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1. Introduction

1.1 Overview

On January 25, 2010, Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. (CHPEI)! submitted an application to
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for a Presidential permit for the Champlain Hudson Power
Express (CHPE) project (proposed CHPE Project)®>. An application for a Presidential permit is
evaluated in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO 12038, and the
regulations codified at 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 205.320 et seq. (2000), “Application for
Presidential Permit Authorizing the Construction, Connection, Operation, and Maintenance of
Facilities for Transmission of Electric Energy at International Boundaries.” The DOE Office of
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, National Electricity Delivery Division (OE-20) is responsible
for issuing Presidential permits. The Presidential permit for CHPEI (OE Docket Number PP-362), if
issued, would authorize CHPEI to construct, operate, maintain, and connect the U.S. portion of the
proposed CHPE Project.

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), and in considering an
application for a Presidential permit, the DOE must take into account potential environmental
impacts of the proposed transmission line and associated facilities before making a final decision.
DOE is using the NEPA process to involve Federal, state, and local agencies; tribal governments;
and the public in the environmental review of the proposed CHPE Project and alternatives.

The proposed CHPE Project would include construction, operation, and maintenance of an approximately
336-mile (541-kilometer [km])-long, 1,000-megawatt (MW), high-voltage electric power transmission
system that would have aquatic (underwater) and terrestrial (underground) portions (see Figure P-1).
The underwater portions of the transmission line would be buried in the beds of Lake Champlain and the
Hudson, Harlem, and East rivers, and the terrestrial portions of the transmission line would be buried
underground, principally in road and railroad rights-of-way (ROWS). The presentation of the analysis in
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) divided the transmission line route into four geographically
logical segments: Lake Champlain Segment, Overland Segment, Hudson River Segment, and New York
City Metropolitan Area Segment.

The transmission system would consist of one 1,000-MW, high-voltage direct current (HVDC)
transmission line and ancillary aboveground facilities, including a direct current (DC) to alternating
current (AC) converter station and cooling stations at selected locations where required. The transmission
line would be a bipole consisting of two transmission cables, one positively charged and the other
negatively charged. A new HVDC converter station would be constructed in Queens, New York, to
convert the electrical power from DC to AC and then connect to two points of interconnection (POIs)
within the New York City electrical grid. Cooling stations would be installed along the terrestrial
portions of the transmission line route in certain locations to disperse accumulated heat in long cable
segments installed by horizontal directional drilling (HDD).

1 CHPEI is a joint venture of TDI-USA Holdings Corporation (TUHC), a Delaware corporation, and National Resources Energy,
LLC. TUHC, the majority shareholder in CHPEI (75 percent), is a subsidiary of Transmission Developers Inc. (TDI), a Canadian
Corporation. National Resources Energy is a wholly owned subsidiary of National RE/sources Group, a limited liability
corporation duly organized under the laws of the State of Connecticut. TDI’s lead investor is the Blackstone Group, an energy
investment company.

2 TDI submitted amendments to the proposed route in its original application on August 5, 2010; July 7, 2011; and February 28,
2012.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Figure P-1. Proposed CHPE Project Route
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This document constitutes the Final EIS Comment Response Document on the Champlain Hudson Power
Express Project Environmental Impact Statement. The Draft EIS and all other documents associated with
the EIS are available on the CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org.

1.2 History of Public Outreach and Comment Process

On June 18, 2010, DOE issued the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
and to Conduct Public Scoping Meetings, and Notice of Floodplains and Wetlands Involvement;
Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. (75 Federal Register 34720), and conducted public scoping
from June 18, 2010, to August 2, 2010.

On February 28, 2012, TDI submitted an amendment to the Presidential permit application that
reflected changes to the proposed transmission line route. The proposed changes were the result of
settlement negotiations among New York State agencies, CHPEI, CHPE Properties, Inc., and other
stakeholders as part of the project review under Article VII of the New York State Public Service
Law. The amendment is referred to as the Joint Proposal. In response to submission of the Joint
Proposal, DOE published an Amended Notice of Intent to Modify the Scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project in New York State (77
Federal Register 25472) (Amended Notice of Intent) on April 30, 2012, and accepted public comments
from April 30, 2012, to June 14, 2012. DOE also stated that it would consider comments submitted after
June 14, 2012, to the extent practicable. In the Amended Notice of Intent, DOE stated that it did not
intend to hold further public scoping meetings, but recognized that comments provided by the public
during the New York State Public Service Commission’s (NYSPSC) April 2012 public statement
hearings might be relevant to the NEPA scoping process. Therefore, DOE explained that it “intends
to review the Commission’s April public hearing statement transcripts and consider them, to the extent
matters relevant to the Federal environmental review process arise, as scoping comments for the purposes
of the EIS.”

On April 18, 2013, the NYSPSC issued an order granting the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility
and Public Need (Certificate) for the proposed CHPE Project. DOE reviewed and this EIS analyzed the
proposed CHPE Project as amended by the Joint Proposal and the Certificate.

DOE provided a 45-day public review period starting November 1, 2013, which was extended for an
additional 30 days and ended on January 15, 2014, and held public hearings for the Draft EIS. The
public review period was initiated through publication of a Notice of Availability (NOA) in the
Federal Register by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (see Attachment 1). The
NOA was also sent to interested parties, including Federal, state, and local officials; regulatory
agency representatives; stakeholder organizations; and private individuals in the vicinity of the
proposed transmission line. The NOA was published in 17 New York newspapers with distribution
along the proposed transmission line (see Table P-1). Issuance of the NOA commenced a 45-day
public comment period on the Draft EIS that was initially announced to end on December 16, 2013.
The NOA noted that comments submitted after the deadline “would be considered to the extent
practicable.” Subsequently, in response to requests from members of the public, DOE announced
that it would extend the public comment period on the Draft EIS an additional 30 days to January 15,
2014 (78 Federal Register 76140) (see Attachment 1). Attachment 2 contains an example of the
NOA published in the newspapers.

During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, DOE conducted four public hearings: one in
Astoria, Queens, New York; two within the Hudson River Valley corridor; and one in the Lake
Champlain region. Figure P-1 provides an overview of the route of the proposed transmission line
along with an identification of the locations where the public hearings were held. The hearings
occurred between November 18 and November 20, 2013, as noted in Table P-2.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Table P-1. Newspaper Publication Dates and Area of Distribution for the Draft EIS

Newspaper

The Press Republican

Area of Distribution

Clinton and Essex counties

Publication Date(s)

Lake Champlain Segment

November 5 and 6, 2013

Lake Champlain Weekly

Albany Times Union

Clinton, Essex, and Franklin counties
Overland Segment

Albany, Rensselaer, Saratoga, and
Schenectady counties

November 6, 2013

November 5 and 6, 2013

The Chronicle

Saratoga to North Creek (Washington
and Warren counties)

November 7, 2013

The Daily Gazette

Albany, Fulton, Montgomery,
Schenectady, Saratoga, Rensselaer, and
Schoharie counties

November 5, 2013

The Daily Mail

Greene County and Catskills Region

November 5, 2013

Register Star

Columbia County and Hudson Valley

November 5, 2013

The Saratogian

Saratoga County

November 5, 2013

The Post Star

The Journal News

Adirondack Region
Hudson River Segment

Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland
counties

November 5, 2013

November 4, 2013

Rockland County Times

Rockland County

November 7, 2013

Times Herald Record

Orange and Ulster counties

November 4, 2013

Rising Media Group

Westchester County

November 4, 2013

Kingston Times

am New York

New York City Metropolitan Area Segmen

Dutchess and Ulster counties

Nassau and Suffolk counties, and New
York City

November 4, 2013

|

November 4, 2013

New York Post

New York City

November 4, 2013

New York Daily News

New York City

November 4, 2013

Table P-2. Dates and Locations of the Public Hearings on the Draft EIS

Meeting Date Location Number of Number of

g Attendees/Registered | Commenters

November 18, 2013 LaGu_ardla Courtyard by Marriott, 40/26 3

Astoria, Queens, NY

November 18, 2013 ztf;”y Point Center, Stony Point, 215/197 27

November 19, 2013 | Holiday Inn, Albany, NY 68/65 11

November 20, 2013 \|<IV$St Side Ballroom, Plattsburgh, 41/39 4

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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The hearings provided the public with the opportunity to provide verbal comments in-person at the
hearings, and their comments were transcribed by a court stenographer. Transcripts of the public
hearings are provided in Attachment 3. In addition, DOE received written comment letters or
emails from private citizens, government agencies, and nongovernmental organizations. A copy of
the comment letters received during the open comment period and written materials submitted for
the record at the public hearings are also included in Attachment 3. The transcripts and comment
letters are also available on the CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org.

1.3 Cooperating Agencies

DOE invited several Federal and state agencies to participate as cooperating agencies in the
preparation of the EIS to ensure that the EIS meets the NEPA and other regulatory requirements of
those agencies and to engage the agencies’ specialized expertise. Region 2 of the USEPA, the New
York District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the New York Field Office
(Region 5) of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are Federal cooperating agencies. In
addition, the New York State Department of Public Service (NYSDPS) and the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) are cooperating agencies in the
development of the proposed CHPE Project EIS. The DOE has the authority to issue the Presidential
permit for the international border crossing; the USACE issues Clean Water Act Section 404
permits; and the State of New York has the authority to approve siting, construction, and operation
of transmission lines in the state. No local agencies or Native American tribes were invited or made
a request to participate as cooperating agencies.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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2. Agency and Public Comments on the Draft EIS

A variety of issues and concerns were raised during the public review period. DOE considered all
comments in preparing the Final EIS. This section presents the comment documents received during the
public comment process, including transcripts of comments provided during the four public hearings on
the Draft EIS. Each comment document has been assigned a numerical designation (e.g., 200), and each
delineated (i.e., bracketed) comment within a comment document is marked by a bar in the margin and a
unique comment number (e.g., 200-01). Responses to delineated comments are displayed to the right of
the comment.

Comments are divided into separate categories, as follows:
e Transcripts from the November 2013 Draft EIS public hearings (100 series; 45 comment
documents)
o Federal agencies (200 series; 5 comment documents)
o Federal and state elected officials (300 series; 6 comment documents)
e State agencies (400 series; 3 comment documents)
o Local elected officials (500 series; 4 comment documents)
o Local agencies (600 series; 2 comment documents)
o Stakeholder groups (700 series; 22 comment documents)

o Other groups and members of the public (800 series; 20 comment documents).

DOE responded to written and verbal comments from a total of 107 government officials, organizations,
and individuals. DOE responded to those comments that are within the scope of and relevant to the
analysis within this EIS.

Table P-3 provides a list of commenters who provided verbal or written comments during the Draft EIS
comment period.

Table P-4 provides a list of examples of major representative issues and concerns submitted during the
Draft EIS public comment period, catalogued by general topic. All comments received are presented in
Attachment 3 of this Comment Response Document, together with DOE’s responses.

Table P-5 identifies substantive revisions made from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS due to agency and
public comments.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Table P-3. Draft EIS Commenters

Commenter Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization
Number
 elbicheingCommenss
101 Thomas Ryan z?éeér)la_tiEgzL:B[%?ge‘;hNog%of Boilermakers
102 Vincent Albanese New York State Laborers (NYSL)
103 Richard Thomas 'Iilel\;\;rlcérlgNAjfzgét:)e Reliable Electricity
104 Douglas Jobson Rockland County Legislature
105 Thomas Basile Stony Point Town Council
106 Geoffrey Finn Stony Point Town Supervisor
107 Annie Wilson I;Ir%\g\; (\;ork Environmental Law and Justice
108 Dean Tamburri I(_I?PSL?E) _Inlf%r:;tilo;al Union of North America
109 Susan Filgueras 2;0£¥ozﬂzaagLoggémmittee for the
110 Frank Collier SPACE
111 Stephen Reich LIUNA - Local 754
112 Wellington Casscles Private Citizen
113 Rebecca Casscles Private Citizen
114 Hayley Carlock Scenic Hudson
115 Laurrie Cozza Private Citizen
116 Katherine Redmond Private Citizen
117 Steven Ludwigson IBB - Local Lodge No. 5
118 Brian McPartland E:\éeér\}s;i(inﬁlogogﬁir:r?%% gf Electrical Workers
119 Mary Ellen Furlong Private Citizen
120 Breda Beckerle Private Citizen
121 Timothy Waldron Private Citizen
122 Robert Knight Private Citizen
123 Barry Brooks Sons of the American Revolution
124 Richard Thomas NY AREA
125 Stephen Beckerle Private Citizen
126 Jacquelyn Drechsler Sierra Club
127 Michael Diederich Private Citizen
128 Alex Guarino Town of Haverstraw
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS

Commenter Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization
Number
ublcHearing Commentes Gontnued)
129 Jim McDonnell Town of Stony Point
130 Luanne Konopka Town of Stony Point
131 Anthony Fresina LIUNA - Local Union 190
132 Carol Tansey Private Citizen
133 Tom Ellis Citizens’ Environmental Coalition
134 Paul Capel Hudson River Pilots Association
135 Sandy Steubing Private Citizen
136 Jessica Semon Private Citizen
137 Steven Ludwigson IBB — Local Lodge No. 5
138 Lavar Smith IBB - Local Lodge No. 5
139 Jurgen Wekerle Sierra Club
140 Susan Lawrence Sierra Club
141 Phil Wilcox IBEW — Local Union 97
142 Bill Wellman New York State Council of Trout Unlimited
143 Jeffery Kellogg E?becr)ns)tii)rﬁl)ctilrl:\(l)g. cfsgperating Engineers
144 John Donoghue LIUNA - Local 196
145 Ben Mainville LIUNA
201 Andrew Raddant U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)/USFWS
202 Judy-Ann Mitchell USEPA
203 W.A. Muilenburg U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
204 John Bullard National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
205 Stephen Ryba USACE
Federal and State Elected Officials

301 Nita Lowey U.S. Congress — New York’s 17" District
302 Annie Rabbit New York State Assembly — District 98
303 David Carlucci New York State Senate — 38" Senate District
304 William J. Larkin, Jr. New York State Senate — 39" Senate District
305 James Skoufis New York State Assembly — District 99
306 Kenneth Zebrowski New York State Assembly — District 96

State Agency Commenters

New York State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO)

402 Javier Bucobo New York Power Authority (NYPA)

401 Brian Yates

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Commenter
Number

403

Commenter Name

Commenter Agency or Organization

State Agency Commenters (continued)

Jay Goodman

Couch-White, LLC, on behalf of NYSDPS,
New York State Adirondack Park Agency
(NYSAPA), and City of New York City

by the following private citizens:
Frank Collyer

Breda Beckerle (two different times)

“Jillian and Sean”
Jennifer Lima
Stephen Beckerle

501 Thomas Basile Stony Point Town Council
502 Edwin Day Rockland County Legislature
503 Howard T. Phillips, Jr. Town of Haverstraw
504 Douglas Jobson Rockland County Legislature
Local Agency Commenters
601 Wesley O’Brien City of New York
Kevin Maher Stony Point Town Engineer
Six other comment letters only
transmitting the 2012 Rockland
County Legislature resolution
regarding the proposed CHPE
Project that was attached to the letter
602 from this commenter were provided

Private Citizens

Stakeholder Group Commenters

Maritime Association of the Port of New York

701 Eric Johansson and New Jersey — Tug & Barge Committee
(MAPNYNJ-TBC)

702 Stephen Reich LIUNA - Local 754

703 Thomas Ryan IBB — Local Lodge No. 5

704 Steven Ludwigson IBB — Local Lodge No. 5

705 Joe Mirabile NYSL

706 Vincent Albanese NYSL

707 Paul Steidler NY AREA

708 Arthur Kremer NY AREA

709 Steven Ludwigson IBB - Local Lodge No. 5

710 Albany Laborers’ Union Albany Laborers’ Union

711 Tom Ellis Citizens’ Environmental Coalition

712 Jurgen Wekerle Sierra Club

U.S. Department of Energy
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Commenter Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization
Number
Stakeholder Group Commenters Gontinued)
713 Timothy R. Muller IUOE - Local 825
714 Garry Douglas Plattsburgh North Chamber of Commerce
715 Brian Buel IBEW
716 Eric Johansson MAPNYNJ-TBC
717 Edward Kelly MAPNYNJ
718 Tim Waldron Ba-Mar Community
719 James Slevin Utility Workers Union
720 Mike Winslow Lake Champlain Committee
721 Haley Carlock and Phillip Musegaas | Scenic Hudson
722 John Harms American Waterways Operators
801 Roger Jennings R. Jennings Manufacturing
802 Kathi Ellick Private Citizen
803 Susan Filgueras SPACE
804 Rebecca Casscles Private Citizen
805 Stephen Beckerle Private Citizen
806 Sandy Steubing Private Citizen
807 Jim Fitzgerald Private Citizen
808 Carolyn Stuetzle Private Citizen
Diane Reichert Private Citizens
A similar form letter was provided
by 14 other commenters:
Jeanette Strassburg
Carolyn Stuetzle
Paul Tirc
Felipa Watts
Lilly Ann Wilson
809 Celia Velez
Joe Velez
Jean Bellon
Ann Sheridan
Marguerite Rogers
Elsie Nissen
Anna Crispino
Joyce Robinson
Thomas Robinson
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Commenter Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization
Number
 Othe Groupsand embers of he Public Gontinued)
810 Wellington and Rebecca Casscles Private Citizens
811 Nicolas Graver Private Citizen
812 Jason Wisneski Dann Marine Towing
813 Bryan LaVigne Private Citizen
814 Todd Jones Private Citizen
815 Sylvain Clermont HydroQuebec
816 Wellington Casscles Private Citizen
817 Lael J. Paulson American Sugar Refining
818 Laurrie Cozza Private Citizen
819 Susan Filgueras Private Citizen
820 William Hurst Entergy

U.S. Department of Energy
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Table P-4. Summary of Agency and Public Comments on the Draft EIS

Subject Area

Comment Summary

NEPA Process

Public Involvement. Several comments requested an extension of the public comment
period on the Draft EIS due to the length of the EIS and potentially complicated issues
addressed in the document. Comments also expressed concern that notification and
outreach were not provided to local Hispanic communities, nor were materials
provided in Spanish. Comments also noted that property owners along the proposed
CHPE Project route were not notified of the CHPE Project or the public hearings.
Public Hearings. Some comments indicated the commenters were unable to confirm
the hearing at the Stony Point Center, and other comments questioned the
appropriateness of public hearing venues in Queens and Stony Point.

Proposed
Project

Burial Depths. Burial depth of the proposed CHPE Project should be revised to match
those identified in the USACE Public Notice.

Additional Information. Comments requested additional information and analysis of
impacts from blasting, use of concrete mats, backfilling, construction schedule timing,
and construction vessel speed and draft in aquatic portions of the proposed CHPE
Project route.

Project Route Alternatives. Many comments, especially from those in Stony Point,
New York, questioned why the proposed CHPE Project route was removed from the
Hudson River and moved onto land in the Hudson River Segment, and suggested
moving the terrestrial portion of the proposed CHPE Project route in this segment back
into the Hudson River. Some comments stated that the impacts of the terrestrial route
in the Hudson River Segment were not analyzed in the EIS. Other comments stated
that the proposed CHPE Project route changed and these portions of the route were not
analyzed in the EIS.

Other Alternatives. Several comments stated that instead of the proposed CHPE
Project, energy conservation and efficiency measures should be implemented and the
power should be produced locally in New York State through renewable energy
projects, distributed generation, existing power plants in upstate New York or in the
Hudson Valley Region, or by constructing new power plants in New York State.
Another comment suggested an alternative to keep the proposed CHPE Project outside
of the Federal navigation channel in the Hudson River.

Elimination of Alternatives. One comment stated that previously proposed
alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project were eliminated due primarily to cost as
compared to other merit-based factors.

Discrepancy with Previous Information Provided by the Applicant. Several
comments noted that information presented in the EIS was different from information
previously provided by the Applicant.

General Opposition/Adverse Effects. Many comments were generally opposed to the
proposed CHPE Project. Many of these comments expressed specific opposition to the
terrestrial portion of the proposed CHPE Project in the Hudson River Segment, and
thought it would have adverse environmental effects. Other comments in opposition to
the proposed CHPE Project stated that it would not be beneficial to the New York
State energy grid/infrastructure or consumers.

General Support/Beneficial Effects. Some comments expressed support for the
proposed CHPE Project, primarily due to jobs created in New York State during
construction and operation of the transmission line.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Subject Area

Comment Summary

Land Use

Encroachment Outside of Right-of-Way. Comments expressed concern that portions
of the proposed CHPE Project route would be outside of the existing road and railroad
ROWs in deviation areas, which would require the taking of private property,
including residential and commercial properties, through eminent domain. Some
comments also expressed concern that the presence of the transmission line could limit
use of some private property.

Forever Wild Clause. One comment stated that the proposed CHPE Project would
violate the “Forever Wild” clause by crossing through Adirondack Park and other New
York State parks.

Transportation

Navigation. Several comments expressed concern that the proposed transmission line
would be installed within the Federal navigation channel in various locations, which
could prevent some vessels from deploying anchors due to risk of anchor damage, or
could result in anchor snags on the transmission cables or concrete mats used to cover
portions of the transmission line that cannot be installed underground.

Anchorage Prohibitions. Comments noted that vessel anchorage prohibitions over the

and Traffic aquatic transmission line ROW should not be part of the proposed CHPE Project and
should be removed from the EIS.
Effect on Dredging. Comment expressed concern that the presence of the
transmission line would prevent dredging of the Federal navigation channel or other
locations along the Hudson River, such as a new port or industrial facility.
Water Resources. One comment noted that after 2.5 years of study, it found the
Water proposed CHPE Project would have minimal impact on lakes, rivers, and waters.
Resources and | Water Quality. One comment expressed concern that installation of the proposed
Quality transmission line would resuspend polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the Hudson
River.
Aquatic Resources. One comment stated that beneficial effects on aquatic resources
Aquatic and would result by avoiding Haverstraw Bay. Additional impacts would be avoided by
Terrestrial complying with construction windows and exclusion zones.
Habitats and Concrete Mats. A few comments requested discussion of potential impacts from
Species concrete mats on Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats (SCFWHSs) and
invasive species.
Agquatic and Species Proposed for Listing. One comment stated that it would be beneficial to add
Terrestrial species proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act (e.g., northern long-
Protected and | eared bat) in the EIS.
Sensitive
Species
Wetlands. Comments expressed concerns for wetlands along the proposed CHPE
Wetlands Project route, particularly in the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment, and
stated that impacts on wetlands were not sufficiently analyzed.
Geology and Seismicity. Commepts questioned the impacts of a p(_)tent_ial seismic event on the
Soils proposed CHPE Project, and noted that the transmission line would cross the Ramapo
Fault.
Cultural Resources. Several comments were concerned that the proposed CHPE
Cultural . . .
RESOUTCES Project route would cross and disrupt the Waldron Cemetery and Stony Point

Battlefield Historic Park.
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Subject Area Comment Summary

Visual Visual Impacts. Comments expressed concern about adverse visual impacts from the
proposed CHPE Project, particularly in Stony Point, New York, and New York State

Resources - . . L
parks, during construction and operation of aboveground facilities.

Utility Pipelines. Comments expressed concern that installation of the proposed

Infrastructure Lo e N
transmission line could damage existing wastewater or natural gas pipelines.
Recreation Impacts. Comments expressed concern about adverse impacts on New

Recreation York State parks from the proposed CHPE Project, and possibly recreational uses of
waterways during CHPE Project installation activities.

Security. Comments questioned the adverse security impacts from an increased risk of
terrorism associated due to the presence of the proposed CHPE Project.
. Public Safety. Comments expressed concern about the proposed CHPE Project being

Public Health . ; - . .
adjacent to railroads that transport hazardous materials, and where trains could derail

and Safety oo
and affect the transmission line.

