comments from the public going forward.

Finally, Mr. Mills has indicated at previous hearings that the DOE will not be making the
final decision about whether the Project as proposed will be approved, and that the
proposal may evolve as the Project moves through the State’s certification process. Does
this mean that the DOE will not be issuing the FEIS, or Record of Decision, before the
Site Evaluation Committee has made its determination on whether or not to certify NP?

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Main Headquarters: 5 Joy Street « Boston, MA 02108-1480 - 617-523-0636 + outdoors.org
Regional Headquarters: Pinkham Notch Visitor Center » 361 Route 16 » Gorham, NH 03581-0298 - 603 466-2721
Additional Offices: Bretton Woods, NH * Greenville, ME * Portland, ME + New York, NY « Bethlehem, PA
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0112

0112-2

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.10 of the EIS includes
an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions potentially resulting
from the Project. The cumulative analysis of air quality in Chapter
5 of the EIS considers other regional energy projects that have
emerged as part of the competitive clean energy RFPs in
ISO-NE. Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that
existing energy sources would continue to supply the ISO-NE
region.

0112-3

Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts in Canada from
the construction and operation of electricity infrastructure,
including hydropower generation and transmission in Canada,
are beyond the scope of this NEPA analysis. NEPA does not
require an analysis of potential environmental impacts that occur
within another sovereign nation that result from actions approved
by that sovereign nation. Additionally, the construction and
operation of Hydro-Quebec power generation projects and
electricity transmission line projects in the bulk Hydro-Quebec
system will occur regardless of and independent to whether DOE
issues a Presidential permit for the proposed Northern Pass
Project international border crossing. For these reasons, potential
environmental impacts in Canada are not addressed in this EIS.
Section 1.5.4.1 of the Final EIS has been updated in response to
this comment. Chapter 5 of the EIS discusses potential
cumulative impacts, including greenhouse gas emissions, to all
resource areas under all alternatives in the United States.

0112-4

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.1.1 of
the EIS, Executive Order (E.O.) 10485, as amended by E.O.
12038, authorizes the Secretary of Energy "Upon finding the
issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public interest,
and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to issue
to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the] construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection" of "facilities for the
transmission of electric energy between the United States and a
foreign country." Thus, in deciding whether to issue a Presidential
permit, DOE must determine whether doing so would be
"consistent with the public interest." In addition, the Departments
of State and Defense must both make "favorable
recommendations” on the issuance of the permit. In deciding
whether the issuance of a Presidential permit would be
consistent with the public interest, DOE assesses the
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environmental impacts of the proposed project and reasonable
alternatives, the impact of the proposed action on electric
reliability, and any other factors that DOE may also consider
relevant to the public interest. DOE will announce its decision
whether to issue a permit — as well as the factors DOE
considered in making its decision — in the Record of Decision
(ROD). DOE would issue a ROD no sooner than 30 days after
the EPA publishes the Notice of Availability for this final EIS in
the Federal Register.
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.
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Thank you. Kevin Kimball. I'm Director of Research for the Appalachian Mountain Club. Tonight, | will
make my comments focused to the DEIS. First on the alternative analysis, at Section 1.1, the Draft EIS
states it was prepared to meet among several key objectives describe and evaluate the range of
reasonable alternatives to proposed action in the US including the no action alternative number 3. The
DEIS examined alternative routes and burial operations in New Hampshire only. However, DOE
acknowledges that its role is not to select the final route in New Hampshire. Rather, DOE's jurisdiction
for Presidential permit is the international border crossing. MR. HONIGBERG: I'm sorry, Mr. Kimball. Just
a second. Whoever is speaking over there, you know, we can hear you. So please stop. He deserves your
respect and your full and undivided attention. MR. KIMBALL: Thank you. To date, DOE has refused to
look at any alternative international crossing site other than the single one proposed by the Applicant.
DOE should consider alternative international boarding crossing locations. A much more direct and
shorter route with far less environmental impacts or costs for this energy would be to cross in Vermont
and follow the buried route along I-91 south to the intended markets Mass., Connecticut and Rhode
Island. This logical alternative route goes directly to the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant in Vernon,
Vermont, which is now being decommissioned, and its bridge switch yard is now without power. The
Applicant claims the need for Northern Pass is to fill the gap caused by the Vermont nuclear power plant
going off line. The Governor of Vermont publicly stated back in 2014 that Vermont stands ready to
consider this Vermont alternative. Variation on this approach is burial along -89 to I-91 to 1-93 as Mr.
Abbott just spoke to. Both of these alternatives should be studied and included in the Final EIS. Second,
on the use of New Hampshire's interstates. The Applicant's filing for both the New Hampshire SEC and
the US DOE, the interstates in New Hampshire cannot effectively be used for power line right-of-ways,
has never been publicly verified. The Applicant has never asked the three parties that signed the MOU,
the Franconia Notch 1-93 on those possibilities. Its preference has been to cram more than 1100 more
cheap transmission towers which will be 2 to 3 times tree height in Applicant's right-of-way to increase
short-term profits at the long-term expense of the New Hampshire landscape. Neither DOE nor the SEC
should accept without full documentation that can be publicly reviewed that burial and interstate right-
of-ways for electric power transmission is legally or fiscally impossible. My final comment goes to the
visual impact analysis in the DEIS. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country study region as having high
to very high scenic intrinsic visual quality in contrast to convoluted visual assessments submitted to SEC
by the Applicant. The DEIS appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines above and below ground
conversion stations would impact the visual landscape whereas complete burial would not. However,
one component of the Draft EIS visual component is problematic. When it gets around to trying to
understand the visitor's perception and expectations, it can't find readily available data so it resorts to
the US National Census Data which is based on the population per square mile. It's obvious that if you
have a national landscape, there will be few people there, whereas if you have urban landscape, there
will be a lot of people, and that greatly skews that model when it is actually implemented. The Final EIS
needs to go back and actually ask, what is the visitor's expectation of this area. That includes not only
the residents but the second homeowners and the tourists that come here. | think as you'll see from
many of the people sitting behind me here today, their expectations are a little bit different than just
simply using census data which really skews the results and this need to be corrected in the Final EIS.
Thank you very much.

0114-1

0114-2

0114-3

0114
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0114-2

Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors is discussed in
the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see Section 3.1.6.4.
In particular, the Franconia Notch State Park and [-93
Memorandum of Agreement is discussed in Section 3.3.6.4 of the
EIS. DOE has considered this comment and no change to the
EIS was made.

0114-3

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.



Northern Pass SEC hearing on March, 7, 2016

We the Headwaters Subcommittee of the Connecticut River are charged with the preservation
and protection of the resources of the Connecticut River Valley. Slicing out a 32 mile wide scar
starting at Hall Stream is a far cry from protecting and preserving our natural resources.

31 towns have voted NO to Northern Pass at their town meetings. Shouldn’t this be enough?

If indeed Northern Pass was serious about minimal impacts and utilizing existing corridors, they
would have come south on U.S. Rte. 3 cutting their mileage in half, and minimizing the impacts
both ecological and aesthetic! This would eliminate the horrific scarring of the countryside,
alleviate many concerns in terms of the environment and aesthetics, and bolster the State of
New Hampshire's economy.

As you are traveling north on U.S. Rte. 3 you will climb a large hill prior to the Town of
Lancaster. At the top is a scenic pullover, with a spectacular view of the gateway to the
Headwaters region we are in, This spectacular view will be despoiled by over 80 towers set in a
broad swath of cleared land across the countryside, This image is completely at odds with the
picture we set for our tourism industry.

As our Chairman stated “The Headwaters Committee has consistently opposed the Northern
Pass Project. Some reasons that have been cited at many of our meetings are the effect on
scenic beauty, loss of working forestland, impacts to wetlands, reduction in property values,
negative effect on tourism, and the lack of any long term benefits to this region.

Member Tom Carcon wrote” Other regions of N.H. do not rely so heavily upon their natural
resources and tourism industry than do the Great North Woods and White Mountain regions of
the state. While other regions to the south have large industrial and manufacturing sectors of
their economies, the Great North Woods and White Mt. regions do not. All of our eggs are
unfortunately in one basket-—-tourism.

The fact that the transmission line as proposed is buried along its journey through the White
Mts. Region for 52 miles and similarly buried for only an 8 mile segment along Rie 145 in
Clarksville ( in the Great North Woods region) is curious. If it can be buried going through
ecologically and tourism sensitive White Mts. National Forest, why not be buried in just as
beautiful and sensitive a part of NH as the Great North Woods?” A better option is to bury the
Northern Pass project in its entirety.

In the wetlands application under Env-Wt 302.04 #4. Northern Pass states “Work was not
performed outside the proposed ROW., The impacts ARE NOT KNOWN but are stated as “the
proposed transmission line will have little to no permanent direct impacts.” Thisis a
tremendous leap in assumptions! #17. Relocation of TS 1 and TS 5 to areas outside of wetlands
would be much preferred. Burying the line would eliminate these structures altogether. Section

01151

0115-2

0115

0115-1

Thank you for your comment. Several alternatives analyzed in
the EIS include underground cable in Route 3, including
Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5c, and 7. Overhead alternatives in the
US Route 3 corridor were not considered in this analysis.
Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 5b, 5¢, 6a, 6b, and 7 focus on
using existing corridors to minimize impacts.

0115-2

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s concerns are
related to the project proponent’s application to the state Site
Evaluation Committee (SEC). The SEC process is separate from,
and beyond scope of, this NEPA EIS analysis.



6 Table 3. Summary of wetlands, rivers, streams, and vernal pool impacts. Half the impacted
wetlands are in the “North Country”. This is not a good example of avoiding/ minimizing
wetland impacts.

Table 4. Communities
Northern White Cedar-Balsam Fir Swamp

Purchasing wetlands and then proposing to develop the property is not responsible,
environmentally sensitive, aesthetically pleasing, and most importantly does not take into
consideration minimizing wetland impacts.

6.1.19.1 Route Selection
Northern Pass states “identifying the shortest route feasible.”

The shortest route is traveling south in the U.S. Rte. 3 corridor. Northern Pass has played
“connect the lots” trying to develop an alternate route that they would own.

This region is our home far us and future generations to come. We refuse to have it maligned

due to so called progress, corporate greed, or the supposed needs of southern neighbors. New

Hampshire is and has always been an exporter of electrical power. There is no demaonstrated
need for our state to have this transmission line.

We the Headwaters Committee of the Connecticut River Joint Commission stand opposed to

this Northern Pass Project as presented. Perhaps if a different approach had been used rather

than trying to shove this project down peoples’ throats there may have been a different
outcome.

Thank you

0115



New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department

11 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03301-6500
Headquarters: (603) 271-3421
Web site: www.WildNH.com

TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
FAX (603) 271-1438
E-mail: info@wildlife.nh.gov

Glenn Normandeau
Executive Director

April 4, 2016

Mr. Brian Mills

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
US Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Supplement to the
Draft EIS for the Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
DOE/EIS - 0463

Dear Mr. Mills:

The NH Fish and Game Department is the State agency responsible for the protection,
conservation and management of the State’s fish, wildlife and marine resources and their habitats. As such,
the Department is responsible to provide direction and guidance to any public project whose actions may
affect these resources. The Department would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Draft and
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line
project in New Hampshire.

Although the Department understands that the Department of Energy (DOE) does not have siting
or project alignment authority for projects proposed in applications for Presidential permits (Volume 1:
Impact Analyses, p. 1-1), the following information should be considered prior to the issuance of the final
EIS and subsequent, Record of Decision (ROD).regarding whether the proposed action will have an
unreasonable adverse effect on the natural environment. Also, the Department appreciates that the DOE
will be participating in the State’s Site Evaluation Committee (SEC) process throughout this project’s siting
and alignment review.

Comments are as follows:

Alternatives:

The Department originally suggested in a letter dated April 11, 2011, the following: “What are the 0116-1
alternative routes for minimizing the impacts to the natural environment in the State of NH by connecting
through other States; for example, using existing Vermont transmission lines rather than building new lines
in the North Country?” This Alternative was not discussed or dismissed in the EIS nor was it included in
Appendix B. The analysis of this alternative should have been addressed in order to evaluate the potential
differences in impacts expected to occur in the Northern Section by the construction of approximately 32
miles of new right-of-way (ROW) as proposed.

0116

0116-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Section:

This ROW will pass through two blocks of remote forest land in Coos County that are currently
undeveloped and are only bisected by one highway, Route 26. The mosaic of forest conditions found within
these blocks provides habitat favorable to a full complement of northern wildlife species and this landscape
is important particularly to wide ranging carnivores which require these larger habitat blocks. This would
include fisher, bobcat, black bear, Canada lynx and American marten. The Region 1 biologist detected
tracks of fisher, marten and bobcat during field reconnaissance along the proposed alignment in the winter
of 2016.

Fresh Canada lynx tracks located in Millsfield, a short distance from the proposed ROW were
confirmed by Department personnel in March of 2016. These blocks are part of a larger matrix of forest
lands in northern New Hampshire and are key to helping link conserved lands in the north and west with
forest blocks further south including the White Mountain National Forest.

Within these large blocks Northern Pass would be constructed through some of the highest value
marten habitat in Coos County as identified by Kelly (2005). Further the ROW would bisect a region that
has a high probability of lynx occurrence (Sirén 2014) with recent detections. The presence of both of these
species in the proposed ROW indicates that there is suitable habitat for a diverse assemblage of species that
require either early or late successional habitat yet are sensitive to fragmentation and habitat loss (Hepinstall
and Harrison 2002, Beazley and Cardinal 2004). Further analysis of potential impacts to Canada Lynx and
American Marten should be updated and reviewed.

Cumulative Impacts:

As discussed in the EIS, the proposed alignment for Northern Pass in the Northern Section
represents a significant fragmenting feature on the landscape; however, the existing Granite Reliable Power
(GRP) wind park located on Mt Kelsey, Fish Brook Ridge, Owl Head Mountain, and Dixville Peak was not
included in the analysis. The Balsam’s redevelopment project should also be included within this section
since it has been approved for development since the initiation of the Northern Pass project.

The EIS should examine more closely the link between NP and how it relates to a greater potential
energy development proposal for the region. If NP is participating in the upgrade of the Coos Loop the
ecological review for this project should be expanded to evaluate the environmental impacts of the further
build out of this energy infrastructure and the resulting potential industrial wind complex. Northern Pass
coupled with this additional development on the undeveloped remote mountain ridgelines located north of
Rt 26 would result in further fragmentation and degradation of habitat found within this large block of
remote forest land. Currently there are existing wind measuring devices (MET towers) operating on a
number of mountain ridgelines in this vicinity including Rice Mountain, Blue Mountain, Crystal Mountain,
and a ridgeline extending south from Mount Tucker. \

It is important to evaluate what this potential future development will have on wildlife habitats,
particularly the high elevation spruce and fir and mixed wood forest stands found on the mountain
ridgelines. The Department feels that impacts to wildlife and fisheries should be viewed in this broader
context in the EIS and should be further evaluated.

Fish Brook Ridge Cumulative Impacts:

Where the proposed alignment for NP is located along the east slope of Fish Brook Ridge the
Department considers this as contributing to cumulative impacts to a landscape that has already experienced
loss of habitat due to the GRP wind park. The Northern Pass ROW will result in a net loss of forest habitat
and create further risks to wildlife utilizing the Fish Brook ridgeline.

0116-2

0116-3

0116-4
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0116-7

0116-8
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Thank you for your comment. Impacts to forested land in the
Northern Section are described in the EIS in Section 4.2.12
(Vegetation) and in the Vegetation Resources Technical Report
in Section 3.1.2.1 (Impacts from Construction, Northern Section).
Additionally, general impacts to wildlife from temporary or
permanent changes to habitat caused by the project are
discussed throughout Section 4.1.11.1 (Impacts from
Construction, Terrestrial Species), of the EIS and Section
3.1.1.2.1 (Impacts from Construction, Terrestrial Species) of the
Wildlife Technical Report.

0116-3

Thank you for your comment. The discussion of lynx presence
within the project area is consistent with data utilized by the
USFWS and NHFG.

0116-4

Thank you for your comment. Chapter 4 of the final EIS and
Section 3 (Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences) of
the Wildlife Technical Report summarizes impacts to wildlife
including fragmentation and potential habitat loss due to the
long-term operation of the project. Additionally, potential impacts
to the Canada lynx and the American marten are discussed in
Section 3 (Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences) of
the Wildlife Technical Report. As stated in Section 1.7.3.1 of the
EIS, in addition to the DOE and USFS review of the project under
NEPA, DOE and USFS acknowledge the Applicant must receive
approval for the project from the State of New Hampshire's Site
Evaluation Committee and obtain all federal and state regulatory
authorizations/permits pertaining to wildlife prior to construction.

0116-5

Thank you for your comment. The Granite Reliable Wind Park is
considered in the cumulative impact analysis in Section 5.1 of the
EIS as one of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects (see also Appendix D of the EIS). Potential future
development of the Balsams Resort could generate employment
(both short-term and long-term) and tourism within the region.
However, it is not anticipated that the Balsams project would add
cumulatively to the specific impacts evaluated for the proposed
Northern Pass Project. Economic consequences of the potential
development of the Balsams Resort were not specifically
identified as a significant input or considered within the economic
model.
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0116-6

Thank you for your comment. To accommodate the proposed
Project, portions of the existing 115 kV transmission line
presently within the existing transmission corridor would be
relocated laterally. In conjunction with this infrastructure
relocation, Northern Pass plans to upgrade the capacity of a
portion of this existing 115 kV line in the North Country (also
known as the "Coos Loop") by up to 100 MW. While this capacity
upgrade is not necessary for the implementation/operation of the
Project, Northern Pass has determined that upgrading the line
infrastructure would be an incidental benefit to surrounding
regional generators. Under the No Action Alternative, this
upgrade would not occur. The environmental impacts of
relocating this 115kV line are considered a portion of the Project
and are analyzed in the EIS. An increase in capacity would have
no additional environmental impacts. Known energy projects in
this area are considered in the analysis of cumulative effects (see
Appendix D and Chapter 5 of the EIS), but other future and
potential generation development is speculative. Analysis of the
impacts of unknown projects is outside the scope of this EIS.

0116-7

Thank you for your comment. Appendix D of the EIS includes a
description of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts, which
is presented in Chapter 5 of the EIS. Section 5.1.11 of the EIS
discusses potential cumulative impacts to wildlife habitat,
including impacts to high elevation forests. The Vegetation
Resources Technical Report discusses potential impacts on
existing vegetation communities, including high elevation forests.

0116-8

Thank you for your comment. The cumulative impact analysis in
Section 5.1 of the EIS includes the Granite Reliable Wind Park as
one of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects.
Potential cumulative impacts to wildlife are specifically addressed
in Section 5.1.11 and account for high elevation forest impacts in
the Fish Brook Ridge area.



At its highest point on Fish Brook Ridge NP will bisect existing spruce and fir forest cover that is
currently habitat for moose, snow shoe hare and likely marten as well. The ROW will pass through these
forest stands adding to further losses and degradation of this habitat type on the Ridge which resulted from
GRP construction. As the ROW moves south from this ridge it passes directly through a northern hardwood
stand that includes beech utilized by black bear as a food source (referred to as bear clawed beech). These
would be removed as a result of clearing the ROW.

Deer wintering areas:

The proposed Northern Section alignment passes through two major deer wintering areas
(DWASs). One of these is referred to as the State Line DWA and is not listed within the current NHFG
DWA data base. The second of the two is a mapped DWA and is referred to as West Road North.
Reconnaissance during the winter of 2016 by the Regional biologist further confirmed the use in this
DWA by wintering deer. This information needs to be updated and minimization of impacts should be
evaluated.

A small section of the ROW also passes through softwood stands located north of the
Dummer Pond road which are adjacent to the Island Brook DWA complex located in that town. The
Regional biologist expects that in the near future these softwood stands, which are presently in a pole
stand size class, will transition into a larger size class and will once again be utilized by deer for winter
shelter.

A critical management goal of any DWA is that there are sufficient stands of softwood and
mixed wood forest which provide functional cover to support wintering deer. Functional cover stands
linked together allow deer to travel seamlessly throughout the DWA providing shelter from inclement
weather, access to browse and increases the ability of deer to evade predators more effectively.

The Wildlife Technical Report does not illustrate the true impact of the ROW to this habitat
which is critical to the survival of white tailed deer during the winter period. Should the project
move forward the clearing of the ROW within these DWAs located along the preferred alignment
will not only permanently remove functional deer winter cover but will also interrupt connectivity of
the remaining cover thus degrading the DWAs overall ability to harbor wintering deer.

Impacts to deer yards are only evaluated in the WMNF section, but should be evaluated for all
sections of the EIS.

High elevation forest:

The proposed ROW passes over Sugar Hill, elevation 2988 feet located in the town of
Stewartstown. Forest cover on the summit of Sugar Hill presently consists of densely grown
softwood sapling and pole stands interspersed with sapling paper birch. Left undisturbed this forest
type would eventually mature creating habitat conditions that are typical of un- harvested higher
elevation spruce /fir forests found in Coos County. The tracks of moose, bobcat and marten were
documented by the Regional biologist on or near the summit Sugar Hill during the winter of 2016.
Higher elevations forests (above 2700 feet) offer a distinct competitive advantage for marten and
Canada Lynx over other competing predators due to the ability of these animals to negotiate deep
fluffy snow often found at these elevations. In addition the presence of snow shoe hare at these sites
provides an important food source for marten and lynx. Forest cover on the westerly slope of Sugar
Hill transitions from the forest pole stands found on the summit to a mature mixed wood forest type
growing down slope along the proposed ROW as it travels south.

NP crosses over a ridge line that extends easterly from the summit of Fish Brook Ridge which
includes a section of spruce and fir habitat that exhibits high elevation characteristics. Habitat on

0116-8
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0116-10

0116-11
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0116-8 cont'd

0116-9

Thank you for your comment. Section 2.2.3, Deer Wintering
Areas (DWAs) (Affected Environment, Northern Section) has
been added to the Wildlife Technical Report. Additional
discussion pertaining to impacts to DWAs has been added to
Section 3.2.2.1.2, Non-Listed Terrestrial Species (see Game
Species subarea), 3.2.2.2.2 Non-Listed Terrestrial Species (see
Game Species subarea), and 3.2.3 (Alternative 3) of the Wildlife
Technical Report. Additionally, Appendix H of the EIS includes an
Applicant-Proposed Impact Mitigation and Avoidance Measure
that Northern Pass has committed to minimize impacts to DWAs
as follows, "If tree clearing in or adjacent to deer wintering areas
and moose concentration areas must be conducted in the winter
during deep or crusted snow conditions, brush and small
branches will be left in upland locations at the edge of the
transmission route for browse availability."

0116-10

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s opinion is noted
regarding the eventual maturation of the Sugar Hill vegetation.
Additional information has been added to Section 3.1.2 of the
Technical Report and to Section 4.2.12.2 of the final EIS to
further clarify potential impacts to high elevation forests.

0116-11

Thank you for your comment. The Vegetation Resources
Technical Report provides a thorough discussion of existing
vegetation communities, including the "high elevation forests"
noted by the commenter. Information in the Technical Report was
developed from federal and state databases of land cover,
ecoregions, and the state wildlife action plan. Additional
information has been added to Section 3.1.2 of the Technical
Report and to Section 4.2.12.2 of the final EIS to further clarify
potential impacts to high elevation forests.



Fish Brook Ridge has already been impacted by the GRP wind farm and this is discussed further
under cumulative impacts. The proposed ROW also passes over a prominent ridgeline on Cave
Mountain in Dixville.

The current condition of the habitat on Sugar Hill is conducive for bobcats and lynx, although
heavier snowfall on more “normal” winters than was experienced in 2016 would find lynx having the
competitive advantage over bobcats. Although lynx tracks were not noted at Sugar Hill on the two
site visits to this area by the Regional biologist in the winter of 2016, tracks and sign have been
documented by Department personnel in eight towns in Coos County since 2006 and it is highly
conceivable these animals would hunt and travel in this area. Both bobcats and lynx are less likely to
use larger non- forested openings, and roads due to low prey abundance and perhaps vulnerability to
predators (Fuller et. A1 2007, Broman et al. 2014). The ROW will likely influence movements of
these felid species particularly during leaf off periods.

Recent research indicates that edge habitat and compacted snow along wide roads (30-50m)
provides suitable conditions for red fox and coyotes, and allows these species access to marten
habitat, potentially causing direct mortality (Sirén 2013). These predators also compete directly with
lynx (O’donoghe et al. 1995) and benefit from compacted snow (Bunnell et al 2006, Gese et al.
2013). While presently there is a snow mobile trail which passes over Sugar Hill creating a packed
surface in to this habitat, the wind swept surface of the ROW could conceivably create hard snow
pack conditions along much of its length which would enable generalist predators to more readily
infiltrate marten habitat.

The EIS states that. .”no long term adverse effects to marten would be expected.” We are
concerned that NP itself would permanently degrade the high elevation habitat utilized by marten and
the potential for further wind park development would have a demonstrative long term adverse
impact to marten in the greater landscape. Additionally the distribution models for marten (Kelly
2005) and lynx Sirén (2014) indicate that the ROW would pass directly through high quality habitat
with deep snow and potentially influence north/ south movement and dispersal critical to population
expansion and viability (Jensen 2012). High elevation forests found in the Northern Section provide
some of the best mature spruce /fir and mixed wood habitat in the region given the intensive timber
harvests at lower elevations. Further loss of these forests could lead to a point where habitat on the
landscape is at a critical tipping point and will no longer support marten.

However, page 4-144 describing Alternative 2, does acknowledge that the removal of more
than 300 acres of forest interior habitats would have a long-term adverse effect on forest dwelling
species such as the American marten. This is contradictory to the statement noted above. Also, the
EIS does not address the potential impacts to Bicknell’s thrush, especially relative to impacts in high
elevation forests.

Ridge side habitat:

While not considered high elevation habitat there are forested sections within the ROW that
exhibit features similar to high elevation forests including topography with steep terrain, rock and
cliff outcrops and thin soils conducive to the growth of spruce /fir and mixed wood forest types. The
ROW will occur along portions of these steep side hill ridgelines at numerous locations in the
Northern Section. Due the steep nature of these slopes logging has not occurred at these sites nor is it
likely that logging with present technology will ever occur at these locations. These locations become
de facto forest reserve areas and provide opportunities for the maturation of spruce and fir and mixed
wood forests. The EIS does not evaluate the potential impacts of NP at these locations especially
since construction could eliminate these “reserves “of mature forest habitat that would not have been
harvested due to the limitations of logging equipment on steep slopes. Some of these locations have
ledge outcrops which are favorable denning and resting habitat for bobcats, porcupines, fishers and
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0116-12

Thank you for your comment. Impacts to wildlife are discussed in
detail throughout the EIS and the Wildlife Technical Report.
Sections 4.2.11 (Environmental Impacts, Northern Section,
Wildlife) of the EIS and 3.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences, Northern
Section) address impacts to wildlife within the Northern Section
of the Project.

0116-13

Thank you for your comment. The discussion of impacts to the
American Marten was revised to ensure impact language was
fully explained and consistent; the loss of interior forest habitat is
a long term adverse affect, but with the application of
Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures, no significant long term impacts to this species are
expected. Text was revised in the final EIS in Sections 4.2.11
(Northern Section - Environmental Impacts-Wildlife); 4.3.11
(Central Section-Environmental Impacts - Wildlife); 4.5.11
(WMNF Section-Environmental Impacts) and in the Wildlife
Technical Report in Sections 3.2.2.1.3 (Northern Section -
Environmental Consequences - Listed Species); 3.3.2.1.3
(Central Section - Environmental Consequences - Listed
Species); 3.5.2.1.3 (WMNF Section -Environmental
Consequences - Listed Species); and other listed species
subsections in each of the project alternatives. Impacts to
Bicknell's thrush is included in all of these Sections.

0116-14

Thank you for your comment. The Vegetation Resources
Technical Report provides a thorough discussion of existing
vegetation communities, including the "high elevation forests"
and their ability to reach mature successional stages as noted by
the commenter. Information in the Technical Report was
developed from federal and state databases of land cover,
ecoregions, and the state wildlife action plan. Additional
information has been added to Section 3.1.2 of the Technical
Report and to Section 4.2.12.2 of the final EIS to further clarify
potential impacts to high elevation forests.



martens. The construction of the line in these areas will disrupt and devalue this habitat function and
will likely cause avoidance by these and other species which are attracted to this habitat.