Magnetic Fields. A few comments questioned the impacts of magnetic fields resulting
from the proposed transmission line.
Hazardous Wastes. One comment expressed concern about the proposed CHPE

5 q Project’s proximity to the Kay-Fries National Priorities List Superfund site and

azardous brownfields and other industrial sites in Stony Point and Haverstraw.

Materials and . . . .

Wastes Contaminated Soil. Comments expressed concern that installation of the proposed
transmission line would encounter contaminated soil within terrestrial portions of the
route.

Air Quality. One comment stated the proposed CHPE Project would use clean,
hydropower that would reduce air emissions; however, another comment stated that air
. . quality impacts are unknown because impacts in Canada and the impacts of
Air Quality

hydropower on climate change were not analyzed.

Calculations. One comment noted a possible error in calculation of emissions factors
for proposed vessels and equipment.

Socioeconomics

Employment. Some comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project would result in
additional local employment and other economic benefits in New York State, while
other commenters expressed concerns that the project would outsource jobs from New
York State to a foreign county, lead to the reduction of in-state employment (including
some due to closing of existing power plants), and increase the U.S. dependence on
foreign energy. Comments stated there would be no long-term socioeconomic benefit
from the proposed CHPE Project because minimal permanent jobs would be created.
Property Value. Comments expressed concern that the proposed CHPE Project would
decrease property values, including residential and commercial properties, and reduce
revenue from taxes to local jurisdictions.

Utility Savings. Comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project would not benefit
rate payers and consumers, but would increase utility costs to consumers.

Mitigation/Best
Management
Practices

Aquatic Best Management Practices (BMPs). One comment noted that pre- and post-
installation monitoring would ensure aquatic resource protection. Another comment
suggested use of mid-line buoys in instances where anchors are deployed by
construction vessels to prevent anchor sweeps.

Environmental Protection. One comment noted that the environmental protections
included in the proposed CHPE Project appear to be sufficient and comprehensive.
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Subject Area Comment Summary
Additional Cumulative Projects. Comments suggested that the proposed CHPE
Project would inhibit future economic development projects such as redevelopment of
the Stony Point waterfront. Comments requested analysis of additional cumulative
. projects, including the redevelopment of the Stony Point, New York, waterfront,
?nl:gélt?'ve Spectra-Algonquin Incremental Market Natural Gas Pipeline project, New England

Clean Power Link, and the U.S. Military Academy West Point Net Zero Initiative.
Other. One comment suggested that the proposed CHPE Project would be the
precursor to other linear transmission projects using the same ROWSs, which would
result in the expansion of the ROW.

Other Issues

New York State Energy Grid. Comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project
would not be in the National Interest and would be detrimental to the existing energy
grid in New York State because existing power plants and renewable energy projects
would not be able to connect to the transmission line, and it would not strengthen the
New York State transmission system. EXisting energy capacity is not being effectively
used, and addition of the proposed CHPE Project would not improve this situation.
Instead of implementing the proposed CHPE Project, existing energy infrastructure
should be upgraded and other projects developed. Comments expressed concern that
the proposed CHPE Project would prevent proposed energy projects in New York
State, such as renewable/green energy projects, projects at the Bowline and Lovett
power plant sites, and the New York City Solar Roofs program.

Energy Policy. Comments stated the proposed CHPE Project should be analyzed
within the context of state and regional energy policies, including the New York State
Energy Highway Blueprint.

Impacts in Canada. Comments stated that impacts in Canada should be addressed in
the EIS, and without this analysis the EIS does not address potential impacts of the
entire proposed CHPE Project.
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Table P-5. Summary of Substantive Revisions to the Draft EIS

EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS
Volume I: Impact Analysis
Front Matter o Updated cover sheet and table of contents.
e Updated the Summary to be consistent with the Final EIS, including
Summary updated information on the proposed CHPE Project, figures, and

summary of impacts, including Table S-1.

e Added 2013 Draft EIS public hearing locations to Figure 1-1.

¢ Clarified the anticipated allocation of transmission capacity of the
proposed CHPE Project between hydropower and other sources.

e Updated information on public participation and public involvement,
primarily to include a description of the Draft EIS public review period

1. Purpose of and Need and summarize comments received on the Draft EIS.

for the Proposed Action | e Clarified roles of some cooperating agencies. Updated the potential
permits, approvals, and authorizations needed for the proposed CHPE
Project.

e Updated information regarding the Canadian environmental review
process.

e Added new appendices.

e Made minor changes to legends in Figures 2-1 through 2-4.

¢ Clarified one of the conditions in the New York State Department of
State (NYSDOS) conditional concurrence of the consistency
certification for the New York State Coastal Management Program
based on subsequently received information.

e Updated minimum transmission line burial depth information.

e Added description of blasting in the Harlem River.

o Clarified that installation of the proposed transmission line would occur
via HDD under the East River.

¢ Added distance of concrete mats in each segment.

e Added description of transition, or splice, vaults.

e Added information regarding temperatures at which the proposed
transmission line is designed to operate.

e Provided explanation of how and why underwater construction work
schedule windows were developed.

¢ Updated some mileposts in Table 2-2.

e Provided description of vessel anchorage during installation activities.

e Clarified trench dimensions.

e Added information regarding typical drafts of installation barges.

e Added description of decommissioning of the proposed CHPE Project.

e Provided reasons why alternatives were eliminated from further
consideration in the EIS.

o Similar revisions identified in Summary were also made in Section 2.6.

2. Proposed Action and
Alternatives

3. Affected Environment

o Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would comply with all local

Land Use zoning ordinances in Section 3.1.1.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-17



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS

EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS
Transportation and ¢ No substantive changes were made to the Transportation and Traffic
Traffic resource area (Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, 3.3.2, and 3.4.2).
e Updated the acreage of Zone A floodplains the proposed CHPE Project
Water Resources would cross in the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment in
Section 3.3.3.

Moved discussion of Catskill Creek SCFWH from Section 3.3.4
(Hudson River Segment) to Section 3.2.4 (Overland Segment).

Added scup to Table 3.3.4-1.

e Added Haverstraw Bay SCFWH to list of SCFWHSs that would be within
1 mile of the proposed CHPE Project in the Hudson River Segment in
Section 3.3.4.

Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would cross the Lower
Hudson Reach SCFWH in the New York City Metropolitan Area
Segment in Section 3.4.4.

Clarified that the proposed transmission line would be installed under

Aquatic Habitats and
Species

Aquatic Protected and

Sensitive Species the East River via HDD in Section 3.4.5.
Terrestrial Habitats ¢ No changes were made to the Terrestrial Habitats and Species resource
and Species area (Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, 3.3.6, and 3.4.6).

e Added northern long-eared bat and associated background information
to Sections 3.1.7, 3.2.7, 3.3.7, and 3.4.7.

Updated information regarding small whorled pogonia in Sections 3.2.7
and 3.3.7.

Added red knot and associated background information to Section 3.4.7.

Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would not cross wetlands in
Wetlands the Esopus Estuary SCFWH in the Hudson River Segment in Section
3.3.8.

No changes were made to the Geology and Soils resource area (Sections
3.1.9,3.2.9,3.3.9,and 3.4.9).

Updated the milestone by which sites would be reexamined or formally
surveyed by the Applicant in Sections 3.1.10, 3.2.10, 3.3.10, and 3.4.10.
Updated the milestone by which sites would be determined eligible for
listing in the NRHP in Section 3.4.10.

Cultural Resources e Added discussion that the Applicant would conduct archaeological
monitoring during construction for those portions of the proposed CHPE
Project in existing surface streets in the New York City Metropolitan
Area Segment where archaeological surveys might not be practicable or
warranted prior to construction in Section 3.4.10.

No changes were made to the Visual Resources resource area (Sections
3.1.11,3.2.11, 3.3.11, and 3.4.11).

No changes were made to the Infrastructure resource area (Sections
3.1.12,3.2.12,3.3.12, and 3.4.12).

No substantive changes were made to the Recreation resource area
(Sections 3.1.13, 3.2.13, 3.3.13, and 3.4.13).

Public Health and No substantive changes were made to the Public Health and Safety
Safety resource area (Sections 3.1.14, 3.2.14, 3.3.14, and 3.4.14).

Terrestrial Protected
and Sensitive Species

Geology and Soils

Visual Resources

Infrastructure

Recreation
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS
Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued)
Hazardous Materials ¢ No changes were made to the Hazardous Materials and Wastes resource
and Wastes area (Sections 3.1.15, 3.2.15, 3.3.15, and 3.4.15).
Air Quality ¢ No changes were made to the Air Quality resource area (Sections 3.1.16,

3.2.16, 3.3.16, and 3.4.16).

No changes were made to the Noise resource area (Sections 3.1.17,
3.2.17,3.3.17, and 3.4.17).

No changes were made to the Socioeconomics resource area (Sections
3.1.18, 3.2.18, 3.3.18, and 3.4.18).

No changes were made to the Environmental Justice resource area
(Sections 3.1.19, 3.2.19, 3.3.19, and 3.4.19).

Deleted specific locations of concrete mats from the list of incomplete

Noise

Socioeconomics

Environmental Justice

3.5 Incomplete or

Unavailable information sources and data gaps.
Information
4. Environmental ¢ No changes were made to this section.

Consequences of the No
Action Alternative

5. Environmental Consequences of the Proposed CHPE Project

o Deleted text regarding prohibition of vessel anchorage in the aquatic
transmission line ROW in Sections 5.1.1, 5.3.1, and 5.4.1.

Land Use o Clarified that the Applicant would not have exclusive control of the

transmission line ROW, certain immediately adjacent areas, and

deviation areas in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.3.1.

e Updated discussion of impacts on commercial and recreational vessels
from inconvenience and navigational obstacles in Sections 5.1.2, 5.3.2,
and 5.4.2.

o Deleted text regarding prohibition of vessel anchorage in the aquatic
transmission line ROW in Sections 5.1.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2.

e Added discussion of anchor snags and information regarding the Anchor
Snag Manual and the associated Navigation Risk Assessment in Sections
5.1.2and 5.3.2.

Transportation and

Traffic e Updated discussion of minimum burial depths in aquatic portions of the
proposed CHPE Project route and use of concrete mats in Sections 5.1.2,
5.3.2,and 5.4.2.
e Added discussion of decommissioning of the proposed CHPE Project in
Sections 5.1.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2.
e Added discussion of impacts from blasting in the Harlem River in
Section 5.4.2.
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued)

e Updated discussion of impacts from ambient temperature increase
surrounding concrete mats that would result from operation of the
proposed transmission line in Sections 5.1.3, 5.3.3, and 5.4.3.

Added discussion of extrapolating water quality modeling results for a
Water Resources deeper burial depth in Section 5.3.3.

Clarified that the proposed transmission line would be installed under
the East River via HDD in Section 5.4.3.

Added discussion of impacts from blasting in the Harlem River in
Section 5.4.3.

Added discussion of impacts from barge positioning, anchoring, anchor
cable sweep, and the pontoons on the jet plow that would result in
sediment disturbance in Section 5.1.4.

Added discussion of impacts on benthic communities from use of
concrete mats in Section 5.1.4.

Updated discussion of impacts on fish from noise generated during
installation activities, and supplemented discussion of impacts in Section
5.1.4. Deleted discussion of noise impacts that would result in injury to
fish.

Updated discussion of impacts on benthic communities and fish from the
increase of ambient sediment, sediment surface, and water temperature,
including those surrounding concrete mats, due to operation of the
proposed transmission line in Sections 5.1.4 and 5.3.4.

Added to discussion of impacts from magnetic fields on the American
eel in Section 5.1.4.

Aquatic Habitats and e Added discussion of impacts from magnetic fields on fish life stages,
Species including eggs and larvae, in Sections 5.1.4 and 5.3.4.

Clarified discussion of SCFWHs in the Overland Segment to note that
the proposed CHPE Project would cross the Catskill Creek SCFWH via
bridge attachment in Section 5.2.4.

Clarified the temporary area of disturbance due to installation activities,
including anchoring, in the Hudson River and New York City
Metropolitan Area segments in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4, and added that
midline buoys would be used to prevent anchor chain sweeps.

Clarified the distance and area of concrete mats that would be used in
the Hudson River and New York City Metropolitan Area segments in
Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4, and the distance and area of concrete mats used
in SCFWHs in the Hudson River Segment in Section 5.3.4.

Added discussion of impacts from blasting in the Harlem River in
Section 5.4.4.

Updated discussion of SCFWHSs in the New York City Metropolitan
Area Segment in Section 5.4.4.
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued)

e Clarified that impacts on fish from noise generated during installation
activities would be behavioral, and supplemented discussion of impacts
in Sections 5.1.5 and 5.3.5. Deleted discussion of noise impacts that
would result in injury to fish.

Added discussion of impacts from magnetic fields on fish life stages,
including eggs and larvae, in Sections 5.1.5 and 5.3.5.

Updated discussion of the increase of ambient sediment, sediment
surface, and water temperature, including those surrounding concrete
mats, due to operation of the proposed transmission line in Sections

5.1.5and 5.3.5.
Agquatic Protected and o Clarified the temporary area of disturbance due to installation activities,
Sensitive Species including anchoring, in the Hudson River and New York City

Metropolitan Area segments in Sections 5.3.5 and 5.4.4, and added that
midline buoys would be used to prevent anchor chain sweeps.

Updated the number of SCFWHSs that would be crossed by the proposed
CHPE Project in the Hudson River Segment in Section 5.3.5.

Updated discussion of impacts on fish from vessel traffic to note the
typical draft and reduced speed of installation barges, and that
installation activities would avoid spawning migration in the Hudson
River Segment in Section 5.3.5.

Added discussion of impacts from blasting in the Harlem River in
Section 5.4.5.

Clarified information regarding ambient temperature increase at and
below the sediment surface that would result from operation of the

Terrestrial Habitats

and Species proposed transmission line in Section 5.2.6.
e Added discussion of impacts on northern long-eared bat in Sections
5.1.7,5.2.7,5.3.7, and 5.4.7, and discussion of impacts on red knot in
Section 5.4.7.
Terrestrial Protected e Added northern long-eared bat, red knot, and small whorled pogonia to
and Sensitive Species Table 5.1.7-1.
e Updated discussion of impacts on the Indiana bat and Karner blue
butterfly from proposed maintenance activities (i.e., mowing) in Section
5.2.7.
o Clarified the total acreage of wetlands expected to be impacted along the
proposed CHPE Project route in Section 5.1.8.
Wetlands o Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would not cross wetlands in

the Esopus Estuary SCFWH in the Hudson River Segment in Section
5.3.8.

Updated discussion of impacts on the proposed CHPE Project from
potential seismic events in Sections 5.1.9, 5.2.9, 5.3.9, and 5.4.9.

Added discussion of impacts on geology from blasting in the Harlem
Geology and Soils River, and text regarding installation of the transmission line via HDD in
the East River in Section 5.4.9.

Deleted discussion of installation of the proposed transmission line in
the side slopes of the Harlem and East rivers in Section 5.4.9.
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued)

Updated the milestone by which site boundaries would be reexamined or
areas formally surveyed in Sections 5.1.10, 5.2.10, 5.3.10, and 5.4.10.
Added information regarding ongoing Section 106 consultation and the
Programmatic Agreement in Sections 5.1.10, 5.2.10, 5.3.10, and 5.4.10.
Added discussion of vibration effects on historic properties from
blasting in the Harlem River in Section 5.4.10.

Added discussion of HDD staging areas and blasting in the Harlem
River in Section 5.4.11.

Added text regarding NYSPSC Certificate conditions that would avoid
or minimize impacts on water supply systems in Section 5.3.12.

Cultural Resources

Visual Resources

Infrastructure e Updated volume of solid waste (i.e., excavated soils and drill cuttings)
that would result from HDD and creation of a cofferdam in the New
York City Metropolitan Area Segment in Section 5.4.12.

Recreation ¢ No substantive changes were made to the Recreation resource area
(Sections 5.1.13, 5.2.13, 5.3.13, and 5.4.13).

Public Health and e Added discussion of blasting in the Harlem River in Section 5.4.14.

Safety

Hazardous Materials ¢ No substantive changes were made to the Hazardous Materials and

and Wastes Wastes resource area (Sections 5.1.15, 5.2.15, 5.3.15, and 5.4.15).

Updated air emissions resulting from installation activities in the Hudson
River Segment in Tables 5.3.16-1 and 5.3.16-2 (in Section 5.3.16) and
Air Quality Tables 5.4.16-2 and 5.4.16-4 (in Section 5.4.16); and in the New York
City Metropolitan Area Segment in Tables 5.4.16-1, 5.4.16-2, and
5.4.16-4 (in Section 5.4.16).

Added discussion of blasting in the Harlem River in Section 5.4.17.

No substantive changes were made to the Socioeconomics resource area
(Sections 5.1.18, 5.2.18, 5.3.18, and 5.4.18).

No substantive changes were made to the Environmental Justice
resource area (Sections 5.1.19, 5.2.19, 5.3.19, and 5.4.19).

Added descriptions and associated impact discussion for the following
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions: New England Clean
Power Link, redevelopment of Stony Point waterfront, Spectra-
Algonquin Incremental Market Natural Gas Pipeline, and West Point
Net Zero Project.

Updated schedule of the Hudson River Navigation Channel Dredging
project.

Deleted reference to harassment and possible take of wildlife or
protected species.

7. Public Participation e Added a description of the Draft EIS public review period and

Noise

Socioeconomics

Environmental Justice

6. Cumulative and
Other Impacts

and Interagency summarized comments received on the Draft EIS.
Coordination
8. List of Preparers ¢ No substantive changes were made to this section.

Updated reference list based on revisions made to the Draft EIS and

9. References other changes made to prepare the Final EIS.
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS
10. Acronyms and e Updated acronyms and abbreviations based on revisions made to the
Abbreviations Draft EIS and other changes made to prepare the Final EIS.
11. Glossary ¢ No substantive changes were made to this section.
12. Index o Updated index to reflect the Final EIS.
Appendix A e Updated Maps 61 and 62 to include updated floodplain data.
e The Clean Water Act 404 Permit Application Alternatives Analysis
Appendix B Report for the proposed CHPE Project was removed and replaced with a
page directing the reader to the CHPE EIS Web site for this appendix.
e The NYSPSC Order granting the Certificate of Environmental
Appendix C Compatibility and Public Need for the proposed CHPE Project was
removed and replaced with a page directing the reader to the CHPE EIS
Web site for this appendix.
Appendix D ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix E . UmmwﬂmEBdBmmMmHﬁb%ﬂon%MommmdmﬁmﬂmDmﬁ
EIS public comment period.
Appendix F ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
e Updated Applicant-proposed impact avoidance and minimization
Appendix G measures (i.e.,_BMPs) baseq on new _informa’gion, and noted that the
BMPs will be incorporated into the final Environmental Management
and Construction Plan (EM&CP) for the proposed CHPE Project
Appendix H ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix | ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix J ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix K e No changes were made to this appendix.
¢ Reorganized census tracts in Tables L-2 and L-3, and identified census
Appendix L tracts along the terrestrial portions of the proposed CHPE Project route
with gray shading.
A dix M e Updated data in Tables M-13, M-17, M-22, and M-25 based on
Ppendix correction to conversion of emissions factors for some vessels.
Appendix N ¢ No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix O o No changes were made to this appendix.
Appendix P e Added Volume 111, Appendix P, which includes comments received on
the Draft EIS and responses to those comments
e Added Volume IV, which includes the following appendices: Appendix
Q (Biological Assessment), Appendix R (Essential Fish Habitat
Appendices Q-U Assessment), Appendix S (Floodplain Statement of Findings), Appendix
T (Programmatic Agreement), and Appendix U (Navigation Risk
Assessment).
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PROCEEDTIMNI GS?S
(12:03 p.m.)

M5. SMITH: Hello. Good afterncon. Please go

ahead, get =signed up, and get seated as soon as you can.

I'm Julie Smith. I'm with the U.S5. Department of
Energy. Just before we get started with the actual
hearing and the proceeding, I'd like to have -- giwve
some general housekeeping items.

For folks that want to make wverbal comments,
please make sure that you sign up on the registration
table back of the room. As stenographer will ke
recording all of the werbal comments, so we ask that you
speak clearly into the microphone, and please also state
your name before you make your comment so that we can
make sure that we have an accurate record of that. Any
written comments that vou have on the draft
Enviromnmental Impact Statement that vyou would like to
hand in can be submitted, again, at the registration
table at any point during the meeting.

Cne thing about hotel parking, wou can have
your hotel parking stubs wvalidated at the front desk for

a reduced charge of $7.00. &nd with that, we can get
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started with the hearing. Thanks for coming.

ME. MILLS: Hi. I'm Brian Mills. Thank you
for taking the time to attend this hearing. I work for
the Department of Energy in the COffice of Electricity
Delivery and Energy Reliakility. I along with Jodi
McDonald from the U.S5. Corps of Engineers will be the
hearing's officers today.

The reason we are here is Champlain Hudson
Power Express 1s proposing to construct an international
transmission line. They'wve asked the Department of
Energy for a presidential permit. A presidential permit
is needed before any transmission line can be built
across the U.S5. international korder. DoE determined
that an environmental impact statement would be the
appropriate level of analysis for a presidential permit.

This is a public hearing on the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project draft
Enviromnmental Impact Statement. That's a mouthful, =o
I'll call it the draft EIS. Once we begin the hearing,
we will hear from you in the order you have signed up.
If you wish to speak but do not -- but hawve not signed

up, you can sign up at the registration table.
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For those of you who may not be familiar with
the process we go through in preparing an environmental
impact statement or EIS and where we are for this
particular project, I'll cover the steps. Although I'm
sure all of you have read the draft EIS available on our
EIS website, vyou can also find more detailed information
for the process and this project on the website.

The first step in the process, we start public
participation by issuing a Notice of Intent to Prepare
an EIS. For this project, DoE issued our MNotice of
Intent on June 1B8th, 2010 and an amended notice on April
30th, 2012. The Notice of Intent begins a process we
call scoping, which is an opportunity for the public to
tell us their issues and concerns related to the
project. We use this input to help us prepare a draft
EIS. If you commented during the scoping period, we
used your scoping comments to determine which
alternatives and issues we needed to address.

The next step in the process is to prepare a
draft EIS. The draft EIS analyzes the foreseeable
environmental impacts that might result from granting

the permit. The draft EIS also identifies steps that
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might be needed to mitigate impacts. For this project,
we issued the draft EIS on October 21st, 2013. After we
issue a draft, we ask the pubklic to comment on it during
a public comment period. EPA opens the comment period
by publishing a MNotice of Awvailakility inthe Federal
Register. The EPA notice for this draft EIS was in the
Federal Register Wovember lst, 2013.

Since this is where we are in the process, I'm
golng to cover this a little bit more thoroughly. The
comment period gives you the opportunity to tell us any
changes that you would like to see in the draft EIS,
what wou think is wrong with the document, and how you
think we should fix it. We are also looking for issues
you think we missed or didn't cover as well as we
should.

If you have guestions as part of your comment,
we will not be able to answer your questions today, but
we will do so in the final EIS. It's also wery helpful
for your comments to cite specific sections or page
numbers from the document itself. MNone of this is
required, but it will help us to understand your

comments.
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During the hearing, the hearing's officers may
ask guestions to allow you to clarify points you may be
making. Whether you choose to speak or not, you are
invited to submit written comments. Instructions to do
so are provided on the board back here or are awvailabkle
on the registration table. All comments, whether
written or oral, are treated the same and hawve equal
weight.

For this draft EIS, we will continue to accept
comments until December 16th, 2013. To the extent we
can, we will also consider your comments submitted after
that date. After the close of the comment period, we
will write the final Environmental Impact Statement,
which considers wour comments. The final EIS will
contain a comment response document that addresses
comments received on the draft EIS. When completed, EPA
will issue a MNotice of Awvailability of the final EIS in
the Federal FRegister, and again, we will post the
document on the EIS website and send it out to the
mailing list. Mo sooner than 30 days after EPA lets all
of you Federal Register readers know the final EIS is

out there, DoE may issue a Record of Decision on the
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presidential permit application. I hope that wery
general process outline is helpful to you.