Shrub land habitat and the NP:

The EIS asserts that the ROW from the US- Canadian border will be converted from forest
to shrub land. It is our opinion that the Northern Section will be less likely to develop in to this
habitat type and would not provide any shrub land habitat of any meaningful significance given the
narrow linear configuration of the ROW and natural forest succession that is likely to grow in
following the ROW clearing. As an example vegetation on the current GRP ROW consists for the
most part of regenerating hardwood, and some softwood, tree species in a sapling and pole size class.
Some raspberry and black berry is also found growing along this ROW and does provide some food
value for wildlife however this habitat is common in the Northern section due to timber harvest. It
would be expected that vegetation post clearing on NP would grow in to a similar vegetation type.

In the Northern 40 most of the ROW will pass through a heavily forested landscape, which
would offer little value for species that require either a shrub land habitat type. Steep rugged terrain
found along portions of the route would be even less likely to grow vegetation that could be classified
as shrub land. Additionally bird species that might be attracted to the ROW for nesting would be at
higher risk to predation given the narrow corridor which aids in their ability to effectively search for
nesting birds. The ROW could also become a vector for more generalist bird species to invade habitat
conducive to interior bird species.

Riparian habitat:

The proposed ROW intercepts numerous streams on the Northern Section and undoubtedly
will intercept streams throughout the full length of the project ROW. Forested cover along these
streams provides important wildlife habitat, particularly for mustelids. Sirén (2013) demonstrated
how marten favored riparian habitat as they traveled up through their home range. Line clearing over
these streams would eliminate this habitat. It is our contention that should the line be built vegetated
habitat be allowed to remain along these streams and would become a component of a larger network
of wildlife crossing corridors established along the length of the new ROW. Any vegetative
maintenance schedule conducted by NP managers would need to allow for the continued protection
of this habitat feature development of this habitat type.

Page 4-432 states that widening of existing ROWs within riparian areas could lead to adverse
effects related to sun exposure and increase in stream temperatures. This analysis should have been

included in each section, not just as it relates to the WMNF.

Construction Roads:

The EIS does not directly address the impacts to wildlife and fisheries resources associated
with new access roads that will be required to construct the project. We do acknowledge that some
existing log roads currently crisscrossing portions of the greater landscape will help to provide some
access for the project; however, our field reconnaissance proved that much of the Northern Forty
does not have direct road access to the proposed alignment. It has been our experience with other
powerline projects that should these roads remain for permanent maintenance access there will be
increased human traffic in to these previously road free locations. These construction roads will pose
yet another form of fragmentation upon the landscape. Additionally we have seen no assurances that
these roads, even if they are not maintained, will not remain open to the public, be used for
recreational trails and other purposes all of which could have a pronounced impact to wildlife.
Similar to the ROW itself the packed snow surfaces on these roads due to winter recreational use
could serve as a vector for competing carnivores.

0116-14
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0116-17

0116-18

0116-15

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.12 of the EIS notes
that the primary vegetation impact from new and widened
transmission corridors for the overhead portion of the Project
would be clearing of forest cover and "converting these
vegetation communities to scrub-shrub, herbaceous, and other
earlier successional cover types." Section 3 of the Vegetation
Resources Technical Report and Section 4.1.12 of the final EIS
have been revised to state that forested areas impacted during
construction would likely revegetate to early successional
forested land during the long-term operation of the Project
Regeneration would require one to three years for herbaceous
communities and three to five years for shrub communities.
Vegetation within existing transmission corridors would remain
largely intact, although subject to current vegetation management
practices.

0116-16

Thank you for your comment. A similar discussion with the same
conclusions can be found in Chapter 3 of the Wildlife Technical
Report, specifically in each of the Bird subsections (2.2.1.2.2,
2.3.1.2.2,24.1.2.2,and 2.5.1.2.2).

0116-17

Thank you for your comment. The discussion of impacts to
riparian areas was checked to ensure potential impacts
throughout the project area are adequately addressed. In the
EIS, WMNF discussion was revised in Section 4.5.11.2
(Environmental Impacts, WMNF Section, Wildlife, Alternative 2)
and additional discussion was included in the following sections:
4.1.11.1 (Environmental Impacts, General Impacts, Wildlife),
4.2.13.2 (Environmental Impacts, Northern Section, Alternative
2), and 4.5.13 (Environmental Impacts, WMNF Section,
Alternatives 2, 3, and 5b).

0116-18

Thank you for your comment. The discussion of impacts resulting
from habitat fragmentation was checked to ensure potential
impacts are adequately accounted for in the impact discussion.
The following sections of the final EIS were updated: final EIS
Section 2.5.11 and for the Wildlife Technical Report in Sections
4.1.11 (Environmental Impacts, General Environmental Impacts,
Wildlife); 4.2.11 (Environmental Impacts, Northern Section,
Wildlife), 4.3.11 (Environmental Impacts, Central Section,
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Wildlife), 4.4.11 (Environmental Impacts, Southern Section,
Wildlife), and 4.5.11 (Environmental Impacts, WMNF Section,
Wildlife).



Raptor species concerns:

While the EIS does discuss some impacts of the project to raptors these documents do not
specifically address the potential for raptors constructing their nests on powerline support structures.
Ospreys in particular are known to build nests on active powerline support structure causing risk to
the birds and infrastructure. Currently ospreys have constructed at least one new nest on the GRP
powerline poles located along the Dummer Pond road which is very close to the proposed Northern
pass alignment. We feel that it is remiss of the applicant to not address this issue in their review and
include plans on how they will address this potential conflict.

State and Federally protected wildlife species.

The EIS does not include enough information to justify their conclusions for level of impacts,
especially for those species that overlap the project and where adverse impacts are possible (e.g.,
black racer, wood turtle, brook floater mussel, etc.). For the species that are not likely to occur within
the project footprint, we agree that further analysis is not warranted (e.g., timber rattlesnake, marbled
salamander).

The Summary report (Page 14) included the major conclusion that “Under all action
alternatives: 1) no population —level effects to any protected species would be anticipated...” On
page 30-31 of the EIS summary report: Summary of Wildlife Impacts, only 4 species were
identified as having potential adverse effects under at least one of the alternatives (Karner blue
butterfly, Canada lynx, Bridle shiner, and brook floater mussel). Volume 1: Impact analyses (July
2015) includes periodic text throughout document that “however, no population-level effects are
expected and the majority of adverse effects would be short-term” The EIS also doesn’t seem to
make distinction between impacts to species population range-wide, in New Hampshire, or local
populations. Also, pages 4-65-68 categorizes many state-listed species as: “localized, short-term,
adverse effects.”

“Take” of endangered and threatened wildlife is prohibited under the NH Endangered
Wildlife Act (RSA 212-A). It isn’t clear whether take would be potential or expected under the
‘localized, short-term, adverse effects’ category. Page 4-70 indicates that “Slow moving species,
such as the wood turtle, could suffer from mortality or injury by construction equipment or
construction crew foot traffic during clearing, grading, and excavation activities...” We concur with
this statement and if mortality does occur, impacts could be more severe than short-term impacts due
to species demographic constraints (i.e., Blanding’s, spotted, and wood turtle rely on extremely high
adult survival to compensate for low annual recruitment).

The Wildlife Technical Report (Page 165) recognized the potential for some long-term
adverse impacts to wood turtles but this potential isn’t reflected in the overall summary category
listed on Table 37 (Wildlife Technical report). Also, we acknowledge that Volume 2, Appendices G
and H include some initial evaluation of impacts to federally listed wildlife species and avoidance
and minimization measures.

Future management and maintenance of utility ROW has potential to impact state-listed
wildlife species (e.g.,. black racers, turtles) and maintenance of their habitat into the future. This
generally wasn’t addressed in sufficient detail at the species-specific level to assess likelihood of
mortality and other impacts. In some cases, avoiding and/or minimizing impacts will be difficult
without knowledge of critical habitat components (e.g., black racer den sites). However, due to the
nature of the project, avoidance of all impacts (including take) will be extremely difficult.
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Thank you for your comment. Appendix H (Applicant-Proposed
Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures) of the EIS states,
"The project corridor will be resurveyed by helicopter for raptor
nests prior to construction to identify any new raptor nests in or
near the transmission corridor, so that these may be removed or
replaced (under permits) prior to the nesting season, or avoided
as necessary." As further stated in Section 1.5.1.3, Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), of the Wildlife Technical
Report, Northern Pass would obtain "take" permits as required
under BGEPA before removing or replacing said nests. Any
additional measures during operations and maintenance can be
discussed between the applicant and USFWS, NHFG, or other
interested agencies.

0116-20

Thank you for your comment. The EIS and supporting Wildlife
Technical Report provide an expansive discussion of potential
impacts to listed species. Given that Northern Pass will adhere to
the Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures described in Appendix H of the EIS during construction
and operation of the Project, and the small size of the
disturbance area during construction and routine maintenance
(compared to the remaining undisturbed habitats in other parts of
the state or region), no short-term or long-term significant
impacts to listed species are expected.

0116-21

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS and the Wildlife
Technical Report have been reviewed and revised, as needed, to
ensure any statements regarding population level affects
(regional or local) are adequately defined and consistent
throughout both documents. In the final EIS this included
revisions in the following sections: Section 4.1.11 (General
Environmental Impacts-Wildlife), Table 4-60 (Determination
Summary of Project-wide Effects for Federally-Listed Wildlife
Species), and Table 4-61 (Summary of Project-wide Effects for
State Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species); Section
4.2.11 (Northern Section-Wildlife- Alternatives 2-7); Section
4.3.11 (Central Section-Wildlife- Alternatives 2-7); Section 4.4.11
(Southern Section-Wildlife- Alternatives 2-7); Section 4.5.11
(WMNF Section-Wildlife- Alternatives 2-7). In the Final Wildlife
Technical Report, the following Sections were revised: Section
3.2: (Northern Section- Impacts from Construction and
Operation); Section 3.3 (Central Section- Impacts from
Construction and Operation); 3.4 (Southern Section- Impacts
from Construction and Operation); and 3.5 (WMNF Section-
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Impacts from Construction and Operation for all project
alternatives), as appropriate.

0116-22

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.11.1 in the final EIS
was revised to indicate that mortality of state listed species, such
as the wood turtle, was be considered a "take" under the NH
Endangered Wildlife Act, which would result in a long-term
impact to this species. The Final Wildlife Technical Report has
been reviewed and revised to ensure that the data in Table 37
(Protected Species in New Hampshire and the Primary
Construction-Related Effects) in Section 3.2.2.1.3 (Listed
Species in Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences,
Northern Section, Alternative 2) and the text following it are
consistent.

0116-23

Thank you for your comment. As required under NH state law
(RSA 212-A:7), Northern Pass would utilize protective measures
to avoid or minimize impacts to state listed species, as stated in
the Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures (see Appendix H of the EIS). Additional discussion
regarding state listed species was added to the Wildlife Technical
Report in Sections 3.2.2.1.3 and 3.2.2.2.3: Northern Section -
Construction and Operation Environmental Consequences -
Listed Species; sections 3.3.2.1.3 and 3.3.2.2.3 Central Section -
Construction and Operation Environmental Consequences -
Listed Species; sections 3.4.2.1.3 and 3.4.2.2.3: Southern
Section - Construction and Operation Environmental
Consequences - Listed Species; and sections 3.5.2.1.3 and
3.5.2.2.3: WMNF Section - Construction and Operation
Environmental Consequences and all corresponding alternative
sections.



In addition, further discussion on the maintenance of the ROW needs to be further evaluated,
especially when addressing the potential for invasive species management. The EIS states that
Eversource does not use herbicides to manage vegetation within their ROW; however, there may be a
potential need for its use in the future when existing methods prove ineffective. If this is the case,
then an evaluation of its impacts should be addressed as it relates to potential impacts on wildlife.

Karner blue butterfly — The draft EIS Alternative 7 analysis acknowledges that the project, as
proposed, ‘may affect, and is likely to adversely affect Karner blue butterfly. We concur that the
proposed project will have adverse impacts to state and federally listed Karner blue butterfly and we
will work with US Department of Energy, USFWS, and Normandeau Associates in evaluating these
impacts. The information provided in the draft EIS is not adequate to fully evaluate these impacts.
More information needs to be provided to the potential direct impacts within the 20 acres of wild
lupine and how it will impact the Karner butterfly recruitment during the construction process.

Canada Lynx - The draft EIS Alternative 7 analysis indicates that the project ‘may affect, but
not likely’. In the EIS summary report (Page 31), the authors indicate that ‘no lynx or suitable
denning habitat located within study area’. This information seems to conflict with information
provided by Normandeau Associates. Also, comments in this document (previous sections) should
be included in the evaluation of impacts regarding the Canada Lynx. It is interesting that the WMNF
section identifies that fragmentation could impact Canada Lynx and American Marten, but it does not
indicate these impacts as clearly in the other sections, more specifically, the Northern section, where
anew ROW is proposed.

Maps:
The maps are shown at a statewide scale, which are not useful for assessing impacts to
wildlife. The EIS states that detailed engineering plans are not complete, however, they would be

very useful to evaluate local impacts for all wildlife species.

Burial vs. Overhead lines:

Freshwater mussels and other invertebrates, fish, reptiles, amphibians, and other wildlife will
be differentially affected by alternatives involving burial of lines and overhead line construction. The
EIS does not provide sufficient details to evaluate localized conditions and impacts (e.g.,. stream
crossings).

Impacts from sub-station upgrades/creation (Deerfield/Scobie Pond substation, etc.). Page 4-
341 “The project has the potential to impact wildlife resources....All alternatives would include
impacts associated with AC system support projects south of the Deerfield substation...and an
expansion of the existing Scobie Pond Substation.” The localized specific proposed upgrades at these
facilities would need evaluation to avoid and minimize impacts to state protected wildlife resources.

Additional Wildlife Comments:

Volume 1: Impact Analyses (July 2015)

Page 2-53: Impacts to aquatic habitats could be avoided through the use of horizontal
directional drilling (HDD). This should be used where appropriate in order to minimize impacts to
waterways, especially potential secondary impacts caused by canopy reduction.

Page 3-93: Fowler’s toad, northern leopard frog, mink frog, and wood turtle were observed in
central section. Potential impacts to these species not addressed. Fowler’s toads have only been
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Thank you for your comment. The commenter is correct that
current vegetation management activities in existing PSNH
transmission corridors do not use herbicides on an ongoing
basis. According to the applicant, all vegetation management and
maintenance would be in accordance with the state Division of
Forest Lands’ best management practices for utility maintenance.
The applicant has also stipulated in its Applicant Proposed
Measures, found in EIS Appendix H, that they would not use
herbicides.

0116-25

Thank you for your comment. Endangered Species Act
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Project
was ongoing at the time of publication of the draft EIS. Updated
and additional discussion of impacts and mitigation for the Karner
blue butterfly and wild lupine has been added to the revised
Wildlife Technical Report for the final EIS. Additional information
was added to the following sections of the final EIS: Section
2.5.11 (Wildlife), Table 2-16 (Determination Summary of
Project-wide Effects for Federally-Listed Wildlife Species);
Section 2.5.12 (Vegetation), Table 2-19 Comparison of
Project-Wide Effects for State-Listed Plant Species; Section
4.1.11 (Wildlife), Table 4-60, Determination Summary of
Project-wide Effects for Federally-Listed Wildlife Species; Section
4.1.12 (Vegetation), Table 4-63, Comparison of Project-wide
Effects for State-Listed Plant Species; Section 4.4.11.2 (Wildlife,
Alternative 2), Terrestrial Species, Section 5.1.11.3 (Wildlife,
Alternative 2), Scope of Analysis, Past, Present, and Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Actions; Section 5.1.11.4 (Alternative 3);
Section 5.1.11.11 (Alternative 6a); 5.1.11.12 (Alternative 7); and
in the Wildlife Technical Report in Sections 3.4.2.1.3 (Listed
Species under Alternative 2), as well as other respective Listed
Species sections for each project alternative in the Southern
Section.

0116-26

Thank you for your comment. Endangered Species Act
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Project
was ongoing at the time of publication of the draft EIS. Therefore,
updated and additional discussion of impacts and minimization
measures for the Canada lynx has been included in the final EIS
and the revised Wildlife Technical Report for the final EIS.
Additional and updated discussion regarding Canada lynx has
been added to Sections 4.2.11 (Environmental Impacts -
Northern Section- Wildlife), Section, 4.3.11 (Environmental
Impacts - Central Section - Wildlife), and 4.5.11 (Environmental



0116
Impacts - WMNF Section - Wildlife) of the final EIS.

0116-27

Thank you for your comment. Appendix A of the Wildlife
Technical Report contains detailed maps at larger scales
(including by geographic section and larger). Impacts to wildlife
are analyzed by geographic section in the EIS (Sections 4.1.11,
4.2.11,4.3.11,4.4.11, and 4.5.11). Detailed engineering plans
have been developed by Northern Pass for Alternative 7 -
Proposed Action as part of their application to the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee, and local wildlife impacts
will be considered by the state in their review. This is not a
federal process and is separate from federal review under NEPA.

0116-28

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates impacts to
aquatic communities in Section 4.1.11, 4.2.11, 4.3.11, and
4.4 11. This Federal NEPA EIS is not intended to evaluate the
localized impact of each individual water body crossing on its
own. The state siting process is the appropriate mechanism for
evaluating impacts at that scale. With respect to substation and
AC system upgrades, Section 4.4.11 includes additional
information related to these impacts, but the highly localized
impacts referenced by the commenter will be addressed during
the state siting process.

0116-29

Thank you for your comment. As indicated in the comment,
Section 2.5.11 of the EIS states that HDD is a potential
construction technique that the Applicant may employ to
minimize impacts to aquatic habitat crossings. Also, as indicated
Appendix H, Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and
Mitigation Measures, the Applicant may employ special
techniques (such as HDD) to protect rare, threatened or
endangered species, Forest Service Sensitive Species, and
Exemplary Natural Communities.

0116-30

Thank you for your comment. The siting of a Fowler's toad
cannot be confirmed, so this reference was removed from the
final EIS and the Wildlife Technical Report. In the draft EIS, Table
4-62 only included state threatened and endangered species,
which does not include the northern leopard frog, mink frog, and
wood turtle. Table 4-62 in the final EIS was revised to include all
state species of concern and species in greatest need of
conservation.



confirmed in two sites in NH recently so confirming these record and evaluating associated impacts
will be important.

Page 3-110 : Northern leopard frogs and mink frogs observed in southern section. Mink frogs
are not known to occur this far south so we wonder if this was potentially a misidentified green frog.

Page 4-343 “The Applicant would be required to consult with USFWS, USFS, and NHFG
regarding any potential disturbance to listed wildlife populations.”

Page 3-57: The Ammonoosuc and Pemigewasset Rivers are also Designated Rivers in RSA
483.

Table 3-16: total of 443 perennial streams are proposed to be crossed. This is significant.

Page 3-76 (and other sections): “The study area of the Northern Section contains multiple
rivers and streams within the Upper Connecticut River and Upper Androscoggin watersheds, which
include over 154 perennial streams or stream segments and numerous intermittent and ephemeral
streams, as well as ponds or marshes. Many of the drainages identified are either temporal or too
small to support aquatic communities.” It is not stated upon what data or studies this statement about
“too small” is based. Without drainage area (size) information, it is not possible to determine if this
statement is correct. Therefore, drainage area to each crossing site should be reported. Collectively,
there are thousands of individual fish survey locations for New Hampshire in the NHFGD, NHDES
and USFS databases. This information could be used to determine which of the proposed crossing
locations are known to have or likely have wild, sustainable fish populations.

Page 4-88: “Although there would be some secondary water quality and habitat effects from
canopy reduction, mitigation would be undertaken to address those effects.” Appendix H includes
several statements that these impacts would be reduced using appropriate BMPs, and in the state and
federal permitting process. Of particular note is that about stream crossings, “A/l permanent new,
redesigned, or reconstructed stream crossings will be designed and constructed to pass bank full
flows, withstand expected flood flows, provide for the passage of sediment, bedload and woody
material, and allow free movement of resident aquatic life and in accordance with NHDES Stream
Crossing Rules (Env-Wt 900).”

Page 4-90: “Long-term impacts on water resources from the normal operation of the Project
under any of the alternatives are not anticipated.” This seems to ignore potential impacts from the
removal of vegetation near streams and rivers and the subsequent increase in solar radiation reaching
streams and rivers. This will increase the water temperature during summer, and because many of
the streams and rivers that will be crossed contain wild brook trout, which are sensitive to increases
in summer water temperatures, there are likely to be negative impacts to water quality (water
temperature) and to wild brook trout from the maintenance of the proposed project.

Page 4-154: “In addition, removal of 64 acres (26 ha) of various forest types, including
conifer, deciduous and mixed hard/softwood forests, within 100 feet (30 m) of a stream would result in
secondary impacts to surface waters.” This indicates that the EIS acknowledges there are potential
impacts to the water quality (water temperature) of streams and rivers.

Water Resources Technical Report, for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, July 20,
2015

Table 4, starting on page 30: It is stated that there are 154 perennial streams in this section,
but the table seems to include many fewer than 154 perennial streams. Several large rivers are
indicated to be “artificial path” and this seems to indicate that they are not important (because they

0116-30

0116
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0116-31

0116-32

0116-33

0116-34

0116-35

0116-31

Thank you for your comment. The identification of the Mink Frog
cannot be confirmed, so this observation has been removed from
Section 3.4.11.2 of the final EIS and Section 2.4.3.2.5 of the
Wildlife Technical Report.

0116-32

Thank you for your comment. The discussion of aquatic habitat in
Sections 3.2.13, 3.3.11, 3.3.13, 3.4.11, 3.4.13, and 3.5.13 of the
final EIS has been reviewed and language referencing fish
populations has been removed. The applicant will need to
coordinate with NH DES and other state and local agencies to
ensure avoidance and minimization of impacts to fish
populations. Appendix H of the EIS lists Applicant Proposed
Measures to avoid and minimize impacts, and additional
measures will be developed by the Applicant through the state
siting process.

0116-33
Thank you for your comment. The commenter accurately cites
Appendix H of the EIS.

0116-34

Thank you for your comment. Impacts to brook trout resulting
from thermal loading have been added to the construction
sections of wildlife sections of the final EIS. Discussion was
added to sections 4.1.11 (Environmental Impacts, General
Impacts); 4.2.11.2 (Environmental Impacts, Northern Section,
Wildlife, Alternative 2); and corresponding sections of the Wildlife
Technical Report (Section 3.1.1.1 General Direct and Indirect
Environmental Consequences - Aquatic species, Section
3.2.2.1.1 Northern Section - Non-listed Aquatic Species).

0116-35

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s table references
are to the Water Resources Technical Report. Information in the
tables mentioned has been revised to ensure consistency
between the classification of streams noted in the text and those
identified in the tables. Based on field surveys, it was determined
that the Upper Ammonoosuc River is a perennial artificial path,
and that Carrol Stream is intermittent in the study area.



are artificial). Are both Carroll Steam and the Upper Ammonoosuc River truly intermittent at the
proposed crossing locations?

Tables 12, 19 and 26: please check that those streams indicated as intermittent are truly
intermittent.

Also, more information needs to address the impacts to vernal pools within the proposed
preferred route, including the efforts to minimize or mitigate for the potential impacts. 7 vernal pools
in the North section, 4 vernal pools in Central section and no vernal pools in the South, as noted for
the preferred alternative.

Wildlife Technical Report for Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Page 29 — Section 2.2.1.2.1 Reptiles and Amphibians. Northern Section- Indicates
documentation of Fowler’s toad, leopard frog, mink frog, wood frogs, and wood frogs. The exact
locations of these records (and further documentation of) would be helpful to NHFG in our review.
NHFG does not currently have any records of Fowler’s toads in Coos County. However, we concur
with not including exact locations of sensitive species (e.g., wood turtles) within the EIS.

Page 49. 2.2.3.2.4 Bridle Shiner “The bridle shiner can be legally used as bait in the state
(NHFG 2005)” This reference was prior to the species being listed as threatened in 2008 (NHFG FIS
1000) and therefore no longer relevant.

Page 53 — Central section. Reptiles and Amphibians. Fowler’s toads and wood turtles
identified. The exact locations of these records (and further documentation of) would be helpful to
NHFG in our review. However, we concur with not including exact locations of sensitive species
(e.g., wood turtles) within the EIS.

Page 70 — Southern section. Freshwater mussels — Please submit documentation report of
brook floater mussels and other mussel species directly to NHFG, if not done previously.

Page 85 — Southern section -Reptiles and Amphibians - Please submit documentation report
of wood turtles and other tracked species directly to NHFG, if not done previously.

Table 4, page 57: - this table does not contain Brook Trout, which is one of the most
ubiquitous fish species in the Northern and Central Sections of the proposed routes. Potential
impacts should be evaluated for this species in the EIS.

Page 87: “The SE Group team did not conduct any Project-specific fish surveys, nor did it find
any documentation regarding fish populations within these systems crossed by the Project.” This
statement is surprising given that the NHFGD maintains a database of fish survey locations and the
fish species, often including with length and weight of individual fish. NHDES also maintains a
similar database for its fish survey work relative to water quality, and the USFS maintains a similar
database of fish surveys conducted by the USFS. Collectively, there are thousands of individual fish
survey locations for New Hampshire in these databases.

Bridle shiner populations have recently (2015) been found in the Central Section, and
therefore have the potential to be negatively impacted by the proposed project.

0116-35
Continued

0116-36

0116-37

0116-38

0116-39

0116-40

0116-41

0116-42

0116-43

0116-44

0116
0116-35 cont'd

0116-36

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s concern
regarding potential impacts to vernal pools is noted. Impacts to
vernal pools are described in the EIS (see Sections 4.1.13,
4.2.13,4.3.13, and 4.5.13). Vernal pools were identified based on
landscape position and other indicators of seasonal hydrology.
While vernal pools were identified in the Northern, Central, and
WMNF Sections, no indicator species were present at any vernal
pools. Mitigation measures for vernal pools are discussed in
Section 3.1.2 in the Water Resources Technical Report. If the
project is approved, specific impacts at specific locations would
be evaluated in more detail during subsequent federal and state
oversight and permitting processes.

0116-37

Thank you for your comment. The identification of the Fowler's
toad cannot be confirmed, so this observation has been removed
from Section 3.2.11.2 of the final EIS and Section 2.2.1.2.1 of the
Wildlife Technical Report.

0116-38

Thank you for your comment. In response to this comment, the
two instances of the use of this language from the Wildlife
Technical Report in Sections 2.2.4.2.4 and 2.5.3.3.4 have been
removed.

0116-39

Thank you for your comment. The identification of the Fowler's
toad cannot be confirmed, so this observation has been removed
from Section 3.2.11.2 of the final EIS and Section 2.2.1.2.1 of the
Wildlife Technical Report.

0116-40

Thank you for your comment. DOE provided the Targeted Spring
and Summer 2013 Wildlife and Vegetation Survey Report,
Northern Pass Transmission Project Amended Presidential
Permit Application in Rockingham, Merrimack, Belknap, Grafton
and Coos Counties, New Hampshire (February 2014) and the
Targeted Spring and Summer 2014 Wildlife Survey Report for
Project Alternatives, Northern Pass Transmission Project
Amended Presidential Permit Application in Rockingham,
Merrimack, Belknap, Grafton and Coos Counties, New
Hampshire (July 2015), which contained the results of mussel
surveys performed by Biodrawversity, LLC, to the New
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Hampshire Fish and Game Department on February 5, 2016 in
an email to Michael Marchand and Carol Henderson.

0116-41

Thank you for your comment. DOE provided the Targeted Spring
and Summer 2013 Wildlife and Vegetation Survey Report,
Northern Pass Transmission Project Amended Presidential
Permit Application in Rockingham, Merrimack, Belknap, Grafton
and Coos Counties, New Hampshire (February 2014) and the
Targeted Spring and Summer 2014 Wildlife Survey Report for
Project Alternatives, Northern Pass Transmission Project
Amended Presidential Permit Application in Rockingham,
Merrimack, Belknap, Grafton and Coos Counties, New
Hampshire (July 2015), to the New Hampshire Fish and Game
Department on February 5, 2016 in an email to Michael
Marchand and Carol Henderson.

0116-42

Thank you for your comment. The Eastern Brook Trout (EBT)
was added to Tables 3-14 and 4-61 of the final EIS, as the EBT
is now considered a Species of Greatest Need of Conservation (it
was not listed during preparation of the draft EIS); additional
discussion regarding impacts from thermal loading was also
included in these sections of the final EIS. Potential thermal
impacts from tree clearing are also considered in Section 4.2.13
in the subsection for Surface Water. In the Wildlife Technical
Report, Tables 2, 37 and 39 were revised to included the EBT as
a SGNC species. Additional discussion regarding impacts from
loss of riparian areas was also added to Sections 3.1.1.1 and
3.2.2.1.1 of the Wildlife Technical Report.

0116-43

Thank you for your comment. Any necessary additions to impacts
on fish populations have been added to the final EIS and Wildlife
Technical Report. Discussion and Applicant-Proposed Impact
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures in the Appendix H of the EIS
include statements that indicate protective measures would be
applied during construction and operation of the Project.

0116-44

Thank you for your comment. Discussion of impacts to the
recently observed bridle shiner have been incorporated in the
Wildlife Technical Report in Sections 2.3.3.2.2(Affected
Environment, Central Section, Listed Wildlife Species, Fish), and
3.3.2-3.3.12 (Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences,
Central Section, Alternatives 2-7, Listed Species).
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft and supplemental EIS for this project.
If you have any comments or questions, please do not hesitate to contact Carol Henderson,
Environmental Review Coordinator via email or phone at 603-271-3511.

Sincerely,

AL

Glenn Normandeau
Executive Director
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The State of New Hampshire
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Thomas S. Burack, Commissioner

April 4, 2016

Brian Mills

National Electricity Delivery Division

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, Suite SW

Washington, DC 20585

RE: NHDES COMMENTS — NORTHERN PASS TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT - DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT & ITS SUPPLEMENT

Dear Mr. Mills:

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) has completed its review
of the subject document. The purpose of the NHDES review is to identify and assess the
alternatives described in the subject documents related to the proposed siting, construction and
operation of the Northern Pass Transmission Line (NPTL) from Pittsburg to Deerfield, New
Hampshire, based on surveys and data collected to date by the U.S. Department of Energy.

The overall focus for NHDES was to identify potential impacts to public health and the
environment posed by the project and how they will be mitigated along the proposed right-of-
way. Program areas addressed by this analysis included aquifer/groundwater and surface water
quality protection, impacts to air quality, rivers and lakes protection, storm water management,
contaminated sites management, wetlands and shoreland impacts, solid waste and hazardous
waste management, among others.

NHDES appreciated the opportunity to comment on the subject documents. It is our intent to
continue providing technical guidance and input to your efforts for evaluating the proposed
NPTL Project relative to its potential to impact the unique environmental resources within and
adjacent to the proposed right-of-way. If there are questions, please contact me as necessary.
My telephone number is (603) 271-3306 and email address is Timothy.Drew@des.nh.gov.

Sincerely,

y/fﬁg il P

Timothy W. Drew
Administrator
Public Information & Permitting
Office of the Commissioner
Enc.
Cc: Thomas S. Burack, Commissioner, NHDES
Clark Freise, Assistant Commissioner, NHDES
Amy Kennedy, Office of the Governor
Meredith Hatfield, Executive Director, NHOEP
Michael Fitzgerald, Assistant Director, Air Resources Division, NHDES
Michael Wimsatt, Director, Waste Management Division, NHDES
Eugene Forbes, Director, Water Division, NHDES
All NHDES Program Contributors

DES Web Site: www.des.nh.gov
P.O. Box 95, 29 Hazen Drive, Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0095
Telephone: (603) 271-3449 Fax: (603)271-2867 TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
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NEW HAMPSHIRE
— "\ DEPARTMENT OF

Environmental
Services

Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
U.S. Department of Energy

Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Supplement

NHDES Comments

April 4, 2016

NH DES point of contact:

Timothy W. Drew
Administrator

Public Information & Permitting
Office of the Commissioner

NH DES

P.O. Box 95

29 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03302-00905

Tel: (603) 271-3306
Cell: (603) 419-0123
E-mail: timothy.drew@des.nh.gov

1. Office of the Commissioner

Permitting

General Comment: Partial list of NHDES permitting programs potentially triggered by the
proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line (NPTL) Project.

Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
U.S. Department of Energy
Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Supplement
NHDES Comments
April 4, 2016
Page 1 of 20
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Permitting Guidance: http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/index.htm

Pre-application Meetings: http://www4.egov.nh.gov/DES/PreApp/

Alteration of Terrain: http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/aot/index.htm
Wetlands Permitting:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wetlands/index.htm

Drinking Water/Groundwater Protection:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/dwgb/index.htm

Drinking Water Source Protection:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/dwgb/dwspp/index.htm
Groundwater Discharge Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/dwgb/dwspp/gw_discharge/index.htm
Rivers Management & Protection Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wmb/rivers/index.htm
Shoreland Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wetlands/cspa/index.htm
Storm Water Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/stormwater/index.htm

Climate Resilience for Drinking Water & Wastewater Systems:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/dwgb/climate-resilience.htm
Section 401 (federal Clean Water Act) Water Quality Certificate:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wmb/section401/index.htm
Water Use Registration & Reporting Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/dwgb/dwspp/wurrp/index.htm

Other Potentially Required Permits:

Registration of Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank (AST Systems:

http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/forms/ast/documents/ast reg form.

doc

Construction of New and Substantially Modified Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank
System: http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/waste/orcb/ocs/astp/permit-apst-
construction.htm

Application for Groundwater management Permit:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/forms/landfills/documents/nhdes-s-
02-004.docx

Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
U.S. Department of Energy
Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Supplement
NHDES Comments
April 4, 2016
Page 2 of 20
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e Application for Groundwater Management Permit Transfer:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/forms/landfills/documents/nhdes-s-
02-011.docx

e Registration of Underground Storage Tank Systems:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/forms/ust/documents/ust_registrati
on.doc

e Application for New and Substantially Modified UST Systems:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/forms/ust/documents/ust _applicatio
n.pdf

NH Geological Survey (bedrock/surficial geology):

High resolution topographic data (LiDAR digital elevation model) are currently available for
much of the Southern Section and portions of the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF)
Section http://lidar.unh.edu/map/. Data for the remaining portions of the proposed project are
expected to be available for public access by December 2016. Locations of relict landslide
features can be readily interpreted from these data and taken into consideration before
construction begins. Potential exists for these features to be destabilized and reactivated such
that disturbance should be avoided or minimized to the greatest extent possible.

The State of New Hampshire Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (Update 2013) recognizes the
existence of a zone of increased seismic activity that extends from north of the Lakes Region
south along the Merrimack River into Massachusetts, informally referred to as the Central NH
Seismic Zone (CNHSZ). The “probability” of earthquake events is rated as low, but the
“severity” and “overall risk” are both rated as high. Although most of the damaging
earthquakes in the northeastern U.S. have been in the range of moment magnitude (M) 5 to 6,
larger events are possible such as the 1638 Central NH earthquake, in a projected range
between M 6.5 to 7.0. Consideration should be given to the possible impact of such an event
on the sustainability of the proposed project, particularly given the location of the proposed
Franklin Converter Station. The graphic below, extracted from the 2012 Federal Emergency
Management Agency report HAZUS Analyses of Eleven Scenario Earthquakes in New England,
estimates the ground motion and potential damage that would result from the modern
equivalent of such an historic large magnitude event located in the CNHSZ.

Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
U.S. Department of Energy
Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Supplement
NHDES Comments
April 4, 2016
Page 3 of 20
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0118-1

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s suggestion
regarding an additional source of geological information within
the study area is noted and appreciated. The data have been
considered, but the analysis in the EIS has not been updated to
incorporate it. The EIS analyzes the potential risks to the Project
from landslides (see Section 3.1.14) and susceptibility related to
landslides (Section 4.2.14). Evaluation of specific depths and the
resulting impacts and mitigation at specific locations would be
addressed during subsequent federal and state permitting
processes, as applicable.

0118-2

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s suggestion
regarding an additional source of earthquake information within
the project study area is noted and appreciated. The data have
been considered, but the analysis in the EIS has not been
updated to incorporate it. The EIS analyzes the potential risks to
the Project from earthquakes (see Section 3.1.14 and 4.1.14).
Evaluation of specific depths and the resulting impacts and
mitigation at specific locations would be addressed during
subsequent federal and state permitting processes, as
applicable.



- Earthquake Planning Scenarno —
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An additional data resource that was not cited in either the DEIS or its Supplement is a spatial
dataset of estimated depth to bedrock for the Southern Section
http://xmli2.des.state.nh.us/arcgis/rest/services/aasggeothermal/Merrimack Depth to Be
drock/MapServer. These data could be helpful in informing site specific construction activities
and impacts.

Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Line Project
U.S. Department of Energy
Draft Environmental Impact Statement & Supplement
NHDES Comments
April 4, 2016
Page 4 of 20
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Continued

0118-3

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s suggestion
regarding an additional source of bedrock data within the project
study area is noted and appreciated. DOE deemed the sources
of information used related to depth to bedrock sufficient for the
EIS analysis (Lyons et al. [1991], Goldthwaite et al. [1951], and
Haley & Aldrich, Inc. [2014a, 2014b]). Please refer to Section
1.4.1 of the Geology and Soils Technical Report for a more
detailed discussion of depth to bedrock.

0118-3




2. Water Division
Surface Water Use and Water Quality:

The proposed project must comply with New Hampshire surface water quality standards (RSA
485-A:8 (http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/L/485-A/485-A-8.htm) and Env-Wq 1700,
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-wg1700.pdf). It is
NHDES’ understanding that the project will require a Section 404 (of the federal Clean Water Act)
“individual permit” from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) for the discharge of dredged or
fill material in navigable waters. In accordance with Section 401 (of the federal Clean Water
Act) and the state statute (RSA 485-A:12, Ill, http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/L/485-
A/485-A-12.htm), the project will therefore require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification
from NHDES
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wmb/section401/permit_wgq_certification.htm).
Section 401 Water Quality Certifications include any conditions on, modifications to, or
monitoring of the proposed project necessary to provide assurance that construction and
operation of the project will comply with State surface water quality standards.

Drinking Water & Groundwater Protection:

The provisions to protect groundwater and public and private water supply wells from becoming
contaminated by activities and materials associated with rock blasting are not adequate. In New
Hampshire, rock blasting has contaminated groundwater obtained from drinking water wells
with nitrate, nitrite and volatile organic compounds. The document needs to be revised to
include provisions to:

1) Always utilize blasting best management practices to prevent the contamination of
groundwater;

2) Identify wells within 2,000 feet, opposed to 200 feet where blasting will occur. Monitor
the water quality (nitrate, nitrite and volatile organic compounds) in representative wells
before , during and after rock blasting;

3) Identify methods that will be employed to identify private and public water supply wells

4) Identify methods that will be employed to address increased turbidity in wells due to
excavating bedrock using mechanical or rock blasting methods.

The provisions proposed in the document do not meet the following standard requirements for
NH DES’s Alteration of Terrain Applications:

(1) Loading practices. The following blast hole loading practices to minimize environmental
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Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s observations
regarding water quality permitting are noted. Project
requirements related to RSA 485 are noted in Appendix F of the
EIS. Project requirements related to Section 401 of the federal
Clean Water Act (CWA) are noted in Appendix H of the EIS. In
the Water Resources Technical Report, Section 1.5 provides
additional discussion of federal and state permitting related to
water resources, and Section 3 notes the required construction
general permit (CGP) issued by the New Hampshire Department
of Environmental Services. CGP has related requirements for
CWA Section 401 certification. Project requirements related to
CWA Section 404 are described in several areas of the EIS (see
Sections 1.7.1.3 and 4.1.12.1).

0118-5

Thank you for your comment. Updated analyses regarding
potential impacts to drinking water supply can be found in
Sections 2 and 3 of the Water Resources Technical Report.
Potential impacts to drinking water sources from blasting impacts
include potential spills or leaks to groundwater wells and are
summarized in Section 4.1.13 in the final EIS, with more details
provided thereafter under each alternative in each geographic
section. The Applicant has committed to preparing a blasting plan
to identify appropriate procedures and best management
practices (BMPs) to protect groundwater and public and private
water supply wells. The blasting plan will include methods that
will be employed to identify private and public water supply wells,
in addition to methods that will be employed to address increased
turbidity in wells due to excavating bedrock using mechanical or
rock blasting methods. Appendix H of the final EIS has been
revised to reflect these changes. Should the project be approved,
specific standards and methods required by the New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services would be established
during the subsequent state permitting process.

0118-6

Thank you for your comment. Water supply wells were identified
within 250 feet of the alternative ROWSs and other areas of
disturbance as part of the impacts analysis. DOE does not
provide information of wells within 2000 feet of where blasting will
occur because it is not yet known where blasting will occur. Such
specific requirements will be covered by the applicant during the
state siting process.

Because large water withdrawals are not anticipated and
because New Hampshire BMPs and SPCC plans will be used,
impacts to wells along the route are not anticipated from water
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withdrawal, erosion, or hazardous waste or fuel spills. Potential
impacts to drinking water sources from blasting impacts include
potential spills or leaks to groundwater wells and are summarized
in Section 4.1.13 in the EIS, with more details provided thereafter
under each alternative in each geographic section. With the use
of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures (APMs), impacts to water resources from construction
activities would be avoided or minimized (see Appendix H of the
EIS). Updated analyses on potential impacts to drinking water
supply can be found Sections 2 and 3 in the Water Resources
Technical Report. Should the project be approved, more specific
analyses or requirements are within the purview of subsequent
state permitting processes and are beyond the scope of this
document.



effects shall be followed:

(a) Drilling logs shall be maintained by the driller and communicated directly to the blaster.
The logs shall indicate depths and lengths of voids, cavities, and fault zones or other weak
zones encountered as well as groundwater conditions.

(b) Explosive products shall be managed on-site so that they are either used in the borehole,
returned to the delivery vehicle, or placed in secure containers for off-site disposal.

(c) Spillage around the borehole shall either be placed in the borehole or cleaned up and
returned to an appropriate vehicle for handling or placement in secured containers for off-
site disposal.

(d) Loaded explosives shall be detonated as soon as possible and shall not be left in the blast
holes overnight, unless weather or other safety concerns reasonably indicate that
detonation should be postponed.

(e) Loading equipment shall be cleaned in an area where wastewater can be properly
contained and handled in a manner that prevents release of contaminants to the
environment.

(f) Explosives shall be loaded to maintain good continuity in the column load to promote
complete detonation. Industry accepted loading practices for priming, stemming, decking
and column rise need to be attended to.

(2) Explosive Selection. The following BMPs shall be followed to reduce the potential for
groundwater contamination when explosives are used:
(a) Explosive products shall be selected that are appropriate for site conditions and safe blast
execution.
(b) Explosive products shall be selected that have the appropriate water resistance for the site
conditions present to minimize the potential for hazardous effect of the product upon
groundwater.

(3) Prevention of Misfires. Appropriate practices shall be developed and implemented to
prevent misfires.

(4) Muck Pile Management. Muck piles (the blasted pieces of rock) and rock piles shall be
managed in a manner to reduce the potential for contamination by implementing the following
measures:
(a) Remove the muck pile from the blast area as soon as reasonably possible.
(b) Manage the interaction of blasted rock piles and storm water to prevent contamination of
water supply wells or surface water.

(5) Spill Prevention Measures and Spill Mitigation. Spill prevention and spill mitigation measures
shall be implemented to prevent the release of fuel and other related substances to the
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environment. The measures shall include at a minimum:
(a) The fuel storage requirements shall include:
1. Storage of regulated substances on an impervious surface.
2. Secure storage areas against unauthorized entry.
3. Label regulated containers clearly and visibly.
4. Inspect storage areas weekly.
5. Cover regulated containers in outside storage areas.
6. Wherever possible, keep regulated containers that are stored outside more than 50 feet
from surface water and storm drains, 75 feet from private wells, and 400 feet from public
wells.
7. Secondary containment is required for containers containing regulated substances
stored outside, except for on-premise use heating fuel tanks, or aboveground or
underground storage tanks, otherwise regulated.

(b) The fuel handling requirements shall include:

1. Except when in use, keep containers containing regulated substances closed and sealed.
2. Place drip pans under spigots, valves, and pumps.

3. Have spill control and containment equipment readily available in all work areas.

4. Use funnels and drip pans when transferring regulated substances.

5. Perform transfers of regulated substances over an impervious surface.

(c) The training of on-site employees and the on-site posting of release response information
describing what to do in the event of a spill of regulated substances.

(d) Fueling and maintenance of excavation, earthmoving and other construction related
equipment will comply with the regulations of the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services [note these requirements are summarized in WD-DWGB-22-6
Best Management Practices for Fueling and Maintenance of Excavation and Earthmoving
Equipment" or its successor document. (see
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/dwgb/documents/dwghb-
22-6.pdf )

Volume 1 — Impact Analyses

Section 3.2.4.2 (page 3-66) mentions potentially contaminated soils and groundwater within 250
feet of the potential project corridor but does not make any reference to how those sites will be
addressed to avoid expansion of the affected areas.

Water Supply Impacts
The Water Resources sections of the report do not address water supply watersheds. The
assessment regarding water supply impacts for each section of the project (e.g., section 3.2.13)
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0118-7

Thank you for your comment. The EIS acknowledges that there
is potential to expose the public or workers to previously
unidentified contamination or to mobilize existing contaminants
(see Section 3.1.4.2 of the EIS). Section 4.1.4.1 of the EIS
describes several measures to avoid and minimize potential
adverse impacts.

0118-8

Thank you for your comment. Water supply resources are
addressed in Sections 2 and 3 of the Water Resources Technical
Report, and Sections 3.1.13 and 4.1.13 of the EIS, with more
details provided thereafter under each alternative in each
geographic section. Instead of "state well," the term "Public
Water Supply well" (PWS well) is now used in Section 3.1.13 of
the final EIS, and thereafter under each geographic section.
Similar revisions have been made to Section 2 in the Water
Resources Technical Report.



simply lists the number of “federal” and “state” wells, and adds with respect to “state” wells,
“wells generally associated with municipalities.” The terminology “state wells” is unclear. This is
presumably a reference to public water system (PWS) wells regulated by NHDES under the NH
Safe Drinking Water Act and the federal Safe Drinking Water Act, the latter pursuant to federal
primacy. This “state well” designation should be clarified in the final EIS.

Rather than identifying and assessing potential impacts to public water supplies, the section on
general construction impacts (4.1.13.1, page 4-89), states, “While the data regarding Public
Water Supply Sources and Water Supply Intake Protection Areas are not publically available, no
impacts to public surface water supplies are expected. The use of APMs (see Appendix H) would
minimize impacts to all local water bodies.”

The authors of the EIS should be aware that while the data regarding precise locations of PWS
sources are not publicly available, those data are available from DES to those who need it for
purposes such as the preparation of environmental assessments. The same is true of data
regarding the locations of wellhead protection areas (WHPAs) and water supply watersheds. The
EIS should identify WHPAs and water supply watersheds crossed by each alternative and identify
how close to each PWS well land will be disturbed by clearing and by construction. For water
supply watersheds, the assessment should take into account slopes and soil types where the land
will be disturbed and determine whether standard erosion control measures will be adequate to
prevent short-term impacts to water quality that could affect water supply treatment processes
and/or finished water quality. For PWS wells and their WHPAs, as well as for areas overlying
stratified drift aquifers, the assessment should address how close the project’s disturbances will
approach those wells and how the risks associated with the project compare with the risks
associated with other land uses permitted by right in those areas, based on local zoning.

NHDES'’s geographic coverage of local land use restrictions in WHPAs and aquifer protection
areas can be used for this purpose. The Water Resources Summary Impact Table (Table 2-20 in
Volume 1 and Table 19 in the Draft EIS Supplement), and the Disturbance in Locations Overlying
Aquifers table (Table S-20 in the Summary report) should include summary data such as:

e Disturbance (area), linear feet of trench, and number and types of structures in WHPAs
for PWS wells, calling out structures or facilities that will contain regulated substances as
defined in Env-Wq 401.03(h)
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-wq401.pdf).

e Disturbance (area), linear feet of trench, and number and types of structures in sanitary
protective areas for PWS wells, calling out structures or facilities that will contain
regulated substances as defined in Env-Wq 401.03(h). Sanitary protective areas around
PWS wells range from 75 to 400 feet from the well.

e Number of private domestic wells within 2,000 feet of the project corridor. (NHDES
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Thank you for your comment. Updated analyses on potential
impacts to drinking water supply, including the number of public
water supply wells, the number of source water protection areas,
the number of wellhead protection areas, acres of water supply
resources within 250 feet of the study area, and acres of water
supply resources within the disturbance areas, can be found in
Section 2 and 3 of the Water Resources Technical Report.
Similar changes have been made to the final EIS in Sections
3.1.13 and 4.2.13, with more details provided thereafter under
each alternative in each geographic section.

0118-10

Thank you for your comment. Updated analyses on potential
impacts to drinking water supply, including the number of public
water supply wells, the number of source water protection areas,
the number of wellhead protection areas, acres of water supply
resources within 250 feet of the study area, and acres of water
supply resources within the disturbance areas, can be found in
Section 2 and 3 of the Water Resources Technical Report.
Similar changes have been made to the final EIS in Sections
3.1.13 and 4.2.13, with more details provided thereafter under
each alternative in each geographic section. DOE did not,
however, update its analysis based on the incomplete data set of
private domestic wells referenced by the commenter because
this level of analysis should occur during the state siting process
between NPT and NH DES.



maintains an incomplete database of private well locations, so the count would not be
complete, although it would be useful as a relative indicator of each alternative’s
potential impact on private wells.) NHDES also has developed a methodology to estimate
each parcel that utilizes an on-lot private well. NHDES can provide a GIS shape file
showing lots that likely utilize an on-lot well within 2000 feet of the corridor.

e Adiscussion about how utility corridor vegetation maintenance will be completed over
the long term and measures that will be implemented to protect nearby private and
public drinking water supplies.

Volume 2 — Appendices

APPENDIX H: APPLICANT-PROPOSED IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES

Water Resources and Floodplains are addressed on page H-8. The document states, “Applicable
BMPs and specific measures to minimize and avoid impacts on waterbodies will be established
during the permit application process in consultation with state and federal agencies. The Project
will be constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with federal and state permits.”
This should be revised to include BMPs to avoid impacts to groundwater, including the BMPs
specified in NH Code of Administrative Rules Env-Wq 401, since those BMPs might not be
required by permits but are required by rule. This should also be amended to include measures
described in NHDES report WD-10-12, “Rock Blasting and Water Quality Measures That Can Be
Taken To Protect Water Quality and Mitigate Impacts” (NHDES, 2010,
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/publications/wd/documents/wd-10-12.pdf ).
Documents associated with the EIS do not address the potential of contaminating private or
public drinking water supply wells with chemicals used in explosives to blast rock; this should be
addressed.

Terrain Alteration

The selected alternative will need to submit an Alteration of Terrain Permit (AoT) application and
meet the requirements of Env-Wq 1500
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-wq1500.pdf) relative
to the protection of drinking water supplies, surface waters, and groundwater.

Alteration of Terrain guidance: http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/aot/index.htm
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Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS includes a
list of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures considered in the EIS process. The analysis of
potential impacts in this EIS assumes that these measures would
be applied during implementation of the Project, if approved. The
measure noted in the comment was identified and proposed by
NHDES; no changes have been made to Appendix H in response
to this comment. NHDES can require additional measures
through their permitting process. DOE's and USFS's decisions
would be conditioned on the implementation of these APMs, as
well as any other requirements identified by other permitting
processes (including the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee review, consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, etc.). Updated analyses regarding potential impacts to
drinking water supply can be found in Sections 2 and 3 of the
Water Resources Technical Report. Potential impacts to drinking
water sources from blasting impacts include potential spills or
leaks to groundwater wells and are summarized in Section 4.1.13
in the final EIS, with more details provided thereafter under each
alternative in each geographic section.

0118-12

Thank you for your comment. Section 1.5.2.3 of the Water
Resources Technical Report describes the requirements of New
Hampshire’s Alteration of Terrain program.



Storm Water Management :

1. Storm water discharges to surface waters from construction sites disturbing of an acre or
more, or phased construction eventually exceeding one acre, will require coverage under
the EPA’s Construction General Permit (CGP) — See
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-discharges-construction-activitiest#cgp.

2. Construction dewatering discharges to surface waters at uncontaminated sites are
authorized under the CGP (see applicable permit conditions). For any sites without CGP
coverage authorization would be needed under the Construction Dewatering General
Permit (DGP) — See https://www3.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/dewatering.html.

3. Construction dewatering discharges to surface waters at contaminated sites must be
authorized under the Remediation General Permit (RGP) — See
https://www3.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/rgp.html.

4. In addition to obtaining the permits as described above, persons planning construction
activities and related discharges to surface waters through municipal (includes town,
county and state owned) separate storm sewer systems (MS4) should contact the entity
(e.g., town, NHDOT) with coverage under the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
General Permit (MS4GP — See
https://www3.epa.gov/regionl/npdes/stormwater/MS4 2013 NH.html) for any
additional requirements. For a list of communities with MS4 discharges authorized under
the MSAGP see page 3 of the NHDES’ Fact Sheet titled “Federal Storm water Permits” at
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wwt/documents/web-
8.pdf.

Wetlands

Please note that NHDES’ comments are based on the assumption that need for the project has
been met. Need for the DEIS and project objectives are discussed in the DEIS document,
however, NHDES must further evaluate need through review of a detailed Wetlands Permit
application submitted in accordance with RSA 482-A and the New HAMPSHIRE CODE OF
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES Env-Wt 100 through 900.

http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/htm|/NHTOC/NHTOC-L-482-A.htm
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Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s observations
regarding stormwater permitting are noted. Section 4.1 in the EIS
states that the construction contractor would be required to
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and
the Applicant has committed to implement provisions in the
state’s manual for utility corridor management under all
alternatives. In the Water Resources Technical Report, Section
1.5 provides additional discussion of federal and state permitting
related to water resources, and Section 3 provides information
regarding provisions in the required construction general permit
(CGP) issued by the New Hampshire Department of Environment
Services. These permits have additional measures to protect,
monitor, and mitigate potential impacts. The terms and conditions
of the CGP would be specified in the SWPPP.

0118-14

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s observation is
noted regarding the role of the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services in the process of project permitting.



http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/index.htm#wetlands

The submitted DEIS, its Supplement, and associated documents includes acres and types of
wetlands and surface waters impacted, but it does not include enough detailed design or
construction information to assess compliance with the previously noted Revised Statutes
Annotated (RSA) and Administrative Rules. Ultimately the applicant must demonstrate that the
proposed action, Alternative 7, (revised Alternative 2) complies with the Statement of Purpose
per Administrative Rule Env-Wt 302.01(b) and demonstrate impacts to wetlands, surface waters
and banks of surface waters have been avoided, minimized and mitigated in accordance with
Env-Wt 302.03. Additionally, the applicant must demonstrate by plan and example that all
factors listed in Administrative Rule Env-Wt 302.04 have been considered in the project design in
assessing the impact of the proposed project to areas and environments under the department’s
jurisdiction. Furthermore the chosen alternative has direct wetland impacts that exceed the
criteria listed in Administrative Rule Env-Wt 302.03(c) for compensatory mitigation (as currently
noted 23 acres of direct wetlands impact) and will require mitigation for the impacts in
accordance with Administrative Rule Env-Wt 800.

It is noted in the EIS that complete placement of the 1,200 MW line was not reasonable due to
engineering feasibility and cost (due to the need for six conductors for 1,200 MW of transmission
and 2 conductors for 1,090 MW of transmission). However, the chosen alternative has been
revised to include burial of 52 miles of line underground and reducing the operational capacity of
the line from 1,200 MW to 1,090 MW. Given the reduction in operational capacity and the
likelihood that the new sections of overhead transmission corridor from Canada to the existing
transmission corridor in Dummer, NH, would account for a substantial amount of the projected
permanent and secondary wetlands impacts it would now seem prudent to consider additional
alternatives to determine if that would reduce the total overall wetland impacts. Additional
consideration should be given to the burial of the section or sections of line from Canada within
existing roadway corridors to the overhead corridor just off of Route 110 in Northumberland. In
addition, if moving this section of line to existing roadway corridors is still found to be
unreasonable consideration should be given to converting the new overhead transmission
corridor to a smaller underground transmission corridor.