I'd also like to mention a couple of other
things about the draft EIS and this project. The
Department of Energy has authority to permit the horder
crossing. The U.5. Army Corps of Engineers issues Clean
Water Act permits. The State of New York has authority
to cite transmission lines in New York. Sewveral other
Federal and State agencies are working with DoE and the
Corps in preparing the draft EIS. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the U.S5. Coast Guard, the Wew York
State Department of Public Service, and the New York
State Department of Envirommental Conservation, are all
cooperating agencies in the preparation of the draft
EIS.

That was a lot to remember, so what vyou need
to remember for this hearing is, one, comments received
on the draft EIS will be included in the final EIS, and
we will respond in the document to the comments
received. Comments expressed at one of our hearings or

provided to us by email or letter will be considered
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equally. And three, the comment period for the draft
EIS closes on December 16th, 2013.

I will now turn this over to your hearing's
officer, Jodi McDonald, from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

MS. MCDONMNALD: Thank vyou, Brian. Good
afterncon. I'm Jodi McDonald, Chief of the Regulatory
Branch for the MNew York District, U.S. Corps of
Engineers. I will be the presiding officer on behalf of
the Corps of Engineers.

The Corps of Engineers is here today to obtain
information and evidence and ensure coverage of core
concerns, to assist in the regulatory review of a permit
application by the Champlain Hudson Power Express for
the installation and construction of a 336-mile power
cable from the Canadian border through waters of the
United States, including wetlands, as well as Lake
Champlain, the Hudson River, Harlem Riwver, and East
River. The U.5. Department of Energy as lead Federal
agency will make a decision whether to issue a
presidential permit to allow crossing of the U.S. border

to facilitate the operation of this power cable.
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10

The Corps of Engineers is neither a proponent
for nor an opponent of the proposed work. Our role is
to determine whether the proposed activity -- in this
case, the installation of a power line in waters of the
United States -- is in the owverall public interest.

This hearing will play an important part in that
determination.

Please understand that we do not expect to
answer questions from the dais in this hearing related
to the proposal as we are here to obtain information and
your comments. Questions on the regulatory process in
general can be directed to my staff who are sitting in
the audience here today.

The Wew York District has issued a public
notice for this project with the comment period closing
on December l6th, which is the same date as the EIS
comment periocd. That public notice is currently posted
on the Wew York District website, and that web address
iz www.nan.usace.army.mil, as in "military." We do hawve
some coples available on the registration table as well.

If you are not currently on our public notice email

distribution list and would like to receiwve an
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announcement for future public notices from my office,
please provide your email address to one of the staff at
the registration takle today. Thank you.

ME. MILLS: We will now start the hearing.
Thomas Ryan?

ME. RYAMN: Thank you. My name is Thomas ERyan.

I'm President of the Boilermaker's Local 5.

Distinguished members from the U.S. Department of
Energy, thank you for providing this opportunity to the
people of Wew York to weigh in on some of their concerns
with the Champlain Hudson Power Express. I'm here today
as the President of Boilermaker's Local 5, representing
over 500 members from Long Island, MNew York City, from
the southern tier, and throughout the north country.
But I'm also here as a proud Wew Yorker and a father of

four children with further reservations about this

proposal -- proposed project and the negative -101-01 101-01: Comment noted.

envirommental impact it would have for the next

generation.
The developers of this line that would snake
its way through MWew York and its great waterways have

touted the signatures of some representatives of the HNew

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

U.S. Department of Energy

P-51

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

13

14

15

1le

i

18

York delegation in support of the line. Yet when my
colleagues and I personally met with the wvast majority
of these congressmen and women last spring, we were met
with blank stares and disbelieving shakes of their
heads. Some had no recollection of signing. ©Others
seemed not overly committed to the project. But all of
them had second thoughts and promised to lock into the
matter further and revisit their commitment. For that
we are grateful to them and their staffs.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express will be a
jobs killer for the greater NWNew York City area,
outsourcing skilled labor positions to a foreign country
in exchange for a product we can and should be making

here in New York. Our economy, enviromment, and our

quality of life now hang on a delicate thread. Do we as_|

a Nation give our environment over to the hands of
another country, albeit currently a friendly one? I, my
family, and the tens of thousands of wvital building and
constructions trades members in this great metropolis
emphatically respond no.

Just in the last couple of years, our great

city and State has had a tragic loss of life,

Alderson Court Reporting
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—101-02

101-02: An estimated average 300 direct construction jobs would
be created, and approximately 26 direct, full-time employees would
be hired to operate the proposed Champlain Hudson Power Express
(CHPE) Project as stated in Sections S.8.18 and 2.6.18 of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Additional indirect and
induced jobs would be associated with construction, maintenance,
inspections, and possible emergency repairs. It is likely that
existing local workers from New York State would be able to meet
these workforce demands of the project. The proposed CHPE
Project would not directly outsource any jobs to foreign countries.
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infrastructure, and the environment due to severe
storms. As catastrophic losses they were, could we
imagine if we were held hostage by power traveling
hundreds of miles on towers over land and within our
rivers and lakes? We need to rely on power generation
produced in our back yards to survive whatever storms we 101-03
must weather.

I swam in the Hudson Eiver and lived to tell
about it. I wish my children and my children's children
the same. But this Canadian power line is nothing more N
than a large extension cord with a =ingle customer,
whose only wested interest in the delicate environment
of the great State of WNew York is one of commercialism
and greed. Just in my short lifespan, I have seen where
dependence on foreign energy and foreign natural
resources has led this great Wation of ours: embargo, —101-04
rationing, and war. We should not depend on others for
our vital needs, but ourselwves and our fellow Hew
Yorkers. Americans should not sacrifice their
enviromment, their energy independence, or their
children's future for the promise of miniscule savings

on our electrical bill.
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101-03: Comment noted. The development of in-state electric

power generation is outside the scope of the EIS.

101-04: Comment noted.
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Comment 102

14

I would like to thank you again for this
opportunity, and we trust the United States Department
of Energy and ultimately the Office of the President of
the United States to hear the cry of its citizens and
say no to the Champlain Hudson Power Express. I will
save the time, but I would also like to submit an open
letter that ran in one of the publications, city and
S5tate, that was =signed by members -- representing
mempbers of the District Council of Carpenters, Local 638
of the Steam Fitters, Boilermaker's Local 5, Utility
Workers Union of America, and also the IBEW. Thank you.

ME. MILLS: Vincent Albanese?

ME. ALBANESE: Vincent Albanese, HNew York
State Laborers. I represent the New York State
Laborers' Union with 40,000 members employed in the
construction industry and other fields throughout the
State. Our members are organized into more than 35
local unions and five district councils. We're a proud
affiliate of the Laborers' International Union of North
America.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express

Transmission Project would create more than 300
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construction jobs for our members from Clinton County
along the route to Queens County during the three and a

half year construction periocd. It's also estimated that

during peak construction, there'll be up to 600

construction jobs. The construction jobs will be

associated with the construction of a power —-- of a
converter station and the installation of the

transmission cable within the State. Our members would

also be involwved in the construction of temporary access

roads, site excavation, and site restoration.

We hawve eight local unions represented

throughout the geographic region of this project. The

Champlain Hudson Power Express would provide work

102-01 102-01

opportunity in the communities where they live, which

would benefit these communities greatly. The Champlain

Hudson Power Express is a 333-mile underground
transmission line that will bring up to a thousand

megawatts of clean, renewable energy to New York State.

Two six-inch wide cables will be buried under

Lake Champlain, the Hudson, Harlem, and East Rivers,

along railroads, and other public rites-of-way. By

102-02
102-02

burying the line, this project will have minor impacts

: Comment noted.

: Comment noted. The cooling stations and the Luyster

Creek Converter Station would be aboveground. In some

locations, the cooling stations might be visible to surrounding areas
considered aesthetic resources, but would be within the context of
the existing visual environment and would either not change or
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on communities and the environment. There will be
temporary minimal impact during construction of the 102-02
line. Once installed, there will ke no wvisual impacts.

Transmission Developers, Inc., or TDI, is committed to
constructing the line using the highest envirommental
standards to protect New York State's, waters and
communities, and natural beauty.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express Project

will provide clean hydropower to fuel economic growth
with significant envirommental and consumer benefits.

The project will reduce sulphur dioxide and greenhouse

gas emissions. The project will add coptions to the

State's energy selection and increase the electric — 102-03 102-03: Comment noted

grid's safety and security. This new, tough
infrastructure will be less susceptible to damage from
natural disasters. A £117 million envirommental trust
will be established to improve the agquatic environments
in Lake Champlain, the Hudson, Harlem, and East Riwvers.
The construction jobs created by the Champlain_

Hudson Power Express Project will result in an increase
in the demand of goods and services within the State.

The project will also mean direct spending in New York,

Y

Alderson Court Reporting
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including non-labor installation costs, as well as fees
and taxes paid to the local and State goverrment. As
there are more revenues and sales, businesses will hawve
more profits and, therefore, be able to hire more people
to make investments in the community.

The $2Z.2 billion project will be financed
completely by the private sector with no responsibility
on the customer for the cost of development or operation
of the line. Three hundred direct jobs will be created
during the three and a half year construction period,
peaking at 600 construction jobs. During the
construction phase of the Champlain Hudson Power Express
Project, there will be more than 1,200 indirect jobs in
Wew York State from suppliers, businesses, and the local
community along the route.

The Wew York State Public Service Commission
approved the Champlain Hudson Power Express Project in
Epril of this year. We're here to urge you to grant
Federal permits to transmission developers quickly so
that this important transmission line project can move
This project means joks for many of ocur local

forward.

union members and opportunities for the State that would

Alderson Court Reporting
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— 102-04

—102-05

Y

102-05: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for
reviewing the Presidential permit application submitted by CHPE,
Inc. (i.e., the Applicant) and determining whether to grant a permit
to the Applicant for an electrical transmission system that crosses
the U.S. international border. If issued, the Presidential permit
granted by the DOE to the Applicant would authorize it to
construct, operate, maintain, and connect the U.S. portion of the
proposed CHPE Project at the U.S./Canada border. This EIS was
prepared by DOE in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) to address the potential impacts of issuing the
Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project. Only after
completion of additional steps, including preparation of the Final
EIS, publication of a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the
Federal Register, a 30-day waiting period, and issuance of a
Record of Decision, will DOE make its final decision as to whether
or not to issue the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE
Project. The Applicant is required to consult with and obtain
permits from several other Federal and state government agencies
for the proposed CHPE Project. DOE is not responsible for these
other permits.
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benefit our communities for years to come. Thank you. }102'05
MS. MCDONWALD: Thank you.
ME. MILLS: Are there any other registered —-
anyone else would like to speak? If not -- would you
like to -- if no one else wants to speak, this hearing
is adjourned. Wo, we have one?

MR. THCMAS: Yes. Thank you. My name is

Richard Thomas. I'm the Director of New York ARER.
It's an acronym for Affordable Reliable Electricity
Alliance. I have a statement on behalf of my Chairman,
Jerry Eremer.

In conjunction with today's Army Corps of
Engineers' hearing on the draft Envirommental Impact
Statement on the Champlain Hudson Power Express, a 330-
plus mile high wvoltage transmission line running from
Quebec to Queens, New York ARER issues the following
ztatement.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express Project is ]
unquestionably bad for Wew York.

It means higher

electricity prices, lost jobs, and a less reliable L 103-01

electric grid. In fact, 1t is merely a special interest

project that will have no benefit for hardworking New v

Alderson Court Reporting
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103-01: The New York State Public Service Commission
(NYSPSC) identified in their Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need issued for the proposed CHPE
Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve the public
interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the reliability of
the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] reduce wholesale
market prices.” Additionally, the proposed CHPE Project would
result in an estimated average 300 direct construction jobs created,
and approximately 26 direct, full-time employees hired to operate
the proposed CHPE Project as stated in Section 2.6.18 of the EIS.
Additional indirect and induced jobs would be associated with
construction, maintenance, inspections, and possible emergency
repairs. It is likely that existing local workers from New York
State would be able to meet the workforce demands of the project.
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Yorkers, including those struggling upstate comunities.}103'01

Indeed, the Champlain Hudson Power Express
Project i1s nothing more than a high wvoltage extension
cord from Canada to Wew York City that will make a giant
sucking scund as it takes billions of dollars annually
out of New Yorkers' pockets and across the border.

There is no doubt that we can make electricity at a — 103-02
lower cost and more reliably here in New York, and that
should be the focus of our energy policy. AL a time
when America is on the werge of becoming energy
independent, and indeed an energy exporter, the
Champlain Hudson Project takes us backwards.

Our energy infrastructure will alsoc be
degraded by this precedent-setting project. The greater
the distance that electricity has to travel, the more
2nd due to these

expensive and less reliable it is.

reasons, a broad coalition from labor, business, and the

enviromment community opposes this project and will 10303
continue to do so through all availakle avenmes., I'll
submit this statement to you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

M5. MCDOMNALD:

Thank wyou.

Alderson Court Reporting
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103-02: Comment noted. The source of electric power to be
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the
scope of the EIS.

103-03: The proposed CHPE Project would consist of a high-
voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission system. HVDC
transmission is more efficient over long distances than high-voltage
alternating current (HVAC) transmission systems because there is
no need to charge the capacitance (as is required for HVAC
transmission cables) and transmission losses are significantly
reduced. Additionally, the proposed CHPE Project would provide
greater reliability because the HVDC transmission cables would be
armored and underwater/underground so that they operate within a
constant temperature range and are not subject to thermal derating,
which can limit power flow at high ambient temperatures.
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3 MER.. MILLS: This hearing i=s adjourned.
4 (Whereupon, at 12:36 p.m., the meeting was

5 adjourned.)
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FPEOCEEDTINTGS
(6:00 p.m.)

MS. SMITH: Good evening. Folks that are
congregated by the door, if you could find a seat, that
would be really helpful just for safety and fire hazard
reasons. Folks? All right, please go ahead and get
seated. We're going to start.

Good evening. My name is Julie Smith, and
I'm with the U.5. Department of Energy. Before we get
started with the hearing, there's always some
housekeeping items to take care of.

So just so that ewverybody understands how the
hearing will proceed, those folks who would like to make
verbal comments, if you haven't signed up out at the
registration table, please do =so so that we can make
sure that we get you on the speaker list. A
stenographer will be recording all wverbal comments, =so
we ask that you speak clearly in the microphones as well
as state your name before you speak s=o that we have an
accurate record and that we know what you're saying.
Any written comments that you may have on the draft

Environmental Impact Statement, we ask that you hand
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4
those over tonight so that we can also get a proper
record of those and make those a part of the public
record for the document. And you can submit those also

at the registration table.

SPERKER: Is it the léthwe should mail it
in?

M5, SMITH: Absolutely. The public comment
period closes on December l6th, =o vou can mail those or
email those in. But if you just wanted to provide
written comments tonight, we are accepting those.

Also because of the crowd and the number of
speakers that we have this morning, we will ask that you
keep your verbal comments to three minutes. We do have
a timekeeper to help vyou move your comments along. But
if you don't get through your entire comments and you
hawve that in written form, again, please makesure you
submit that so that we have a full record of your full
comments.

2nd with that, thank you wery much for your
time in coming, and we will get =tarted with the
hearing.

MR. MILLS: I'm Brian Mills. Thank you for

Alderson Court Reporting
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taking vour time to attend this hearing. I work for the
Department of Energy in the Office of Electricity
Delivery and Energy Reliakility. I along with Jodi
McDonald from the U.5. Corps of Engineers will be the
hearing's officers today.

The reason we are here is Champlain Hudson
Power Express is proposing to construct an international
transmission line. They've asked the Department of
Energy for a presidential permit. A presidential permit
iz needed before any transmission line can be built
across the U.S5. international border. C[oE detemined
that an environmental impact statement would be the
appropriate level for analysis for this presidential
permit.

This is a public hearing on the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project draft
Envirommental Impact Statement. That's amouthful, =o
I'11l call it the draft EIS. Once we begin the hearing,
we will hear from you in the order wyou have signed up.
If you wish to speak but have not signed up, vou can
sign up at the registration table.

For those of you who may not be familiar wth
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the process we go through in preparing anenvironmental
impact statement -- an EIS -- and where we are at for
this particular project, I'll cover the steps. Although
I'm sure you'wve all read the draft EIS awailable on our
EIS weksite, you can also find more detailed information
for the process and this project on the website.

The first step in the process, we start
public participation by issuing a Wotice of Intent to
Frepare an EIS. For this project, DoE issued our Wotte
of Intent on June 1Bth, 2010 and an amended notice on
April 30th, 2012. The HWotice of Intent begins a process
we call scoping, which is an opportunity for the public
to tell us their issues and concerns related to the
project. We use this input to help us prepare a draft
EIS. If you commented during the scoping period, we
used your scoping comments to determine which
alternatives and issues we needed to address.

The next step in the process is to prepare a
draft EIS. The draft EIS analyzes the foreseeable
envirommental impacts that might result from granting
the permit. The draft EIS also identifies steps that

might be needed to mitigate impacts. For this project,
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7
we issued the draft EIS on October Zlst, 2013. After we
issne a draft, we ask the public to comment on it during
a public comment period. EPA opens the comment period
by publishing a Wotice of Availability inthe Federal
Register. The EPA notice for this draft EIS was in the
Federal Register November the lst, 2013.

Since this 1is where we are in the process,

I'm going to cover this a little bit more thoroughly.
The comment period giwes you the opportunity to tell us
any changes yvou would like to =ee in the draft EIS, what
yvou think is wrong about the document, and how you think
we should fix it. We are also looking for issues you
think we missed or didn't cover as well as we should.

If you ask guestions as part of vour comment,
we will not be able to answer your gquestions today, but
we will do so in the final EIS. It's also wery helpful
for your comments to cite specific sections of the-- or
rage numbers from the document itself. Wone of this i=s
required, but it will help us to understand your
comments.

During the hearing, the hearing's officers

may ask questions to allow you to clarify points youare
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we issued the draft EIS on October Zlst, 2013. After we
issne a draft, we ask the public to comment on it during
a public comment period. EPA opens the comment period
by publishing a Wotice of Availability inthe Federal
Register. The EPA notice for this draft EIS was in the
Federal Register November the lst, 2013.

Since this 1is where we are in the process,

I'm going to cover this a little bit more thoroughly.
The comment period giwes you the opportunity to tell us
any changes yvou would like to =ee in the draft EIS, what
yvou think is wrong about the document, and how you think
we should fix it. We are also looking for issues you
think we missed or didn't cover as well as we should.

If you ask guestions as part of vour comment,
we will not be able to answer your gquestions today, but
we will do so in the final EIS. It's also wery helpful
for your comments to cite specific sections of the-- or
rage numbers from the document itself. Wone of this i=s
required, but it will help us to understand your
comments.

During the hearing, the hearing's officers

may ask questions to allow you to clarify points youare
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I'd also like to mention a couple of other
things about the draft EIS and this project. The
Department of Energy has authority to permit the boder
crossing. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issues Clean
Water Act permits. The State of HewMexico —- New York
has authority to cite transmission lines in MNew York.
Several other Federal and State agencies are working
with DoE and the Corps in preparing the draft EIS.

These are the U.S5. Envirommental Protection Agency, the
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.5. Coast Guard,
the New York State Department of Public Serwvice, and the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
These are all cooperating agencies in the preparation
of the draft EIS.

That was a lot, so what you need to remember
for this hearing is, one, comments received on the draft
EIS will be included in the final EIS, and we will
respond in the document to the comments receiwved. Two,
comments expressed at one of our hearings or provided to
us by email or letter will be considered equally.

Three, the comment period for the draft EIS closes on

December 16th, 2013.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEFROD

U.S. Department of Energy

P-69

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

12

13

14

15

la

17

18

18

20

21

22

10

I will now turn this over to your other
hearing's officer, Jodi McDonald, from the U.5. Army
Corps of Engineers.

MS. MCDOMALD: Thank you, Brian. Good
afterncon. I am Jodi McDonald. I'm Chief of the
Regulatory Branch for the New York District Army Corps
of Engineers. I will be the presiding officer on behalf
of the Corps at today's hearing.

The Corps of Engineers is here today to
obtain information and evidence and ensure coverage of
core concerns, to assist in the regulatory rewview of a
permit application by Champlain Hudson Power Express,
Incorporated for the installation and construction of a
336-mile power cable from the Canadian border through
the waters of the United States, including wetlands, as
well as Lake Champlain, the Hudson River, Harlem River,
and East Riwver. The U.S. Department of Energy as led
Federal agency will make a decision whether to i=ssue a
presidential permit to allow the border crossing to
facilitate the operation of this power cable.

The Corps of Engineers is neither a proponent

for nor an opponent of the proposed work. Our role is
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to determine whether the proposed actiwvity-- in this
case, the installation of a power line in waters of the
United States -- is in the overall public interest.
This hearing will play an important part in that
determination.

Please understand that we do not expect to
answer questions from the dais in this hearing related
ta the proposal as we are here to obtain information and
to receiwve your comments. Questions onour regulatory
process in general can ke directed to my staff member
who's in the audience today. June, if you would raise
your hand.

The HNew York District has issued a public
notice for this project with the comment period closing
on December l6th, which is the same closing date as the
draft EIS. That public notice is currently posted on
our Mew York District website. The website address is
WWW.nan.usace.army.mil, as in "military." We do hawve
some copies of that public notice awailable on our —-- on
the registration table as well. If yodre not currently
on our public notice email distribution list and would

like to receive an emaill announcement for future public
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1 notices from my office, please provide your email
2 address to one of the staff members at the registration
3 takle. Thank you.
4 MS. SMITH: Yeah. Again for the folks that
5 are by the door, if you want —- we need to create some
B space back by the doors. So please find a seat 1if you
7 will and =it in the audience with us.
8 MS. MCDONALD: There are seats.
g MS. SMITH: Yeah, there are definitely seas
10 to the left of the room. We do want you to stay.
11 MS. MCDONALD: Are we ready?
12 ME. MILLS: We're ready.
13 MS. MCDCMALD: Should I bang the gavel?
14 MR. MILLS: Yes, bang the gavel, and we'll
15 call these first speakers.
le MS. MCDOMALD: We don't usually —-- do you
17 usually do Fledge of Allegiance?
18 ME. MILLS: We don't, but we can.
19 MS. MCDOMALD: I don't have a problem with
20 dit.
21 ME. MILLS: Let's -- do you want to lead it?
22 MS. MCDCOMALD: We'wve had a request to do the
Alderson Court Reporting
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1 Fledge of Allegiance, =so if you would all stand, please.

2 (Pledge of Allegiance.)

3 MS. MCDONALD: Thank you.

4 MS. SMITH: Thank you.

5 (Pounding of gawvel.)

4] MS. MCDOMNALD: We're going to begin the

7 hearing right now. Mr. Mills will call the first

B speaker.

9 ME. MILLS: UDouglas Jobson
10 ME. JOBSOM: Good evening, everyone, ladies
11 and gentlemen. Locals of -- members of Local 754 and,

12 you, the members of the Department of Energy and the

13 Army Corps of Engineers, I'd like to thank wyou for

14 coming to our community tonight to hear our concerns.
15 I rise in opposition of this line, and I will
16 explain to you why. I know there's another unionized
17 group in the county that is in favor of this because

18 it's going to bring some work to their membership, and I
104-01: The proposed CHPE Project would result in an estimated
average of 300 direct construction jobs and approximately 26
104.01 direct, full-time employees during the operational phase in addition
21 nor environmental benefit to the Town of Stony Pointto to indirect or induced jobs in other industries (see Section 2.6.18 of
22  allow this line to begin in another nation north of us the EIS). Installation of the transmission cable would also avoid
impacts on the Haverstraw Bay Significant Coastal Fish and
Wildlife Habitat (SCFWH) that contains important habitat for
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species.

18 respect their view on that. But I have to rise in

20 opposition to this, and I feel that there is no economic

Alderson Court Reporting
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1 in Canada to come through out backyard and end up in the 104-01
2 five boroughs where it's going to ed.
3 Owver time, if you listen to what's been said
4 and you understand what's going on here, I don't
5 understand why we should be plavyed, a =small community,
4] with sensitive things, such as Revolutionary War
T cemeteries, marinas, waterways, environmental concerns
B that should really be heard out totally before this
9 takes place and this thing could be pushed through. The
10 problem with things like this is they're never put to a
11 public referendum because you know the way the public
12 would wote. It would easily be voted down. So it's
13  brought this way, which I think i=s bad for our
14 community.
15 I don't think that after what this community
16 went through with divestiture of ocur assets —-- we had
17 two perfectly good power plants in our back yard here
1B forever and ever, amen, and all of a sudden—-
19 (Applause.)
20 ME. JOBSCN: -- overnight people had to -- we
21 had to basically auction them off and the local utility

22 had to sell their means of production. They had to sell
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these companies and form two smaller companies out of
it. Horrible from day one. They bring people up from
right-to-work States down south, one of the outfits that

bought it. They hire people for a slashed wage. They

learn everything they can from these people, and they
turn around and fire them after they drain all the
information and the years of experience that they hawve
from these people.

There's no benefit for us. With terrorism
and all the things that go on in this Nation today that
we see and throughout the world,

why would you want to

put a power line with the on and off switch in a foreign

country's hands in Canada, north of us, to control —104-02
something that's going to come through our State and our
backyard? There's no real rational reason for it. And
it's unfortunate that it has come to this. I washoping
the idea for this would never get off the ground. a

It's bad economically. It's bad N
envirommentally. There's going to be no major job
creation long term out of this. &nd I just don't feel —104-03

that there's any grabbing rationale that we'd let this

go forward. I would —-- wish that the Public Serwvice

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

104-02: Comment noted. The proposed CHPE Project would be a
merchant transmission facility that would provide electricity,
primarily generated in Canada from hydroelectric and wind
sources, to the New York City metropolitan area.

104-03: See response to Comments 104-01 and 104-02.
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Comment 105

18
Commission when they do rewiew this, I wish they would
choose not to go forward and deny this permit. Thank
you.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Thomas Basile?

ME. BASILE: Good evening. From my time at
EPFA in Washington and working for the Department of
Defense, I'wve had the opportunity to work with the DoE
and the Army Corps for -- on a number of occasions. We
appreciate your professionalism, and we appreciate you
being here tonight.

I also rise in opposition to this line. It
is wery clear that from cross border conversations that
have happened between the State and the Federal
government that there is an interest in increasing
hydroelectric power into the United States. But you
need to know that if the Federal govermment backs this
project in any way, that people of the Town of Stony
Point and Rockland County will fight in the courts and
in the court of public opinion to prevent this cable and
the others that will likely follow it from coming on

shore here in our historic town.
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105-01: Comment noted.
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e 105-02: The Haverstraw Bay Alignment, under which the
1 If CHPE is to proceed, it should be routed transmission line would have continued in the Hudson River
through the bay rather than transition to land from Stony Point to
105-02 Clarkstown, was initially proposed by the Applicant in its 2010
3 slated to run for hundreds of miles, bypassing every Presidential permit application as identified in Section 2.5.1 of the
4 other town along its route except this one. The EIS. However, as a result of negotiations during the NYSPSC
Article VII process, it was not included in the Joint Proposal or in
the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project because
6 through the territorial waters of the United States. Haverstraw Bay contains important habitat for ESA-listed fish
7 But in the Town of Stony Point where you are standing, SpeCiES. Avoidance of the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH would also
comply with conditions developed in coordination with the New
York State Department of State (NYSDOS) to make the proposed
8 the people of this town. CHPE Project compliant with the New York State Coastal
10 There is no conclusive evidence or convincing | Management Program. Therefore, this previously proposed
component of the route is not now part of the proposed CHPE
Project route as approved in the NYSPSC Certificate.

2 through the Hudson River bed where it is currently

5 presidential permit i=s to allow a cable line to come

B it comes on land, and that would be a grave injustice to

11 evidence that the cable will adversely impact the

12 river's ecosystem adjacent to here in Stony Point as

105-03: Haverstraw Bay contains important habitat for ESA-listed

13 s) dt wher lse. And let tell - 105-03 . . . .

PRPOSES T GRYNRSRS S5, ARG Serme wens ven fish species. It was determined through the Joint Proposal process
14 something. I've always been of the opinion that the that impacts from the proposed CHPE Project could be greater in
15 needs of people be considered the higher purpose and the HaVGI’StI’aW Bay SCFWH than e|seWhel’e |n the HUdSOﬂ Rlvel’

(see EIS Sections 2.3 and 5.3.5).

16 pricrity than those of fish.

17 This is not about nimbyism, it's not about 105-04: The Applicant and 13 signatory parties submitted the Joint

Proposal to the NYSPSC in February 2012. The Joint Proposal

reflected route and project changes that resulted from negotiations

19 It's about the lives of the people of this town, its with state agencies and stakeholder organizations pursuant to the

20 economic future, and the jobs for local area residents. NYSPSC Article VII Certificate review prOCeSS for the pijeCt-

The proposed CHPE Project route analyzed in the Draft EIS

reflected the route approved by NYSPSC in the Certificate granted

in April 2013. Property owners would receive just compensation

from the Applicant for use of a portion of their property for the

transmission line right-of-way (ROW). It is anticipated that

T der _ L easements negotiated with private landowners would be bilateral

: erson Court Reporting . . .

1-800-FOR-DEPO easements in which the Applicant and landowner mutually agree to

the easement provisions. However, the NYSPSC has authorized
the use of eminent domain for the Applicant to obtain limited
easements or leases for the transmission line ROW in areas outside
of the roadway and railroad ROWs if negotiations with private
landowners are not successful.

18 opposing progress, and this is not political in any way.

21 According to the most recent route maps, the
105-04

22 land-based route through Stony Point will require CHFPE
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1 to pursue eminent domain or condemnation against A
2 homeowners and other private and commercial entities - 105-04
3 across the town to accommodate a 5G-foot deviation zone .
4 for the cable. The number of jobs that would be created—o
5 by this project are alsco highly suspect, but this i=s one
¢ thing that is ebsolutely clear. The number of jobs that 105-05: See response to Comment 104-01. There is no evidence
7 are created by this project, if any, would have the - 105-05  that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of
8 effect of killing, by my calculation, at least 1,000 EXiStingjObS.
9 local jobs, particularly in the construction trades, but
10 alsoc in engineering, retail, and facility management.
11 The Town of Stony Point is currently advancing an
12 economic development program and a Sandy recovery
13 strategy that will rewvitalize our community anddrive
14 hundreds of million dollars' worth of investment capital
15 to this town and also produce revenue —- millions of
le dollars in revenue to make this town more affordable and
17 sustainable to the future. 105-06: The terrestrial portion of the transmission line would be
18 Let me be clear. Should CHPE be allowed to | underground along the general perimeter of properties and not

visible; therefore, its presence generally would not result in a
detriment to private property values. Easement payments to
landowners would compensate landowners for any access or use
21 of hundreds of town residents, costing residents restrictions placed on private properties and would offset any
22 millions in personal wealth, be affected, the potential impacts on property values. The Applicant would also
pay for any land restoration costs associated with conditions that
might exist after construction or any emergency repairs that might
be required. See Section 5.3.18 of the EIS for the discussion of
atderson ourt Eeporting property values within the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River
Segment. See response to Comment 106-03 regarding impacts on
future economic development in Stony Point.

19 come on land, not only will dozens of residential

20 properties be adversely affected and the property wvalues L105-06
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aforementioned commercial projects and the ancillary
economic development derived may not be possible. The
route and the deviation zone will scar the landscape of
this town through its most wital areas, leaving a trail
of human and economic wreckage in its wake.

Take this message back to General Bostick and
take it back to the Secretary, please. Do not
underestimate the amount of opposition to this cable
being brought on land in Stony Point and in Rockland
County. You want your cross-border hydroelectric? I
think I can probably live with that. But put the cable
in the river where it belongs, and do not underestimate
our ability or our willingness to fight this proposed
route. Jobs will ke lost, personal wealth will be lost,
economic development will be stifled, and the damage
will be irreparable. We will not permit this
discrimination,
be perpetrated against the people of this town. Thank

you very much.

(Applause.)
MR. MILLS: Geoffrey Finn?
MR. FIMMN: Thank you. Geocffrey Finn

Alderson Court Reporting
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- 105-06

and we will not permit this injustice to

—105-07

— 105-08

105-07: Installation of the transmission cables in the terrestrial
portion of the Hudson River Segment (i.e., buried configuration
along the CSX Transportation (CSX) railroad ROW in the
communities of Stony Point and Haverstraw, and the U.S. Route
9W ROW in Clarkstown) would avoid impacts on the Haverstraw
Bay SCFWH (see EIS Section 5.3.5). Haverstraw Bay contains
important habitat for ESA-listed fish species. Avoidance of the
Haverstraw Bay SCFWH would also comply with conditions
developed by NYSDOS to make the proposed CHPE Project
compliant with the New York State Coastal Management Program.

105-08: See response to Comment 104-01. There is no evidence
that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of
existing jobs or negatively impact economic development.
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20
Supervisor, Town of Stony Point. We'wve had tkse
meetings. I'm glad to see this room packed here
tonight, and I see a lot of 754 members here as well. I
used to be a 754 member. My father is a SByear
member, S0 ——

(Bpplause.)

MER. FIMMN: That being said, I represent the
people of Stony Point. I'm not sure that this will
create jobs for 754. This will create for Canadians,
people north of Albany and whatnot. We want to create
our own energy right here. That's how we can put our
people back to work. Let's put our Stony Pointers or
Rockland County emplovees --

(Applause.)

ME. FINM: Let's put our people from New York
back to work. BAnd we can do that by creating ocur own
energy here. We had a Lovett site. It's torn down.
It's a piece of grass right now. It's doing nothing
except —— well, I'll get into that in a minute. We can
create our own energy right here —— Haverstraw or Stony
Point, and put everyone back to work.

I was in a deli this morning. I'll giwve an

Alderson Court Reporting
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- 106-01

106-02

106-01: Comment noted. Employment in Canada is outside the
scope of the EIS.

106-02: Comment noted. Analyzing additional electrical
generation in southeastern New York State to meet increasing
demand was not within the scope of the EIS. The purpose of the
EIS is to analyze the environmental impacts of granting a
Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project. Also see
response to Comment 107-03. As noted, the proposed CHPE
Project would not prevent the development of other projects.
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example. We just signed a contract with Tappan Zee
Bridge Constructors for a staging area here in Stony
Foint. We have a vacant piece of land where our Lowvett

site used to stand. B2And right now, we have probably

about 30 to 40 people on the grounds up there. Let's
have that trickle-down effect.

I'm in the deli this morning. I got smeone
in front of me ordering about 30 to 40 =andwiches, 30 to
40 cups of coffee. That all trickles down and helps all

our local businesses. We bring people to work in our

town. They will help each and every one of us. They'll
help our taxpayers. They'll help cur tax-- businesses
that are paving top dollars here in Stony Point. That's
what we need.

This will also affect many other
opportunities we have here. We're talking about
waterfront property with about 100 condos and two
waterfront restaurants that this line will run right
through. That will probably stop that project. We're
also looking at a half a billion dollar green energy
plant right here in Stony Point. This line runs right

through that. Those are millions of dollars in business

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

—106-03

106-03: The proposed CHPE Project would generally follow the
perimeter of existing marinas in Stony Point and would not
preclude redevelopment associated with these marinas.
Redevelopment of the marinas has been added to the cumulative
impacts analysis in Section 6.1 of the Final EIS. Given its location,
the proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the development of
these projects. There is no known reasonably foreseeable future
“green energy plant” proposed for Stony Point. As of March 2013,
a waste-to-energy gasification plant (Stony Point Waste to Energy
Project), which was proposed by MBC Contractors, Inc., to be
located on Holt Drive just north of the Haverstraw-Stony Point
border, has been withdrawn by the developers.
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that we can generate here in Stony Point, in Rockland
106-03
County, in MWew York. MNot MNew Mexico, sir, New York.
And that's what we need to do.
And we cannot jeopardize this by allowing
this line to come here. It's an extension cord. That's
all it i=s, a 330-mile extension cord coming from Canada

all the way to Queens. We don't need it. We don't want -106-04  106-04

it. We can put our own people back to work here. And

we may be a small town, but we're going to be loud. I
know Susan has been leading the pack on this for a long
time, the Casscles.

(Applause.)

ME. FINM: But we're not going to sit down
and be quiet about this. We're going to make sure we're
heard, and we would appreciate if you guys would respect
the people of Stony Point, the people of Rockland
County, and get these people back to work right here in
our town. Thanks.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Are there any other elected
officials who wish to speak?

(No response.)

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

: Comment noted.
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Comment 107

23

ME. MILLS: Annie Wilson?

MS. WILSON: ©Okay. Hi, good evening. I'm
Annie Wilson, and I work with the Wew York Environmental
Justice Project in the city, and generally, we serve the
disenfranchised and underserwved populations, and I hawve
been involwved in this process since its beginning. And
I would like to bring several issues to your attention
tonight and will follow up with written comments by due
date.

First of all, would it be possible to extend
the comment period by at least 45 to 180 days given the
volume of review and the expertise needed for both the
Department of Energy, EIS, and the U.S5. Corpsof
Engineer materials? It's a lot to demand competent
review in such little time.

There are many details which I cannot cover
here tonight. But, for example, the threemile
extension in Queens, which was not part of your initial
review by the State Public Service Commission and
certificate that was issued in April of this past year.

Wouldn't that require some kind of amended application

by the developer back to the State-- back to the State? |

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

107-01: DOE extended the comment period on the Draft EIS for
-107-01  an additional 30 days until January 15, 2014. All comments
received are addressed in the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3).

107-02: The Draft EIS and the NYSPSC process included analysis
of the approximate 3-mile Astoria to Rainey interconnection (see

| 107.02 Section 2.4.1 of the EIS) and, therefore, would not require an
amended application.
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It seems to be appropriate. BAnd I think this needs to
be one of the top priorities as a next step for this
process.

I would like to address specifically for
tonight because the jobs issue is obwviously wvery, very,
very relevant, and the fact that there are =o little
jobs -- long-term jobs created by this cable of a
thousand megawatts into Queens. The jobs are in Canada;
they're not here in Wew York. This project displaces
Wew York jobs. MNew York City, for example, has gquite a
kit of program for 5,000 megawatts of potential solar
roofs. The State has a SunShot Program. There's plenty
of potential here in Stony Point and issues with other
power suppliers that are being disregarded as a supply
option.

And I will cite Section 7.2 in the-- what is
the summary document? Past sentences state that the
"DoE has determined that conservation and demand
reduction measure alternatives alone is not a reasonable
alternative, and, therefore, not addressed further in
the EIS." This decision is based on the New York State

2009 Energy Plan. There has been the Governor's-- what

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

—107-03

—107-04

107-03: See response to Comment 104-01. The proposed CHPE
Project would not prevent the development of other projects,
energy-related or otherwise.

107-04: Comment noted. The proposed CHPE Project route is
within an area designated as the Mid-Atlantic Area National
Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric
Transmission Corridors. Also see response to Comment 103-01
regarding economic impacts of the proposed CHPE Project.
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Comment 108

25
is known as the Energy Highway Plan. There hawve been
other initiatives. BAnd certainly the Department of
Energy needs to review what are —— what is the existing
potential at this time and other programs that exist in
the State of New York.

The national interest determination by the

Department of State needs to look at the economic

reasons to oppose this project. This project is not in
the national interest. Thank you very much.
(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Dean Tamburri? Dean Tamburri?

(Applause.)

ME. TAMBURRI: Good evening, everyone. My
name is Dean Tamburri. I am in favor of this project.
The company TDI has committed to using local labor.
They have committed to using trained lakbor. We,
Laborer's Local 17 and Laborer's Local 754, have trained
hundreds of construction workers anywhere from OSHA 30,
HRFMAT, asbestos, currently working with Orange and
FRockland on the downed power lines for emergency
services.

We have —— currently have hundreds of members

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

—107-04

108-01

108-01: Comment noted.
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at the United States Military Academy, DEP projects, HNew
Bridge, Beacon Bridge, Tappan Zee Bridge. These jobs
are for the construction workers who have suffered for
=0 many years without projects. They're going to be
great paying jobs for them and their families with
benefits.

We believe that the —— this is going to be
built and we're going to be a part of it. And we would
like to ask at this point is that ewveryone on all
projects would support local building trades on all the
projects and help them out as well. Thank you.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Susan?

MS. FILGUERAS: Me?

MR. MILLS: Yes.

MS., FILGUERAS: Susan Filgueras. I live here
in the Town of Stony Point, and, yes, I have headed the
opposition to this. But first, let me acknowledge all
of the men here in orange tonight, and thank wou for
coming out and supporting your union and yourselwes.

What bothers me and what is, I find, very

frightening is that as I read through these documents,

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEFROD
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27
there are 26 jobs, and labor will be imported because it
is specialized. And I will continue, but I want you to
know that I appreciate, I sympathize, and I want you to
go to work. I want you to go to work six days a week,
eight hours a day, maybe 10 for two hours' overtime. I
want you working. But I want you working building the
Bowline and the Lovett and power here in New York State
in Rockland County. But thank you, gentlemen.

(Applause.)

M5, FILGUERAS: MNow, onto the harder stuff.
I am going to ask tonight fora 180-day extension on
this process for the following reasons. We have ken
frantically trying to clear through well over 3,000
pages of material. B&And we are not utility specialists.
We are not all of you folks, and thank you, thank you
for being here. We are trying to understand what this
mammoth process is that is going teo tear through our
county. We need that extension.

Added to that, I tried to confirm this
meeting here at this facility tonight. I called and
asked for the DoE Champlain Hudson Fower Express

meeting. What? We don't have one of those meetings.

BAlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEED

—109-02

109-01: See response to comment 104-01. Some specialized jobs
might require bringing in trade experts from elsewhere in New
York State or from some other location.

109-02: See response to Comment 107-01. In addition,
appropriate notifications were provided about the public hearing in
Stony Point (see EIS Appendix P). The notification letter
submitted with the Draft EIS to the mailing list in EIS Appendix E
also announced the public hearings, the details for which were
posted on the CHPE EIS Web site (http://www.chpexpresseis.org).
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I'll ke right down. &nd as I came down, we had to
literally call the manager at home to call somebody else
to get it —- to figure out that this was the Champlain
Hudson Power Express-Department of Energy DEIS hearing.

Feople didn't know.

Added to that, we have a Hispanic population.

I have not seen Hispanic outreach. &And if this project
-— there are =six different maps or I'wve lost count of

how many there are -- goes through some of the low lying
areas in Stony Point, they will go clear through a

fairly substantial population. Haverstraw, the back end

of Hudson Avenue, is Hispanic, yet noHispanic outreach

has been done. Typically through this process, the
Champlain Hudson Power Express has shown nothing but
contempt for the people of Rockland County. I am askng
for a l80-day extension.
Added to that, I alsoc sent to the Hew York ]
State Public Service Commission the following: "This
notice is to inform you that the trajectory for the
Champlain Hudson Power Express has been extended by
three miles from 333 to 336, depending on which document

yvou read. At the end -- and it ends at the Ravenswood

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

- 108-02

—109-03

—109-04

109-03: DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public
about the availability of the EIS and the planned public hearings
(see response to Comment 109-02). No special accommodation
requests were received by DOE in advance of the hearings,
including anything associated with the Hispanic populations in the
area.

109-04: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line terminates
at the Rainey Substation, which was addressed in the EIS (see
response to Comment 107-02). There have been no changes to the
proposed CHPE Project, including no proposal to terminate the
transmission line at the Ravenswood Generating Station.

For Comments 109-05 through 109-08 and their responses, see the
pages following Comment 130.
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1 Generating Station owned by TransCanada. Does this

2 significant change require a review by the HNew York 109-04
3 State Public Service Commission, or will an amended

4 application be required?" I'we gone through the

5 document=s. I'm not =aying it's not there. It has ended
4] at each point at Rainey. The maps show it ends at

T Ravenswood, so I have asked the New York State Public

B Service Commission officially for clarification on that.
9 I need to =it down. I didn't finish.

10 (Applause.)

11 MS. SMITH: Please submit the written

12 comments to us so that we have all of those.

13 MS. FILGUERAS: So that you know, I'll hawve

14 written comments.

15 MS. SMITH: Okay, great.

le ME. MILLS: Frank Collins?

17 MF. COLLIER: Collier.

1B MR. MILLS: (Collier, gotcha.

18 ME. COLLIER: Good evening. Frank Ceollier of
20 the Town of Stony Point. Thank you all very much for
21 having this meeting.
22 A couple of things that caught my eye in this

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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30
-— in this EIS is the economic impact on ocur town. Now,
as this thing has been wending its way through, we'we
had meetings here in town. We see that there is-- it's

going to come down the railroad, but there's going to be
a deviation zone off here so they can kind of fit it all
in as they need. The deviation zone goes into private
property, so the deviation zone will probably take this
private property by eminent domain. So it will affect a

number of people in Stony Point, like the Casscles, the

Beckerles. One other -- a large organization in Stomwy
Point is going to put in this gasification plant that
was talked about before. That's not been considered. I
don't believe there has been any consideration for the
economic impact on our town of what's coming through. .
Wow, when this -- when this deviation zone
comes through, there are other companies out there now
in the wings who waiting to come through with their
extension cord from Canada, and they're going to come
down, and they're going to have to either stay in a
deviation zone or alongside it. So thi=s i=going to
expand and expand and expand. What you will allow with

this is will become magnified in the future. So we

—110-01

—110-02

—110-03

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

110-01: See response to Comment 105-04.

110-02: Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative
impacts from other past, current, and future activities when
combined with the proposed CHPE Project. There are no known
reasonably foreseeable future “gasification plants” proposed for
Rockland County, New York. As of March 2013, a waste-to-
energy gasification plant (Stony Point Waste to Energy Project),
which was proposed by MBC Contractors, Inc., to be located on
Holt Drive just north of the Haverstraw-Stony Point border, has
been withdrawn by the developers.

110-03: Comment noted. The potential cumulative impacts from
the proposed CHPE Project when combined with other projects,
including transmission system projects, are discussed in Section 6.1
of the EIS.
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Comment 111

31
really have to pay attention to what that's going to be. 110-03
So I would ask you to please take a look at that.

2nd again, I'd like to thank you for the
union guys that are here. I'd like to see you bring an
American company building an American power plant in
Stony Point for Americans to work in. Thank you.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Steven Wright?

ME. REICH: Good evening, everybody. My name
is Steven Reich. I'm the Business Manager for the
Laborers. I represent a lot of these orange guys. And
we absolutely hear everything you guys are saying, and
actunally in the beginning we were not fully supportive
of this whole thing. But as time has gone by, we got to
put men to work. We'we seen Bowline 3 stall. We'we
seen, vyou know, Lovett stall. We'we seen the energy
highway just blah. TDI, they talked to our
international people, signed an agreement, made an
agreement to use local union laborers on this part of
this. We had the agreement =signed. &And we agreed to

support them.

After looking at —- what we can tell from the }111-01 111-01: See response to Comment 109-05.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD
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DEIS and from what we =see in general, the wvast majority
of it is on already established rights-of-way. There is 111-01
some deviations, like the gentleman before me said, and
those definitely have to be dealt with. I wasn't able
to read fast enough to see --

SPEAEER: (Off audio.)

ME. REICH: I'm not saying —-- it has changed
the route. The route has changed. But we-- in general
we see this as one part of the overall thing, and we

would like to see this in combination with Bowline 3 and

-— or whether it be Tompkins Cove, because the energy,

as we all know, 1is going to be needed in the next 20, —-111-02  111-02: Comment noted.

40, 80, BO years. So just to have -- and we definitely
want home generation. But to have one part of our
energy source at least as an outlet from Canada, who--

I don't consider them our enemies. I don't think it's a

bad thing.