It is not clear from review of the DEIS why the transmission line is crossing into the United States
at the proposed location. What is the basis for choosing the current crossing location? Are there
lesser impacting alternatives for the border crossing (e.g., entering the US further south through

Vermont along Route 253 to Route 3 in New Hampshire)?

It appears through review of the DEIS that impacts to “Water Resources” are reduced when the
line is buried underground. Specifically direct impacts to wetlands appear to be significantly
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Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s concerns are
related to the project proponent’s application to the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee (SEC). The SEC process
is separate from, and beyond scope of, this NEPA EIS analysis.
However, Section 1.5.2 in the Water Resources Technical Report
has been revised to include additional information pertaining to
state permitting requirements.

0118-16

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of reasonable alternatives including other
alignments and underground and overhead configurations
between the proposed border crossing and connection with the
existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives including road
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burials involved in alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 5b, 5¢c and 6a and
6b. Potential wetland impacts are discussed for each alternative
in each geographic section in the EIS. Additionally, seventeen
alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with
additional information on alternatives considered but eliminated
from detailed analysis.

0118-17

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
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eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0118-18

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes a reasonable
range of alternatives and analyzes estimates of wetland impacts
for each alternative.



reduced as more line is constructed underground. Therefore there may be additional
alternatives as previously discussed that could have lesser impacts to areas and environments
under the department’s jurisdiction which are also reasonable when considering cost and
engineering feasibility. The department will reserve further comment on the DEIS until the
additional alternatives have been investigated.

Shoreland Protection:

RSA 483-B (http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/htm|/NHTOC/NHTOC-L-483-B.htm), New
Hampshire’s Shoreland Water Quality Protection Act establishes protected shorelands around
certain surface waters. Those waters that are relevant given the path of this project are lakes
and ponds over 10 acres in size, fourth order or larger rivers, and rivers designated in accordance
with RSA 483. Within those protected shorelands RSA 483-B:9, V, (a) and (b) requires the
maintenance of vegetated buffers within 150 feet of the edge of the surface water, known as the
“reference line.” Paragraph (a) requires that all groundcover and a sufficient number of trees
and saplings to meet an established minimum standard be maintained within 50 feet of the
reference line. Paragraph (b) requires that vegetation within at least 25% of the area between
50 feet and 150 feet from the reference line be retained and allowed to growth with only that
interference necessary to maintain plant health.

This project will pass through the protected shorelands and buffers of multiple jurisdictional
waters within each of the project segments. The nature of the project and the structures being
installed is such that, where it passes through protected shorelands, some groundcover
vegetation may be lost or temporarily removed and the tree and sapling stratum of the buffer
will be permanently removed. These buffer impacts will exceed the minimum standards of RSA
483-B:9 and will have adverse effects in the form of habitat loss, localized water temperature
increases, and loss of shoreline stability provided by deep-rooted vegetation. Having
acknowledged the probability of these effects it must be noted that RSA 483-B:9, IV-b, allows
that public utility lines and associated structures and facilities be permitted by the Commissioner
of NHDES as necessary and consistent with the purposes of this chapter and other state

law. Thus, the law recognizes that such projects cannot meet the strict requirements of the law
but that should not preclude their permitting. Provided the applicant takes particular care to
maintain those portions of the vegetated buffer that do not pose a hazard to the maintenance
and function of the proposed structures, and similarly meets the remaining minimum standards
related to among other things, erosion and siltation, development, and impervious surfaces to
the best of their ability, then necessary approvals under RSA 483-B can be obtained.
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0118-19

Thank you for your comment. The commenter’s observation
regarding provisions in RSA 483-B related to public utility lines is
noted. Section 1.7.2 in the EIS discusses a variety of federal and
state permits required for the Project, including compliance with
the New Hampshire Shoreland Water Quality Protection Act (see
Table 1-1). See Section 1.5.2 in the Water Resources Technical
Report for additional discussion of state permitting related to
water resources. Section 4.1.13 of the EIS describes, in general,
potential impacts to water resources from the Project, with more
detail provided under each alternative in each geographic
section. Best management practices intended to avoid or
minimize impacts to these resources are included in those and
related geographic sections, as well as in Appendix H of the EIS.
Impacts to vegetation (Section 4.1.12 of the EIS) and geology
and soils (Section 4.1.14.1 of the EIS) also discuss issues related
to water resource protection.



3. Waste Management Division

The concerns identified relative to the purview of the Waste Management Division programs
are essentially the same regardless of the alternative proposed or selected. Therefore, little to
no alternative specific-comments are provided in this section of this document.

Solid Waste Management:

All Alternatives presented in the DEIS, SEIS and associated documents involve the potential for
encountering or generating solid wastes during construction and maintenance activities. All
solid wastes generated as a result of construction and maintenance activities must be managed
in accordance with the New Hampshire Solid Waste Rules. Portions of each Alternative have the
potential to encounter solid wastes on or beneath the ground surface that will have to be
managed and properly disposed. The potential for encountering deposited (aboveground) or
buried solid wastes is greater in areas of higher population density and along the more
developed and travelled portions of the roadway system. Solid waste also includes soils with
contamination as defined in Env-Or 602.07
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-or600.pdf) that are
not otherwise classified as a hazardous waste. All soils with contamination as defined in Env-Or
602.07 that are excavated must be managed in accordance with the requirements of Env-Sw
903 unless the soils are being managed on-site pursuant to Env-Or 600 (Contaminated Site
Management). Env-Sw 900 and Part Env-Sw 903 can be downloaded at:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-sw900.pdf.

Contaminated soils include soils with contaminants present at concentrations above the Soil
Remediation Standards (SRS) established in Env-Or 600, regardless of whether the soils are
subject to a background exemption under Env-Or 600, and soils with contaminants present at
concentrations between the naturally occurring background concentration and the SRS.
Construction activities along the selected Project corridor will likely involve a certain degree of
cut and fill to facilitate installation of transmission towers, burial of transmission lines,
construction of access roads and utility equipment pads and the generation of excess soils
associated with construction activities. It is important that all generated soils are characterized
relative to the presence or likely presence of contaminants prior to the transport of generated
soils for disposal or reuse as general construction fill within the Project corridor or elsewhere.
The source and quality of all soil imported for use as general fill for the Project should be
evaluated prior to transportation or acceptance for use within the Project limits.

Please note that roadside soils have been shown to commonly contain polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), petroleum hydrocarbons, and various metals at concentrations at
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Thank you for your comment. Information pertaining to state
regulation ENV-SW 900 has been added to Section 1.5.2 of the
Public Health and Safety Technical Report. Section 4.1.4.1 in the
EIS acknowledges that there is potential to expose the public or
workers to previously unidentified contamination, or to mobilize
existing contaminants. Appendix H of the EIS includes a list of
Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures considered in the EIS process. The analysis of
potential impacts in this EIS assumes that these measures would
be applied during implementation of the Project, if approved. The
construction contractor would be required to comply with the
appropriate state and federal regulations, including those for
hazardous waste and petroleum products. In addition, the
construction contractor would be required to implement a
stormwater pollution prevention plan. The measure noted in the
comment was identified and proposed by NHDES; no changes
have been made to Appendix H in response to this comment.
NHDES can require additional measures through their permitting
process. DOE's and USFS's decisions would be conditioned on
the implementation of the APMs in Appendix H, as well as any
other requirements identified by other permitting processes
(including the New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee review,
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, etc.).



concentrations above the naturally occurring background, and in some cases above the SRS,
which would cause these soils to be viewed as solid waste and a potential source for
groundwater or surface water contamination. Similarly, pesticides and herbicides may be
present in soils from agricultural land at concentrations that would cause the soils to be
characterized as “solid waste.”

Project guidance should be developed for the evaluation of the quality of excess soil or fill likely
to be encountered within the Project corridor and the quality of miscellaneous granular fill
being imported to the Project. Similarly, a generic soil management plan should be prepared for
the project that establishes appropriate procedures for pre-excavation assessment, segregation
of clean soils and potentially contaminated soils, and proper management of contaminated
soils to prevent release of contaminants to the ground surface, subsurface, or atmosphere.

There exists the potential for waste, including asbestos waste and other discarded materials, to
be buried within the Northern Pass corridor. For example, asbestos waste is known to be
buried in some areas along the Interstate Route 93 right-of-way and at some exits, as well as
within some minor road rights-of-way located principally in Nashua and Hudson, New
Hampshire. This is a precautionary note to identify known sites before commencing work and
to handle these materials properly according to New Hampshire Solid Waste Management
Rules, whether encountered at a known or unknown site. Compliance with the New Hampshire
Solid Waste Rules is the responsibility of project officials
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/index.htm#solid). In instances where
asbestos-containing materials are encountered or disturbed along the proposed right-of-way,
construction officials should be made aware that proper handling of these wastes is

required. See also (http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/waste/orcb/prs/adsp/index.htm).

Applicable Waste Management Administrative Rules:

e Env-Hw 400 Identification & Listing of Hazardous Wastes:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-hw400.pdf
e Env-Hw 500 Requirements for Hazardous Waste Generators:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-hw500.pdf
e Env-Or 300 Aboveground Petroleum Storage Facilities:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-or300.pdf
e Env-Or 400 Underground Storage Tank Program:
http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/documents/env-or400.pdf
® Env-Or 600 Contaminated Site Management: Env-Or 600 Contaminated Site

Management
e Env-Sw 900 Management of Certain Wastes: Env-Sw 900 Management of Certain Wastes
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Health and Safety Technical Report

Table 10 in Section 2.2.1 of the Health and Safety Technical Report indicates the Ashland
Municipal Landfill is located within 88 feet of Alternatives 2, 3, 5a and 5c. Care should be taken
not to install transmission towers on the landfill or install buried transmission lines across the
closed landfill.

Hazardous Waste Management:

As stated in the DEIS and its Supplement, hazardous wastes may be encountered during
construction activities if contaminated soils or groundwater are encountered that meet the
regulatory definition of hazardous waste. Also, the DEIS and its Supplement indicate that there
is a potential that hazardous wastes may be produced or released as part of future construction
and maintenance activities. Hazardous wastes must be managed in accordance with applicable
requirements of the New Hampshire Hazardous Waste Rules (Env-Hw 100 through Env-Hw
1100, http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/index.htm#waste).  Project
guidance and best management practice guidance should be prepared prior to the start of
construction activities.

Contaminated Sites/Remediation/Petroleum Storage:

All Alternatives presented in the DEIS, Supplement and associated documents involve the
potential for encountering:

e Contaminated soils and groundwater associated with known or previously unidentified
contaminated sites, petroleum storage facilities, and hazardous waste storage facilities;

® Contaminated soils consisting of urban background soils and fill; and

e Unregistered underground and aboveground petroleum storage facilities.

These environmental hazards may potentially be encountered during construction and land
preparation activities that involve excavation, drilling or other subsurface activities associated
with the construction of aboveground or underground transmission lines as well as ground
surface grading for equipment pad construction and access road construction. These activities
may also encounter soil vapor contamination associated with nearby contaminated soil and
groundwater. Construction of subsurface transmission lines may inadvertently result in
preferential migration of soil vapor contamination via buried utility backfill media when project
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Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts related to the
Ashland Municipal Landfill are discussed specifically in Section
3.3.2.1 in the Public Health and Safety Technical Report, and
more generally in Section 4.1.4.1 of the EIS. As noted in Section
2.3.1, Table 10, of the Public Health and Safety Technical
Report, the Project would cross within 48 feet of the landfill, but it
is unknown at this time whether subsurface disturbance and
excavation would occur at this specific location. As stated in the
Technical Report, further investigation may be required at this
site to determine whether there could be subsurface
contamination where excavation or construction would take
place. Additionally, both the Technical Report and EIS state the
impact of unearthing or mobilizing contamination during
construction would depend upon what was encountered;
however, with the proper planning, precautions, and training,
impacts would be short-term and localized.

0118-22

Thank you for your comment. Information pertaining to state
regulation ENV-SW 900 has been added to Section 1.5.2 of the
Public Health and Safety Technical Report. Section 4.1.4.1 in the
EIS acknowledges that, during construction, there is potential to
expose the public or workers to previously unidentified
contamination, or to mobilize existing contaminants. Previously
contaminated soils would be avoided to the extent

practicable. The Applicant would avoid siting structures in known
locations that currently have or historically may have had soil or
groundwater contamination. Compliance with state regulations is
explicitly stated in Appendix H of the EIS. Where disturbance and
excavation of previously contaminated soils and groundwater
cannot be avoided, potentially adverse impacts would be avoided
or minimized using Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and
Minimization Measures (see Appendix H of the EIS). The
construction contractor would be required to comply with the
appropriate state and federal regulations, including those for
hazardous waste and petroleum products. In addition, the
construction contractor would be required to implement a
stormwater pollution prevention plan.

The measure noted in the comment was identified and proposed
by NHDES; no changes have been made to Appendix H in
response to this comment. NHDES can require additional
measures through their permitting process. DOE's and USFS's
decisions would be conditioned on the implementation of these
APMs, as well as any other requirements identified by other
permitting processes (including the New Hampshire Site



0118

Evaluation Committee review, consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, etc.).

0118-23

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.4.1 in the EIS
acknowledges that, during construction, the potential exist to
expose the public or workers to previously unidentified
contamination, or to mobilize existing contaminants. Proactive
investigation of potentially contaminated sites and
implementation of a plan for training construction workers about
the appropriate protocols to undertake when contamination is
exposed, would minimize potential impacts.



construction is located in proximity to contaminated soil or a groundwater contamination
plume.

The potential for encountering contaminated soil, groundwater and soil vapor is greater in
areas of higher population density and along the more developed portions of the roadway
system where the Project corridor passes through commercially and industrially developed
areas and along developed portions of the Project corridor where transmission lines are
proposed to be placed underground.

Project guidance should be developed for conducting environmental assessments of portions of
the Project corridor prior to the initiation of construction activities. Project guidance should be
developed for the evaluation of the quality of soil, fill and groundwater likely to be encountered
within the Project corridor. Similarly, a generic soil and groundwater management plan should
be prepared for the project that establishes appropriate procedures for pre-excavation
assessment, segregation of clean soils and potentially contaminated soils, and proper
management of contaminated soils and groundwater to prevent release of contaminants to the
ground surface, subsurface, or atmosphere. Contaminated soils and groundwater must be
managed in accordance with the requirements of Env-Hw 400, Env-Hw 500, Env-Or 600 and
Env-Sw 900, as appropriate based on the nature of the contamination encountered.

Section 3.3.4.2 of the DEIS indicates that Circle Tri-Cleaners (located in Plymouth) would be
within the disturbance area for Alternative 4c. Circle Tri-Cleaners is a former dry cleaning site
where the dry cleaning solvent tetrachloroethene (PCE) was released. A considerably large
dissolved groundwater contamination plume extends toward the east from the site. There are
also several petroleum contamination sites located east and northeast of the Circle Tri-Cleaners
site. Shallow bedrock and groundwater in this area represent a significant potential for
encountering soil vapor contamination and potential creation of a preferential soil vapor
migration pathway if underground utilities are installed in proximity to these properties.

If pre-excavation historical property reviews indicate past site use for vehicle repair businesses
or auto salvage yards, subsequent environmental assessments should include assessment for
the presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in addition to volatile organic compounds and
petroleum hydrocarbons. PCBs are known to have been present in hydraulic fluids associated
with vehicles and vehicle lift pistons.

Nonregistered or abandoned underground storage tanks associated with historical land use are
occasionally encountered across the state. When encountered, these underground storage
tanks are commonly associated with previously existing structures or previously existing
gasoline stations. Historical site use assessments including a review of local municipal records
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Thank you for your comment. Information pertaining to state
regulations ENV-HW 400, ENV-HW 500, and ENV-SW 900 has
been added to Section 1.5.2 of the Public Health and Safety
Technical Report. Previously contaminated soils would be
avoided to the extent practicable. The Applicant would avoid
siting structures in known locations that currently have or
historically may have had soil or groundwater contamination.
Where disturbance and excavation of previously contaminated
soils and groundwater cannot be avoided, potentially adverse
impacts will be avoided or minimized using Applicant-Proposed
Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures (see Appendix H
in the final EIS). The construction contractor would be required to
comply with the appropriate state and federal regulations,
including those for hazardous waste and petroleum products.

The measure noted in the comment was identified and proposed
by NHDES; no changes have been made to Appendix H in
response to this comment. NHDES can require additional
measures through their permitting process. DOE's and USFS's
decisions would be conditioned on the implementation of these
APMs, as well as any other requirements identified by other
permitting processes (including the New Hampshire Site
Evaluation Committee review, consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, etc.).

0118-25

Thank you for your comment. Previously contaminated soils
would be avoided to the extent practicable. The Applicant would
avoid siting structures in known locations that currently have or
historically may have had soil or groundwater contamination.
Where disturbance and excavation of previously contaminated
soils and groundwater cannot be avoided, potentially adverse
impacts will be avoided or minimized using Applicant-Proposed
Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures (see Appendix H
in the final EIS). Site-specific procedures would be addressed in
subsequent federal and state permitting processes that are
beyond the scope of this analysis.

0118-26

Thank you for your comment. Further investigation may be
required at known or suspected contamination sites near the
project to determine whether contamination exists in likely



0118

excavation or construction areas (see Sections 3.3 and 3.4 in the
Public Health and Safety Technical Report). Section 4.1.4.1 in
the EIS indicates that state regulations require that contaminated
sites be reported to the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services management (Env-Or 600). In addition,
ENV-1401 has been replaced by ENV-OR 400; ENV-OR 400 has
been added to Section 1.5.2 in the Public Health and Safety
Technical Report.



(i.e. assessor’s records, building permit records and fire department records), NHDES records,
and historical Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps should be completed for portions of the Project
corridor that pass through commercially or industrially developed areas. Abandoned
underground storage tanks commonly contain residual petroleum product, water or flowable
fill such as sand or concrete. If encountered, these tanks must be registered with the NHDES
and closed in accordance with Env-1401
(http://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/waste/orcb/ocs/ustp/documents/tank-closure-
guidance.pdf). Any tank contents must be removed and properly disposed.

Table 11 in Section 2.2.1 of the Health and Safety Technical Report indicates that the Seppala &
Aho Brownfields site is located in Woodstock. Please note that the Seppala & Aho site is
actually located in New Ipswich and is outside the Project corridor for Alternatives. Similarly,
Table 11 indicates the Lamont Laboratories Brownfields site is located in Woodstock but the
site is actually located in Londonderry and is outside the Project corridor for all Alternatives.
Also, Table 11 indicates the Storrs Street Brownfields site is located in Woodstock but the site is
actually located in Concord.

4. Air Resources Division

Air Quality - Environmental Health Program (EHP)

TECHNICAL REPORTS

Public Health and Safety Technical Report for the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

(4017 pages)

Appendix B Technical Report (DRAFT Electric and Magnetic Fields Technical Report for the
Environmental Impact Statement) (140/4017)

The Executive Summary states that “There are no state or federal exposure limits for power
frequency or DC electric or magnetic fields or space charge levels that would apply to the
Project. However, two major internationally recognized exposure limits (International
Commission on Non-lonizing Radiation Protection [ICNIRP] and Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers [IEEE] C95.6-2002) provide useful references. ... In all areas outside of the
right—of-way (ROW) of the Project, the levels of electric and magnetic fields produced by the
Project, together with those from the presently installed transmission lines in much of the
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Thank you for your comment. Table 11 in Section 2.3.1 of the
Public Health and Safety Technical Report has been revised to
reflect that the sites mentioned in the comment are outside of the
project corridor for all alternatives included in Table 11 (i.e., sites
have been removed from the table).

0118-28

Thank you for your comment. ICNIRP and IEEE limits were
included in the draft EIS as a point of reference because there
are no applicable state or national limits regarding the proposed
Project.



Project corridor, both AC and DC, would comply with the ICNIRP and IEEE C95.6-2002".
(146/4017)

Comment: The ICNIRP and IEEE guidelines are referenced throughout the Draft EIS relative to
evaluating human exposure to electric and magnetic fields. It should be noted that these
guidelines were developed to prevent acute hazards such as shocks. As such, these guidelines
may be useful but are of limited value for evaluating possible health outcomes. These guidelines
are not health-based standards and should not be used in evaluating human health relative to
exposure to these fields.

Conclusions DC and AC magnetic fields from the Project at all locations outside of the ROW of
the Project would comply with ICNIRP and IEEE C95.6-2002 reference levels for the general
population. Based on present knowledge, there would be no impact of the Project as related to
the AC or DC magnetic fields in any area beyond the ROW. (176/4017)

Comment: As in previous comment, these reference levels are not health-based standards and it
is inappropriate to draw conclusions about human health from their use.

Conclusions Based on considerable literature on discharge phenomena beneath HVAC lines,
microshocks, possibly at annoying levels, may occur with individuals who touch vehicles or
other large conductive objects that are parked beneath the lines. Because the Project would
comply with NESC (which is designed to protect against hazards related to such effects) any
such shocks would be below harmful levels under foreseeable exposure conditions relevant to
the general public. (176/4017)

Comment: It is not clear why receiving electrical shocks would not be considered harmful.

Conclusions There is no foreseeable impact of the DC or AC fields from the Project on
implanted devices such as pacemakers or implanted cardioverter-defibrillators. However, there
have been rare incidents of inappropriate therapy (shocks to the heart) to patients with
implanted ICDs due to contact with electrical equipment under ordinary domestic situations,
and there is the theoretical chance that such events might occur to an individual beneath one
of the Project lines upon touching a conductive object. Given the diversity of implanted medical
devices currently in use, it is not possible to rule out the possibility of adverse interference to
such devices or inappropriate delivery of therapy to a wearer of an ICD due to contact currents
or spark discharge. (177/4017)

Comment: Similar to preceding comment. It isn’t clear why receiving an electrical shock to the
heart, especially for a heart patient, would not be considered harmful.
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0118-29

Thank you for your comment. ICNIRP and IEEE limits were
included in the draft EIS as a point of reference because there
are no applicable state or national limits regarding the proposed
Project.

0118-30

Thank you for your comment. Information regarding shocks has
been clarified in Section 4.1.4.2 in the final EIS. These shocks
will not induce harmful levels of contact current under
foreseeable exposure conditions. "Nuisance shocks"
(nonhazardous but unpleasant shocks) might nevertheless occur
from contact with a vehicle parked within the ROW in AC field
levels that are present beneath some segments of the Northern
Pass line.

0118-31

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 4.1.4.2 in
the EIS, corona discharge has the potential to result in electric
shocks to individuals. The project would comply with National
Electrical Safety Code (NESC) and health-based exposure
guidelines designed to protect against harmful levels of electric
shocks. Section 4.5 of the Electric and Magnetic Fields Technical
Report (included as Appendix B of the Public Health and Safety
Technical Report) explains that the potential for shock to an
individual with an ICD is considered rare. Shocks that may occur
are described as distressing and uncomfortable to the patient,
but not life-threatening.



Expert Reviews of Possible Health Effects of Power line Fields

Since the Northern Pass lines will chiefly pass through lightly populated areas, it is highly likely
that no cases of childhood leukemia would occur in populations close to the lines due to
magnetic field exposure. . .. (263/4017)

Comment: What is the basis for this conclusion?
General Comments

Magnetic fields (shielding): All of the proposed alternatives involve burial of transmission lines
for at least some portions of the Project length. Although magnetic fields from a transmission
line fall off rapidly with increasing distance from the line, extremely low frequency magnetic
fields are not shielded by ordinary building materials or other forms of matter. (150/4017)

Comment: Constructing underground transmission lines could have the effect of increasing
magnetic field strength closer to the ground surface thereby increasing people’s exposure.

Worker Health and Safety: EHP did not review sections of the Draft EIS that considered worker
safety issues (construction, infrastructure maintenance, waste handling and disposal, etc.).

Comment: Occupational health and safety issues are the purview of other regulatory agencies
(ex. OSHA) and not the Department.

Direct and Indirect Environmental Consequences (55/4017) This section of the Public Health
and Safety Technical Report addresses environmental consequences of soil and groundwater
contamination associated with the Project. Contamination of the environment can be
associated with the following construction activities:

e Use and improper management of hazardous materials, petroleum products

e Disposal of hazardous wastes

® Soil contamination and mobilization of contamination in soil and groundwater

e Contaminated sites
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Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.4.2 in the EIS
addresses the linkage between magnetic fields and childhood
leukemia, and additional details can be found in Appendix B of
the Electric and Magnetic Fields Technical Report (included as
Appendix B of the Public Health and Safety Technical Report).
The World Health Organization and other health agencies have
not concluded that exposure to powerline magnetic fields actually
does or probably does increase risk of disease, but only that it
might. The evidence related to childhood cancer risk and
residence near power lines indicates that any increase in risk, if
one exists at all, is small. A recent study of risk of childhood
leukemia as related to residence near high voltage power lines in
California found "a slight excess of cases within 50 m of a
transmission line over 200 kV (odds ratio 1.4, 95% confidence
interval 0.7-2.7). This excess is not statistically significant,
however, and the 'slight excess' is consistent with chance" (see
Crespi, C.M. et al. 2016. Childhood Leukemia and Distance from
Power Lines in California: A Population-Based Case-Control
Study. British Journal of Cancer 115(1):122-8). The Crespi
results are consistent with effect sizes ranging from a slight
protective effect of living near the power line (odds ratio of 0.7) to
nearly threefold increase in relative risk (odds ratio of 2.7). Since
childhood leukemia is a rare disease (about 73 cases of any form
of cancer are diagnosed every year in children aged 0-19
throughout the entire state of NH,
http://www.dhhs.nh.gov/dphs/hsdm/cancer/documents/childhood.
pdf), the likelihood that any child living within 50 meters of the
transmission line developing cancer of any form is small in any
event.

0118-33

Thank you for your comment. Buried transmission cables will
produce magnetic fields in the surrounding environment, but
because the conductors are close together, the fields would be
small compared to those beneath above-ground lines (see
Section 4.1.4.2 in the EIS, and Section 4.1 of the Electric and
Magnetic Fields Technical Report (included as Appendix B of the
Public Health and Safety Technical Report). Also, the fields
would be direct current fields at levels considerably lower than
the Earth's magnetic field.

0118-34
Thank you for your comment.

0118-35
Thank you for your comment.



Comment: There are a number of programs within the Department that have the regulatory
authority and responsibility to address any potential hazardous waste and groundwater
contamination problems associated with construction of the transmission lines. EHP defers to
these programs to conduct an appropriate review of these issues.

Appendix H of the DEIS provides information on "Applicant proposed mitigation measures," or
APMs. These APMs are cited throughout the main report. The following are
questions/comments related to specific APMs:

Appendix H, page H-1: Air quality impacts will generally result from fugitive dust or equipment
and vehicle emissions. To minimize short-term adverse effects to air quality during
construction, Environmental Monitors will review ongoing activities including, verifying and
documenting that appropriate preventative and proactive BMPs are being used and
maintained.

Comment: Who will the Environmental Monitors work for and report to? To be effective they
should work independently of the developer and report directly to relevant state agencies.

Appendix H, page H-2: Vehicular emissions will be limited by requiring contractors to properly
maintain construction equipment and vehicles, and by minimizing diesel construction idling
times in accordance with New Hampshire air quality regulations.

Comment: It is not clear how Northern Pass will enforce the idling limitations. NHDES suggests
that such limitations be included as a requirement in specifications and contracts for
contractors.

GENERAL CONFORMITY:

Pages 2-51; 3-41; 3-43; and w/in each segment/alternative narrative: The DEIS discusses the
potential for triggering federal General Conformity requirements as portions of the Southern
Section of the project are located in the Central NH SO, nonattainment area. For such
requirements to be applicable the project would need to have emissions greater than de
minimus levels.