S50 overall, we're with you guys in Zony
Point. Many of my members live here. I mean, we —-—
Morth Rockland i= here. I mean, we are North Rockland,
we really are. And we understand your concerns. We

alsoc have members that would treat this place like they

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD
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33
1 live here because they do.
2 S0 however this thing turns out, either way,
3 we're together, all right? Thanks.
4 (Applause.)
5 ME. MILLS: Wellington Casscles?
4] MER. CASSCLES: ©Okay. Wellington Casscles is
7 my name. I live at 69 Beech Road. I'we liwved there all
B my life. I come in this evening -- I have some maps in
9 the back of the room, the terrestrial maps. The ones

10 yvou guys got back there are from 2012, They'wve been

11 changed four times since then. Mr. Jessome came to town
12 in February with a new set of maps. I don't think you

13 guys got them.

14 But going by the maps that you do have, Stony ]
15 Point has about two miles worth of railrocadright-of-

le way. OCut of that two miles, this project is going to be
-112-01  112-01: See response to Comments 105-04 and 109-05.

17 in the right-of-way seven-tenths of a mile. The rest of

18 it is town, county, private property that they're going

19 to have to take eminent domain.
20 We'we got, like they =aid, the gasification
21 plant and condos at the end of the street where I am.

22 If we lose those two, we're going to lose our whole tax

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-93



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

34
base, and there ain't nobody in this townthat will be
able to afford to live here.

This project does nothing for Stony Polint but
carve a path through. Like they said before, there's
six or seven other outfits out there waiting for this.
If this gets approved, you can't stop then. The
deviation is always going to be even longer, okay?

Back in June, Mr. Jessome was here. I gave
him a set of gquestions I needed answers, and they're
just simple questions: how big are the reels of cable,
how much does it weigh per foot, howdo you plan on
getting it here. To this day, I =still haven't got an
answer. Tonight he says he's going to send a guy to my
house. We'll =see.

Ckay. As far as the labor union, hey, I'm
pulling for you. I used to belong to IBEW's 363. This-
job is only going to be in Stony Point or Rod&land
County for six months tops. They're coming through and - 11202 112-02: Comment noted
they're gone. Build a power house, you go five years

plus, plus the people that are going to be here.

(Applause.)

ME. CASSCLES: PFlus the people who are going

Rlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DERO

. See response to Comment 109-05.
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to be here afterwards running the place. Yeah,

everybody's got a right to work.

guys go out and fight for a fiveyear job versus a four

month jobk. You got the bridge and everything else going
right now. Get behind us on this, and we'll see what we
can do.

Worst case, put it back in the damn river.

The DEC =says we can't eat the fish.
(Applause.)

ME. CASSCLES: But in the meantime we're
trying to protect the fish that we can't eat, you knowy
in Cornwall where the sturgeons spawn. They spawn in
Cornwall so they're going to work around that time of
the year. They won't work around it for Haverstraw
because nothing spawns there. They spawn up above and
they come back into Haverstraw. Well, while they're

spawning, why don't we do the Haverstraw end of it?

After they're done spawning, do the other half. Thank
You.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: FERebecca Casscles?

M5, CASSCLES: Rebecca Casscles, 69 Beech

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

I would rather =ee you

—-112-03

112-03: Haverstraw Bay is a major spawning, nursery, and
overwintering area for various estuarine fish species. Depending
on the location of the saltwater/freshwater interface in the Hudson
River, the majority of the spawning of Atlantic sturgeon occurs in
Haverstraw Bay northward to Coxsackie (see Section 3.3.5 of the
EIS). During the NYSPSC Article VI process that culminated in
the Joint Proposal, New York State agencies (including the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation [NYSDEC]
and NYSDOS) required that the proposed transmission line avoid
Haverstraw Bay in accordance with conditional concurrence of the
proposed CHPE Project with the New York State Coastal
Management Program (CMP).

For Comment 112-04 and its response, see the pages following
Comment 130.
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Road. Please pardon my back. I think you labor
gentlemen are going to be interested in knowing that TDI
iz a wholly owned company by the Blackstone Group. This
is the company that —- with the financial adviscrs for
the Mirant Company before, during, and after the
bankruptcy. The wvery company that wants to hire you is
the company that put two of our power plants out of
business, took them offline, ockay?

[Applause.)

MS. CASSCLES: My husband spoke about the
deviation zone. TDI is goling to give Rockland County 7
for 7.66 miles, $796,640 a year. Meanwhile, the houses
—-— one house along the rail line, not all the oneeighth
of a mile, which, by the way, they're going to be able

to take. We're losing a million dollars a year in

~ 113-01

revenue. If this goes through, I am going to file for a |
tax reduction because my home will not be worth what it
normally is.

I'm also going to quote from the Public
Service Commission decision of April 18th, 2013.
"Eminent domain will be used." It has to be used, it

must be used to make this go through.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

113-01: Private landowners would be compensated for use of their
land to bury the transmission line and, if appropriate, to offset a
potential reduction in property values. It is possible that municipal
tax revenues from property taxes could also change; however, such
changes would be expected to be minimal. It also is likely that any
such change would be more than offset by the estimated $800,000
tax revenue to Rockland County from the proposed CHPE Project
(see Section 5.3.18 of the EIS).
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37 113-02: The source of power to be transmitted through the

1 Production cost analysis. The only ones that | proposed CHPE PrOjeCt is outside the scope of the EIS. During
preparation of this EIS, DOE considered other reasonable

alternatives to the CHPE Project (see Section 2.5 of the EIS), but

2  will capture any type of money from this will ke

3 captured by the applicants, their financial backers, ultimately eliminated these alternatives from further detailed
4 and/or users of the facility. Jobs-- listen carefully, analysis. The alternatives considered included route alignments,
5 gentlemen and ladies. "The applicant's evidence on job upland transmission routes, conservation and demand reduction

_ _ _ measures, use of HVAC vs. HVDC technology, and various
6 creation was incomplete in a fundamental way," page 3. M302 jniec0nnection and converter station alternatives. The purpose of
7 Also on page 3, "The record is void on the critical the proposed CHPE Project is to deliver power into the New York
B guestion of whether these jobs would be offset or more Clty metmpoman area electrical market; therEforea no other

generation sources, such as conventional generating facilities, were
considered as alternatives.

9 than coffset by the jobs displaced at the conventional

10 generating facilities that will not" -- will not -- "be ) A L. .

B _ The NYSPSC reviewed the jobs analysis in its Certificate and

11 built as a consequence. . found that the jobs analysis was but one factor and had no positive

12 Transmission corridor developers, page 19 and or negative weight in its decision to issue the Certificate. Also see

13 74, "Will the approval CHPE set a precedent" -- pardon ] response to Comment 104-01.

14 me -—- "for the approval of future transmission lines?" | 44493 113-03: See response to Comment 110-03.

15 The answer is yes because there's already other 113-04: Comment noted. See response to Comment 110-02.

16 companies out there waiting. Green power — "At no timel 113-05: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be

17 does the PSC decision confirm the percentage of green - 113-04 designed to avoid impaCtS when CrOSSing EXiSting Utlllty Iines,

18 power. Fracking will be used to install the _ including natural gas pipelines, through utility crossing agreements
} 113-056  developed in consultation with utility providers. In underwater

1% transmission line." MNo environmental impact statement =5 CrOSSingS the transmission cables would be buried or laid on the

20 was done for the land installation for Rockland County, surface of the bottom of the water bOdy over the existing Utlllty and

21 nome. I'd like to know why not. Everybody else has to | 1000 protective coverings would be installed. Terrestrial underground

utility crossings would be assessed to determine whether open

- trenching or a trenchless method (i.e., horizontal directional drilling
(HDD) technology, horizontal boring, or pipe jacking) would be
appropriate (see EIS Section 2.4.3). Hydraulic fracturing, or

Alderson Court Eeporting fracking, would not be used during the installation process.
1-B00-FOR-DEPO

22 do it.

113-06: The EIS addressed and analyzed potential impacts
associated with installation of the proposed CHPE Project
transmission line along the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River
Segment (see EIS Section 5.3).
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The Ramapo Fault Line. CHPE will cross over

the fault line. What are the consequences for us?

Evacuation plans. I live right next to the CSX rails.

Who's going to be responsible for developing an

evacuation plan, which, by the way, ladies and

gentlemen, is a Federal mandate. WNational security.

Who's going to protect us if this line goes through?

Taxes. How do we recoup the lost rewvenue for

the devaluation of our properties should the CHFE

transmission, in fact, ke built? One million dollars

today, $796,640 yearly from TDI. That's going to be

divided by PRockland County, the towns that are involved

in this, as well as the school district. It means each

one of these entities, if they're lucky, will get

$222,000 a year, not a million, $222,000.

2nd finally, this forces New York Gty's
dependence on foreign produced electric. I say BEmerican

jobs for American people. Let's build power plants.

(Applause.)
ME. MILLS: Hayley Carlock?
MS. CARLOCE: Good evening. My name is

Hayley Carlock, and I am the environmental advocacy

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

— 113-07

— 113-08

- 113-09

113-07: During a seismic event, which would be rare, it is possible
that damage to the transmission line could be sustained; however,
seismic events in the Hudson River Segment have a low potential
for damage (see Section 5.3.9 of the EIS). Health and safety risks,
including the potential for terrorism, were analyzed in the EIS (see
Section 5.3.14), but are unpredictable. Most of the project
infrastructure is underwater or underground and the risk from
terrorism activity would be no greater than aboveground
transmission lines.

113-08: See response to Comment 113-01.

113-09: Comment noted. See response to Comment 103-02.

For Comments 113-10 through 113-13 and their responses, see the
pages following Comment 130.
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Comment 114

1 attorney with Scenic Hudson. Scenic Hudson is a nom
2 profit group which works to protect and restore the
3 Hudson River and is the largest envirommental group
4 focused on the Hudson River Valley.

5 I participated in the Department of Energy

4] scoping statement hearing back over three years ago now,
7 and came there with =erious concerns about the impacts
B of installing a cable within the Hudson River estuary.

9 And around the same time, Scenic Hudson became involved

10 with the Public Service Commission Article 7 siting
11 proceeding.

12 However, after two years plus of living and
13 breathing this project up in Albany, we achiewved

14 significant improvements to the route, and after

15 commissioning an expert report by ESS Group, which
16 detailed the potential environmental impact of the
17 project, and, of course, through our own review, we
18 concluded that the impacts to the estuary would be
1% minimal and were ocutweighed by the benefits of the
20 project as long as certain conditions were met.

21 We were pleased to see the project route

22 changed to avoid sensitive areas in the Hudson River,

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

- 114-01

114-02

114-01: Comment noted.

114-02: Comment noted.
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including Haverstraw Bay. The route as it is in the EIS
avoids directly transiting 12 out of the 17 significant
coastal fish and wildlife hakitats in the estuary. And | 114-02
in areas where it will be transiting the Hudson Riwver,
there are exclusion zones of particularly sensitive
areas where cable installation will be avoided.

In addition, the cables would ke buried to
the maximum depth achievable, expected to be at least
six feet below the sediment water interface, except in
limited areas where there's bedrock or debris where it
may hawve to be covered, and they'll also be installed - 114-03 114-03
vertically on top of one another, which both minimizes
the heat from the cables and as well pretty much ends up

in the magnetic field cancelling out. Underwater cable

installation activities would be limited to certain -
times of the year to aveid life cycle impacts on
migratory species as well as the American chad, winter
flounder, striped bass, and other fish populations.
There will be continuous monitoring of water
quality. There will be pre and post-installation
11404 114-04

benthic and sediment monitoring, bahymetry, temperature

and magnetic field studies, and pre and post-

Alderson Court Reporting
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: Comment noted.

: Comment noted.
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installation surgeon tracking studies, all of which will
work to ensure that construction is not impacting that 114-04
water guality and aguatic species.
2nd while Scenic Hudson did become involwved

in the project primarily due to concerns about the

potential impacts of the Hudson River, we carefully

evaluated the impacts of undergrounding the line on land

before advocating for this option to avoid especially

sensitive habit, including in Haverstraw Bay. The wast
majority of the eightmile terrestrial route in Rockland - 11405
County is within the railrocadright-ocf-way and with some

along Route 9W. There would certainly be some temporary
disturbances, but no permanent significant impact. i

(Murmuring by audience members.)

MS. CARLOCK: 1In the limited distance 7]
traversed under Stony Point Battlefield State Park, Hook
Mountain State Park, and Rockland Lake State Park,

— 114-06
horizontal directional drilling technigques will ke used
to allow installation of the transmission line without
disturbing the surface of the parks. N
As mentioned earlier, there will be no
114-07

electrical field and small magnetic fields that will

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

114-05: Comment noted.

114-06: Comment noted.

114-07: Comment noted.
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dissipate with distance from the line. }114‘0?
(Murmuring by audience members.)
MS. CARLOCE: While we approached this
project in 2010 with deep concerns about its
envirommental impacts, we believe that the environmental
impacts from this project will generally be temporary in

114-08 114-08

nature and overall represent a small impact to the

Hudson River. Thank you.
SPFEREER: -- stop talking. She's going to
have to stop talking. Your time is over.

MS. CARLOCE: Thank you very much.

ME. MILLS: We don't need any help from the
audience, please.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: We ask that everyone respects
folks when they're speaking whether or not they are
speaking with -- in terms of —- support your opinion or
not. BAnd there are other folks that did get a little
bit more time. So we appreciate your patience and
respect of all the speakers.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Laurrie Cozza?

Alderson Court Reporting
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: Comment noted.
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MS. COZZA: Hi. I, too, am a resident of

— 115-01

Stony Point, and I also request that we receive an

extension. I'm deeply concerned with the fact that an

envirommental impact statement has not been done on the

L 115-02
land portion going through Stony Point and Haverstraw.

We have a Superfund site in Stony Point known

— 115-03

as Kay Fries. We also have a Brownfield site at our

past dump. These issues have not been addressed. We

have wetlands. B&All of this is in a wvery small area, and

I really think that it has to be looked at before this 115-04

project is allowed to proceed. We have no idea what the

consequences could be.
I also would have to say the Casscles, and
Susan, and Frank have expressed what a lot of us are

feeling, and I won't take any more time. I appreciate

yvou being here. Thank you wvery much.
[Applause.)
ME. MILLS: Eathleen Redmond?
MS. REDMOND: Hi. I'mEatherine Redmond from
Tompkins Cove. And I really put on my list that I maybe
would have a comment because I really am not all that

familiar with it.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

115-01: See response to Comment 107-01.

115-02: Section 5.3 of the EIS addresses and analyzes potential
impacts associated with installation of the proposed CHPE Project
transmission line along the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River
Segment.

115-03: Superfund sites in the vicinity of the proposed CHPE
Project in the Hudson River Segment are discussed in Sections
3.3.15 and 5.3.15 of the EIS.

115-04: Comment noted. Wetlands are discussed in Sections 3.3.8
and 5.3.8 of the EIS.
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But something strikes me about what's going
on here. It seems to me like we hawve an adversarial
kind of thing going on between the union people and tk
people in the town. I could be wrong. BAnd when I say
that, I don't mean to imply that we're-—- everybody I
know is in favor of unions working. We all are. &Il
I'm saying is I think we could combine our efforts, the
union efforts for this project. Am if we could just
take that line and move it back into the river and off
the land, if we don't put it through Stony Point. We
don't put it through Haverstraw. A&And if the union

combines with us to support that move, we can work

- 11601 116-01: See response to Comment 105-02.

together and try to save the f£ish. And I think that
might be really great because if --

And, wou know, one of the other things that
struck me. We're worried about the fish, and yet the
line that's supposed to be moved onto the land in Stony
Point, the Indian Point Muclear Power Flant is right
across the river from there. If that hasn't damaged in
some degree —- hasn't had an impact on the fish

population, I think for sure we could work arcund this

116-02: Comment noted. Section 6.1.1.6 of the EIS discusses
- 116-02  potential cumulative impacts from other past, current, and future
activities when combined with the proposed CHPE Project.

electrical line and try to help the fish out. Thank

Rlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPC
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YOou.

(Applause.)

MR. MILLS: Eugene Creasy?

(o response.)

ME. MILLS: Steven —-

MS. MCDOMALD: Ludwigson.

MR. MILLS: -- Ludwigson?

MR. LUDWIGSOM: Good evening. My name is
Steve Ludwigson. I'm the Business Manager for the
Boilermakers Local 5. I represent the boilermakers in
all of Mew York State, with the exception of the 18
counties located around Buffalo, Wew York. Our members

are highly skilled professionals with expertise that
comes only with extensiwve training and years of
practice.

I'm here tonight to =s=tate on the record tket
Bollermakers Local 5 opposes the Champlain Hudson Power
Express Line and the proposed Federal action of granting
of a presidential permit to construct, operate, and
maintain, and connect a new electric transmission line
across the U.S5.-Canada border in northeastern New York

State.

Alderson Court Reporting
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The Champlain BHudson Power Express Line --
excuse me -- which proposes to bring a thousand
megawatts of power directly from Canada to MNew York
City, would do nothing to strengthen the State's
electricity grid. Practically speaking, the
transmission line is a large extension cord that would
bypass all of our State's existing energy sources and
transmission infrastructure, such as Upstate New York
plants that have an excess of availlable power instead of
enhancing the overall capacity and stability of New
York's power grid. Wew York will not be able to benefit
from the low cost power these upstate plans could be
producing and will instead become completely reliant on
a foreign source of electricity. Our good friends in
Canada will get new jobs, and New Yorkers will get the
bill.

While we support an electricity highway that
improves the State's energy infrastructure and generates
union jobs for New Yorkers, we reject CHPE's proposal as
a jobs killer. For maximum benefits to New York,
especially in job retention and creation, new

electricity infrastructure should support current and

— 117-01

—117-02

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

117-01: Inits Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project, the
NYSPSC identified that the Project would (1) alleviate existing
transmission constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission
network, and (3) enhance system reliability. Also see responses to
Comments 104-01 and 104-02.

117-02: Comment noted. Development of in-state power sources
is outside the scope of the EIS. Also see response to Comment
110-02.
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1 new in-State power generation. }11?-02

WNew York needs to improve the transmission

5

3 grid in the upstate and western regions so thatin-State
4 power can be transported more efficiently, more

5 economically, and in greater quantity throughout the

6 State. Investing in our transmission infrastructure

7 will lead to new jobs being created and new

8 opportunities for energy development throughout the

9 State.
10 We can't ignore the obvious. New York 117-03: Comment noted. In its Certificate for the proposed CHPE
11  already has a very substantial generating capacity that - 117-03 Project, the NYSPSC found that issuing the Certificate is in the
12 con be cxpanded upon to meet our State's needs. New public interest. Also see response to Comment 117-02.
13  York can and should keep up with growing demand by
14 ensuring the continued operation of our imState energy
15 sources and constructing new plants both upstate and
16 downstate as necessary. There are several shoverready
17 =sites that are already permitted or pending permits in
18 the Hudson vValley that could meet this demand and keep
1% MWew Yorkers working and the revenue generated in State.
20 In order to have a strong 2lst century B
21  economy, Hew York needs to build and produce products.
22 We can no longer afford to be viewed onlyas consumers
Blderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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bearing the brunt of others' profits. Energy and
manufacturing provide sustained, longterm, good paying
jobs, a large portion of which are skilled union
positions. These jobs enable individuals to stay in MNew
York State, raise a family, and grow the middle class.
They establish the economic infrastructure for many
additional services and power other sectors of the
State's economy.

Hew York's economy needs to be energized, and
the opportunities are out there waiting to be seized
upon. Such is the case with the opportunityof HNew
York's growing demand for electricity andsolving
transmission congestion problems by investing in ourin-
State electrical infrastructure rather than compounding - 11704
these issues with a costly outsource to Canada. Forthe
jobs and literally a brighter future, we must act now
and oppose the CHPE as an outright detriment to MNew York

State.

And just for the record, I know we have two
trades here tonight that are in support. This is an
open letter to the MNew York congressional delegation

rejecting the Champlain HudsomrCanadian Line signed by

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

117-04: See response to Comment 117-02.

For Comments 117-05 through 117-08 and their responses, see the

pages following Comment 130.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-108

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

12

13

14

15

la

17

18

18

20

21

22

49
Richard Roberts, the Business Agent At Large for
Steamfitters Local 638 and his President, Patrick Dolan,
Michael Cawvanaugh, the Vice President of New York City
District Council of Carpenters, and Anthony Spirito, the
Executive Vice President of Mechanical Contractors
Association, James Lewin, Vice President of the Utility
Workers of America's Local 12, Don Dailey, Chairman of
the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

Utility Labor Council, State of Mew York, and myself.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

MR, MILLS: EBrian McPartland?

MR. MCPARTLAMND: Good evening, everybody. My
name is Brian McPartland. I'm the Business

Representative for Local Union 503. And I =stand in
opposition to this project.

I'm probably not as well wersed as everybody
here; however, I do want to-- I know Rebecca and
Wellington. This is going to do nothing for this
country. We had two power plants here. I had 250
members working daily. We leveled the power plant

because, remember, deregulation was going to make energy

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEFROD
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50

cheaper. Has it?

SPEREERS: Mo.

ME. MCPARTLAND: Right, I didn't think so.

S50 what I'm doing here I'm just coming to show that my

brothers and sisters are working. The Laborers just

— 118-01

signed a deal with my company that I represent to watts

down wires. We don't need to =send it to Canada.

Cn the envirommental thing, I don't know how

many of you are fishermen, but I'ma fisherman. I fish

that river every spring, and I'm very concerned about

that, that we're going to -- you know, we catch f£ish

— 118-02

here. It's our river. We don't need this coming in

here.

We never had an issue, never had an issue

when we had the power plants, right? What happened? We

leveled the power plants. Taxes went through the roof.

We have Bowline 3. I could go on. B&All you got to do

is support that, and that will keep it in Wew York

State. Thank vou.
(Applause.)
ME. MILLS: Mary Ellen Furlong?

MS. FURLOMG: You'll have to be patient with

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

118-01: Comment noted.

118-02: Comment noted. See response to Comment 105-02.
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1 me. My name is Mary Ellen Furlong. I've lived in Stony

i8]

Foint now for 26 years. &And we the citizens of Stony

3 Foint don't want this cable invading and destroying our
4 community because that's the way we see it.

5 We don't want to set a precedent that will

B allow and all other cable carriers to invade our homes.
7 There's no benefit to our community, and the ones who — 119-01 119-01: Comment noted.
B benefit are Champlain Power and Blackstone Investas,

9 the money men, not us.

10 If the cable was no geood for the fish, as Mr.

11 Basile mentioned earlier, then it's no geood for the

12 residents on the land, ckay?

13 (Applause.)

14 MS. FURLCNG: If the Tappan Zee Bridge

15 construction is being allowed to occur in the riwver

16 then you can run your cable through the river, or as the
L 119-02  119-02: See response to Comment 105-02.
17 5127 million that was promised to River Keeper, their
1B bribe to let that cable come on our land, and not go

18 through the river.

20 (Applause.)
21 MS. FURLONG: This cable will desecrate the ]
—119-03 .
22 graves of our war dead, the war dead from the Emerican v 119-03: Seeresponseto(30nnnent109-06.
Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FCR-DEPD
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Revolution, the War of 1812, the people who grew and

established this town and fought the British so you can — 119-03

have a country.
Cables fail. There's no gquestion about that.
¥ou want it to run along tracks that carry oxic

materials, and accidents have already occurred. We

— 119-04

cannot allow a bigger disaster to occur, especially
where this cable, and the proposed desalinization plant,
and the proposed gas line will meet in Haverstraw.

We'll blow Rockland County off the map. HNo one has =
addressed the potential threat of terrorism and the
cable. If it's in the river, what is the likelihood of

it being attacked? What is the likelihood if it's on

— 119-05

land and being attacked? I don't see any Mational Guard

troops going to be stationed along that route. Who's

going to pay for it?

You need to walk, Mr. Mills, Ms. McDonald,

you need to walk the route. Mr. Casscles, he'll take

you, I'm pretty sure.

SPEREER: BAbsolutely.

MS. FURLCNG: And you'll see where this cable

119-06

is running. MWow, I know I'm a little over, but this is

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

119-04: No public health and safety impacts would be expected
during operation of the proposed CHPE Project because the
transmission cables would be underground and installed in
compliance with all Federal and state rules and regulations.
Regular inspections, in accordance with the manufacturer’s
specifications, would be performed to ensure equipment integrity is
maintained. If the transmission cables were damaged by a third
party, there is a risk of electrocution. However, a protection system
would detect the fault and the transmission line would be de-
energized (i.e., current and voltage reduced to zero) in
approximately 5 milliseconds, thereby reducing the possibility of
injury to people or nearby infrastructure. An Emergency Repair
and Response Plan (ERRP) would be prepared to identify
procedures and contractors necessary to perform maintenance and
emergency repairs. See Section 5.2.14 of the EIS for more
information.

119-05: See response to Comment 113-07.

119-06: Comment noted.
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1 -- I only got another sentence or two. If you allow 0
2 this cable to go through, then it's my recommendation
3 that the people of Stony Point impose a community
4 service charge on Champlain Power of a million dollars a
5 foot per day.
3] (Applause.)
7 MS. FURLONG: &nd that after —— and that the [~ 119-08
B other towns do so as well and on any other cable
9 carriers who are allowed to enter our boundaries, then
10 increase the fees on Champlain and the other carriers.
11  Make it $3 million a foot. Make it $7 million a foot.
12 You want to make us a dumping ground. Well, it's going
13 to cost you. _
14 The people of Stony Point don't want it, and
15 we have a right to say that, be heard, and determine our 119-07: See response to Comment 113-01.
16 future. We're tired of everybody coming in, and dumping [ 119-07 . )
For Comment 119-08 and its response, see the pages following
17 on us, and allowing deregulation, and destroying our tax Comment 130.
1B base and our town. Thank vou. ]

19 (Applause.)
20 ME. MILLS: Brenda Beckerle?
21 M5. BECEERILE: Hello. Breda Beckerle, 49

120-01  120-01: See response to Comment 107-01.

22 Beech Foad, and I'd like to echo my opposition to this

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD
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. A
project, and also to support the request for 180D extra
additional days.
Some of my friends here have put in heroic
—120-01

work in trying to work through this phenomenal amount of
expert knowledge to come up with, if you will, well

articulated objections. But it's a task that cannot be

done by local people in a wery short span of time. _

To echo some of the comments that have been
made here this evening, I'm a riverfront dweller, so I
have a personal interest here. But I alsoc would like to
say that Stony Point is a river town. It is the
identity of Stony Point. It is the crown jewel of Stony
Point.

And Stony Point woke up some morning in the
last couple of years and learned out of the blue, in my
estimation, that this project had been rerouted out of
the Hudson Riwver literally through every single foot of
river exposure this town has. Why? Westchester didn't
want it. Scenic Hudson didn't want it. So it was a
long list of didn't wants. We have asked endlessly who
made the decision that if wyou all didn't want it, we'd

get it. How did that happen? BAnd to this day, I don't

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD
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think we'wve had a satisfactory answer. All we know is
that every foot this town has of its most precious
respource is being basically confiscated in the interest
of private profit, and that is what this is. It's
priwvate profit, foreign profit. BAnd it's the first of
many.

We have, I believe, wvery good reason to fear
that our crown jewel 1= going to be the dumping ground
and the infrastructure corridor for what everybody else
doesn’t want to have. And with all due respect to
Scenic Hudson and with all due respect to the fish, we
don't, I think, have any credible explanation that that
deviation is necessary from everything we'wve seen or
heard.

Why in this 330-plus miles does Stony Point
have to give up every inch it has of riverfront for
these projects, and in that short span of time, run
through a battlefield, a Revolutionary cemetery,

projected projects on the riverfront? What else do we

have here? We have wetlands. We'we brown spots. We'wve
got the —- it's literally one after another abutting
each other. There's nothing free. There's no free

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEPO

- 120-02

~120-03

120-02: See response to Comment 105-03.

120-03: See response to Comment 109-06.
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1 land. Thank you wery much. }120'03
2 (Applause.)
3 ME. MILLS: Timothy Waldron?
4 ME. WALDROMW: Good evening. With the time

5 given, I'm going to speak as the Acting Chairperson of
4] the Bay Mar Community Organization, and then as a

7 private citizen if there's enough time.

B Good evening. The Bay Mar Community
9 Crganization is greatly concerned with the project. The
_ _ _ 121-01: See response to Comments 104-01 and 105-06. Tax
10 CS¥ railway is only a good stone's throw away, so this 12101 yecaints and revenue associated with construction expenditures and
11  project is very, very close to where we live and will operations would increase for local municipalities.

12 have a great impact on us.

13 The Bay Mar Manufacturing home community to

14 date has no received outreach from the Champlain Hudson
15 Fower Express, Incorporated, New York State, or New York
16 City, apparently the only beneficiary to this power
-121-02  121-02: See response to Comment 109-03.
17 line. Mo correspondence in English or Spanish hasbeen

18 received yet. And it needs to be pointed outthat Bay

1% Mar has a significant Spanishspeaking population whose

20 first language is Spanish.
21 Our community was hit hard by Hurricane Sandy

22 just owver a year ago, which has left us with a lot of

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD
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1 uncertainty. We now learn that we have more uncertainty
2 placed upon us. This time it comes from the form a man
3 made storm. The high wvoltage power line that is set to
4 be placed so close to us is extremely troublesome to us,
5 and hopefully to all of Stony Point and Rockland County.
4] Obwviounsly it is. Sorry about that.
7 Currently the Bay Mar property may have
B little impact as one map shows, but this is no guarantee
9 here. The path can change and has changed already. &s
10 it stands now, the line will disrupt the Stony Point
11 Battlefield, a State historic site, the historic Waldron
12 Cemetery, and a number of homes here in Stony Point
13 where good, decent people live.
14 Let it be said now people are now no kEtter
15 than second on the protection list. The sturgeons of
16 Haverstraw Bay come first, which is the line comes out
17 of the Hudson into the battlefield andright-of-way
18 along the CSX line, and alsoc will run through Stony
18 Point's wetland. Hone of this sounds good for Stony
20 Point families, the battlefield, the Waldron Cemetery,
21 or wildlife, or our environments, along the real

22 possibility of a line that alreadycrisscrosses the

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

—-121-03

—121-04

121-03: Waldron Cemetery would be surveyed for cultural
resources, during which the exact boundaries of the cemetery
would be determined and any resources in the Area of Potential
Effects would be evaluated for National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) eligibility. Ground-disturbing activities would be avoided
in the vicinity of the cemetery to the extent practicable. If these
activities are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation would be
implemented in accordance with the Cultural Resources
Management Plan (CRMP) being developed for the CHPE Project
in coordination with the New York State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO). The CRMP would identify measures to address
adverse effects on historic properties. HDD technology would be
used, where appropriate, to drill under potential cultural resources
so they would not be disturbed. The proposed CHPE Project
transmission line would be installed under the Stony Point
Battlefield State Historic Site using HDD technology (see EIS
Section 5.3.10). The Applicant would negotiate with landowners
regarding just compensation (see response to Comment 105-04).

121-04: See response to Comment 121-01. Installation of the
transmission cable would also avoid impacts on the Haverstraw
Bay SCFWH that contains important habitat for ESA-listed
species. The transmission line would not be visible; therefore, its
presence would not present a general detriment to private property
values.
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1 tracks and could end up on the east side of the tracks

2 that disrupts Bay Mar at an even greater risk to its 121-04
3 residents.
4 The Bay Mar Community Organization must
5 solemnly, loudly, and clearly call for an end to this
6 project. There is no way to stop it-- if there is no
7 way to stop it, then put it in the riwer. Bay Mar says
B people over sturgeons.
9 (Applause.)
10 ME. WALDROM: For my fellow union brethren
11 out there, I've been in two unions. They don't always
12 tell you the truth. Just keep that in mind. I'wve been
13 lied to directly by unions. We were asked to vote for
14 Andrew Cuomo. You know what he did? He took money
15 right out of my paycheck and spent millions and millions
186 of dollars to say, hey, we're getting corporations
17 breaks on everything.
L T have a book here. Onpage §2 -- I'm sorry 121-05: Comment noted. See response to Comment 104-01.
18 -- on page 5-32 in this book, it is the Champlain
20 Express book. There is no negligible increase in your 12105 For Comments 121-06 through 121-08 and their responses, see the
21 jobs. It is cuite limited. Anybody who wants to see pages fOIIOWIng Comment 130.
22 it, I'll meet you right now. Here's the book. I wish

Alderson Court Reporting
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you would express that to your fellow members who left.
The jobks aren't there. I hope we allget jobs. We'we
heard of other ways to get it. I'll stop. I'm going
over my limit. Thank you.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Eevin EKennedy?

(Wo response.)

ME. MILLS: FRobert Enight?

ME. ENIGHT: I'm Robert Enight, and I'm here
representing two organizations, the Stony Point Chapter
of the Sons of the Revolution and the Rockland County
Municipal Historians Asscociation. MNeither group is
either opposed or in favor of the power line. What both
groups are opposed to is a piece of destruction that it
virtually guarantees in Stony FPoint.

The main one is the Waldron Cemetery, which
our chapter president will hopefully talk on a little
later, where hundreds of Revolutionary War, War of 1812,
and Civil War soldiers are buried, and which will be
completely destroyved by the power line. The cemetery
was already partially destroyed in the 1880=s when the

West Shore Railroad line was built through it, and now

—122-01

Alderson Court Reporting
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122-01: See response to Comment 121-03.
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1 the power line is going to take what's left of the A
2 cemetery adjacent to the railroad tracks. And it also
3 goes right through the heart of the Stony Point
4 Battlefield, which is Stony Point's national treasure.
5 It's a =ite on the Wational Register of Historic Sites. 122-01
3] FPersonally I don’t care if they put it down
7 in the middle of the river. That's fine as I'm far as
B I'm concerned. But heaven's sake, don't destroy Stony
9 Point's most historic cemetery and most historic
10  battlefield site. _
11 (Applause.)
12 ME. MILLS: Barry Brooks?
13 ME. BROCES: I'm Barry Brooks, President of
14 the Sons of the -- Stony Point Chapter of the Sons of
15 the American Revolution. Most everything that I was
16 golng to say has been said two or three times. But I do
17 want to point ocut a couple of things. This picture here
18 shows where —--
19 SPERKER: The railroad.
20 MR. BROOEKS: Yeah, but it shows where the
21 cemetery is, but it also shows the deviation zone. If 123-01  123-01: Comment noted. See response to Comment 109-06.
22 you were to go through that cemetery on the-- on the
Alderson Court Reporting
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eastern end, there aren't any headstones left. But

believe me, I ——- we hawve accurately determined that

123-01

there are at least 200 bodies in the area of-- which
would be disturbed by this transmission line.

2 year ago when we met at Row Cottage and
discussed with the Assembly and senators who attended
that meeting, I let out a passionate plea for them to go
down and visit. BAnd I know they did, but it didn't do
any good. Here a year later —- thank you -- here a year

later, it's still =slated in the same spot.

It's about time -- they'wve got the Tappan EZee
-- new Tappan Zee Bridge going right across the river.
What is the difference between that and this

transmission line, you know? Put it —- put it in the — 123-02

river. They're doing the bridge. That's a threemile

area down there. 2nd this way it would save Stony

Point. All right, thank you.
(Applause.)
ME. MILLS: Lynn Teager?

(Wo response.)
ME. MILLS: WNo Lynn Teager?

SPEREER: She just left.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPD

123-02: The proposed CHPE Project would be in the Hudson
River for approximately 98 miles (158 km); however, to comply
with NYSDOS conditions for conditional concurrence under the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) and consistency with the
New York State CMP, the CHPE Project route would be in a
terrestrial configuration around the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH (see
EIS Section 2.3.1). The Tappan Zee Bridge is outside of the scope
of the EIS; however, that project also would not be in the Hudson
River at Haverstraw Bay.
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1 ME. MILLS: Rich Thomas?
2 MR. THCMAS: Thank vou, everybody. And I
3 just want to especially say thanks to the Sons and
4 Daughters of the American Revolution. Your families
5 have really sacrificed the ultimate =acrifice to make

3] this country. So I just want to say thank you.

T (Bpplause.)
B ME. THOMAS: Now, earlier today I submitted a
9 statement on behalf of my chairman, Jerry Eremer. But I

10 have a few more documents I just want to gquote from and
11 submit to you for consideration. One includes a letter
12 that we issued to Congresswoman Nita Lowey in July of
13 2012, BAnd the -- I'm going to just skip ahead to the
14 one, two, three, fourth paragraph where it says,

15 "Champlain Hudson makes little economic sense for New
16 York. Any positive economic impacts from CHPE will be
17 short term." EKey word "short term." "The jobs which
18 will be created during the construction process will be
18 temporary, as will the revenue generated from those

20 positions. Further, despite the project developer's

21 claims, Champlain Hudson will inhibit other developers 124-01  124-01: See responses to Comments 104-01 and 105-06.

22 from investing in much needed improvements to New York's

Alderson Court Reporting
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aging transmission and generation systems at a time when
such improvements urgently needed. Jobs to build,
enhance, and support New York's generation and
transmission system will be shipped to Canada, along
with MWew Yorkers' hardearned dollars." That's a fact.

And this letter is signed by, again, my
chairman, Jerry Eremer, Deb Malone, the Executive
Director of Hudson Valley Gateway Chamber of Commerce,
Dr. Marsha Gordon, President and CEOC of the Business
Council of Westchester, Al Samuels, who is the President
of the Rockland Business Association, Mattie Aracich,
Business Manager of Insulators Local 12, Bill Mooney,
the President of Westchester County Association, Tom
KEline, who is Steve Ludwigson's prelecessor, Lenny
Carroll, President of the Bronx Chamber of Commerce,
Melwvin Burress, African American Men of Westchester, and
Dr. Matthew Cordero, who is the former President and CEQ
of the Midwest Independent System Cperator, one of the
largest grid operators in the country. BAnd also
attached to it is an oped piece that that Al Samuels

authored regarding to reject the Champlain Hudson Power

A

—124-01

Express. BAnd I also have some testimony that was made _17124@2

Alderson Court Reporting
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the development of other projects. See Comment 106-03.
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in opposition to the line, some by Con Edison, some by
Phil Wilcox, the Business Agent for IBEW Local 97, who
you will probably hear from upstate, and also including
the Wew York Power Authority. Each of these entities
has expressed concern about the costs being understatd.

But there's this one last thing I want to
read before I run out of time, and that is-- hang on.
Here we go. "Even if the Champlain line is dewveloped,
we cannot be assured that Canadian hydroelectric
generators that assume suppliers of the power to Na
York wia CHPE, will, in fact, continue to operate on a
merchant basis. What happens if these out of State
generators suddenly shift their priorities? The rolling
blackouts and 51,000 megawatt per hour cost experienced
by California rate payers in 2000 and 2001 illustrates
the danger of being over reliant on imported power."

[Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Steven Beckel?

MS. SMITH: Beckerle?

ME. MILLS: He'll tell us.

ME. BECEERILE: Steven Beckerle, 49 Beech

Road, Stony Point, New York. I'm going to have two hats

Alderson Court Reporting
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—124-02

- 124-03  124-03: Comment noted.
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1 tonight. I thank vou guys for coming down to Stony
2 Point. BAppreciate it. I also would ask for an
3 extension. I think we should be given the =same study
4 methods as the fish. She says three years, Scenic 125.01 125-01: See response to Comment 107-01.

5 Hudson. I think the town people should get three years.
[ What do you think?

7 SPEAKEES: Yes.

B ME. BECEERLE: &And I apologize for everybody

9 interrupting you because I think if we hear you talk,

10 we'll see the fallacy in the argument. So we should'wve
11 let you talk. It's a democracy. Evervbody shouldtalk.
12 Ckay. Thank you. I'm a resident at 49 Beech
13 Foad. I liwe in Stony Point. I live right next to the
14 tracks. My property borders the CSXright-of-way. My

15 house was built in 1835. It survived the Ciwvil War. It

16 survived the CSX line coming down in 18B0. It was there
17 before the CSX line, And more recently, we survived 125-02: According to the proposed CHPE Project route maps
18 Sandy. I will not survive this CHPE. This CHPE will provided in Appendix B of the Joint Proposal (available on the

125-02 N'ySPSC Web site for the CHPE Project; see Map 516), the
transmission line would be installed on the opposite side of the
railroad tracks from this portion of Beach Road in Stony Point.

19 take my house.
20 This project is not good for me personally.
21 It's not good for the residents of Stony Point. And as

22 my wife =said, it's not good for anybody in Stony FPoint.

Alderson Court Reporting
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Whether you're directly impacted or not, it is not good
for Stony Point. BAnd to take it to your position where
vou have to leook at the greater good, maybe you
sacrifice Stony Point for the greater good, butI also
—-125-03  125-03
contend that it is not for the greater good. It's

definitely not good for Stony Point. There's no

argument there. But it is not good for Wew York State.

It is not good for the United States.

(Applause.)

ME. BECEERLE: ©Okay. That's my resident
talk. HNWow, I'm going to be a businessman, and I'm not
going to make up my business because my business started
in 1540. My grandfather started Beckerk Lumber. We
employ 90 people. We have four branches in Rockland
County. In 2012 we paid, small business, 950 people,
51.7 million in real estate and sales tax. This figure
does not include payroll tax, income taxes, FICA tax,
Social Security tax, Medicare, Medicaid, workman's comp,
State, city, and the dreaded MTA tax that firms under
100 people have to pay. Ower 100 people, you don't hawve
to pay, but we pay the MTA tax. I'm not griping. It's

a good life. This $1.7 million does not include any of

Alderson Court Reporting
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the taxes our 50 people pay that live and reside in
FRockland County, all local people, all reside in

Rockland County, beliewe it or not, a lot of families.

This line -- why do I bring this up? Well,
it's a public forum. "Buy it Beckerk," right?
[Laughter.)

ME. BECEERLE: WNo. WNo. This line also goes
through the town of Haverstraw. I have property, a
five-acre property that borders the CSX line in
Haverstraw. That property is threatened by this one
pipeline, this little thing. Why? Why is it
threatened? I'm going to continue. I would like to
continue.

Why is it threatened? The Chaplain -- it's
really threatened because it's bigger than this one.
This is not about one line. This is about a company of
--— a %4 trillion company, Blackstone, that has an idea.

TDI expressed the idea, good idea. It sounds like a
great idea. But this trillion dollar company that makes
$2.2 billion in revenue last year, we're no match.

We're no match. & $1.7 million company is no match for

a trillion dollar company. That is not comprehensible.

Alderson Court Reporting
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125-04: Comment noted.
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A

—125-04

So I believe that we're getting steamrolled, and we're
getting steamrolled by the bigs.
I believe this project, if allowed to

proceed, will just be the start of the local community
being overrun. Recent U.S. Treasury estimates show $400
to $500 billion is available in uncommitted capital in
the U.S. investment community. I think we're going to
be the blight. We're going to be the highway. We're L 125-05 125-05
going to be the information highway. Stony PFoint is
going to be sacrificed if we let this start. We hawve to
stop it now before it gets off the ground, put it in the

river. I ask for an extension. And thank you for

letting me talk.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Jacquelyn Drechsler?

MS. DEECHSLER: I'm going to be wearing two
hats, too. So I'm a private citizen and resident of
Valley Cottage. B&And I'm here tonight-- actually I'm
very glad for the opportunity to speak at this hearing
on behalf of the Sierra Club Statewide Atlantic Chapter
as well as the Sierra Club Lower Hudson, which

encompasses Rockland, Westchester, and Putnam Counties,

Alderson Court Reporting
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which are opposed to this project.

Just to let you know, the statement I'm
reading was prepared by Sierra Club professionals, the
Atlantic Chapter. Actually this letter was originally
written to the Public Service Commission.

The Atlantic Chapter of the Sierra Club
thanks you for the opportunity to provide comments on
the proposed 333 mile Champlain Hudson Power Express
Transmission Line from the Canadian border to Queens,
Wew York. We are a volunteerled environmental
organization of 38,000 members Statewide dedicated to
protecting MWew York's air, land, water, and remaining
wild places. In general, the chapter believes New York
State needs to support expanded imState renewable
energy development coupled with energy conservation and
energy efficient programs in order to combat the worst
effects of climate change. Wew York should not
undermine these goals or exports its envirommental
problems through transmission lines that support the
development of destructive Canadian hydropower on virgin

rivers.

We have many concerns with the transmi=zion }126-01

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

126-01: DOE complied with the requirements of NEPA (42 United
States Code [U.S.C.] Part 4321 et seq.), Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508), and DOE
implementing procedures for NEPA (10 CFR Part 1021). See
responses to Comments 103-01 and 103-03 regarding reliability of
the proposed CHPE Project. According to the Applicant, costs
associated with the operation of the proposed CHPE project would
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line, inecluding lack of reliability, dubious economic
benefits, negative environmental impacts associated with
the cable route, and issues with cost to rate pavers,
which all happen to be in direct contradiction to the
objectives of the recentlyproposed New York Energy
Highway Initiatiwve.

Solar energy capacity in Wew York City has
increased B0OD percent over the past six years, and the
city has passed its solar energy target of 8.1 MWs under
the federally-funded Solar Bmerica City Program three
years early. It is in our economic interest to expand
the solar market in this city of a million rooftops and
the efficiency potential as a result of the city's suite
of green building builds are wise solutions to our
energy needs and the best climate impact mitigation
option.

The developers of the Hudson Champlain
Express have claimed that the project will provide jobs
to Hew Yorkers and supply New York City with additional
energy. But the truth is that we already have the

potential to meet all of our energy needs with imrState

renewable resources and to create jobs that support a

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

—126-01

—126-02

— 126-03

not be directly passed on to ratepayers. Also see response to
Comment 113-02 regarding the purpose of the CHPE Project and
its nexus with economic benefits. Although the CHPE Project
could result in adverse environmental impacts, the Applicant has
committed to implementing best management practices (BMPs) to
avoid or reduce environmental impacts during construction and
operation of the proposed CHPE Project (see EIS Section 2.4.12
and Appendix G). See response to Comment 816-12 regarding the
CHPE Project’s consistency with the New York Energy Highway
Blueprint.

126-02: Comment noted. The source of the electric power in
Canada is outside the scope of the EIS. Additionally, the proposed
CHPE Project would not prevent the development of other projects.

126-03: Energy efficiency and conservation measures were
considered in the EIS but eliminated from further detailed analysis
because DOE determined that these measures alone were not a
reasonable alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see EIS
Section 2.5.3). Additionally, in-state renewable energy projects are
outside the scope of the EIS.
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. . . , A 12603
sustainable energy infrastructure. Simply put, this -

project threatens the wviability of imState renewable
energy and energy efficiency programs. It also fails to
comply with the renewable portfolio standard of New York
as 98 percent of the electricity transmitted through
this electric cable is produced by the destruction of
pristine riwvers in Canada. Large-s=cale hydroelectric
dam systems are not greenhouse gas free.

This project threatens the traditions and
livelihood of the Cree and Inuit people through the
damming of virgin rivers in Canada and flooding of
wildlife corridors. BAs Roger Orr, Cree resident of
James Bay Quebec has said, "No amount of money can make
up for the loss of a river. With the loss of a river
follows the loss of fish and wild game, the loss of a
culture, the loss of connection te the land, the loss of
independence, the loss of pride, the loss of an
effective social structure, the loss of self
responsibility, the loss of the meaning and purpose in

life and society, the loss of freedom," and the list

goes on and on.

— 126-04

— 126-05

On the U.S5. side of the border, routing of }128-08

Alderson Court Reporting
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126-04: See Comment 106-03. The proposed CHPE Project
would not prevent the development of other projects. Impacts in
Canada are outside the scope of the EIS.