Comment: The DEIS states SO, emissions will be below the de minimus (Tables 4-151; 4-153; 4-
154; and 4-155) and therefore general conformity requirements will not apply. While use of
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel is required in all on-road and non-road equipment and therefore
emissions are expected to be relatively low, the DEIS does not provide any information
regarding how total emission estimates were derived.
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0118-36

Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS outlines the
role of Environmental Monitors, and the logistics of contracting
are beyond the scope of this EIS. The monitors would be guided
by the requirements included in applicable federal, state, and
local permits related to air quality and fugitive dust.

0118-37

Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS includes a
list of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures considered in the EIS process. The analysis of
potential impacts in this EIS assumes that these measures would
be applied during implementation of the Project, if approved.
These measures were identified and proposed by the Applicant
and no changes have been made to Appendix H in response to
this comment. NHDES can require different or additional
measures through their permitting process. DOE's and USFS's
decisions would be conditioned on the implementation of these
APMs, as well as any other requirements identified by other
permitting processes (including the New Hampshire Site
Evaluation Committee review, consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, etc.).

0118-38

Thank you for your comment. The methods and assumptions
used to calculate total SO2 emissions are provided in Section 1.4
of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Resource
Report, specifically Appendix B of that report. The analysis was
based on diesel, not low-sulfur diesel, so the calculations are
conservative. This information is summarized within the EIS Air
Quality Section, 4.1.10.



As everyone now knows my name is Bob Baker. I live in Columbia, New Hampshire. I'd like to take the
opportunity to thank Mr. Mills, Mr. Wagner and the others for returning to the North Country one more
time. We hope to see you again perhaps under more pleasant circumstances, but it is good to see you.
In the next few minutes, I'm only going to talk about one aspect of the Draft EIS, and that is the
alternatives. From my perspective, the readily acceptable alternative is alternative 1. No build. First, the
power is not needed here. It's not needed in New Hampshire, it's not needed in New England. New
Hampshire is a power exporter, and New England's own new power generation and power efficiency
initiatives are paying huge dividends. ISO New England reports reflect all this. Northern Pass is not a
needed project. They'll tell you right away. They don't qualify. It's not necessary to keep our lights on.
We're doing a good job, and if it's going to get better if we stay that way. We need to keep our attention
on New England initiatives because they create jobs in New England. They are the industries we have
right here at home and we have some control over what we do here at home. More foreign generated
power will not help. It will kill jobs and it will take away our power generation self-sufficiency. Second,
reliance on more foreign power generated a thousand kilometers away is a threat to our security, both
from the occurrences of nature and men. We should never rely on a foreign controlled corporation to
supply a significant portion of our power, especially when it depends on 100 miles or a thousand miles
or a thousand kilometers of exposed infrastructure that we in this country cannot protect and we in this
country cannot maintain. Ice, wind, solar emissions, domestic terrorists, kids with hunting rifles, they
have all acted in the last 25 to 30 years to take out Quebec power lines and towers. Do we really think
that such events will not occur again in the near future? It could be disastrous for New England. We
already rely on ten percent of our power from Quebec. Do we want to increase the danger? | think not.
I've not even mentioned the biggest threat of all. Cyber crime. We're going to be hearing more about
this from our national security experts, I'm sure. But cyber crimes will undoubtedly take out a major
grade one of these days. It's inevitable. Do we really want to trust a foreign government to keep cyber
criminals out of computer controlled grids that we have no ability to protect? Third, even if more
Canadian power imports might be nice to have in the northeast of this country, there will far better
transmission alternatives. Alternate transmission corridors that have been proposed entirely
underground or under water or both in Vermont, New York, and Maine. This Northern Pass project as
proposed is totally surplus destruction of our precious New England environment using century old
technology to erect a visual blight in the form of transmission towers, cables and insulators coursing
across hundreds of miles of our priceless landscapes. Other alternatives such as DOE's Alternatives 3, 4
A,4B,4C,6A, 6Bwould be more acceptable in New Hampshire, if the project has to go through. Those
alternatives bury all or most of the transmission line in already disturbed highway corridors. DOE has
determined that the burial technology is both practical and technically feasible. So if it has to come, it
should come on one of those burial alternatives. | do have a suggestion and | hope | have a few, maybe
one more minute? MR. KERVITSKY: Go ahead. MR. BAKER: | do have a suggestion on how these
alternatives could be improved. My suggestion if adopted would also save Northern Pass tens of millions
of dollars because it would make the route to southern New Hampshire 6 miles shorter. The project
entry point into the United States is in East Hereford, Quebec. It is immediately north of the Beecher
Falls section of Canaan, Vermont. The present route for alternatives that | mentioned all take that power
line directly to the east to Route 3, and the alternatives would then bury it under Route 3 back to the
west into Stewartstown. Pittsburg and Clarksville are both going to be under or would be part of those
alternatives. My proposal is to bring it south directly through Beecher Falls and Canaan, Vermont, for 0.3
miles. That would cut out 6 miles of the route all together. It could be buried under the Connecticut

0119-1

0119-2

0119-3

0119

0119-1

Thank you for your comment. The purpose of, and need for,
DOE'’s action is to determine whether or not to grant the
requested Presidential permit for the Project, which is a proposed
transmission line crossing the international border. As discussed
in Section 1.4 of the EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of
project objectives and benefits in its permit application. DOE and
the cooperating agencies reviewed this documentation and
determined that the project objectives include addressing three
primary needs concerning New England’s electricity supply:
diverse, low-carbon, non-intermittent electricity. Section 2.4 of the
EIS discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from further
analysis. DOE determined that other transmission projects,
power generation alternatives, and energy conservation do not
meet the purpose and need for DOE's action. The EIS analyzes
in detail the potential environmental impacts of a No Action
Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Under the No Action
Alternative, it is assumed that existing energy sources, including
distributed generation and alternative energy generation, would
continue to supply the ISO-NE region and that energy efficiency
measures would continue. Section 3.1.2.5 of the EIS discusses
the existing condition of Electricity System Infrastructure which
would be anticipated to persist under the No Action Alternative.

0119-2

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.4.2 in the EIS and
Section 3.1.9 of the Public Health and Safety Technical Report
discuss impacts related to intentional destructive acts. Impacts to
health and safety from intentional destructive acts would be
unlikely to be greater than the potential impacts from events
involving extreme weather. If such an act were to occur and to
succeed in destroying aboveground infrastructure or other
components of the project, the main consequence for the public
would be the temporary loss of electrical service from the Project
(i.e., the loss of the 1,090 or 1,200 MW supplied by the Project)
in the ISO-NE region.

0119-3

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an HVYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
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United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis. The commenter seems to
suggest an alignment that would cross the international border in
Vermont, come through Canaan, Vermont, be buried under the
Connecticut River and connect into Route 3 in New Hampshire,
and the commenter states that this alignment would shorten the
route. The final EIS analyzed several full burial alignments
(Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b and 4c) that were designed to address
concerns, particularly viewshed concerns, in the Northern
Section of the route. DOE also evaluated an alternative that
would bury the line under waterbodies including the Connecticut
River, and DOE determined that the alternative is not reasonable
due to technical issues. See Section 2.4.4 of the final EIS.To the
extent the route contemplated by the commenter would cross the
border and run through Vermont before interconnecting in New
Hampshire, DOE determined that this is not a reasonable
alternative. See applicable discussion in Section 2.4.17 of the
final EIS.
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0119-3 cont'd
0119-3

River and it would connect into Route 3 in Stewartstown. Clarksville and Pittsburg would not have to use Continued

it at all. It's visually the same border crossing except instead of running west to east, it runs north to
south. Why hasn't this sensible alternative been explored by Northern Pass and the DOE's
environmental impact contractors? | think it's a serious use proposal that should be explored and part of
the EIS. Thank you very much.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 13, 2015

ID: 8288

Date Entered: Aug 13, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Organization:

Comment: The DOE DEIS clearly substantiates what those in opposition to the proposed 2,300 steel
lattice towers cutting through the heart of New Hampshire have been stating for the past five years,
that full burial of the Northern Pass is economically viable and feasible. The fact that Northern Pass
executives would rather line their pockets and those of their shareholders with the funds it would cost

for burial is simply wrong. These executives can bury the Northern Pass and still reap a substantial
profit. Mr. Mills, in your final EIS please use full burial of Northern Pass as the preferred method.

01211

0121

01211

Thank you for your comment. The CEQ NEPA regulations (40
CFR §1502.14(e)) require the section of the EIS on alternatives
to "identify the agency's preferred alternative if one or more
exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the
final statement." CEQ guidance clarifies that "[t]his means that if
the agency has a preferred alternative at the Draft EIS stage, that
alternative must be labeled or identified as such in the Draft EIS.
If the responsible federal official in fact has no preferred
alternative at the Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not
be identified there." (Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning
CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations March 23,
1981, Question 4b). DOE did not have a preferred alternative at
the time it issued the draft EIS and supplement to the draft EIS.
DOE'’s preferred alternative, as stated in Sections 1.1.3 and 2.3
of this final EIS, is to grant a Presidential permit to the Applicant
for the international border crossing proposed by the Applicant in
its Further Amendment to Presidential Permit Application,
submitted by Northern Pass to DOE on August 31, 2015. The
USFS will identify a preferred alternative in a draft Record of
Decision which will be subject to a USFS pre-decisional objection
review process (36 CFR Part 218). The identification of a
preferred alternative in the final EIS is contemplated by and
allowed under the NEPA regulations (40 CFR §1502.14(e)), and
does not necessitate the preparation of a Supplemental EIS, as
the identification of a preferred alternative in the final EIS does
not constitute a "substantial change[s] in the proposed action that
[is] relevant to environmental concerns" or a "significant new
circumstance([s] or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts." (40
CFR §1502.9(c)(1)(i)-(ii)).



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 13, 2015

ID: 8289

Date Entered: Aug 13, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Organization:

Comment: The DOE DEIS clearly substantiates what those in opposition to the proposed 2,300 steel
lattice towers cutting through the heart of New Hampshire have been stating for the past five years,
that full burial of the Northern Pass is economically viable and feasible. The fact that Northern Pass
executives would rather line their pockets and those of their shareholders with the funds it would cost

for burial is simply wrong. These executives can bury the Northern Pass and still reap a substantial
profit. Mr. Mills, in your final EIS please use full burial of Northern Pass as the preferred method.

01221

0122-1
Thank you for your comment.

0122
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 13, 2015
ID: 8290

Date Entered: Aug 13, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Other

Organization:

0123-1
Comment: NO to the Northern Pass

NO to the Northern Pass
NO to the Northern Pass
NO to the Northern Pass



Good evening. My name is Will Abbott, and I'm here today representing the Society for the Protection of
New Hampshire Forests where | serve as Vice Presidents for Policy & Reservation Stewardship. | have
comments this evening for the Department of Energy and Draft EIS. | also have comments on here for
the SEC on the proposed Northern Pass application, comments to supplement those made by our
President/Forester Jane Difley last week in Meredith. I'm going to offer my comments to the DEIS now
and respectfully request the opportunity to present an additional three minutes of comments on the
SEC issues once all others have had a chance to speak. Concerning the Draft EIS, the Forest Society sees
one major flaw that must be corrected in the Final EIS. We believe that the DEIS fails to satisfy the legal
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act because it fails to study more than one
international border crossing. NEPA regulations require federal agencies to, and | quote, according to
the regulations, identify and assess reasonable alternatives to propose actions that will avoid or
minimize adverse effects of these actions upon quality of the human environment. An Environmental
Impact Statement is the tool provided by NEPA to study a range of alternatives. The EIS is designed to
inform the federal permitting agency as the what the least damaging environmental alternative is for
the project. NEPA does not require that the agency choose the least damaging alternative, only that it
study a range of alternatives to inform the agency's decision. The DEIS before us today, the draft form,
does not study a range of alternatives for the international border crossing. It only studies one crossing
alternative, the one presented by the Applicant, and the Applicant's proposal is the one presented by its
customer, Hydro-Quebec. We strongly urge the DOE to prepare a Final EIS that studies at least one
additional alternative to the Applicant's preferred border crossing. This would correct the flaw, and
would better inform the DOE's Presidential permit decision. Given that the Northern Pass changed the
size of the facility and the cable technology proposed for this project last summer after the final original
EIS work was completed, this is another compelling reason to revisit the issue of options for crossing the
international border in the Final EIS. As just one example, if the Final EIS studies an alternative border
crossing at Derby Line, Vermont, it could then consider a completely buried facility from Derby Line to
either Hartford or Boston or even Deerfield, New Hampshire. This would get electricity to the southern
New England markets that Mr. Quinlan explained earlier is a primary objective of Northern Pass.
Consider that a buried route along 1-91 and 1-93, would avoid Coos County completely, and all of the
adverse impacts of the current proposal on Coos County. Consider that a buried transmission line down
1-91 and 1-93 between Derby Line and Exit 40 off Bethlehem, New Hampshire, is ten miles shorter than
the current serpentine route through Coos County. Consider that a completely buried line from Derby
Line to Deerfield would avoid nearly all of the adverse impacts of the 132 miles of overhead lines
currently proposed. Consider that an alternative border crossing at Derby Line would provide an
alternative to the Coos County route that may be rendered moot by a property rights lawsuit that we
have raised in Coos County Superior Court concerning our land in Clarksville, something which | will
discuss later. The point here is that the Draft EIS does not consider any border crossing except the
Applicant's proposed crossing at Hall's Stream. In so doing, the EIS draft fails to meet the primary
statutory objective of NEPA and fails to fully inform the DOE on the decision ahead of it concerning the
Presidential permit. This is precisely -- MR. HONIGBERG: Mr. Abbott, how much more do you have?
SPEAKER: One sentence. This is precisely why NEPA requires a range of alternatives to be studied in the
first place. The Final EIS should study more than one border crossing, and we strongly encourage you to
consider studying this additional crossing at Derby Line, Vermont. Thank you.

0125-1

0125

0125-1

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
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2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 27, 2015

ID: 8232

Date Entered: Jul 27, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Organization:

Comment: Overhead power lines are nineteenth century technology. Modern technology is burial
along state approved rights of way. There is simply no valid excuse for not using the latest

technology, which eliminates harm to our communities. Eversource should be made to bury its
proposed Northern Pass project or they should be denied a permit to build at all.

0128-1

0128-1
Thank you for your comment.

0128
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 28, 2015
ID: 8233

Date Entered: Jul 28, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Viewshed/Scenery

Name: Jan Marvel

Organization: Indian Stream Productions
Email: agrecords@roadrunner.com
Mailing Address: 2524 NH RT 175

City: Thornton

State: NH

Zip: 03285

Country: US

Comment: When | purchased my property in the mid-eighties, | was well aware that a ROW was in 0129-1

the vicinity. | knew where it was and | felt okay with that. | found myself saying often "I'm okay with
that, but | wouldn't want to it to be any closer."

Of course | never imagined it could become much larger. That would have been a deal breaker for
sure. My decision to purchase this land was based on the beauty of the location. | have paid my taxes
and | have been a law abiding citizen. | simply don't deserve to have to look at hideous, ancient, out-
modes because greedy corporations want to save money. The first hydro electric dam was built 133
years ago using the same basic technology that Hydro-Quebec wants to use today. | don't deserve to
have my town, my property and my state look like New Jersey so that Tom May, CEO of 'Eversource’
can take another multi million dollar raise!




Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 28, 2015

ID: 8234

Date Entered: Jul 28, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Forest Service Lands, Environmental Justice

Name: Orzeck

Organization:

Country: US

Comment: | feel the project should be underground all the way, but | do have to ask: How is it that

going underground through the Connecticut Headwaters Tract violates the terms of the agreement,
yet overhead is still an option?

0130-1

0130

0130-1

Thank you for your comment. As noted in the Land Use
Technical Report, data from the Complex Systems Research
Center at the University of New Hampshire was utilized to identify
conserved land parcels in or adjacent to the project corridors
using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software. This
dataset represents the best available statewide data regarding
conservation lands in New Hampshire. Overlapping areas
between conservation lands and the Project were quantified and
the ownership (municipal/county, federal, state, private, etc.),
public access, and land status of the potentially impacted
conservation lands were considered. Based on this analysis, the
project is not expected to impact the Connecticut Lakes
Headwaters easement. Potential visual impacts in the Northern
Section (where the Connecticut Lakes Headwaters are located)
are discussed in Section 4.2.1 of the EIS. Impacts to the broader
landscape are analyzed throughout the EIS.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 28, 2015
ID: 8235

Date Entered: Jul 28, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Private
Property/Land Use, Quality of Life

Organization:
. . . 0131-1
Comment: | chose to move to NH four years ago from the Philadelphia area to live in a more
beautiful area and get away from high voltage power lines. To push this project on New Hampshire
and destroy the beauty of the state just to bring power to OTHER states and save a dyeing energy
company is disgusting. This project has nothing to do with need, only greed. My town does not
deserve to have this project shoved upon them and have their quality of life drastically reduced just so
the head of a corporation can make more money.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 28, 2016

ID: 8885

Date Entered: Mar 28, 2016
Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Name: Jay Girard
Organization: Smith College Botanic Garden
Title: Landscape Manager
Email: jgirard@smith.edu
Mailing Address: 158 Ryan Rd.
City: Florence,

State: MA

Zip: 01062

Country: US

Comment: | believe there are alternatives for direct burial of long distance power lines that should be
considered. Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in
Bow NH, where Merrimack Station is located to connect with the decommissioning of the Bow Coal

fired plant. Also consider the route 91 corridor for a burial project to minimize environmental impact to

the North Country of New England.

0134

0134-1

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0134-2

Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
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proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase l/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE
considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 6, 2015
ID: 8244

Date Entered: Aug 6, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private
Property/Land Use, Tourism

Organization:

Comment: | just arrived home after visiting my daughter at tennis camp in Easton, New Hampshire.
Driving through the Notch, | happily tried to decide when it was prettiest summer or winter. The
thought that the Northern Pass might come through this area and adversely affect the beauty of it
makes me angry. The thought that Quebec Hydopower doesn't want to bury the lines because of the
cost is crazy. Why are we letting them dictate the terms? If they want to do business in our country,
then do it our way. The section of 106 is a beautiful spot and a source of pride for New Hampshire.
Currently, there is a project under way at Cannon Mountain, that would allow world class alpine ski
events to take place at Cannon. This will bring more international tourism. Do we really want them
greet by giant towers, when lines are consistently buried in Europe. Don't approve this, it will ruin a
beautiful area.

01351

0135-1
Thank you for your comment.

0135



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 8, 2015
ID: 8245

Date Entered: Aug 8, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands, Soils, Private
Property/Land Use, Economic, Tourism, Cumulative Effects

Organization:

Comment: No Northern Pass. It does not benefit us and will effect our wildlife, beautiful scenery
which will effect our tourism. The short term of jobs will not benefit in the long term. Our very fragile
ecosystem will be effected negatively. We have no problems with electricity so it's unnecessary that
we need to destroy the environment. As the proposed lines come above the ground near Chichester
it's ugly and studies have shown that they are no good for our health no matter how many lobbyists
deny it. Thousands of tourists come to our state to see the beauty of our lush trees and wildlife. Don't
destroy my state.

0136-1

0136-1
Thank you for your comment.

0136



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 30, 2016

ID: 8991

Date Entered: Mar 30, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Quality of Life
Organization:

Comment: Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full
burial is technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do
the same. The DEIS appropriately examines full burial in New Hampshire

n the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located. Merrimack Station is NH's largest coal-fired power plant, and one
of New England's top sources of toxic and greenhouse gas pollution. It is also one of the most
expensive sources of power for the New England grid. Full burial of Northern Pass to Bow, linked with
the decommissioning of this power plant (now for sale by one of the Northern Pass partners,
Eversource NH) is a reasonable alternative to consider as it meets the "purpose and need" of this
project, even as defined by Northern Pass itself.

Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. Regions such as New Hampshire's North Country, with more
natural and undeveloped landscapes, typically have low resident population densities. Rather than
US Census data, the FEIS should assess the visual expectations for the undeveloped landscape
qualities of the North Country held by residents, second home owners, and visitors to the region.

Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs, have the least environmental impact, and will help reduce our
reliance on imported energy. Energy efficiency and distributed generation are emphasized in New
Hampshire's 2014 update of its 10-Year Energy Strategy. A recent New England grid operator (ISO-
NE) report shows rooftop solar installations reducing overall demand by 390 megawatts in the coming
years. Grid scale battery storage is practical today— over 40 megawatts of grid scale battery storage
were just bid into the region's electric market. The U.S. energy storage market surged 243% in 2015

01371

0137-2

0137-3

0137-4

0137

0137-1

Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4. DOE has considered this comment and no
change to the EIS was made.

0137-2

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0137-3

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0137-4



0137

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.



and is estimated could hit 1 gigawatt by 2019.

Energy Diversity. The FEIS should fully examine the issues of fuel diversity and security, along with
alternative energy options. In 2015, Canadian hydropower provided close t013% of New England's
net electric energy. The DEIS projects that Northern Pass would increase net imported electricity by
over 30%, growing imports of Canadian hydropower to close to 20% of our net electric energy and
possibly more, given other projects currently competing to enter the New England market.
Substantially increasing imports of large-scale hydropower may be a risky way to reduce dependence
on natural gas (with its carbon emissions and volatile rates), compared to maximizing an in-region mix
of energy efficiency, distributed generation like solar, and emerging tools like storage and grid
improvements. And, like California hydropower during these past years of drought, future Canadian
hydro power generation during the tenure of the Northern Pass project could become less certain,
and prices more volatile, because of climatic changes in temperature and precipitation, and internal
energy needs within Canada.

0137-4 0137

Continued137_4 cont'd
0137-5

0137-5

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS includes
analysis of the impact of the Project on electricity generation, by
source and type. However, other impacts of the Project on
general fuel diversity, future sources of supply, and energy
security are beyond the scope of this EIS.
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. . 0139-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the

ID: 9160 EIS.

Refers to Comment placed on Apr 2, 2016

Date Entered: Apr 2, 2016
Source: Website

Topics:

Name: Bob Place
Organization:

Email: brawah@gmail.com
Mailing Address: 914 South Street
City: Needham

State: MA

Zip: 02492

Country: US

Comment: | have actively been involved in the development of large electrical generation facilities in
New England and PJM. We have permitted power plants and the gas and electrical transmission lines
for the supply of fuel and delivery of the electricity to the high voltage system. This permitting has
been at both the state and federal level. Our transmission lines have ranged from three to 15 miles in
length. We also commenced permitting a 1000 MW DC underwater transmission line from Nova
Scotia to W44st NYC and applied for the Presidential Permit for that project. It was ultimately
abandoned when Shell Oil was unable to secure additional gas supplies off of Nova Scotia. We are
very familiar with the costs, challenges and issues with permitting a transmission line like the Northern
Pass project. In addition to my work | am a 30 year resident of Massachusetts and a 28 year owner of
a second home in Lincoln NH. My family and | are avid hikers and skiers and believe the White
Mountains are a precious resource for our family.

| am opposed to the Northern Pass project as it is currently configured as outlined below:

1. Northern Pass should be fully buried and DOE should examine all burial alternatives. Full burial is 0139-1
technically doable and is being used by other projects in the region. Northern Pass should do the

same. Since other projects have been willing to accept burial it is clear that both the technical and

commercial reasons for not accepting burial are not being adequately explained by the Sponsors.

Recently DOE has issued Presidential Permits for projects that cross from Canada into New York and



VT using modern burial technology in transportation corridors. The Northern Pass Sponsors should
be held to the same standard.

2. Northern Pass claims that it is not economically feasible to bury the line are not justified. This line
will be built if the Sponsors are able to secure a long term contract for the use of the line by the
company generating the electricity in Canada. The Company in Canada needs a long term power
contract from rate payers in New England to make the investment in generating the hydro power and
paying for its transmission into New England. The same company is looking at other alternatives to
bring that electricity southward. If other transmission line sponsors are willing to bury their lines and
believe that a long term contract might be available than the Northern Pass Sponsors are looking to
increase their own economic benefit and not because it is commercially unfeasible.

3. Highway Corridors are Viable Options My company has permitted the burial of high voltage
transmission lines in highway corridors. It is economically feasible and often done. It is critical to
select the appropriate corridor for burial and it is a travesty to not use the 191 — 193 corridor for a
project like this.

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), DOE should:

o Reject Northern Pass's misleading and unsubstantiated claim that full burial in the 1-93 corridor
(Alternative 4a), is not doable, or require Northern Pass to independently verify this claim.

o Examine full burial as outlined in Alternative 4a, but site the DC to AC converter station in Bow NH,
where Merrimack Station is located.

o Examine alternative international border crossings, including 1-91 burial routes.

4. Flawed DEIS visual impact analysis. The FEIS needs to correct flaws in the DEIS visual impact
analysis. The DEIS correctly ranks the North Country of NH as having high to very high intrinsic visual
quality, and appropriately acknowledges that overhead lines and above-to-below-ground conversion
stations would impact the visual landscape (and complete burial would not). However, to determine
the overall visual impact based on viewer experiences, the DEIS uses a nonsensical approach based
on the US Census data for the North Country. Using US Census data as a surrogate for real viewer
experiences grossly underestimates the visual impacts of a project like Northern Pass on viewers and
viewer expectations of this landscape. This is a precious landscape to all of us who live in and enjoy
the mountains and it does not need to be further marred. It is also a landscape that is a significant
tourist attraction and is a highlight for many a vacation trip. We do not need to visually create more
man made swaths in an area of incredibly natural beauty. Using Census data and not measuring or
evaluating other indices that look at tourist trips and vacation dollars spent in the north country
provides an inaccurate picture.

5. Alternative Energy Options. The DEIS should examine distributed generation like solar, grid scale
battery storage, and energy efficiency as reasonable alternatives to Northern Pass as proposed. They
create as many if not more new jobs and have the least environmental impact. In addition, there are
three other transmission projects that are proposed to bring Canadian renewable power to New
England, a substantial amount of wind generation in development in northern Maine using existing
transmission lines and significant amount of deep water wind resources being developed off of Rhode
Island. | am not opposed to Canadian renewable resources — it is more that we should recognize that
there are alternatives and the Sponsors should be held to the same standards of burial and mitigation
as other projects.

0139-1

0139-2

0139-3

| 0139-4
| 0139-5

0139-6

0139-7

0139

Continued139.1 cont'd

0139-2

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS.

0139-3

Thank you for your comment. Because an EIS is intended to
inform decisionmakers and the public about potential impacts of
a major federal action, DOE analyzes in detail several
alternatives that involve underground cable in the 1-93 corridor,
including Alternatives 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 6a, and 6b. The regulatory
framework governing utilities in roadway corridors, including
through Franconia Notch (Section 4.3.6.4 of the EIS), is
discussed in the Land Use Technical Report and the EIS, see
Section 3.1.6.4 of the EIS. DOE has considered this comment
and no change to the EIS was made. In response to comments
received on the draft EIS, DOE considered an alternative border
crossing in Vermont, specifically identified as a border crossing at
Derby Line, VT that would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this
alternative is not reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has
been added to reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's
determination.

0139-4

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4a is analyzed in detail
in the EIS. Alternative project terminus and converter station
locations (including Bow, NH; Buxton, ME; Vernon, VT; and
Londonderry, NH) were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis in the EIS because they are not reasonable alternatives.
Section 2.4.14 of the final EIS has been updated to include
additional information about this alternative. Further, DOE does
not have siting authority for the Project. In this case, the New
Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee has siting authority for the
Project in the state of New Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS
has siting authority for portions of the Project located in the White
Mountain National Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections
1.1-1.3 of the EIS.)

0139-5
Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an



0139

international border crossing associated with an HVDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQO) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
"connected action" under NEPA. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground and overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section
2.4 of the final EIS has been updated with additional information
on alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.
Among these alternatives, DOE considered two alternate border
crossings. One was an alternative that would utilize the existing
National Grid Phase I/ll route, including its border crossing in
Vermont. Based on its review of the National Grid alternative
DOE determined that this alternative is not reasonable. Section
2.4.3 of the final EIS has been updated with additional
information related to the National Grid alternative. Separately, in
response to comments received on the draft EIS, DOE



0139

considered a second alternative border crossing in Vermont,
specifically identified as a border crossing at Derby Line, VT that
would utilize 1-91. DOE determined that this alternative is not
reasonable. Section 2.4.17 of the final EIS has been added to
reflect consideration of this alternative and DOE's determination.

0139-6

Thank you for your comment. The value of scenic sensitivity used
in the analysis is the greater of scenic concern or viewer
exposure, not the average. Therefore, low viewer exposure in the
Northern Section and the WMNF, for example, does not lower
the scenic sensitivity of these areas. The rationale for the viewer
exposure ratings is explained in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Visual
Impact Assessment Technical Report. As discussed, use data
are generally not available for scenic or recreation resources in
New Hampshire and estimates of transient and tourist
populations would be excessively speculative. Therefore, census
data were used as an indicator of how many potential viewers
exist in an area. The scenic value of the undeveloped nature of
the area is captured through the other elements of the landscape
assessment, including intrinsic visual quality. The viewer
exposure metric was included in this analysis to represent the
sensitivity of areas with many viewers but less intrinsic scenic
quality.

0139-7

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes in detail the No
Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives. Additionally,
seventeen alternatives were considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS has been updated
with additional information on alternatives considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. A power generation alternative
was considered but was eliminated from detailed analysis in the
EIS because it is not a reasonable alternative. Section 2.4.8 of
the final EIS has been updated with additional information about
this alternative. Section 1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to
include new information on market trends and energy use,
including demand-side management and energy efficiency, since
the draft EIS was published in 2015.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Mar 29, 2016

ID: 8967

Date Entered: Mar 29, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands, Soils, Recreation

Organization: Appalachian Mountain Club

Comment: Dear sirs:

| believe an extension of the planned underground route for the northern pass should be considered.
Two areas of the route that | believe could be buried are that from about the town of Ashland to about
the town of Franklin (south of the Great Gains Memorial Forest) and from about Northumberland east-
northeast to about the 90 degree turn north near and northwest of the town of Dummer. The first is
adjacent and routed between the boundaries of two adjacent protected forest areas and the second is
west of one of the states prime recreation areas. Over the long term, | believe that the additional costs
of these underground alternatives will yield long term financial as well as quality of life and scenic

benefits to the states economy that will outweigh the added alternative costs of burying the herein
described transmission power cable.

01421

0142

0142-1

Thank you for your comment. Underground cable between
Ashland and Franklin is analyzed under Alternative 4c, and
between Northumberland and Dummer under Alternative 3 in the
EIS. Therefore the impacts of these modified alternatives have
been analyzed.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015

ID: 8205

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Private Property/Land Use, Taxes

Organization:

Comment: As a home owner in Thornton NH, | will be exposed to the massive towers and electrical
lines. My property values will decrease and more importantly my health and welfare may be impacted
by the electric lines. The beauty of NH will be greatly decreased by this project if large towers are
erected and there is little benefit from this project to the NH tax payer as there are little to no financial

benefits to defer the cost of electricity in NH. | would support this project only if the transmission lines
are buried.

01431

01431
Thank you for your comment.

0143



0144

- . 0144-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 23, 2015
ID: 8206

Date Entered: Jul 23, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Organization:

0144-1
Comment: New Hampshire's identity and livelihood is dependent on its beautiful outdoors. Any

scarring of that environment eats away at everything we are. We do not need antiquated technology
ripping through our landscape. It will not benefit us, it will only change us and not for the better. | very
loudly say NO! to Northern Pass.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 23, 2015
ID: 8207

Date Entered: Jul 23, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Health and Safety, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private
Property/Land Use

Organization:

Comment: | don't believe this Northern Pass project is necessary for New Hampshire and does nor
benefit New Hampshire but simply passes through the state creating havoc and destruction of our
beautiful scenery and recreation areas.

Please DO NOT approve, pass or support this project.

End the discussions now, there is no need to waste anymore time, money or resources on this
nonsense.

Get out and enjoy life.... Move on to something that is more important.

0145-1

0145-1
Thank you for your comment.

0145
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. . 0146-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 24, 2015
ID: 8209

Date Entered: Jul 24, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery,
Private Property/Land Use, Historic/Cultural

Organization:

0146-1
Comment: Please reconsider this project in its entirity--SOLAR would be a great alternative--

TOURISM is NH's most cherished gift LET ALONE thank you



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 24, 2015
ID: 8211

Date Entered: Jul 24, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need

Organization:

Comment: This is the largest “change” to the North of New Hampshire since roads were installed.
There is absolutely no way to know how this will impact the environment and economy. But we
already that the economy has already taken a large hit in many areas just on the thought of Northern
Pass. Imagine once it is built. And where is the alternative where people and states invest in energy
efficiency projects before they ask NH to give up it's freedom. | am pleased that the State of New
Hampshire, Eversource and Hydeo Quebec are willing to shell out billions of dollars when this turns
into a disaster. The lawyers and PR alone will cost millions. | can’t believe they want that, but good for
them stepping up and offering to take care of those they hurt. | am sure they understand that if they
break it, they own it. Forever. There will be no walking away from the liability this time.

Be prepared, Eversource and Fed. Goverment with a very big and open checkbook if this goes
wrong.

01471

01471
Thank you for your comment.

0147
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. . 0148-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 24, 2015
ID: 8214

Date Entered: Jul 24, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Organization:

0148-1
Comment: | am in every way opposed to the proposed Northern Pass. It is not needed, It's not going

to save any money, It's not earth friendly. Shall | go on??? D. Chase



From: Golden Rock Farm <goldenrockfarm@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 7:10 AM

To: draftEIScomments@northernpasseis.us

Subject: Northern Pass

Mr. Brian

Mills: Dec.15,2015 Office of

Electricity Delivery and

Energy Reliability
e-mail draftEIScomments@northernpasseis.us

Mr. Mills,

Under New Hampshire Rivers Management and Protection Act, the Connecticut River Joint Commissions Headwaters
Subcommittee has a responsibility to consider and comment on any federal, state, or local governmental plans to
approve, license, fund or construct facilities that would alter the resource values and characteristics for which the river
or segment is designated.

The Headwaters Subcommittee is opposed to the Northern Pass Project as proposed. Some of the reasons that have
been cited at many of our meetings are the effect on scenic beauty of the area, the loss of working forests, the impact to
wetlands, the reduction in property values, the effect on tourism, and the lack of any long term benefits to this region.
We have studied the different alternatives and strongly reject any alternative that has overhead transmission lines
included. We would propose as an alternative that the line be buried its entire length with the following modification:

At the entry point from Canada, travel down Hall Stream Road, onto the NH Railroad ROW, follow south on the
old railbed to a point north of Colebrook where the RR ROW and US Route 3 abut each other, and then utilize
the Route 3 corridor south.

We recognize that the Railroad corridor was eliminated from consideration but would ask that it be reconsidered for this
short distance. This would shorten the route by approximately 15 miles. The proposed route of starting on the western
side of NH and then cutting a new ROW across the state to the eastern side of the state and then doubling back to the
western side of the state is unacceptable. There would be considerably less wetland impact, and the visual impacts
would be all but eliminated.

In conclusion, the only acceptable alternative is to not build it, or bury it the full length of the route.

Edwin Mellett, Chairman
CRJC Headwaters Subcommittee

0149-1

0149

0149-1

Thank you for your comment. This alternative is not analyzed in
the EIS because several fully- and partially-buried alternatives (3,
4a, 4b, 4c, 6a, and 6b) are already analyzed in detail, reflecting
reductions of impacts to certain resources in the Northern
Section. Additionally, utilization of railroad ROWS was found not
to be reasonable. Section 2.4.2 has been updated with additional
information about railroad ROWs and connecting roadway
corridors.



Good evening. My name is Chris Thayer, and I'm Director of North Country Programs and Outreach for
the Appalachian Mountain Club. The AMC is the oldest conservation and recreation organization in the
country with more than 100,000 members and supporters from Maine to Washington, D.C., including
more than 12,000 here in New Hampshire. In our 140-year history, AMC has helped to protect this
region's open spaces including from poorly sited energy projects like Northern Pass that request to use
high impact, old technologies to maximize profits at the expense of New Hampshire's iconic landscape.
Yes, parts of this proposal use a power line right-of-way where existing tower structures are now less
than tree height. This project will congest that right-of-way with over 1100 towers that are more than 2
to 3 times tree height and cut a new swath for 40 miles through northern New Hampshire. Before
making specific comments on the Draft EIS, AMC commends the Department of Energy for recently
examining alternatives using 21st century full burial HVDC transmission line technologies and accepting
it is as feasible in other recently issued DOE Presidential permits. Burial technology avoids or minimizes
many well-known negative environmental and social impacts of HVDC long distance transmission
projects. Full burial technology is affordable, available, being applied elsewhere in the region and is
much less threatened by solar flares, ice storms or terrorist bombing of towers which have brought
Hydro-Quebec's overhead thousand mile umbilical power cord to its knees in the recent past. In
contrast, Northern Pass has only moved the needle slightly towards joining the 21st century, going from
a position that burial is totally impractical to now avoiding permit denial by conceding to bury 60 of the
proposed 192 miles of their project. They are now almost one-third of the way into this century. Tonight
I'd like to make the following points on the DEIS. Number 1, the choice before the DOE of whether or
not to issue a Presidential permit is far from a choice of permitting Northern Pass or nothing. It is
whether you will permit yesterday's technologies with their high environmental impacts at the expense
of New Hampshire's landscape. As you know, having issued permits to other competing projects in the
region, full burial using 21st century technology is viable and affordable. Why not Northern Pass.
Number 2, the Draft EIS is outdated and fails to consider in its alternatives analysis the numerous other
competitive projects now bid into the New England Clean Energy RFP, the Mass., Connecticut and Rhode
Island market that Northern Pass is intended for. In fact, one of these projects, the Vermont Green
Power Line includes Hydro-Quebec power as part of its bids. These other projects need to be considered
in the Final EIS as all of these projects seek to meet the very same objectives as claimed by Northern
Pass. Diversify the region's electrical supply and provide low carbon electricity and nonintermittent
electricity supply, and unlike Northern Pass, many of these other projects would not increase the federal
trade deficits to the same degree by complete reliance on an imported power source. The US trade
deficit component should be included in the FEIS analysis. Number 3, DOE should not be reviewing this
proposal in isolation. AMC maintains as it has for the last five years the DOE should review this
application in the context of a comprehensive EIS addressing energy imports from Canada into the
northeastern United States. Project specific Presidential permit determination should follow, not
precede the creation of such a region-wide comprehensive energy plan that considers this project in the
context of recently permitted and potential future projects and takes a comprehensive look at the
region's energy needs and potential sources to meet those needs, including but not limited to imported
hydropower from Canada. Hydro-Quebec has a business plan. DOE does not. Without a plan, DOE in this
region will be permanently mired in a reactionary and piecemeal mode of responding to projects driven
by those who do have a plan. We continue to urge DOE to stay this proceeding and instead initiate a
broad comprehensive and programmatic EIS to study the extent of need in the northeast for Canadian
hydropower, taking into account the nature's and regions's energy policies and goals, the most efficient

01511

0151-2

0151-3

0151

0151-1

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS.

0151-2

Thank you for your comment. Other transmission projects were
considered as alternatives to the Project but were eliminated
from further detailed analysis in the EIS because DOE
determined it was not a reasonable alternative. The final EIS has
been updated to include information about recent project
proposals related to the New England Clean Energy RFP and
other changes in the New England energy market. An analysis of
the U.S. trade deficit is outside the scope of this EIS.

0151-3

Thank you for your comment. As described in Appendix B,
B.2.12, pursuant to Executive Order 10485, DOE is responsible
for receiving "applications for permits for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country" and
determining whether to issue the requested permit. Currently
before DOE is an application from Northern Pass seeking a
permit for a single international border crossing for a
transmission line project. DOE's purpose and need is to
determine whether or not to grant the requested Presidential
permit for the Project at the international border crossing
proposed in the further amended Presidential permit application
(August 2015). The comment includes a request for a
programmatic/comprehensive EIS that would assess issues such
as regional energy needs and goals and potential sources to
meet those needs as well as assess regional importation of
Canadian hydropower. There is not, however, before DOE a
proposed regional plan for the importation of Canadian
hydropower that would serve as the subject of a programmatic
EIS. Further, DOE does not have the authority to determine
underlying regional energy needs and goals within the New
England regional transmission system or to establish a master
plan for regional importation of Canadian hydropower. Regional
energy needs and a plan for meeting those needs within the New
England region would be determined by ISO-NE in coordination
with the New England states. DOE does, however, assess the
impacts associated with past, present, and reasonably
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foreseeable future actions (such as other regional transmission
lines) that could, along with implementation of the Project, have
cumulative environmental impacts. Sections 5.1 and Appendix D
of the final EIS contain the cumulative impacts analysis.



least impacting means of importing Canadian power to meet any such need, the impacts on US-based
renewable energy resources and how such projects would impact the US trade deficit. I'm almost done.
It's good stuff. The DOE purpose and need for this Presidential permit is unnecessarily and unlawfully
limiting. As proposed in the DEIS and supplement, the DOE is only considering two alternative issues.
Only the action alternative, DOE would grant the permit. Under the no action alternative, DOE would
deny the permit. This narrow interpretation of the alternatives contradicts NEPA's mandate that an
agency cannot define its objectives in unreasonably narrow terms. At Section 2.4, the DEIS then uses this
narrow approach to incorrectly make the case that other sources of power such as distributed
generation or energy conservation are outside the scope of the DEIS. Yet at Section 1.4 of the DEIS the
need to be examined is defined as electric diversity and low carbon sources, and the energy alternatives
noted above are certainly within that framework. If DOE excludes certain alternatives from detailed
consideration, DOE is obligated to independently justify and document its decision with respect to each
excluded alternative with expert analysis and appropriate rationales using independent assessment of
cost, technical issues and other constraints. If the DEIS does not include such analysis of these excluded
alternatives, then this undermines the NEPA process and the public interest it is intended to protect.
This information gap should be remedied in the FEIS. Thank you for your time and consideration.

0151-3
Continued
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0151
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Thank you for your comment. Northern Pass has applied to the
Department of Energy for a Presidential permit for an
international border crossing associated with an HYDC
transmission line that would run from Quebec, Canada to
Deerfield, NH. Executive Order (EQ) 10485, as amended by EO
12038, "requires that executive permission be obtained for the
construction and maintenance at the borders of the United States
of facilities for the exportation or importation of electric energy."
DOE is authorized to "receive applications for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection, at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country[,]" and "[u]pon
finding the issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public
interest, and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to
issue to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the]
construction, operation, maintenance, or connection." (EO
10485). DOE, however, does not have siting authority for the
Project. In this case, the New Hampshire Site Evaluation
Committee has siting authority for the Project in the state of New
Hampshire. Additionally, the USFS has siting authority for
portions of the Project located in the White Mountain National
Forest. (For further discussion, see Sections 1.1-1.3 of the final
EIS.) While DOE's authority is limited to the approval or denial of
the amended Presidential permit application (August 2015) as
requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to analyze not only
the proposed border crossing, but also the alignment of new
infrastructure required between the proposed border crossing
and connection to the existing U.S. electricity system as a
connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE analyzed the
potential environmental impacts of the alignment proposed by the
Applicant. In addition, in response to input from Cooperating
Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public comment, DOE
analyzed a range of other alignments and underground and
overhead configurations between the proposed border crossing
and connection with the existing U.S. electricity system. The EIS
analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and eleven action
alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives were considered
but eliminated from detailed analysis. Section 2.4 of the final EIS
has been updated with additional information on alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. A power
generation alternative was considered but was eliminated from
detailed analysis in the EIS because it is not a reasonable
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alternative. Section 2.4.8 of the final EIS has been updated with
additional information about this alternative.
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. . 0152-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 13, 2015
ID: 8287

Date Entered: Aug 13, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Historic/Cultural

Organization:

0152-1
Comment: Dont let money ruin what great presidents fought to preserve! | grew up hiking in these

beautiful mountains and | want my kids and grandkids to have the same opportunity!
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. . 0154-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt No comment was provided.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 26, 2015
ID: 8225

Date Entered: Jul 26, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Name: Nancy Watson

Organization:

Mailing Address: 35 Stone Glade Lane
City: Groton

State: NH

Zip: 03241

Country: US

Comment: 0154-1
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. . 0155-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 27, 2015
ID: 8227

Date Entered: Jul 27, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Vegetation

Organization: none

0155-1
Comment: | am opposed to any clearing of Right of Way timber in our Northern Forests. The

underground burial of this power line following public roads & highways, etc is the only acceptable
way.
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Chris Thayer, Director of North Country Programs & Outreach
Appalachian Mountain Club

Comments to the US Department of Energy on the Northern pass DEIS
March 9, 2016 — Waterville Valley

My name is Chris Thayer and I am Director of North Country Programs & Outreach for
the Appalachian Mountain Club. The AMC is the oldest conservation and recreation
organization in the country, with more than 100,000 members and supporters from Maine
to Washington, DC, including more than 12,000 here in New Hampshire. In our 140 year
history, AMC has helped to protect this region’s open spaces, including from poorly sited
energy projects, like Northern Pass, that request to use high impact, old technologies to
maximize profits at the expense of NH’s iconic landscape. Yes, parts of this proposal use
a powerline ROW where existing tower structures are now less than tree height. This
project will congest that ROW with over 1,100 towers that are more than 2-3 times tree
height and cut a new swath for 40 miles through northern NH.

Before making specific comments on the Draft EIS, AMC commends the Department of
Energy for recently examining alternatives using 21* century, full burial HVDC
transmission line technologies and accepting it as feasible in other, recently issued DOE
Presidential Permits. Burial technology avoids or minimizes many well-known negative
environmental and social impacts of HVDC long distance transmission projects. Full
burial technology is affordable, available, being applied elsewhere in the region, and is
much less threatened by solar flares (1988), ice storms (1998) or terrorist bombing of
towers (2004) which had brought Hydro-Quebec’s overhead thousand mile umbilical
power cord to its knees in the recent past. In contrast, Northern Pass has only moved the
needle slightly towards joining the 21* century — going from a position that burial is
totally impractical, to now avoiding permit denial by conceding to bury 60 of the
proposed 192 miles of their project. They are now almost one-third of the way into this

century.

Tonight I would like to make the following points on the DEIS:

1. The lack of clarity in the DEIS about what criteria the US DOE will use to determine if
it will issue a Presidential Permit is disconcerting to say the least. The FEIS needs to be
clear about what criteria a final decision is based on. If you could provide further insight
this evening that would be appreciated.

2. The choice before the DOE of whether or not to issue a Presidential Permit is far from
a choice of permitting Northern Pass, or nothing. It is whether you will permit
yesterday’s technologies with their high environmental impacts at the expense of NH's
landscape. As you know, having issued permits to other competing projects in the region,
full burial using 21* technology is viable and affordable. Why not Northern Pass?
Main Headquarters: 5 Joy Street » Boston, MA 02108-1480 « 617-523-0636 « outdoors.org
Regional Headquarters: Pinkham Notch Visitor Center » 361 Route 16 » Gorham, NH 03581-0298 - 603 466-2721
Additional Offices: Bretton Woods, NH + Greenville, ME + Portland, ME + New York, NY « Bethlehem, PA
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Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.1.1 of
the EIS, Executive Order (E.O.) 10485, as amended by E.O.
12038, authorizes the Secretary of Energy "Upon finding the
issuance of the permit to be consistent with the public interest,
and, after obtaining the favorable recommendations of the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense thereon, to issue
to the applicant, as appropriate, a permit for [the] construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection" of "facilities for the
transmission of electric energy between the United States and a
foreign country." Thus, in deciding whether to issue a Presidential
permit, DOE must determine whether doing so would be
"consistent with the public interest." In addition, the Departments
of State and Defense must both make "favorable
recommendations” on the issuance of the permit. In deciding
whether the issuance of a Presidential permit would be
consistent with the public interest, DOE assesses the
environmental impacts of the proposed project and reasonable
alternatives, the impact of the proposed action on electric
reliability, and any other factors that DOE may also consider
relevant to the public interest. DOE will announce its decision
whether to issue a permit — as well as the factors DOE
considered in making its decision — in the Record of Decision
(ROD). DOE would issue a ROD no sooner than 30 days after
the EPA publishes the Notice of Availability for this final EIS in
the Federal Register.

0156-2

Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes several full-burial
alternatives in detail (Alternatives 3, 4a, 4b, and 4c). The
potential environmental impacts of all twelve alternatives, as well
as technical constraints and costs, are discussed throughout the
EIS.
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2. The Draft EIS is out dated and fails to consider in its alternatives analysis the
numerous other competitive Projects now bid into the New England Clean Energy RFP -
the MA, CT and RI market that Northern Pass is intended for. In fact one of these
projects - the Vermont Green Power Line-- includes Hydro-Quebec power as part of its
bid. These other projects need to be considered in the Final EIS as all of these projects
seek to meet the very same objectives as claimed by Northern Pass — diversify the
region’s electricity supply, and provide low-carbon electricity and non-intermittent
electricity supply. And unlike Northern Pass, many of these other projects would not
increase the federal trade deficit to the same degree by complete reliance on an imported
power source. The US trade deficit component should be included in the FEIS analysis.

3. DOE should not be reviewing this proposal in isolation. AMC maintains, as it has for
the last five years, that DOE should review this Application in the context of a
“Comprehensive EIS Addressing Energy Imports from Canada into the Northeastern
United States.” Project-specific Presidential Permit determinations should follow, not
precede, the creation of such a region-wide, comprehensive energy plan that considers
this project in the context of recently permitted and potential future projects, and takes a
comprehensive look at the region’s energy needs and potential sources to meet those
needs, including but not limited to imported hydropower from Canada. Hydro-Quebec
has a business plan; DOE does not. Without a plan, DOE and this region will be
permanently mired in a reactionary and piecemeal mode of responding to projects driven
by those who do have a plan. We continue to urge DOE to stay this proceeding, and
instead initiate a broad, comprehensive, and programmatic EIS to study the extent of
need in the Northeast for Canadian hydro-power, taking into account the nation’s and
region’s energy policies and goals, the most efficient, least impacting means of importing
Canadian power to meet any such need, the impact on US- based renewable energy
resources, and how such projects would impact the US trade deficit.

4. The DOE’s purpose and need for this Presidential Permit action is unnecessarily and
unlawfully limiting. As proposed in the DEIS and supplement, the DOE is only
considering two alternative actions: under the Action alternative, DOE would grant the
permit; under the No Action alternative, DOE would deny the permit. This narrow
interpretation of the alternatives contradicts NEPA's mandate that “an agency cannot
define its objectives in unreasonably narrow terms.” At Section 2.4, the DEIS then uses
this narrow approach to incorrectly make the case that other sources of power, such as
distributed generation or energy conservation, are outside of the scope of the DEIS. Yet
at Section 1.4 of the DEIS, the “need” to be examined is defined as “electric diversity”
and “low carbon sources”, and the energy alternatives noted above are certainly within
that framework. If DOE excludes certain alternatives from detailed consideration, DOE
is obligated to independently justify and document its decision with respect to each
excluded alternative with expert analysis and appropriate rationales using an independent
Main Headquarters: 5 Joy Street » Boston, MA 02108-1480 « 617-523-0636 » outdoors.org
Regional Headquarters: Pinkham Notch Visitor Center » 361 Route 16 » Gorham, NH 03581-0298 » 603 466-2721
Additional Offices: Bretton Woods, NH « Greenville, ME * Portland, ME « New York, NY » Bethlehem, PA
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Thank you for your comment. Other transmission projects were
considered as alternatives to the Project but were eliminated
from further detailed analysis in the EIS because DOE
determined they are not reasonable alternatives. The final EIS
has been updated to include information about recent project
proposals related to the New England Clean Energy RFP and
other changes in the New England energy market. An analysis of
the U.S. trade deficit is outside the scope of this EIS.

0156-4

Thank you for your comment. As described in Appendix B,
B.2.12, pursuant to Executive Order 10485, DOE is responsible
for receiving "applications for permits for the construction,
operation, maintenance, or connection at the borders of the
United States, of facilities for the transmission of electric energy
between the United States and a foreign country" and
determining whether to issue the requested permit. Currently
before DOE is an application from Northern Pass seeking a
permit for a single international border crossing for a
transmission line project. DOE's purpose and need is to
determine whether or not to grant the requested Presidential
permit for the Project at the international border crossing
proposed in the further amended Presidential permit application
(August 2015). The comment includes a request for a
programmatic/comprehensive EIS that would assess issues such
as regional energy needs and goals and potential sources to
meet those needs as well as assess regional importation of
Canadian hydropower. There is not, however, before DOE a
proposed regional plan for the importation of Canadian
hydropower that would serve as the subject of a programmatic
EIS. Further, DOE does not have the authority to determine
underlying regional energy needs and goals within the New
England regional transmission system or to establish a master
plan for regional importation of Canadian hydropower. Regional
energy needs and a plan for meeting those needs within the New
England region would be determined by ISO-NE in coordination
with the New England states. DOE does, however, assess the
impacts associated with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (such as other regional transmission
lines) that could, along with implementation of the Project, have
cumulative environmental impacts. Sections 5.1 and Appendix D
of the final EIS contain the cumulative impacts analysis.

0156-5
Thank you for your comment. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as
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amended by EO 12038, "requires that executive permission be
obtained for the construction and maintenance at the borders of
the United States of facilities for the exportation or importation of
electric energy." DOE is authorized to "receive applications for
the construction, operation, maintenance, or connection, at the
borders of the United States, of facilities for the transmission of
electric energy between the United States and a foreign
country[,]" and "[u]pon finding the issuance of the permit to be
consistent with the public interest, and, after obtaining the
favorable recommendations of the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Defense thereon, to issue to the applicant, as
appropriate, a permit for [the] construction, operation,
maintenance, or connection." (EO 10485). DOE's purpose and
need reflects this limited authority. As discussed in Section 1.4 of
the EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of project objectives and
benefits in its permit application. DOE and the cooperating
agencies reviewed this documentation and determined that the
project objectives include addressing three primary needs
concerning New England's electricity supply: diverse, low-carbon,
non-intermittent electricity. While DOE's authority is limited to the
approval or denial of the amended Presidential permit application
(August 2015) as requested by the Applicant, DOE's policy is to
analyze not only the proposed border crossing, but also the
alignment of new infrastructure required between the proposed
border crossing and connection to the existing U.S. electricity
system as a connected action. In keeping with this policy, DOE
analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the alignment
proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to input from
Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive public
comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground/overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives
were considered but eliminated from further detailed analysis.
Section 2.4 of the EIS discusses alternatives considered but
eliminated from further analysis. DOE determined that other
transmission projects, power generation alternatives, and energy
conservation do not meet the purpose and need for DOE's
action. The EIS analyzes in detail the potential environmental
impacts of a No Action Alternative and eleven action alternatives.
Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that existing
energy sources, including distributed generation and alternative
energy generation, would continue to supply the ISO-NE region
and that energy efficiency measures would continue.
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assessment of costs, technical issues, and other constraints. The DEIS does not include
such analysis of these excluded alternatives, and this undermines the NEPA process and
the public interest it is intended to protect. This information gap should be remedied in
the FEIS.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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JAMES L. GARVIN
FARRINGTON HOUSE

30 South Main Street - Building 1, Suite 201 - Concord, New Hampshire, 03301
james@jamesgarvin.net jlgarvin@mail.plymouth.edu http:/ /www.james-garvin.com

23 July 2015

Mr. Brian Mills

National Electricity Delivery Division

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, OE-20
United States Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, D. C., 20585

Re : Public comment under Section 106: Northern Pass; Historic/Cultural Resources
Dear Mr. Mills:

As a resident of Pembroke, N. H., I have reviewed the draft project area form for the Merrimack
Valley (N. H.) and submit the following comments.

The draft area forms for the proposed Northern Pass project are intended to be general
documents that establish themes and identify properties requiring further evaluation for
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. As submitted, the project area form for
the Merrimack Valley does not adequately identify such themes and properties because of
insufficient underlying research. The area form also includes statements regarding evaluation for
National Register eligibility that are inaccurate, and specific references to the visual effects of
“new towers” that are improper in a document that must provide information for unbiased
evaluation without reference to any specific undertaking.