126-05: Comment noted. Impacts in Canada are outside the scope
of the EIS.

126-06: The NYSPSC Administrative Law Judges and the
NYSDEC determined that decisionmaking associated with the
proposed CHPE Project and this EIS are not the appropriate forum
for analyzing the Article XIV “Forever Wild” clause or for
determining New York State Office of General Services’ authority
to grant leases or other property rights to lands submerged under
Lake Champlain. Therefore, the status of portions of the proposed
CHPE Project route as Forest Preserve and the associated
applicability of the “Forever Wild” clause are not discussed further
in this EIS. See Section 3.1.1 in the EIS for discussion of the
Forever Wild clause.
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1 the electric cable within the Adirondack and Rockland  126-06
2 State Parks wviolates Article 14 of the New York State
3 Constitution, the Forever Wild provision.

4 The Sierra Club Atlantic Chapter asks again
5 that the Public Service Commission, since this was

4] originally to the Public Service Commission, but we're —
7 asking it of you, that we request an opinion by the New

B York State Attorney General regarding this important

9 concern. The precedent set by this property taking of

10 public land will have a ripple effect through other like
11 developments that threaten New York's wilderness legacy.

12 The impacts of increasing reliance on outof

13 State generation must be studied and compared with im

| 126.07 126-07: Comment noted. In-state renewable energy projects are
14 State deployment of efficiency, conservation, and outside the scope of the EIS.

15 renewable forms of energy. The creation of imState

16 jobs and economic revitalization must be assessed as

17 well as the economic losses due to imports. In the

1B context of this development, the Public Service

18 Commission and you have a primary obligation to support
20 and promote the development of a sustainable energy

21 economy in the City and State of MNew York before it

22 looks to exploit Canadian resources and indigenous

Alderson Court Reporting
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peoples. There is no need for the Champlain Hudson
Power Express Transmission Proposal, and it is not in

the public interest. We truly need clean energy in New

York made by and for NHew Yorkers. Thank you for these
comments.

(Applause.)

MS. DRECHSLER: WNow, if I may just have about

one more minute just for my own personal as a resident.

I have a great love for FRockland Lake, and Hook

Mountain State Park, and all of Rockland County. This

iz a very historic area. B&nd all of these other
beautiful areas that everyone in Rockland County enjoy
these other areas are also going to be affected by this
proposal.,

These are areas that are very precious to us,
and we do gquestion whether a rigorous environmental
review has been done. &And I do believe that an
extension is necessary. Our river has been traumatized
for decades. BAnd right now we have a confluence of
things converging into Rockland County and to this area
of Stony Point and Hawverstraw, and it will just decimate

the area. We have Indian Point. We have the Ramapo

Alderson Court Reporting
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- 12608 126-08
126-09
— 126-09
actions
y

: Comment noted.

. See responses to Comments 106-03 and 109-08. Section

6.1.1 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative impacts from other

including past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.

For Comment 126-10 and its response, see the pages following
Comment 130.
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Fault. We have the Spectra gas line. We have this

transmission line. We have the BX extension. We have

the desalination plant, and we hawve the T
Bridge. There i=s so much happening here.

much risk. There is so much risk in our

appan Zee
There is so

county for the

public safety. &And I really do hope that you will take

all of this under adwvisement. Thank you
[Applause.)
ME., MILLS: Lynn Teager?

ME. MILLS: Did she come back?
SPERKER: She left.

ME. MILLS: She left?
MS. SMITH: ©Oh, okay.
ME. MILLS: Would anybody else
registered to speak like to speak?

ME. DIEDRICH: I don't think I'

very much.

who hasn't

m registered.

ME. MILLS: Well, we'll get -- vou don't want

to speak?
ME. DIEDRICH: Yeah, I do.

MS. SMITH: Please go ahead.

ME. DIEDRICH: Michael Diedrich. I'vebeen a

Stony Point resident for over 50 years.

Rlderson Court Reporting
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everything that Stony Point -- Stony Pointers have said
so I'1ll

here tonight, limit my comments to some things I

think might be useful for vour decision making.
I think the DoE needs to look at the bigger

picture, the more longterm picture, and the more

sustainable picture regarding this project, and I have
four points I want to discuss. One is environmental and
historic aspects or concerns for Stony Point. Two is
the sociceconomic impacts on Stony Point and North

Rockland. and State,

Three is energy policy, regional,

and national. &And fourth is environmental segmentation

regarding your envirommental impact statement process.
So as to the environmental and historiec, I

think many speakers have already made this wvery clear.

We're in what is really the world recognizes as one of

the most scenic areas of the world in the Hudson River

— 127-01
Valley. So this is not a location that we should
despoil in any way, so 1f you're going to have a cable,
it should ke under the river, not viewable from our
landscape. And we're a very historic town. I mean, —
this is —— we were the first Revolutionary War victory _ 127-02

against the British.

Alderson Court Reporting
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127-01: The transmission cables would be buried underground
through Stony Point and, thus, would not be visible. There would
be approximately two cooling stations located aboveground along
the transmission line route in Stony Point that would be visible (see
EIS Section 5.3.11).

127-02: See response to Comment 109-06.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-135

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

a8

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

76

Ckay. &As to the sociceconomic impacts, I
don't see any benefit lonoterm for this project, and I
think you need to consider what I'll mention in a moment
regarding energy policy. You need to consider that the
socioeconomic, especially economic benefits of this
project are minimal, and there would be a much greater
economic benefit with all sorts of other possibilities,
many of which have been already expressed here tonight.

50 that brings me to the third item, which is
envirommental policy —-- sorry, energy policy. I think
especially the U.S. Department of Energy, 1f you're only
going to look at this project in the narrow temporal
time wise and the narrow scope of this particular
project, I think that is a wvery narrow view. I think
yvou need to be looking at a regional and State energy
policy and what it should be. All scorts of things have
not been considered in connection with importing energy
from Canada.

I think —— I mean, hydro power is fine
except, A, I think as the Sierra Club pointed out, I
think if you don't hawve the power, that's too bad, but I

really think you should consider envirconmental impacts

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

- 127-03

— 127-04

— 127-05

127-03: Comment noted. See responses to Comments 104-01 and

117-02.

127-04: Section 6.1 of the EIS identifies broader regional and state
energy policies, and analyzes the proposed CHPE Project’s

cumulative impact with these policies.

127-05: Comment noted. Impacts in Canada are outside the scope

of the EIS.
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A
in Canada, A. B is I think you need to look at with the=
Wew York State, all the wvarious things that we should be
doing for regional and Statewide energy policy, looking
at the issue of hydro fracking, loocking at renewable
energy, wind, and looking at what i= sustainable in this
region.

I think importing energy from Canada, that's
always going to be an option, but that doesn't help us
right now. I think what you, DoE, should be doing is
looking at what the bigger picture is regarding regional
energy planning that works for this region and the
State.

And lastly, regarding segmentation. If you
only look at this narrow project, you're missing all the_
other developmental things that are goingto be coming
down after it, including the potential for other energy
providers coming down the Hudson, and also not looking

at things like transportation planning, regional

transportation planning, and other things that we really

\127-05

| 107.06 127-06: The impacts of the CHPE Project in combination with
other energy, transportation, and other industry projects are
discussed in Section 6 of the EIS.

- 127-07  127-07: See response to Comment 110-03.

should be looking at in connection with power. So those |
are my comments. Thank you.

(Applause.)

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

U.S. Department of Energy

August 2014
P-137



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

Comments 128 and 129

78
1 MR. MILLS: Thank you. If there's nobody ——
2 is there anybody who has not registered who wants to
3 speak?
4 MS. SMITH: The gentleman over here, Brian.
5 The gentleman there, and the gentleman there.
3] ME. GUARINDO: Good evening. My name is Alex
7 Guarino. I'm the Assistant District Supervisor for the
B Town of Haverstraw. Unfortunately, the Supervisor had a
9 previous commitment tonight and could make it. He
10 apologizes.
11 He wanted me to just let you all know that
12 he's been opposed to this from the beginning. He .
13 continues to be opposed to it. It makes no sense. We 128-01 Comment n(.)ted' .Evaluatlo.n Of-UseS O:f other power
L 128-01 generation facilities, including Bowline, is outside the scope of the
14 need to retool local infrastructure. We have Bowline 3. EIS.
15 We have Lovett. We need to put local people back to
16 work. And thank you wery much. |

17 (Applause.)
18 ME. MILLS: Thank you.
18 ME. MCDONALD: My name is Jim McDonald. I'm

20 a town councilman at the present time, and I'd like to
21 just review a few things.

22 Fifteen years ago, our politicians in Albany

Alderson Court Reporting
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decided that we needed to deregulate cur plants. And we
had a fantastic structure here that took care of our
residents and took care of our schools. So they
deregulated, and in came the plants from the south, who
do not pay tax structure like Hew York, okay? They came
in and they took us to court. Where was the court? In
Texas. The judge in Texas said, oh, you got to giwve
them kback all this money. Our school district is paying
$11 million a year to catch up on that, okay?

S50 next, our two plants go down. Jobks
disappear for residents that were working in those
plants. Then we come and we find out about this line.
It's a good thing for this lady sitting right here,
Susan, who told about this line.

(Applause.)

ME. MCDOMALD: And again, we find out that
our politicians in Albany are involwved with this ewven
though they're going no, no, no, including the Governor
that's in my party. And who's going to benefit from
this? The people that are going to make all the money
and have been making all the money for the past fiwve

years on the stock market, not the local residents of
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this State.
We can redo our grid. We can put all the

people to work as we should have after what happened in

Ohioc 10 years ago. B&nd we haven't started to rebuild - 129-01 129-01: Comment noted.

this infrastructure right now. We don't need help from

Canada. We can do it right here in the United States.

(Applause.)

MR. MILLS: Is there anybody else who hasn't
registered to speak want to speak? Right here.

MS. EOWOPEO: I registered, but I did not
check off that I wanted to speak. Luanne Eonopko. I'm
also a town councilwoman for the Town of Stony Point. I
just want to thank everybody for speaking out, for
trying to protect what we have here. What little we
have here, it's ours. It might be little, but it's
ours.

I echo and applaud everything that ewrvbody
else has said. I'm not a fact and figure person. I
appreciate anybody that took the time to figure out the
actual numbers, the economic impact, for example. What
I do want to add that nobody else did say up until this

point is that we have an opportunity to rebuild, to
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B1
1 build back better. I'm one of the people on the MNew
2 York Rising Committee in Stony Point. A number of
3 people in this room are also members of the New York
4 Rising Committee. And this is the Governor's initiative
5 to build back better after Hurricanes Irene and Sandy.
3] We were devastated by both. Once again, the riverfront
T is our livelihood. Riverfront and Revolutionary, those
B are the two things that identify Stony FPoint.
9 And I just want to add -- I just want to add

10 a P.5. that the Champlain Hudson Power Express is slated

11  to go right through the very area that the New York - 130-01  130-01: Seeresponseto(:on"nent106-03_
12 Rising Program is supposed to build back better. Thank

13 you. _

14 (Applause.)

15 ME. MILLS: Somebody else wanted to speak

16 over here? Who hasn't registered to speak wishes to
17 speak?
18 SPEAKER: Can we give Susan the time of other

1% people?

20 MFR. MILLS: We can handle it.
21 SPEAKER: Okay.
22 MR. MILLS: If you've already spoken and you
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g2

would like another three minutes.

(Laughter.)

MR. MILLS: Yes, you can.

MS. SMITH: It's a challenge.

(Applause.)

MR. MILLS: It's a challenge.

MS. FILGUERAS: Thank you. I will try.
First off, I asked the New York State Public Service
Commission at the United Water Haverstraw Desalinization
meeting a month ago if they had looked at the overall
finances of the program. And I apcologize for such a
small picture, but you guys wouldn't let me bring the
rest of my pictures in.

What you have to realize, and I did give to
Mr. Mills a copy of this picture with a few more pieces
and in addition, a copy of a video that we held the
meeting her with the Champlain Hudson Power Express.
Let's review the finances. TDI-- it goes Champlain
Hudson Power Express, a/k/a TDI, a/k/a the Blackstone
Group. The Blackstone Group is the group thatmanaged
the bankruptcy for Mirant Bowline and Lovett power

plants. We paid them $7 million and %225 a month in
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expenses., They took their last check in March of 2007.

In very early January of '10, Blackstone
purchased TDI. BAs we look, we now have-- we know where
Champlain is coming down. It converges on the
Haverstraw-Stony Point border with the proposed United
Water des=al plant. United Water's parent is GDF Suez,
the very company that Blackstone helped to form. They
negotiated between then Suez and the French government,
GDF Suez.

50 added to that, TDI-Champlain Hudson Power
Express, same company, negotiated with GDF Suez or
stated in their documents that they would buy the
additional 550 megawatts of power that the Champlain
Hudson Power Express was short from their plant 1
Queens. MNow, that may have changed. It's in the
documents.

We now have Blackstone with the United Water

Diesel plant. And let me state for the record, and I'll

put it in blood, in the Town of Stony Point, there is no

right-of-way on the CS¥ line. There are .2 miles. OCne
happens at Eay Fries where there is an overpass. It
widens. &And I'm not sure where the second one. It is

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

— 109-05

A

109-05: The proposed route of the CHPE Project within Stony
Point would be located in approximately 1.1 linear miles (1.8 linear
km) of railroad ROW and 0.9 linear miles (1.4 linear km) of
deviation zone approved by NYSPSC. As proposed, approximately
2.3 acres (0.9 hectares) of the 20-foot (6-meter) wide permanent
transmission line ROW would occur within railroad ROW, and up
to 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) would occur outside the railroad ROW in
Stony Point. EIS Sections 2.4.4 and 5.3.1 discuss the ROW for the
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment.
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miniscule. If you travel throughout the route, which I

have not done, I would bet you that's what we're going

to find. L 109-05
I object to this right-of-way language when

it isn't, and we have told them consistently and =olidly

for two years we're not selling. I object. I am 3

offended and insulted that they are going to bring that | 109-06

line through the Stony Point Battlefield. Thelmerican

Revolution was fought and won there. It's one of the

few battles, altercations —-
(Applause.)
MS.

FILGUERAS: -- that was fought that the

American rebels kicked their butts.

SPEAEER: It was the first.

MS. FILGUERAS: It was —— thank you. Okay.
We stood up for ocurselves. And I will guote Mr.
Jessome. He's in the back. When I reminded-- when I

simply brought it up and they did not know at the wvery

first meeting that they had planned to go through the

Waldron Cemetery, his answer was, well, shoot a bullet
through it. How deep is the bullet? Three feet. I'm
speechless. I'm offended. It's wrong.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

109-06: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield
State Historic Site (see EIS Section 5.3.10).
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The Stony Point Battlefield is sacred. The
Waldron Cemetery -- Mr. Brooks descends from the people
who fought the Revolution. Anita Babcock, Gino Dell. I
think the Casscles might have been in that battle as
well. But these are people that descended from those
who fought for ocur rights.

The Blackstone has financial interest. They
negotiated the CSX right-of-way. The GDF Suez tie is
there and in the joint proposal and in the prior
documents. And one other =small thing. If you're
familiar with a plant called Danskammer in Wewburd,
they are inwvolved, according to their website, in all
facets of the bankruptcy for Danskammer. And in January
of this year, they filed an expedited plan to turn the
plant off. And in Octoker, they filed a =econd plan to
relight the plant. They're only the manager, but do we
want somebody, a single entity, with that much market
power. That is the third plant on the route of the
transmission line.

They kankrupted Mirant, Bowline, and Lovett.

Lovett was torn down. The Danskammer plant, it goes

down, it goes up. And that's kind of unprecedented.
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Does the --
Mow, Danskammer's excuse —— Danskammer's
reasoning was they've put a new market zone in the New
York State grid. Does that question the need for this

line? If they'we added a new market zone, do we need

the line? I don't know the answer to that. I'm not--

S0 what I'm saying to you is Blackstone has
ties, multiple ties, to this project in different
companies. And I'm asking you to review those.
Everything should be an arm's length apart. Are they?
This project has the potential to tear the fabric of
towns in half, and if you go further upstate, it's going
down through the middle of streets.

We again say this is our property. We don't
want to sell it. We're not saying not in ocur backyard
because Spectra is bringing a 44inch high pressure
natural gas main clear across the county through the
middle of Stony Point out to the front of the Lovett
It's a 44inch pipe.

power plant site. They are going

to frack it across the Ramapo Fault. And over top of
that, CHPE will lay 1,000 megawatts of hot power. I

don't know the Ramapo Fault, the nuclear plant,

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

— 109-07

— 109-08

109-07: The transmission line would be installed under city streets
in Schenectady for 1.3 miles (2.1 km) due to engineering
constraints associated with use of the railroad ROW in that
location. Apart from small deviation areas and being within the
New York State Route 22 ROW for 11 miles (17 km) between
Dresden and Whitehall after exiting Lake Champlain, this is the
only substantial deviation from the railroad ROW in the Overland
Segment of the route between Lake Champlain and the Hudson
River (see EIS Section 2.4.1).

109-08: The risk of seismic hazards relative to the proposed CHPE
Project is discussed in Section 3.3.9 of the EIS. During a seismic
event, which would be rare, it is possible that damage to the
transmission line could be sustained; however, seismic events in
the Hudson River Segment have a low potential for damage.
Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative impacts
from other past, current, and future activities when combined with
the proposed CHPE Project.
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B7
transmission line. It kind of smells of a disaster. }109'08

I thank you. I will be submitting wellk
written comments noted by page. I will have a--
anybody who wants to join me, we will have a letter
writing party so that we may reference each and every
one of our points back to the documents. But this is
what we came away with. There are 26 jobs. The jobs
are specialized and will be imported. We're not
objecting to power that's in our back yard. We're not
nimbies. We have power plant sites. Help us help
ocurselwves and rebuild Bowline and Lovett so we can make
our towns better. Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. DRECHSLER: I'm sorry. I have to just go
to back Rockland Lake and Hook Mountain, because we know
that these -- this line is being moved. What the Siera
Club would like to know, and other people as well, is
what is the actual route —-- the actual route? There is - 12610
none. Okay. We need to know the actual route. Is it

going down to the river? How is it going to be

affecting these other areas well?

We need a real clear understanding of this

Alderson Court Reporting
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126-10: Appendix A of the EIS provides maps that outline the
proposed CHPE Project transmission line route in full detail.
Negotiation of the project route with the State of New York
through the NYSPSC Atrticle VII process culminated in the Joint
Proposal in February 2012. The project route has not changed
since then.
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B8
project. And as people here tonight have been =saying,
this -- there are already other ways to get the power.
This is just such an unbelievable waste of money to do
something like this when there are ways to already
utilize what's already existing in Rockland County and
put it back to work. So thank you wvery much.

(Applause.)

MR. MILLS: One minute, okay.

MF. CASSCLES: I only need one minute.

ME. MILLS: OCne minute.

ME. CASSCLES: I want to gquote two items from
the EIS.

MR. MILLS: State your name again.

ME. CASSCLES: Wellington Casscles. Okay.
Page 5-3, halfway down the page, just one sentence.
"Therefore, it is possible" -- more likely probable —-—
"that the proposed CHPE Project Power will be purchased
first and displace natural gas and fuel sources of
electric generating supply in this region." In other
words, like they =said on the next page. They're golng
to reduce the air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions

within the Wew ¥York City area "by alleviating the ned
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to operate one or more existing fossil fuel power
plants."

They say they're going to create 26 Jjobs.
You shut down a power plant. How many jobs are you
taking away? And if they're going to shut down power
plants, the megawatts that they're going to moduce,
we're not gaining anything. We're probably going to
wind up losing.

What we should do is build another power

plant like Big Rlice, which is twice the size of their

CHPE line. Build another big power plant or two smaller

ones that'll give us 2,000 megawatts, and tell them to
take their Canadian power and keep it.
(Applause.)

MS. CASSCLES: PRebecca Casscles, 69 Beech

FRoad. I'm sure by now you'wve realized we are passionate

about our town. I alsoc belong to the WNew York Rising

Committee, along with Luanne, and Susan, and my huskand.

We're so inveolwed. We spent a Saturday afterncon from

10:00 in the morning until 10:00 at night going over

this project. My husband's family has been in this area

since the late 1600s.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

— 112-04

112-04: See response to Comment 104-01. There is no evidence
that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of

existing jobs.
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90

I happen to be a carpetbagger. I'm asking
for an extension. This committee, the Just Say HNo
Committee, has read every piece of paper that has come
down. But we are not lawyers, and it's going to take us
to digest this, to come up with questions. Also in the I
beginning the CHPE Project was going to end at the
Astoria Queens Substation. Suddenly it's ending in
Ravenswood. Anybody here heard of Big Alice? Why is it

going from a substation to a power plant? I have

- 1310 113-10: See response to Comment 107-01.

- 113-11  113-11: See response to Comment 109-04.

concerns about this.
I'm inviting each and every one of you to
come to our home and walk the line with us. I'll serve
coffee and cookies. But I think you need to come to see
what it is that we are up against. We're going to lose
some of our property. We will now have a rental that
will be a nonconforming building on a noncorforming lot.
That building is what helps pay our taxes in this town.
And again, one house off the railroad tracks
for the 2.2 miles, we generate $1 million in town taxes.

Cne million deollars. The CHPFE will only be giving the

- 11312 113-12: See response to Comment 113-01.

- 11313 113-13: See response to Comment 113-01.

town about $220,000.

So please, I beg you, give us this extension
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because I feel like this is a David and Goliath battle.
We don't have the wherewithal that TDI and Blackstone
have. Please, please, give us the opportunity to digest
thi= and let us take a look at it and submit reall¥y

fundamental questions. Thank you.

(Bpplause.)

ME. WALDROM: Just a couple of things. I
don't know if you're aware, but inside this information
right from CHPE, this power line only lasts 40 years,
maybe a little bit more. That's ridiculous. Famty
yvears. That's the life expectancy. I can show it to
yvou after I'm done. I'll do it.

I also have to second the extension process.

I respectfully say you must —— respectfully say you

- 121-07

must give us that. B2And, two, this is a little off the
beaten track, but if a little animated gecko for the
Geico commercial can claim that we are the Empire State
because we have the resources, I say it's time we use
these rescurces from New York State, not a foreign
country. We shouldn't be relying on foreign power or
foreign power for our country for our energy. That's

ridiculous, I'm sorry. Thank you.

Alderson Court Reporting
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years or more (see EIS Section 2.4.13).

121-07: See response to Comment 107-01.

121-08: See response to Comment 126-02.

-121-06  121-06: The lifespan of the proposed CHPE project would be 40
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(Applause.)
MR. MILLS: Thank you.
MS. FUBLCNG: Can I talk from here because I
have trouble standing. I can do it without a
microphone. I well at kids. Okay. MaryEllen Furlong.
I remember a number of years ago in California, there
was a big scandal regarding a project-- a company
called Enron regarding the purchase and repurchase and
selling of power, and the corruption, and all the jobs
in the economy that were destroyed.
How, it's been brought up that Blackstone has
a connection to all of these entities. How do we know
that they're not going to be an Enron, and that they are
going to not manipulate the power and the price of power
coming down from Canada to New York? How do we know
that they're not complicit in the destruction of jobs
and the destruction of the economy for their profit?
You, Mr., Mills, and you, Ms., McDonald, and
Ms. Smith, and Mr. Palmer, you have a big job because we
have been steamrolled and put behind the eight ball,
because we're a little town in the smallest county in

Wew York. BAnd they think they can do whatewer they want

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO

~ 119-08

119-08: Comment noted. There is no evidence that the proposed
CHPE Project would reduce the availability of existing jobs or
negatively impact economic development (See response to
Comment 104-01). In addition, the operation of the CHPE
Transmission Line is subject to the conditions of the NYSPSC
Certificate and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) Order Docket No. ER10-1175-000 issued to the Applicant
on July 10, 2010.
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here, and they can't because it's time that people speak
up and say no. You can't invade our town. You can't
rip the heart out of it. You can't destroy our =schools
because we won't have a tax base to support them. We
won't have people making money or having jobs because
vou've transported those jobs out of NHew York State.