Research:

The bibliography attached to the Merrimack Valley area form indicates limited research into
historical and cultural properties. Existing National Register nominations seem to have shaped
the discussion of building types and Register-eligible properties. Because New Hampshire has
never had a strong SHPO-sponsored National Register survey program, the SHPO has relied
largely upon individual initiative in compiling National Register nominations or upon inventory
forms compiled for projects associated with federal funding or permits. Because they have been
submitted adventitiously rather than through a systematic survey, existing National Register
listings in New Hampshire cannot be relied upon for a comprehensive identification of properties
of cultural significance.

01571
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Thank you for your comment. The commenter's concerns
regarding the research and reporting process for the Section 106
(of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 ("NHPA")
process are noted. No change is made to the EIS in response to
this comment; this comment will be considered through the
Section 106 process.
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The area form does not mention or cite a number of documents that offer specific information on
some relevant contexts that the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (the New
Hampshire SHPO) has developed to guide National Register evaluation.

For example, the area form cites few of the master plans that have been compiled by each of the
affected towns under state statutes; specifically, the area form shows no evidence of consultation
of the “Historic and Cultural Resources” chapters that are included in most of these plans.

With specific reference to Pembroke, N. H., the “Historic and Cultural Resources” chapter of the
town’s master plan includes an extensive bibliography that would have led the consultants to
information on a number of contexts that the form addresses superficially or not at all. That
chapter of the master plan also includes specific references to potentially Register-eligible
properties, some of them very close to the centerline of the proposed area of visual influence. It
also describes historical developments that are essential to an understanding of the cultural
geography of the region, including the “range township,” a method of town planning and road
layout that continues to define the cultural landscape both in the Merrimack Valley and
throughout most of the State of New Hampshire.

Another document that should be consulted is the cultural resources chapter of a nomination of
the Suncook River (with a watershed that is affected by the proposed project) to the New
Hampshire Rivers Management and Protection Program:
http://www.suncookriver.org/index.php/suncook-river-nomination

I request that the consultant be required 1) to consult the master plans of the affected towns and
2) to carry out a more thorough file search at the New Hampshire Division of Historical
Resources and incorporate the findings of that search into the research narrative and the
bibliography of the project area form.

National Register Evaluation Criteria:

All properties being considered for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places are
evaluated with respect to seven aspects of physical integrity: location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. To retain historic integrity, a property will always
possess several, and usually most, of the aspects. The retention of specific aspects of integrity is
paramount for a property to convey its significance (National Register Bulletin 15, “Criteria for
Evaluation,” pp. 44-49).

As submitted, the area form identifies certain properties, including some already listed in the
National Register, stating that “because the setting of these historic properties is not essential to
their historic or architectural significance, viewshed impacts are unlikely to diminish the
integrity of these properties” (area form page 46). This assertion particularly focuses on
properties that were evaluated or nominated to the National Register under Criterion A, for

0157-1
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significance in social history, and Criterion C, for significance in architecture or design. The
area form states (page 46) that “if a property is significant for its architecture alone, the
introduction of a new structure, such as an electrical tower, would not diminish the property’s
integrity of design, materials, or workmanship.”

As an example, the area form states that “the Allenstown Meeting House is NR-listed under
Criterion A for its role in the social, political, and religious history of Allenstown, and under
Criterion C for its architecture. Its setting is not an integral part of these criteria.”

As the author of the National Register nomination for the Old Allenstown Meeting House, I
affirm that the setting of the building was integral to its function as the site of religious camp
meetings that were sheltered by the adjacent pine forest, and remains an essential element in the
integrity of the property.

While a property may be considered eligible for the National Register despite a loss of integrity
of setting, there is no precedent for asserting that certain categories of integrity, if still present,
may be dismissed as unimportant and may be regarded as expendable during the evaluation of a
project’s effects on a National Register resource. If any such judgment on the relative
importance of the seven elements of integrity is to be made for a specific property, that judgment
is reserved to the State Historic Preservation Office, not the preservation consultant.

I request that this interpretation of the relative importance of integrity for “setting” be referred
to the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources for evaluation and comment.

Reference to “towers:”

Further, specific references to “[future] viewshed impacts” “such as an electrical tower” are
highly inappropriate in an inventory form. Inventory forms are intended to be compiled and
evaluated with strict neutrality. Evaluation of cultural resources for National Register eligibility
should not be colored by any consideration of a proposed project or possible future effects on the
resource. Review of effects on eligible resources occurs separately from a determination of
eligibility.

I request that all references or allusions to “towers” or “[future] viewshed impacts” be removed
from the document.
Cultural Landscapes and the Two-Mile “Indirect Area of Potential Effect:”

In addition to the comments above, I wish to point out that most of the corridor that is defined
and discussed in this area form, and the other forms that address project areas extending north to
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Continued
the Canadian border, is occupied by a multitude of cultural landscapes that cannot be limited to
an arbitrary two-mile-wide boundary.

A “cultural landscape” is defined by the National Park Service as “a tangible manifestation of
human actions and beliefs set against and within the natural landscape.” The National Register
of Historic Places further identifies rural historic landscapes as “a geographical area that
historically has been used by people, or shaped or modified by human activity, occupancy, or
intervention, and that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of areas of land
use, vegetation, buildings and structures, roads and waterways, and natural features.”

In Pembroke, for example, an area that might be analyzed and defined as a cultural landscape
would extend along Fourth Range (Pembroke Hill) Road. This range road was identified in 1811
as “the center of money and travel” in Pembroke because of its rich soils and productive farms in
an age before industrial development drew the center of population toward the waterpower of the
Suncook Village. Another area that similarly exhibits characteristics of a cultural landscape
extends along Buck Street, deriving from the alluvial soils of the adjacent Suncook River. Both
areas continue in significant agricultural use, with a special concentration of horse pasturage
along Fourth Range Road.

The importance of identifying and evaluating cultural landscapes for National Register eligibility
is clear within the region addressed by this project area form, especially in and adjacent to the
flood plains or intervales of the Merrimack River. But different and potentially much more
expansive cultural landscapes will also require identification and evaluation farther north. In the
Lakes Region, both agriculture and recreation have been significant since the eighteenth century.
In the White Mountains Region, farming, forest management, extractive industries, recreation,
and constrained routes of transportation have created layers of cultural landscapes that will fall
both within and beyond the “Indirect Area of Potential Effect” or “Area of Visual Impact.”

[ request that concentrated effort be made to identify and evaluate rural cultural landscapes
throughout the project area. If the present consultants do not employ qualified staff, I request
that cultural geographers be added to the survey team.

Sincerely,

James L. Garvin

Cc:  New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources
New Hampshire Preservation Alliance
National Trust for Historic Preservation
Town of Pembroke, N. H.



April 4,2016

Mr. Brian Mills, Senior Planning Advisor

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

RE: Northern Pass Transmission Line Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(July 2015) and Supplement (November 2015), DOE/EOS-0463 and DOE/EIS-0463-S1

Dear Mr. Mills:

The New Hampshire Preservation Alliance is the statewide non-profit preservation group in New
Hampshire. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Supplement for the Northern Pass Transmission Line Project (DEIS).

We are collaborating with the National Trust for Historic Preservation on the several and various
permitting processes for the Northern Pass Transmission project (NPT). Their letter to you of today’s
date (April 4, 2016) is a result of our long-standing collaboration and as such, incorporates most of our
concerns about the DEIS. We fully endorse the content of that letter.

In addition, as we stated in our November 5, 2013 comment letter on the EIS Scoping, the scale and scope
of this project—involving at least thirty-one towns, an estimated 192 miles, and potentially hundreds if
not thousands of historically and culturally significant resources—it is critical that the Department of
Energy (DOE) conduct the NEPA review process in a thoughtful and thorough manner.

We are deeply concerned about the potential adverse effects of this proposed project on New Hampshire’s
historic and cultural resources. Especially since this is not a reliability project, the public interest needs to

be carefully considered. These are our major concerns:

1. Flaws in methodology:

e DOE declined to use concurrent processes for NEPA and Section 106 review, and yet the DEIS 0158-1
refers to Section 106 data for impacts to historic resources. The identification and evaluation of
cultural resources under Section 106 is not complete at this time.

e DEIS uses the preliminary Project Area Forms (PAFs) which were reviewed and deemed 0158-2

inadequate by the NH Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR). Since then, the proposed
route was altered to include a new buried section through the White Mountains. While the DEIS
was amended to cover the new proposed buried section of the line, the revised PAF’s —which
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The NEPA review and the Section 106 process are separate,
independent processes, each with its own schedule. DOE is
coordinating its compliance with Section 106 and the pertinent
NEPA standards in a manner consistent with 36 C.F.R. Section
800.8 and, to the extent practicable, NEPA and NHPA: A
Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106. DOE's final EIS
contains the appropriate level of information on cultural and
historic resources, informed by DOE's Section 106 process to the
extent possible, for the proposed Northern Pass project. Both the
NEPA review and Section 106 process inform DOE's decision
whether or not to issue a Presidential permit for the proposed
Northern Pass project. This approach is consistent with DOE's
current practice and policy for its Presidential permit applications.

0158-2

Thank you for your comment. The draft Project Area Forms
("PAF") were developed in response to NPT's 2013 Amended
Application and finalized in accordance with the NH Division of
Historical Resources' Determination of Eligibility committee
review process. DOE supplemented the final PAFs to reflect
NPT's further amended Presidential permit application (August
2015). The information from all of the PAFs prepared is
incorporated into the EIS, as appropriate, as well as the Historic
and Cultural Resources Technical Report.



have just become available in the last few months—do not consider this revised buried route. Up
to date historical resource evaluation data is therefore lacking for the revised route.

3. The general public has been largely prevented from gaining clear and adequate information to
comment on the draft EIS. Obstacles include:

DOE’s enforced secrecy rules with consulting parties in the Section 106 process.

Tightly controlled public hearings on the DEIS followed a format that inhibited and prevented
free exchange of questions and comments. White the applicant was able to provide their view of
the proposal, no comprehensive inventory or summary analysis of the project’s impacts as
identified in the DEIS was shared with the audience at these meetings.

A huge quantity of paperwork to review. The project is unprecedented in this state in scope, and
thus the filings are extensive. For many, especially in the Great North Woods area which lacks
internet capacity in many places, the documents are difficult to access or download.

4. The DEIS found only a small number of impacts to architectural resources. We feel the impacts
are, in fact, much greater.

Impacts would result from changes to the setting of these resources or by changing views of or
from these resources by the introduction of new and visible features into settings, such as the new
transmission corridor, widened existing PSNH transmission corridor, and/or new and more
visually prominent overhead transmission line structures or aboveground transition stations. New
access roads and/or new laydown areas also have the potential to be considered new and visible
landscape features. Indirect, long-term, adverse impacts are likely to occur wherever the new
landscape features are visibly prominent and appear inconsistent with the existing setting of the
architectural resources or within views to and from the architectural resources.

The Indirect APE does not meet agreed upon standard to go beyond one mile on either side of the
center line where particular topography would cause the project to be visible for a larger area

5. The DEIS fails to address broader, landscape-scale historic resources such as cultural
landscapes, potential rural historic districts, scenic byways, or potential above-ground Native
American Resources.

6. By dividing the route into four different geographic sections, the report fails to provide an
integrated assessment of the overall and cumulative impacts of the proposed project to the state of
New Hampshire with issues such as these:

The economy of much of the affected region is built around tourism, historic and scenic
resources, outdoor recreation, and traditional land uses such as agriculture or natural resources.
Historic areas and structures contribute significantly to the livability of the state.

Many property owners are concerned about the loss of value of their investments due to
proximity to the proposed project.

0158
0158-2 cont'd

0158-3
Thank you for your comment. DOE is committed to conducting a
thorough and open review of Northern Pass's Presidential permit
0158-2 application under Section 106. Participants in the Section 106
ContinuegProcess include DOE and other federal agencies, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), Section 106 consulting
01583 barties, and the public. DOE considers the views of the public to
be essential for informed decision-making by DOE about
identification of historic properties for the proposed undertaking
and consideration of the effects of the proposed undertaking on
historic properties. Comments from the public regarding historic
and cultural resources have been accepted throughout the
process, including in conjunction with NEPA comment periods. In
implementing the NEPA review and Section 106 process, it is the
federal agency's responsibility to balance the sensitivity of certain
0158-4 information, e.g., individual's personal information or the specific
locations of resources that could be damaged by looting, with
providing public access to information.

The NEPA review and the Section 106 process are separate,
independent processes, each with its own schedule. DOE is
coordinating its compliance with Section 106 and the applicable
NEPA requirements in a manner consistent with 36 C.F.R.
Section 800.8 and, to the extent practicable, NEPA and NHPA: A
Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106. DOE's final EIS
contains the appropriate level of information on cultural and
historic resources, informed by DOE's Section 106 process to the

0158-5 extent possible, for the proposed Northern Pass project. Both the
NEPA review and Section 106 process inform DOE's decision
whether or not to issue a Presidential permit for the proposed
Northern Pass project. In implementing these processes, it is the
federal agency's responsibility to balance the sensitivity of certain

0158-6 information, e.g., individual's personal information or the specific
locations of resources that could be damaged by looting, with
providing public access to information.

With respect to the draft EIS public hearings, the DOE conducted
public hearings consistent with DOE implementing NEPA
regulations that were open to the public with ample opportunity to
comment on the project.

0158-4
Sections 3.1.8 of the EIS and 1.4 of the Technical Document
describe the indirect APE and the methodology for developing it,
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and Sections 4.1.8 of the EIS and 3 of the Technical Document
describe the potential indirect impacts to architectural resources.

0158-5

Thank you for your comment. Additional information has been
added to Section 3.1.8 of the EIS regarding landscape-scale
effects on historic/cultural resources and how they will be
considered for the proposed Northern Pass project. Section 1.4.8
in the Cultural Resources Technical Report has been added to
discuss the state DHR's scope of work for addressing cultural
landscapes for the Project. Appendix B in the Technical Report
has also been revised to reflect stipulations in the programmatic
agreement that address the identification and evaluation of
cultural landscapes, including rural historic districts, scenic
byways, and above-ground Native American resources. DOE is
addressing potential adverse effects to historic properties,
including traditional cultural properties and cultural landscapes
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or
eligible for listing in the NRHP, in accordance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing
regulations. For more information, see Sections 1.6

and 3.1.8.1 of the EIS.

0158-6

Thank you for your comment. The impact analysis is presented
by geographic section in order to facilitate review, and a
summary of Project-wide impacts is presented in Sections 2.5
and 4.1 of the EIS. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Chapter
5 of the EIS. Project-wide socioeconomic impacts are presented
in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS, including potential impacts to property
values and tourism. Section 4.1.8 presents project-wide impacts
to historic and cultural resources.



7. “Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures” should not be included in
the DEIS and this section should be removed or amended.
e This information must be developed in consultation with Consulting Parties and the public.
e More time will be needed to develop this section because the public has not yet been provided
with adequate information about historic resources and impacts (see items above) to be able to
respond knowledgably or effectively.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. From our viewpoint, i.e. a focus on careful
identification and assessment of effects on cultural and historic resources, this document fails to meet the
necessary and required standard. Its lack of coordination with Section 106 review leaves a major void in
the body of material that should be reviewed and evaluated.

Sincerely,
T
L/,ffwﬂﬁ}ﬁu, Stz
L )

Maggie Stier
NH Preservation Alliance
PO Box 268, Concord, NH 03302

0158-7

0158

0158-7

Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS includes a
list of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures (APMs) considered in the EIS process. APMs are
submitted by an applicant through the NEPA process. DOE
considers APMs to be part of "the project" for purposes

of analyzing the potential environmental impacts under NEPA
and determining any adverse effect under Section 106. APMs do
not represent agreed upon measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate adverse effects related to Section 106, but may help
inform discussion during the Section 106 process about
resolution of adverse effects. Additional mitigation measures
related to cultural and historic resources may be developed
through the ongoing Section 106 consultation process with the
State Historic Preservation Office and Consulting Parties.



Cowasuck Band of the Pennacook - Abenaki People
COWASS North America, Inc.
The Abenaki Nation of Vermont, Inc.
840 Suncook Valley Road
P.O. Box 52
Alton, NH 03809-0052
(603) 776-1090 - FAX (603) 776-1091

16 March 2016

New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee
Pamela G. Monroe, Administrator

21 South Fruit Street, Suite 10

Concord, NH 03301

Subject:  Northern Pass Transmission - Eversource (NPT) Project
New Hampshire Site Committee - SEC Docket No. 2015-06
Re: Petition to Intervene as a Native American Indian Tribal Organization

Greetings Ms. Monroe,

My name is Paul W. Pouliot, | represent the Cowasuck Band of the Pennacook-Abenaki
People (Cowasuck Band) as the Sag8mo (Grand Council Chief or principal speaker). |
am also a Religious Elder, Tribal Historian, and Tribal Historical Protection Officer (THPO)
for the Cowasuck Band. Our headquarters is located at P.O. Box 52, 840 Suncook Valley
Road, Alton, NH 03809.

On the behalf of our Cowasuck Band, | am respectfully petitioning to be a intervening
party in regard to the New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee in regard to the
Northern Pass Transmission (NPT) (Project) proceedings under Docket No. 2015-06 as
an Indigenous (Native American Indian) tribal organization with relevant legal and
religious interest to this subject project. As per the SEC's requirements for petitioning to
intervene, we forwarded email copies of this petition to intervene request letter to the
latest (3/14/2016) SEC's distribution list for this proceeding as noted in the “cc” below.

| will state for informative purposes, that the Cowasuck Band went on record in 1993 with
the U.S. Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian Affairs that we are seeking federal
acknowledgment and protection under USC Title 25 as a Native American Indian tribal
entity. The formal announcement of this acknowledgment request was made on April 6,
1995, in the Federal Register Volume 80, Number 66, Page 17614. The New Hampshire
Secretary of State and the State's Attorney General have been formally notified through
several prior fillings and documents that our headquarters is located here in Alton, New
Hampshire. Our Cowasuck Band maintains federal legal rights to intervene under several
protective provisions of USC Title 25 and that our tribal group holds a very long historical

resence (for centuries before colonial contact in the 1500's) in the Project's construction
ocus.

As for this Project's proposed locus, it appears to be fully within our tribal historical and
Elresent homelands. We consider our homelands, or N'dakinna, to encompass all of New
ampshire, portions of southern Quebec, and major sections of the other New England
states. For a full description of N'dakinna please see our Constitution of Our People,

Article 1, Section 11 on our website at: www.cowasuck.org.

As for our eligibility and interest for intervening: The Cowasuck Band, and particularly
myself, have set a long term precedent by being actively engaged as a consulting and

0159-1

0159

0159-1

Thank you for your comment. The federal Section 106 (of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 ("NHPA") process,
federal NEPA review, and NH SEC process are separate,
independent processes. This comment is related to the NH SEC
process and is, therefore, out of scope for the EIS.



intervening party with several federal and state agencies, departments, and divisions on a
wide array of projects and issues since the 1990's to present. In particular to this Project
we are and continue to work with the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources
(NHDHR) and Bureau of Indian Affairs - Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act gNAGPRA) Program on the matter of consultation and repatriation of
human remains, funerary, sacred, and other items of cultural patrimony in the New
England region.

In regard to the lands that will be impacted by the Project, in the Indigenous (Native
American Indian) culture, all the lands of Mother Earth are considered a sacred gift from
the Creator that we are obligated to “use, protect and maintain” as human beings. More
importantly we have a religious and moral obligation to protect Indigenous scared sites,
ancestral human remains, funerary, sacred, and other items of cultural patrimony that
may be discovered and or potentially impacted by the Project.

As this proposed Project progresses it has become very controversial in many ways
because of the visua imfpact of transmission towers, the establishment of any new
clearings for the Right of Way, and related transmission line structures that also may
cause environmental and aesthetic related issues. More importantly this Project has a
significantly greater impact on underground historical resources as this Project considers
increased sections of underground direct buried transmission infrastructure. However,
the Cowasuck Band understands the importance of the Project but likewise understands
that the Project must be done in the public's best interests, carefully constructed, and fully
aware of the impacts that it will have on the historical resources of the state of New
Hampshire.

The Cowasuck Band is entering into the SEC application process as an intervening party
in our “best good faith” efforts and understandings of the process. At no point in this
process do we wish to negate or diminish our Tribal Rights or to avail ourselves to due
legal process. Under no circumstances do we believe that any New Hampshire division,
department, agency, or official is in a superior position in regard to Indigenous (Native
American Indian) matters or to our standing as a Indigenous tribal authority.

The Cowasuck Band of the Pennacook-Abenaki People respectfully wish to work with all
parties to make this process a successful endeavor.

Thank you in advance for your timely consideration to our petition to intervene.

Sincerely,

/5{1«/4{/&%‘&)

Paul W. Pouliot > 0
SagB8mo - Cowasuck Band of the Pennacook-Abenaki People

This document is authenticated under the authority of our tribal seal on this 16" day of
March 2016.

cc: Brian Mills, DOE -
Caitlin A. Callaghan, DOE
SEC Distribution List of Docket No. 2015-06 - Copies sent by email

COWASS North America Is a Native American Indian national organization incorporated as a non-profit IRS 501(c)3 charitable social and cultural
sarvices organization FEIN #22-3229024 of the C: k Band of the P k | Absnakl People www.cowasuck.org /
cowasuck@cowasuck.org
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From: Mills, Brian

To: Travis Beck

Subject: FW: from the National Trust for Historic Preservation
Date: Wednesday, October 7, 2015 7:37:36 AM
Comment?

————— Original Message-----

From: Rebecca Harris [mailto:rharris@savingplaces.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 9:28 AM

To: Mills, Brian <Brian.Mills@hq.doe.gov>

Subject: from the National Trust for Historic Preservation

Dear Mr. Mills,

As a courtesy, I am writing to give the Department of Energy advance notice that this morning the National Trust
for Historic Preservation will be naming the scenic and historic places along the Northern Pass transmission route a
National Treasure. National Treasures are a portfolio of highly-significant historic places throughout the country
where the National Trust makes a long-term commitment to find a preservation solution. For more information on

our National Treasures program, visit www.savingplaces.org <http://www.savingplaces.org> .

We commend the Department of Energy for requiring the supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Northern Pass. We look forward to working with the Department to ensure that New Hampshire's communities,
scenic landscapes, and historic places are given careful consideration and that the impacts of Northern Pass are
minimized to the fullest extent.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Harris

Rebecca Harris | Field Officer
P 617.523.0885 x44223 F 617.523.1199

NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Boston Field Office

7 Faneuil Hall Marketplace, 4th Floor, Boston, MA 02109
www.PreservationNation.org <http://www.preservationnation.org/>

0160-1
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0160-1

Thank you for your comment. Commenter's information regarding
the status of scenic and historic places along the proposed
Northern Pass project route as a National Treasure. DOE is
addressing potential adverse effects to historic properties,
including cultural landscapes listed in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) or eligible for listing in the NRHP, in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and its implementing regulations. For more
information, see Sections 1.6 and 3.1.8.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Dec 18, 2015
ID: 8624

Date Entered: Dec 18, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Name: Richard Boisvert

Organization: NHSHPO

Title: Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Email: richard.boisvert@dcr.nh.gov

Mailing Address: 19 Pillsbury Street

City: Concord

State: NH

Zip: 03301

Country: US

Comment: The NHSHPO has also sent an email with the following attachment to Brian Mills.
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December 18, 2015

Brian Mills, Directar

Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability
U5, Department of Energy

1¥K) Independence fue, S
Washinpton, DC 20585

Re: Draft Envirgnmental Impact Statement
Marthern Pass Transrssion Ling Project

Dear fr, Mills:

Thic letler 5 in reponse o your reguest for comments ¢ncthe Oraft Envicanmental lmpact Statement
{DEIS) far the Morthern Pass Transmission Line Project,

The cultural resturces seetions of the DEIS were prepared pner ta the full identification of
archaeclogical sites and archite cluralfabove-ground historical properties within the propedt area.
Resaurce rdentificatian isin the early phases af the praject's review under Section 106 of the Natignal
Histaric Fresgrvation act, and & full ist of potentially affected respurees, both archaeological and above-
ground, has not been defined. Given the incomsplete bedy of research availabte to congider potential
impacts, the Mew Hampshire Division of Historical Resaurces, State Histonc Presenyation Office
[MHSHPS) can anly provide feedback an the imited infoematian in the dacument. The MH3HPO
recognizes that s the Section 106 review is completed, the list of afferted resources presented in the
LEIS may change, a3 may assessments of impact andfar effect and the need for measures to minimize
harm of mitigate adverse effects o cultural rescurces. With this caveal, the MHEHPO has the following
specific concerng/comments:

0161-1

+  Daes the listing of archaeological sites and <ensitive areas presented by the DOE cansultant,
SEARCH, include all of the sites and sensitive argas identified by the applicant’s cansuitant, VEIT

» Innumercus places, the draft DFIS goancludes that operations, maintenance and emergency
repairs "weuld nat result in any further surface or subsurface disturbance” and therefase
present no additienal impacts, Because the NHSHPQ has faund that operations, maintenance
and emergency repairs of transmission lines may result in grgund disturbance, it cannot agree
with this statement. Adverse impacts will be avaided only if all archaealogical sites within the
corrider have been identified and mitigated through the campletion of all phases of
investigation, ar if a Cullural Resources Management Plan, approved by the NH3HPO and DOE, is
inattive use.

0161-2

0161

0161-1

Thank you for your comment. The federal NEPA review, federal
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
("NHPA") process, and NH SEC process are separate,
independent processes, each with its own schedule. DOE is
coordinating its compliance with Section 106, in a manner
consistent with 36 C.F.R. Section 800.8, with the pertinent
standards of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
("NEPA") pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Sections 1500-1508. DOE's final
EIS will contain the appropriate level of information on cultural
resources, informed by DOE's Section 106 process for the
proposed Northern Pass project. Both the NEPA review and
Section 106 process inform DOE's decision whether or not to
issue a Presidential permit for the proposed Northern Pass
project. The EIS incorporates resource information considered by
DOE in the Section 106 process at the time the final EIS was
prepared. The Section 106 process will consider additional
resource information through implementation of the Section 106
programmatic agreement. Section 1.4.3 of the Cultural
Resources Technical Report has been updated to reflect the
information considered by DOE in the Section 106 process at the
time the final EIS was prepared.

0161-2

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.8.2 of the EIS and
Section 3 in the Cultural Resources Technical Report have been
revised to address the potential impacts of operations,
maintenance, and emergency repairs. Additionally, Appendix B in
the Technical Report has been revised to reflect related
stipulations in the programmatic agreement.



+  What was the methodaology employed in the identification of the number of Architectural
Resources Potentially Impacted? Are cultural landscapes included inthis count? Section 3.1.8
Historic and Cultural Resources does not note landscapes 4s potential resaurces, and the
NHSHED remains cencarned that this category of resource has not been considerad in the
identification process, Given that the Project Area Farms have not been finalized, a mare
comprehensive diseussion on the methodalogy and resource ype should he presanted.

¢ By defimitian in state statute, the Hew Hampshire State Rregister of Hisloric Places is not &
regulatary program; therefore, State Register isting shauld net be used a5 a criterion in a HEPA
o Section 106 review. Statc Begister properties showld be re-assessed accerding to Mational
Register crtedia during the Section 106 |dentification phate, if they are patentially affected hy
the praject.

a  HHSHPDO has significant concerns regarding actians cutlined in Appendix H. This was preparsd
by the Agplicant wilh no consultatian with the NHSHPD or Scction 106 Conzulting Parties. .
NHSHPO expressed similar concerns regarding Atlachment 5 uf the proposed Programmimatic
Agrearment, which incfudes many of the same maasures, dur correspendence of Decembar 16,
3015 [see attached) specifies these concerns. These same concerns should be considered as part
af gur comments under the DEIS revigw.

s o kncw, WHSHPD is curegrily in consultation with your agenty and sthers on the develgprent of a
Programmalic Agreernent that will assist in the completion of the Scetion 106 process for the praject. &5
the Sectign 106 process moves farward, we expect the infermation provided will help inform that Firal
EI3 2nd pravide commitments that will he cadified under the Record of Decision.

Thark yau fer this apportunity 19 provide cormment.
Sincerely,
i f’/f sl 7 3 :) A, e =

Richard A. Boisvert
State Archaealogist
Deputy State Histaric Preservation Cfficer

ey Brian Lusher, ACHF
Sarah Jardam, WRAMF
David Kaddell, AC0E

0161-3

0161-4

0161-5

0161-6

0161-7

0161

0161-3

Thank you for your comment. Identification of architectural
resources potentially impacted by the proposed Northern Pass
project is guided by identification of cultural resources and
historic properties within the area of potential effects ("APE") [36
CFR Section 800.16(d)] — which is determined by DOE, through
consultation, for DOE's review of the proposed Northern Pass
project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 ("NHPA") — and a viewshed analysis to
determine whether the identified cultural resource or historic
property is within the zone of visual interest (ZVI) which is the
area from which the components of the proposed are
theoretically visible. Cultural landscape studies are being
conducted through the Section 106 (of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 ("NHPA") process in accordance with
guidance from NH DHR regarding how cultural landscape studies
should be identified and documented. These studies will evaluate
the significance, integrity, and National Register eligibility of any
cultural landscapes that exist within the Pemigewasset River
Valley and the Suncook River Valley. In light of these studies,
NPT will also determine whether additional cultural landscapes
are present in the Great North Woods Project Area or other areas
in the vicinity of the proposed Northern Pass project. NH DHR's
guidance is based on California's General Guidelines for
Identifying and Evaluating Historic Landscapes. The cultural
landscape studies were not completed at the time the final EIS
was being prepared. Additional information has been added to
Section 3.1.8 of the EIS regarding the methodology employed,
including cultural landscapes. Sections 1.4.3 and 1.4.4 in the
Cultural Resources Technical Report have been revised to
discuss the methods used in the identification of the number of
architectural resources potentially impacted. Cultural landscapes
are not included in this count because they have not yet been
identified. Section 1.4.8 in the Technical Report has been added
to discuss the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources'
(DHR) scope of work for addressing cultural landscapes for the
Northern Pass Project. Additionally, Appendix B in the Technical
Report has been revised to reflect stipulations in the
programmatic agreement that address the identification and
evaluation of cultural landscapes. Cultural landscapes will be
identified and evaluated for eligibility for the National Register of
Historic Places using DHR's scope of work.

0161-4

Thank you for your comment. Cultural landscape studies are
being conducted through the Section 106 (of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 ("NHPA") process in accordance with
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guidance from NH DHR regarding how cultural landscape studies
should be identified and documented. These studies will evaluate
the significance, integrity, and National Register eligibility of any
cultural landscapes that exist within the Pemigewasset River
Valley and the Suncook River Valley. In light of these studies,
NPT will also determine whether additional cultural landscapes
are present in the Great North Woods Project Area or other areas
in the vicinity of the proposed Northern Pass project. NH DHR's
guidance is based on California's General Guidelines for
Identifying and Evaluating Historic Landscapes. The cultural
landscape studies were not completed at the time the final EIS
was being prepared. As part of the Section 106 process, DOE
completed the project area forms ("PAFs"), as documented in the
Section 106 programmatic agreement. The updated information
has been incorporated into the EIS. Section 3.1.8 of the EIS has
been revised to provide additional information about the cultural
landscape studies for the proposed Northern Pass project.
Section 1.4.7 in the Cultural Resources Technical Report has
been added to discuss the state DHR's scope of work for
addressing cultural landscapes for the Project. Appendix B in the
Technical Report has also been revised to reflect stipulations in
the programmatic agreement that address the identification and
evaluation of cultural landscapes.

0161-5

Thank you for your comment. State register listing information
has been removed from relevant portions of Sections 2 and 3 in
the Cultural Resources Technical Report to avoid implying that
this descriptive information is being used as a criterion in this EIS
process or in the Section 106 review. Appendix B in the
Technical Report has also been revised to reflect additional
investigations to identify historic properties assess potential
adverse effects, and avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects.

0161-6

Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS includes a
list of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures (APMs) considered in the EIS process. APMs are
submitted by an applicant through the NEPA process. DOE
considers APMs to be part of "the project" for purposes of
determining the environmental impact under NEPA and any
adverse effect under Section 106. APMs do not represent agreed
upon measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects
related to Section 106, but may help inform discussion during the
Section 106 process about resolution of adverse effects.
Additional mitigation measures related to cultural and historic
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resources may be developed through the ongoing Section 106
consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Office
and Consulting Parties.

0161-7

Thank you for your comment. DOE is coordinating its compliance
with Section 106 and the applicable NEPA requirements in a
manner consistent with 36 C.F.R. Section 800.8 and, to the
extent practicable, NEPA and NHPA: A Handbook for Integrating
NEPA and Section 106. DOE's final EIS contains the appropriate
level of information on cultural and historic resources, informed
by DOE's Section 106 process to the extent possible, for the
proposed Northern Pass project. Both the NEPA review and
Section 106 process inform DOE's decision whether or not to
issue a Presidential permit for the proposed Northern Pass
project. DOE would issue a ROD for its Presidential permit
decision for the proposed Northern Pass project no sooner than
30-days following the issuance of the Environmental Protection
Agency's Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the project in the Federal Register. Information
about historic and cultural resources from the Section 106
process has been incorporated into EIS Section 3.1.8, while
Section 1.4.2 of the Cultural Resources Technical Report has
also been updated to include additional information from the
Section 106 process.
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0161-8

Thank you for your comment. The redacted portion of the
comments is related to a preliminary review draft document
arising out of consultation with Section 106 Consulting Parties in
accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c) and is not relevant to the
EIS. The comment will be addressed through DOE’s Section 106
process for the proposed Northern Pass project.



Sincercly,

Ella. CHL

Edni Feighner, K1IDI LR
Peview and Complianee Coordinator, Avchacologist

Cor W Boisven, State Arclaeolopist, Deputy SHPCG
Cuitlin CaHaghan, DOL
Lrian Lusher, ACHP
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015
ID: 8268

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands, Recreation, Tourism, Quality of
Life, Forest Service Lands

Name: Merryl Goldman

Organization:

Email: diffdrmr@msn.com

Mailing Address: 1781 Fowler River Road

City: Alexandria

State: NH

Country: US

Comment: As a resident, landowner and taxpayer in the State of New Hampshire | am protesting
Northern Pass!

This project will adversely effect our land, wildlife, scenery, tourism, and quality of life!

We gain much more by leaving our beautiful state alone and not stringing high tension wires across
our mountains and landscapes!

We do not benefit from this project and risk destroying all that we find valuable and beautiful!
Please vote NO to NORTHERN PASS!

0163-1

0163-1
Thank you for your comment.
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. . 0164-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 11, 2015
ID: 8270

Date Entered: Aug 11, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Private Property/Land Use

Organization:

0164-1
Comment: No Northern pass....bury the lines down the interstate as is being done in VT. Give the

money to the state...



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 11, 2015

ID: 8271

Date Entered: Aug 11, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives, Health and Safety, Recreation, Tourism, Quality of Life

Organization:

Comment: The Northern pass is not good for NH. Like many NH residents | like here for the natural
beauty. | ski,hike and Live in proposed route of towers and high voltage wires. Not ok to destroy

natural beauty and health risks. Also loss of tourist dollars for northern NH. Northern pass is not good
for NH or NH people. | am against Northern pass

0165-1

0165-1
Thank you for your comment.

0165



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 11, 2015

ID: 8272

Date Entered: Aug 11, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Tourism, Quality of Life

Name: Debra Freedman

Organization: 150 MAIN STREET LODGING ON THE ANDROSCOGGIN

Title: Proprietor

Email: info@lodgingontheandroscoggin.com

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 40

Mailing Address: 150 Main Street

City: Errol

State: NH

Country: US

Comment: Dear Sirs:

As a resident and small business owner in Errol, NH, | am vehemently against Northern Pass. The
sight of any towers will destroy the only thing we have left up here for economic success i.e.
TOURISM! The Purpose of this Northern Pass is bred from greed by Hydro Quebec and
Eversource/PSNH! NH does not have a shortage of electricity! These towers WILL affect peoples
health - especially if they are built near homes/farms, etc...It will also harm wildlife and DESTROY the
beautiful scenery ONLY found in the North Country. It will destroy our quality of life and destroy what
is left of our local economy. If IT has to happen for whatever reason - BURY EVERY LINE - NO

TOWERS!! | IMPLORE you to do whatever you can to STOP this! Thank you for listening. Sincerely,
Deb Freedman

0166-1

0166-1
Thank you for your comment.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 11, 2015
ID: 8273

Date Entered: Aug 11, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need

Organization:
. . ) . 0167-1
Comment: Northern Pass would destroy New Hampshire. The project needs to find a different state
to go through. It has been five years of debate on alternative routes. It is clear that there can be NO
ROUTE from Quebec through the entire state of NH. Purpose and need is part of the question. There
is no purpose but monetary gain for NP and no need for the energy in NH. Destruction of an entire
state and its people is not justified.

0167-1
Thank you for your comment.

0167



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 29, 2015
ID: 8237

Date Entered: Jul 29, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Vegetation, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private
Property/Land Use, Taxes, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life, Cumulative Effects

Name: Susan Schibanoff
Organization: North Country editorial blasts NPT
Country: US

Comment: Cods County Democrat
Littleton Courier

WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 2015
Editorial Opinion

A devastating blow to Northern Pass

On July 21, a major victory was won for those who oppose Northern Pass. The five-year process
leading to the project’s draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) ended wih the U.S. Department
of Energy releasing the long awaited document. The department concluded that the proposal for
nearly 180 miles of huge electricity towers would damage our tourist economy and the great views
that make life in the North Country a continuous treat.

The DEIS suggested several alternative routes for Northern Pass, the PSNH/Eversource proposal to
bring HydroQuebec power to the New England grid using, almost exclusively, mammoth transmission
towers through New Hampshire. Because of the dreadful visual impact from the tall towers, many
alternatives in the DEIS call for underground lines, as so many people from Northern New Hampshire
have suggested for years. We were speaking, but Northern Pass was not listening.

Northern Pass issued statements about the DEIS. Totally avoiding how the DEIS hurts the project’s
momentum, the statements focus on the need for additional energy and how the Northern Pass
permitting process will continue. Interestingly, Northern Pass credits the input received from citizens
about the project. Nowhere has Northern Pass acknowledged the major strategic error in its
continuing reluctance to consider what has clearly become the only option that stands any chance of
winning the support of the North Country — burying the lines.

Noting the energy crisis New England faces, recent statements from Northern Pass imply our state

0170-1

0170-1
Thank you for your comment.

0170



would benefit from the extra supply and the subsequent lower costs. Yet, the project’s benefit to New
Hampshire’s electricity consumers has never been clear. As far as lowering our high power rates,
Northern Pass meekly states, "We continue to believe that Northern Pass is an important part of the
answer." They just cannot seem to accept that the fat cats in two countries trying to push Northern
Pass on us never bothered to ask whether residents of our region love our precious land, trees, and
views. Generations of people here know the answer, and we do not need a corporate monstrosity
looking to spoil our state while lecturing us on the need for new energy sources.

The DEIS notes how burying the lines would double the cost to build Northern Pass, but would also
double the number of construction jobs compared to above ground lines. How Northern Pass
responds to that fact will be interesting to see. Also, the DEIS found, towns most affected by the
proposed overhead lines would gain the least amount of property tax revenue from the Northern Pass
infrastructure that would weave its way through towns from Pittsburg south.

Many people deserve credit for ensuring the DEIS captured the brutal devastation Northern Pass
would bring to our region. Landowners turned away millions by refusing to sell their land to Northern
Pass, devoted residents took many trips to Concord and elsewhere to find out more and have their
voices heard, and people made the orange protest color central to their wardrobe.

The final battle has not been won, but the above ground towers cannot realistically happen because
of the big slap to the face the U.S. Department of Energy delivered to Eversource and HydroQuebec
last week. This major victory belongs to us all. Thanks and congratulations to those who made such a
triumph possible

0170-1
Continued

0170-1 cont'd

0170



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 30, 2015
ID: 8238

Date Entered: Jul 30, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Environmental Justice

Organization:

Comment: Of course clean, renewable energy sounds great until you learn the truth. Our state will
now be dependent on Canada for our energy needs! Rather than spend the 1.4 billion dollars on this
project, why not invest that into developing clean energy sources here in the US. Ever source, PSNH-
| can't even get a customer service rep on the phone, unless to pay a bill and I'm going to trust what
they tell me. Billions back in energy savings- this is NH's Big Dig! 1.4 billion is their estimation and if
this passes I'm sure it won't be long before that number grows and our savings diminish. More jobs?
Short sited- once this project is completed so will those jobs. If you take a minute and look at the map,
where these lines are slated to go, you'll see it pass right through some of the most scenic and
beautiful areas of NH, our White Mountains, Woodstock, Lincoln, Campton, Sugarhill, Canterbury
down through Concord- that's only 6 of the 31 towns listed. We're talking 95,000 acres through out
our state and the towers are massive, much larger in width and height than what we're use to. If you
took the time to read this...thank you!

01711

01711
Thank you for your comment.
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COMMUMITY FLANNIRS AN DEVILOPMINT

New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee
Pamela G. Monroe, Administrator

21 South Fruit Street, Suite 10

Concord, NH 03301

Mr. Brian Mills

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Re: SEC Docket No. 2015-06; DOE EIS 0463
Dear Ms. Monroe and Mr. Mills:

Please find below our written testimony to accompany our oral presentations at the March 7
and March 14 public hearings regarding the proposed Northern Pass transmission line.

Orderly Development of the Region

North Country Coungil is the state-designated regional planning commission for the proposed
route of the Northern Pass transmission line from the Canadian border to the Plymouth-
Bridgewater line. We are responsible under state law to prepare a coordinated plan for the
development of the region to encourage the most appropriate use of land. Accordingly, NH
RSA 162-H:16 requires the SEC to take the views of the regional planning commission into
account in determining whether issuance of the certificate would interfere with the orderly
development of the region.

Our current regional plan was adopted in 2014. The plan was developed after two years spent
asking the residents of the region what their highest priority need was, and what qualities of
the region were most important to them. We asked in many different ways, in many different
settings. Public engagement tools included a detailed UNH Survey Center phone survey; one-
on-one conversations at open houses, a food shelf and the Lancaster Fair; local officials’
roundtables; suggestion boxes at laundromats, town offices and libraries; and an on-line tool.
We thought we might hear a wide variety of things and worried we might receive competing or
conflicting marching orders, but we didn’t. Through this process we were able to generate a
consensus-based regional plan aimed at addressing the region’s highest priority need - livable
wage jobs with benefits, that are built on, or at least compatible with, stewardship of the
region’s scenic natural environment and recreation opportunities. The plan emphasizes taking
care of what we have and building on our strengths, such as our scenic natural environment, to

w62 Cottage Street, Suite 246 Littleton, NH 03561 — 603414 6309 — www.neeouncil.org
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increase prosperity, while reducing the cost of living through such means as local energy
production.

The regional plan contains the following strategy statement:

Protect the region’s iconic and popular viewsheds from undue adverse impacts
associated with incompatible land uses such as large transmission lines like Northern
Pass through such means as legislative restriction and participation in EIS and permit

reviews.

Alternatives 4 and 6, which provide for burial in roadway corridors throughout our region, would
be consistent with the region plan’s emphasis on the scenic natural environment as a

foundation for the orderly development of the region.

This region has the lowest incomes and wage rates in the state. Household incomes in Coos
County aren’t just a little bit below the statewide median, they are less than two-thirds the
statewide median (ACS, US Census Bureau, File DP03: 2008-2012). Residents and economic
development leaders alike recognize that this region’s scenic natural environment and
recreation resources are the foundation for economic growth. One reason of course is the
importance of the tourism economy. When NH Employment Security did projections of job
growth (and loss) for the North Country, the second highest increase in number of jobs was
projected to be in the Accommodation and Food Services category (NHES, Long Range
Projections for Planning Regions, North Country Council Region). But it's not just about
tourism; it's also about maintaining the high quality outdoor environment that will attract young
people starting businesses and families.

A second consideration relative to the orderly development of the region criterion is the impact
on local energy production. Relative to reducing the cost of living in the North Country, the plan

contains the following strategy statement: -

Increase the region’s production and use of renewable energy consistent with protection
of other important natural and scenic resources.

This means that to establish that the Northern Pass proposal will not interfere with the orderly
development of the region, in addition to burial of the line, the SEC must also be convinced the
project won't provide a financial disincentive to the development of additional local energy

generation facilities.

We urge the SEC to seriously consider the 2014 regional plan for the North Country when
considering interference with the orderly development of the region.

2

01731

0173

0173-1

Thank you for your comment. Socioeconomic impacts are
aeressed in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS and include an assessment
of impacts on electricity rates and the anticipated mix of current
an_d future generation types. The analysis conducted did not find
evidence that the Project would reduce or alter the construction
of new, or reliance upon existing, renewable power sources in
the U.S., other than by potentially affecting total expenditures for
electricity within the market. In addition, while the comment is
acknowledged, as discussed in Section 1.7.3.1 of the EIS, the
SEC "is a non-federal process in which the DOE has no role."
Because the SEC process and the SEC are separate and distinct
from the NEPA process and the Department of Energy, the
actions requested of the SEC are outside the scope of this EIS.



Public Interest, Unreasonable Adverse Environmental Impacts

We understand that Executive Order 12038 requires the DOE to determine that a proposal is
consistent with the public interest, including due consideration of environmental

consequences. Similarly, NH RSA 162-H:16 requires the SEC to find that issuing a certificate
will serve the public interest, including consideration of unreasonable adverse effects on
aesthetics. We feel that issuance of the Presidential Permit and SEC certificate would not be in
opposition to the public interest or have unreasonable adverse environmental impacts if the
line is buried throughout our region. :

According to the draft Environmental Impact Statement, virtually all of the negative impacts are
lower, and all of the public benefits higher, for Alternatives 4 and 6 providing for burial in
roadway corridors in the North Country.

According to the Draft EIS, all of the costs to the public would be lessened with burial, for
example:

« Scenic impacts would be reduced

« Property values would not fall by as much

o Not as much property tax income would be lost to municipalities

« Fewer archeological resources and sensitive archeological areas would be impacted
o Fewer acres of wetland would be impacted :

« There would be less loss of CO2 uptake from vegetation removal

e Fewer acres of prime farmland would be lost

The Draft EIS also shows us that all of the public benefits would be higher with burial, for
example:

o Increased economic impacts from construction
« Higher number of construction jobs

« Increased long-term economic impacts

o Higher number of permanent jobs

o Increased statewide property tax payments

In addition, alternatives 4 and 6 provide for the same reduction in wholesale electric costs as
the proposed action.

Only the cost of construction to the applicant is higher with burial, but not by orders of
magnitude, not by an unreasonable amount, but by 33% in the case of alternative 6A for

example.
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Thank you for your consideration of our comments, and of the unusually high stakes
associated with scenic impacts in our region.

Sincerely,

e o] W
Tara E. Bamford Dr. Barbara Robinson
Planning Director Executive Director



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 21, 2015

ID: 8193

Date Entered: Jul 21, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Water / Wetlands, Recreation, Private
Property/Land Use, Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life, Air Quality, Cumulative
Effects, Forest Service Lands

Organization:

Comment: Please stop this project, too much is at stake. As a hiker | would hate to look at these
towers marring the landscape and destroying wildlife habitats. New Hampshire is not a conduit for

power for other regions, we are a state dependent on tourism and this would destroy that element of
our economy and ruin the state's natural beauty which cannot be replaced. PLEASE STOP!!!

0176-1

0176-1
Thank you for your comment.
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 21, 2015
ID: 8196

Date Entered: Jul 21, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Organization:
. ) . . . . 0178-1
Comment: | believe alternative 6a is probably in the best interest of all parties it gives northern pass
the straightest possible rough thru the state to accomplish there task as well as protect the
environments and beauty of northern NH. | now there will be considerable time when construction is
happening of delays and unsightly messes that will happen but as a lifetime resident of NH |
understand progress and that we can all work together to solve problems in everyone's best interest

0178-1
Thank you for your comment.

0178



0179

. . 0179-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 21, 2015
ID: 8198
Date Entered: Jul 21, 2015
Source: Website
Topics:
Organization:
0179-1

Comment: GO! Northern PASS! we need electricity

the wind towers by reason of motion & our human/ animal response to it .. MAKE us look at them.



0180

. . 0180-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015
ID: 8199

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Name: Richard Hanson

Organization: none

Email: rhanson14@yahoo.com

Mailing Address: 84 Branch Turnpike #105
City: Concord

State: NH

Country: US

Comment: The only way to do this project and protect New Hampshire's beauty is to bury the entire 0180-1

thing.

Thank you
Richard Hanson
Concord, NH



0181

- . 0181-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015
ID: 8200

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Alternatives

Name: bill chabot

Organization: Canaan Conservation Commission
Email: bill.chabot@gmail.com

Mailing Address: 294 sawyer hill rd

City: canaan

State: NH

Zip: 03741

Country: US

Comment: Options 4a & 4b are the only viable options to preserve the quality of the park for the 0181-1

public to enjoy. | am strongly against this project as it stands, as well as option 3. Thank you.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015

ID: 8201

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Tourism, Quality of Life
Name: Thomas McLoughlin

Organization: Mr

Email: tmcloughlin@kearsarge.org

Mailing Address: 206 Shaker st

City: North sutton

State: NH

Zip: 02360

Country: US

Comment: The entire line should be buried NH protects and values its natural beauty, this is our

childrens inheritence. 21st century energy projects should not be using 19th century transmission
technology to send energy that is not needed in NH to the States to our south.

0182-1

0182-1
Thank you for your comment.
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. . 0183-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt No comment was provided.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015
ID: 8202

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Viewshed/Scenery, Private Property/Land Use, Economic, National Security, Tourism,
Cumulative Effects, Environmental Justice, Other

Name: Jonathan Tremblay
Organization: Green party

Email: jonathan.tremblay@prescott.edu
Mailing Address: 50 a dale road

City: Hooksett

State: NH

Zip: 03106

Country: US

Comment:
0183-1
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. . 0184-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Jul 22, 2015
ID: 8203

Date Entered: Jul 22, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Tourism

Organization:

0184-1
Comment: NO to Northern Pass - tourists go north to see the beauty and wonder, NOT powerlines!



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015

ID: 8260

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Health and Safety, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery,
Water / Wetlands, Soils, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use, Taxes, Historic/Cultural, Economic,
Traffic, National Security, Tourism, Quality of Life, Air Quality, Cumulative Effects, Noise, Forest
Service Lands, NEPA Process, Design Criteria / Mitigation Measures, Environmental Justice

Organization:

Comment: Bury or nothing at all. Not needed!!

0186-1

0186-1
Thank you for your comment.

0186
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. . 0187-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015
ID: 8261

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Health and Safety, Viewshed/Scenery, Private Property/Land Use,
Historic/Cultural, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life, Air Quality

Name: Fred DeCicco
Organization:

Title: Fred DeCicco

Email: frednh92051@gmail.com
Mailing Address: 28 Terrace Rd
City: Thornton

State: NH

Zip: 03285-6426

Country: US

Comment: This project goes against everything that New Hampshire means to residents and tourists. 0187-1

Destroys natural environment, threatens wildlife, is a blight on the landscape, a health hazard,
generates no economic benefits.
Bury it or forget it.



0188

. . 0188-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015

ID: 8262

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics:

Name: Mary Bearir

Organization:

Title: Mrs.

Email: mcb802@aol.com

Mailing Address: Box 7

Mailing Address: 65 Johnson Lane

City: Colebrook

State: NH

Zip: 03576

Country: US

Comment: Northern Pass is antiquated technology, the ramifications of which will scar New 0188-1
Hampshire until Time Immemorial. And all this for an unwanted, unnecessary money-making project

for a non-American conglomerate! NH is already an exporter if electricity. Tap into THAT to send to
MA and CT, Mary Caprio Bearor



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015
ID: 8263

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private Property/Land Use,
Tourism, Design Criteria / Mitigation Measures

Name: Nick Tulloh

Organization:

Email: nicktulloh@comcast.net

Mailing Address: 313 Newmarket Rd

City: Durham

State: NH

Zip: 03824

Country: US

Comment: | have lived in NH for 44 years and have never seen anything like this. The genesis of
Northern Pass is questionable at best. The thousands of acres of flooded land and displaced Native
Americans alone dirty this 'green’ project. To think that the people of NH would stand for the
desecration of the natural scenery is naive at best. NH has no need for additional electric power and if
it did, it should source it form true renewables - ie solar and wind. The jobs created will be temporary

and the permanent ones will be few. The company has lied to the public since day one. | don't want
this in the state, buried or not.

0189-1

0189

0189-1

Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts in Canada from
the construction and operation of electricity infrastructure,
including hydropower generation and transmission in Canada,
are beyond the scope of this NEPA analysis. NEPA does not
require an analysis of potential environmental impacts that occur
within another sovereign nation that result from actions approved
by that sovereign nation. Additionally, the construction and
operation of Hydro-Quebec power generation projects and
electricity transmission line projects in the bulk Hydro-Quebec
system will occur regardless of and independent to whether DOE
issues a Presidential permit for the proposed Northern Pass
Project international border crossing. For these reasons, potential
environmental impacts in Canada are not addressed in this EIS.
Section 1.5.4.1 of the Final EIS has been updated in response to
this comment.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015
ID: 8265

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Vegetation, Wildlife, Viewshed/Scenery, Recreation, Private
Property/Land Use, Economic, Tourism, Quality of Life, Cumulative Effects, Noise, Other

Name: James Powers

Organization:

State: MA

Country: US

Comment: The only facts thus far are that a few people want to ravage the landscape to benefit
themselves and sell power

to NH, MA, Rl and Ct. There are no facts about rates or the names of those that will benefit.

There are no facts about the agreement between Canada and this company.
It is an utter political joke.

0190-1

0190-1
Thank you for your comment.

0190



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 10, 2015
ID: 8267

Date Entered: Aug 10, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need

Organization:

Comment: The purpose of this transmission project is irrelevant to the residents of NH. NH does
NOT need another means to bring electric power through the state, as we already generate far more
than we need, and many residents are poised to install solar PV. Furthermore, the addition of other
powerlines being buried in Vermont and Maine, make this project even less viable because its
principals insist on using this line to establish Rights of Ways where they have none... which means
that there will be more powerlines in the future, once they have established their beach head...the
Northern Pass - it's not just one Pass though, it's obviously the first one of several. Hydro Quebec and
the portion of Northeast Ultilities that will benefit from this merchant powerline have no business in

NH - no purpose, and there is no need. The only reason they are trying to go through NH is to get
paid about $62 million per year for the use of their Rights of Way. And with that money, they will fight
the towns along those Rights of Way to lower the tax liabilities so that they can keep their $62 million
for themselves. This powerline is not needed, and neither are the troubles it will bring to the
communities that it will divide and conquer. The DOE, SEC, and all NH and Federal agencies who are
vetting this line should make sure that this project does not get built because it is not needed, and
serves no good purpose for those residents who will be most severely harmed by building it.

01911

01911
Thank you for your comment.
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- . 0192-1
Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt Thank you for your comment.

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 13, 2015
ID: 8292

Date Entered: Aug 13, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Cumulative Effects

Organization:

0192-1
Comment: The entire project must be buried and run along roadways. Connecticut could get power

from the ocean, - we don't need to supply southern NE at the expense of our lovely scenery. No to
Northern Pass unless it is completely underground.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Aug 14, 2015

ID: 8296

Date Entered: Aug 14, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need

Organization: na

Comment: Those of us you enjoy the quality of out door life in the White Mountains don't want to
have to look at above ground power lines. I've already seen the impact of people who are trying to sell
homes that are in the path of this possible eye sore. If the power is needed so much have the lines

buried. There is no upside to this to the citizens of the State of New Hampshire. It appears to me this
is more about Corporate Profits then being a good corporate citizen.

0193-1

0193-1
Thank you for your comment.
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From: Donna Lobsien <cooker_upperl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 5:58 PM

To: draftEIScomments@northernpasseis.us
Subject: northern pass draft EIS

Dear sirs.

Maybe you are not listening to the people of New Hampshire. We do not want this
Northern Pass project. We do not need this Northern Pass Project. We already have a
line from Canada that services our area. It works well. We don't need another or one
that will blemish or beautiful state. We don't need the few jobs it will generate by
sacrificing the environment. How many people must object before you realize WE DON'T

Thank you for your attention,
D. Lobsien
Deerfield, NH

0194-1

0194-1
Thank you for your com