Tou need to sit down with our Governor, and
our town, and our education systems, and ewverybody, and
dewvelop a plan that will give our children and us a
developed program that will provide jobs and a tax base
that will support this town, and this county, and this
State to make it a successful place. And that's a big
responsibility. And I think you need to live up to it,
and everybody in Albany needs to liwve up to what they
are doing up there. It's not for their benefit, but
it's for the benefit of the citizens of this State and
this town.

That's why they're up there. That's why vyou
are up there. Govermment needs to be responsible, and
if you're not responsikle, then we need to replace you
and put somebody in there who will respond to the people

because we're fed up. And we're tired of being ignord

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEFRO

U.S. Department of Energy

P-153

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

Comment 117

94

1 and run over. &And I'm sorry if it's a little

[as)

disrespectful, but that's how we feel. We are tired of
3 it.

4 And Ms. Susan and Rebecca and everybody, they

] try so hard to build up this town, and everybody thinks,
5] oh, it's just Stony Point, what are they? Well, I think

T they might find out we're a lot tougher than what people

B imagine us to be. Thank wyou.

9 (Applause.)
10 MR. MILLS: If there are no other speakers.
11 Yes?
12 ME. WALDRON: We could stay up for hours. We
13 could. We could stay up for hours. I gotmore to say,

14 but we have to end sometime. You should meet with us

15 =somehow.

16 ME.. LUDWIGSON: Steve Ludwigson with the
17 Boilermakers. I already what I wanted earlier. Just
18 one thing I want to make clear. In New York State when

19 they purchase power, okay, if Mr. Jessome can produce it
20 for, say, %15 a megawatt and everybody else is paying
21 550, okay, it makes it sound like you're saving 535 a

22 megawatt. But in New York State, whatever the highest

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOFR-DEFC

— 117-05

117-05: Comment noted. The New York State electricity market
is regulated by the NYSPSC and the New York Independent
System Operator (NY1SO). The pricing mechanisms for power
purchases in the New York State electricity market are not the

subject of this EIS.
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price paid for power, evervybody gets it.

So if you're paying 350, he's getting 350
even though it's only costing him $15. All we're doing
is displacing money from MWew York and employers in New
York that could be making it and sending it to Canada,
okay? And it might seem like, okay, you have a choice.

Well, MWew York City, B0 percent of the power is
supposed to be produced in the fiwve boroughs of New York
City. I know Indian Point supplies some of the other 20
percent regardless. Eighty percent manufactured, built,
supplied, MWew York City.

There's an exception. HNew York City used to
run on DC power, and they never took it out of the
rules. So if you can produce DC power, you get the
first bite at the apple. PRight now you'we got a
thousand megawatts with one line coming down. According
to Susan, there's four or five more coming in bkehind it
that are already locking for their permits waiting to
see where this goes. That could be 6,000 megawatts that
you'll never get to produce again in New York. HNobody
will make the money on it here. It'll all go north,

okay?

Alderson Court Reporting
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- 117-06 117-06

. See response to Comment 110-03.
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So it's not —— I know this is environmental

whether it's safe for the river or not safe for the

river. This is jobs. This is people's livelihoods. 1o
And we really need to locock at that. Thank you.
[Applause.)
ME., MILLS: Thank you. One more.
MRE. MCPARTLANMND: Brian McPartland, Local 503,
IBEW. &As I said before, we represented the people that
worked in the power plants. The one power plant is
leveled. We had 250 people working between two power
plants. MNow we have 36 working at Bowline. If we
constructed power plants here, do you know how many 117-08

trades would be taken into that? Do you know how many

—-— the boilermakers would make money, the electricians

would make money, the town would make money. Everybody

would make money. That's -- and, yes, naturally I would

hope to represent the people that are at that plant.

But we have to understand that by sending
this to Canada and bringing it down, we're just
bypassing a whole industry that’s right here. &and I

understand the laborers, okay, they got a project labr

agreement, and I understand they got to deal cut. I

Alderson Court Reporting
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117-07: See response to Comment 104-01.

117-08: The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the
development of other projects.
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understand that. Twentysix jobs. You heard it. You
heard the facts. The facts are 26 joks. If wyou
constructed power plants at Bowline and Lovett, you'd
probably have more because somebody has got to do the
work to get the grounds laid.

211 right, that's it. Thanks.

(Applause.)

ME. MILLS: Thank you. All right.

[Laughter.)

SPEAKER: I can keep golng.

MER. MILLS: That's okay. Shall we gavel it?
This hearing is now adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 8:20 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned. )
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3
1 PEOCEEDINTGS
2 (6:00 p.m.)
3 MR. MILLS: Good evening. Please go ahead and

4 get seated. My name is Brian Mills with the Department
5 of Energy. Before we get started with the hearing, I'd
B like to open up with some general housekeeping items.
7 Those folks who would like to make werbal
B comments should sign up at the registration desk at the
9 —— out the front of the door. A stenographer will be
10 recording all werbal comments, =o we ask that you speak
11 clearly into the microphone being prowvided for this
12  purpose. Any written comments on the EIS that you would
13 like to hand over tonight can be submitted at the
14 registration tabkle at any point this evening. With
15 that, we can get started.
16 MS. SMITH: Good evening. I'm Julie Smith,
17 and I'd like to thank you for taking your time out of
18 yvour busy day to attend this hearing. I work for the
15 U.5. Department of Energy in the Office of Electricity
20 Delivery and Energy PReliability. I along with Jodi
21 McDonald from the U.S5. Corps of Engineers will be the

22 hearing cfficers today.
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The reason we are here is Champlain Hudson
Power Express ls proposing to construct an international
transmission line. They'we asked the Department of
Energy for a presidential permit. A presidential permit
iz needed before any transmission line can ke built
across the U.S5. international border. DoE determined
that an environmental impact statement would ke the
appropriate level of analysis for this presidential
permit.

Thi= is a public hearing on the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project draft
Environmental Impact Statement. That's a mouthful, so
I'm going to refer to that from now on as the draft EIS.

Once we begin the hearing, we will hear from you in the
order that you signed up. If you wish to speak but hawve
not signed up, vou can sign up at the registration table
outside the doors.

For those of you who may not be familiar with
the process that we go through in preparing an EIS and
where we are for this particular project in the process,
I'll cover some of the steps here briefly. Although I'm

sure you'we all read the draft EIS availakle on our EIS

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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1 website, you can alsoc find more detailed information for
2 the process and this project, again, on that website.
3 The first step in the EIS process is we start
4 public participation by issuing a Wotice of Intent to
5 Prepare an Envirommental Impact Statement, an EIS. For
B this project, DoE issued our MNotice of Intent on June
T 18, 2010, and an amended notice on April 30th, 2012,
B The Hotice of Intent begins a process that we call
9 scoping, which is an opportunity for the public to tell
10 us their issues and concerns related to the project. We
11 nse this input to help us prepare the draft EIS. If you
12 commented during the scoping period, we used your
13 scoping comments to determine which alternatiwves and
14 which issues we needed to address in the EIS.
15 The next step in the process is to prepare the
16 actual draft EIS. The draft EIS analyzes the
17 foreseeable environmental impacts that might result from
18 granting the presidential permit. The draft EIS also
15 identifies steps that might be needed to mitigate
20 impacts. For this project, we issued the draft EIS on
21 October 21st, 2013. After we issue a draft, we ask the
22  puklic to comment on it during the public comment
Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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period. The Environmental Protection Agency, or EFA,
opens the comment period by publishing a MNotice of
Availakility in the Federal Register. The EPA notice
for this draft EIS was in the Federal Register on
Movember lst, 2013,

Since this is where we are in the process, the
public comment period, I'm going to cover this just a
little bit more in detail. The comment pericd giwves you
an opportunity to tell us any changes that you would
like to see in the draft EIS, what you think is wrong
about the document, and how you think we should fix it.

We are also loocking for issues you think we missed or
didn't cover as well as we should have.

If you have questions as part of your comments
today, we will not be able to answer vour questions, but
we will do so in the final EIS. It's also wery helpful
for when vou make your comments to cite specific
sections or page numbers from the document itself. HNone
of this is required, but it will help us to understand
YOUur comments.

During the hearing, the hearing's officers may

ask qguestions to allow vou to clarify points that you're

Alderson Court Reporting
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7
1 making. Whether you choose to speak or not, you are
2 invited to submit written comments. Instructions to do
3 so are provided on the boards at the back of the room,
4 how to make comments, or are availabkle on the
5 registration table. All comments, whether written or
B oral, are treated the same and hawve equal weight.
T For this draft EIS, we will continue to accept
B comments until December 16th, 2013. To the extent that
9 we can, we will also consider your comments submitted
10 after that date. &After the close of this comment
11 period, we will write the final Environmental Impact
12 Statement, which considers your comments. The final EIS
13 will contain a comment response document that addresses
14 comments received on the dratft EIS. When completed, the
15 Environmental Protection Agency will again issue a
16 Motice of Awvailability of the final EIS in theFederal
17 Register, and again, we will post the document on the
18 EIS website and send it out to the mailing list. NHo
15 sooner than 30 days after the EPA lets all of you know -
20 - all vyou Federal Register readers know the final EIS is
21 out there, DoE may issue a Record of Decision on the
22 presidential permit application. I hope that this very
Alderson Court Reporting
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1 general outline is helpful to you in understanding where
2 we're at.

3 I'd also like to mention a couple of other

4 things about the draft EIS and this project. The

5 Department of Energy has the authority to permit the

B border crossing. The U.5. Army Corps of Engineers

7 izsues Clean Water Act permits. The State of Hew York

B has the authority to cite transmission lines in New

9 York. Sewveral other Federal and State agencies are

10 working with DoE and the Corps in preparing the draft

11 EIS, including U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the
12 J.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.5. Coast Guard, the

13 Mew York State Department of Public Service, MNew York

14 State Department of Environmental Conservation. These
15 are all cooperating agencies in the preparation of the
16 draft EIS.

17 Mow, I know that was a lot, so what you need
18 to remempber for this hearing are the three following

19 points. First, comments received on the draft EIS will
20  be included in the final EIS, and we will respond in the
21 document to the comments that we receive. Two, comments

22 expressed at one of our hearings or provided to us by

Alderson Court Reporting
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1 email or letter will all ke considered egually. 2And

2 lastly, the comment period for the draft EIS closes on

3 December 16th, 2013.

4 I'll now turn this owver to our hearing's

5 officer, Jodi McDonald, from the U.S5. Army Corps of

B Engineers.

T MS. MCDCHMALD: Thank you, Julie. Good

B afterncon -- good evening. I am Jodi McDonald. I'm

9 Chief of the Regulatory Branch for the MNew York District
10 Army Corps of Engineers. I will be the presiding

11 aofficer on behalf of the Corps of Engineers for today's
12 puklic hearing.

13 The Corps of Engineers is here today to obtain
14 information and evidence and ensure coverage of core

15 concerns, to assist in the regulatory review of a permit
16 application by Champlain Hudson Power Express,

17 Incorporated for the installation and construction of a
18 336-mile power cable from the Canadian border through

19 waters of the United States, including wetlands, Lake
20 Champlain, the Hudson River, Harlem River, and East
21 RBiver. The U.5. Department of Energy as lead Federal

22 agency will make a decision whether to issue a
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presidential permit to allow the crossing of the U.S.
border to facilitate the operation of this power cabkle.

The Corps of Engineers is neither a proponent
for nor an opponent of the proposed work. Our role is
to determine whether the proposed activity -- in this
case, the installation of a power line in waters of the
United States -- is in the owverall pubklic interest.

This hearing will play an important part in that
determination.

Please understand that we do not expect to
answer questions from the dais in this hearing related
to the proposal as we are here to obtain information and
yvour comments. Questions on the regulatory process in
general can be directed to my staff membker in the
audience today, and that's June Yen sitting in the back.

The Wew York District has issued a public
notice for this project with the comment period closing
on Decempber 16th, 2013, That public notice is currently
posted on the Mew York District website. The website
address is www.nan.usace.army.mil, as in "militarvy." We
do have some coples awvailable on the registration table

as well. If you are not currently on our public notice
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Comment 131

11

email distribution list and would like to receive a copy
of future anncouncements for email public notices, please
provide your email address at the registration table.

I will now open the hearing.

(Pounding of gawvel.)

MS. SMITH: For our first speaker, can we hear
from Anthony Fresina? BAnd I apologize if I don't
pronounce names correctly.

ME. FEESINA: That's okay. You did pretty
good.

MS. SMITH: Ckay, good.

MER. FREESINA: Well, good evening. I just want
to introduce myself. My name is Anthony Fresina. I'm
Business Manager of Laborers Local 190. I represent
laborers that -- from Fort Edward, Washington County, to
Green County, to the Catskills. I stand here -- I
should say we stand here today in favor of this project.

We believe it's going to be a good project. It'll
bring good paying jobs, skilled labor, skilled jobs to
the area, good for the economy. And we're hoping that
with this job, that it'll boost the economy.

And we represent laborers, as I =said, that are

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD
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131-01: Comment noted.
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Comments 132 and 133

12

1 skilled and OSHA trained. We have a training facility

2 in Albany -- in Glenmont, I should =say, and we're in

3 favor for the project, and I hope it goes. Thank you.

4 (Applause.)

5 MS. SMITH: Carocl Tansey?

g MS. TANSEY: My name is Carol Tansey, and I

7 live in Albany, Mew York. I'm a private citizen. I'm N

B an environmental actiwvist, and I would rather see MNew

_ _ 132-01: Comment noted. The source of the electric power to be
9 York City generate solar power to get their own | 13001 transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the
10 electricity. It's local. It makes more sense to me scope of the EIS. In addition, the proposed CHPE Project is a

buried electric transmission line, not a pipeline.

11 than to let this pipeline come down from Canada. We can

12 handle this curselves here in the United States. Thank

13 YO

14 (Applause.)

15 MS. SMITH: Tom Ellis?

16 ME. ELLIS: Can I speak from here?

17 MS. SMITH: Certainly.

18 ME. ELLIS: Because I've got some papers I

15 want to read from. All right. Good evening, everybody.
20 My name is Tom Ellis. I live in Albany. I appreciate
21 this opportunity today to discuss the Federal

22 governmment's DEIS. I recommend that the presidential

BElderson Court Reporting
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1 permit be denied. I spoke at the July 1l4th, 2010

2 scoping hearing on this project, and I stick with what I
3 said that night.

4 I represent both the Citizen's Environmental

5 Coalition and the Solidarity Committee of the Capital

B District as I did in 2010. Both organizations have a

7 long history of opposing the importation of additional

B Canadian river destroying hydroelectricity into New

9 York.

10 Just a little bit of information about both

11 groups. Last month the Solidarity Committee featured UE
12 Political Action Director, Chris Townsend, at our 30th
13 anniversary celebration. Chris is working to try to

14 save the 200 jobs at Fort Edward that General Electric
15 i=s proposing to eliminate. Early this month, the

16 Citizens Enwvironmental Coalition organized the NWNew York
17 State Fracking Health Summit at which a dozen public

18 health professionals met to carefully analyze the health
15 izsues local governments in Upstate Wew York may face 1f
20 natural gas hydro fracking is allowed in the State. I
21 have information about that if anyvbody wants it.

22 So both the Citizens Envirommental Coalition

Alderson Court Reporting
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and the Solidarity Committee worked with the support of
Cree Indians in Quebec to force cancellations of two
contracts the Wew York Power Authority had with Hydro-
fuebec. Cancellation of these contracts 20 years ago
led Hydro-Quebec to cancel its proposed Great Well River
Project that had it gone forward would'wve literally
destroyed the Great Well River and five other rivers
that flow into James and Hudson Bays about a thousand
miles north of here.

Since the 19%70s, Hydro-Quebec has destroyed
including the La Grande,

large rivers in Quebec,

Eastmain, and Rupert. At present, Hydro-Quebec is

destroying the Romaine Riwer that flows into the Gulf of
St. Lawrence near Havre-Saint-Pierre, about B0O0 or 900

miles northeast of here. The draft EIS did not examine
the envirommental and health impacts of the entire
Champlain Project despite many regquests, including mine,

to do so. The DEIS authors stated their reasons on page ~133-01

1-17 and 1-18 for not examining the Canadian impacts of

this project. However, not performing such an analysis

renders the DEIS incomplete and defective.

It also prevents Champlain Hudson Fower and }133-02

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

133-01: The DOE addressed this issue in Section 1.7.4 of the EIS.
Evaluating potential impacts in Canada is outside the scope of the
EIS. NEPA does not require analysis of impacts that occur within
another sovereign nation that result from actions approved by that
sovereign nation. This is consistent with Executive Order (EO)
12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions
(January 4, 1979), which does not require Federal agencies to
evaluate impacts outside the United States when the foreign nation
is participating with the United States or is otherwise involved in
the action. The Quebec Provincial Government would conduct an
environmental review for impacts in Canada, as applicable, as part
of its authorization process associated with the construction of
facilities (i.e., a new transmission line from a proposed new HVDC
converter station at Hertel, in La Prairie, Quebec, to the
U.S./Canada border) in the province. The Canadian Government,
through the National Energy Board, would also have the authority
to authorize the project and consider potential environmental
impacts in its analysis. Therefore, NEPA and EO 12114 specify
that the assessment of potential environmental impacts of the
proposed CHPE Project is to be restricted to the evaluation of
impacts that might occur within the United States.

133-02: Potential impacts in Canada associated with the source of
the power to be transmitted through the CHPE transmission line is
outside the scope of the EIS. According to the New York Energy
Law 8 1-103(12), renewable energy resources are “sources which
are capable of being continuously restored by natural or other
means or are so large as to be useable for centuries without
significant depletion and include but are not limited to solar, wind,
plant and forest products, wastes, tidal, hydro, geothermal,
deuterium, and hydrogen.” The hydropower energy to be delivered
to the New York City metropolitan area via the proposed CHPE
Project would be considered renewable energy according to New
York Energy Law.
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the Department of Energy from proving that the Champlain
Hudson Power Froject would provide the MNew York City
metro region with renewable energy, and it also prevents
them from proving that the project, if it goes forward,
would lead to a reduction in carbon dioxide and other
climate change emissions that contribute to rising
temperatures on this planet. Both the applicant and the
DoE assert that the Canadian hydro power that would flow
through the Champlain Hudson Power Line is renewable
energy or 1is renewable electricity.

Many people, including the Climate Action
Hetwork of Canada assert that damming, diking,
diverting, and destroying rivers is not truly renewable
electricity. Hydro-Quebec generates much of its overall
electricity from manmade reservoirs. Hydro-Quebec's
hydro electrical development has altered river flow
patterns that used to peak in the spring. Today, peak
electricity generation is often in winter when power
demand i=s high. Winter water flows have increased many-
fold, devastating fish spawning and greatly increasing
soil erosion rates. Such destruction hardly gqualifies

as renewable energy.

BElderson Court Reporting
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The Department of Energy and Champlain Hudson

assert, but do not prove, that the Champlain Hudson

Froject would reduce carbon dioxide emissions. MNon-run
of the river hydro projects contribute to climate
change. FRotting wvegetation in flooded river walleys
releases carbon dioxide and methane into the atmosphere.

Flooded rivers can no longer absorb carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere. Intact ecosystems lessen climate change
through oxygen production and carbon storage.

If the Champlain Hudson Project is constructed
and Canadian electricity displaces fossil fuel
electricity in the Wew York City area, would the
reduction in global warming emissions in downstate NWew
York be greater than the increase in global warming
emissions in Canada? Who knows? Without an
environmental review of the source of the Champlain
Hudson Power, neither the Department of Energy nor
Champlain Hudson Power can prove that the Chaplain
Hud=on Project is a low carbon electricity project
despite their assertions that it is. And let us not
forget that Hydro-Quebec floods huge areas. The Rupert

River Project flooded more than 100 square miles.

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 133-03

133-03: As presented in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the New York
State Department of Public Service (NYSDPS) estimated that
implementation of the proposed CHPE Project would result in an
annual reduction of emissions of carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide,
and nitrogen oxides. See response to Comment 133-01 regarding
analysis of potential impacts in Canada.
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We live on a planet that i=s rapidly warming.
We need to preserve what nature has given us. Three
years ago, the MNew York State Climate Action Council
issued its Climate Action Plan Interim report. On page
CV-8 of the report is a graphic indicating air
temperatures in New York may increase from five and a
half to seven -- from five and a half to seven degrees
Fahrenheit by the 2080s compared to the 15B80s.

In Chapter 11 of that report concerning
adapting to climate change are some specific
recommendations the State should take. On page 11-81 is
a recommendation directly in conflict with the Champlain
Hudson Power Project. It reads, "All water-related
permit programs and policies should minimize alterations
and disruptions to the natural hydrological cycle to the
extent possible. FRegulatory agencies should implement
this recommendation at multiple scales, including site-
level planning and construction, as well as more
regional watershed =scales." HNew York should be
consistent with its policies. WNew York should reject
imported electricity from out of State entities who

disrupt or even destroy the natural hydrologic cycle.

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 133-04

133-04: The proposed CHPE transmission line would be installed
below ground and beneath the bottom of Lake Champlain and the
Hudson, Harlem, and East rivers, and would not result in a
significant alteration of the hydrologic cycle of waters of the
United States. The Specific Action cited from the New York State
Climate Action Council’s Climate Action Plan Interim Report was
proposed to guide the creation of technical guidance and design
standards that the Interim Report suggests should be incorporated
in storm water, wastewater, and water supply permit guidance, and
permit reviews and approvals. The proposed CHPE Project would
comply with all required permit guidance. Additionally, the
Applicant would implement BMPs identified in the Applicant’s
Environmental Management & Construction Plan (EM&CP),
conditions specified in the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed
CHPE Project, and Applicant-proposed measures to minimize
impacts on water resources (see EIS Section 2.4.12).
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Climate change is a globkal problem and it
requires wvast international cooperation to effectiwvely
deal with it. And now there is a second Chaplain Hudson
or Champlain Project -- there's no time limit is there?
There is not a time limit.

MS. SMITH:

ME. ELLIS: All right, thank you -- for New

England that, if approved, would bring 1,000 megawatts

of Quebec hydroelectricity into Vermont and prokably to
coastal Wew England. This propeosal may stimulate
additional river destruction in Quebec, which may lead

to additional Champlain Hudson proposals.

The other major critique the Citizens
Environmental Coalition and the Solidarity hawve is that
even ignoring the health and envirommental impacts in
Canada, the Champlain Hudson Proiject is a poor way for
New York State and MNew York City to meet our energy
needs. The guestions I ask are: should it be allowed,
is it the kest use of our finite resources, who benefits
the most and the least from it, would its approval and
construction retard the development of better

alternatives, and why is there such a skimpy analysis of

alternatives to the Champlain Hudson Project contained

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—133-05
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133-05: See response to Comment 133-01 regarding analysis of
impacts in Canada. The Proposed Action analyzed by DOE in this
EIS is the issuance of a Presidential permit that would authorize the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed CHPE
Project that would cross the U.S./Canada border. Alternatives for
the source of power to be transmitted through the proposed CHPE
Project are outside the scope of the EIS. During preparation of this
EIS, DOE considered other reasonable alternatives to the CHPE
Project (see Section 2.5 of the EIS), but ultimately eliminated these
alternatives from further detailed analysis due to various reasons, as
discussed in Section 2.5. The alternatives considered included
different route alignments, upland transmission routes,
conservation and demand reduction measures, use of HVAC vs.
HVDC technology, and various interconnection and converter
station alternatives. The purpose of the proposed CHPE Project is
to deliver power into the New York City metropolitan area
electrical market; therefore, no other power generation sources,
such as solar power projects, were considered as alternatives.
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in the DEIS. I saw no discussion of solar power in the
DEIS, nor does the word "solar" appear in the index.
The word "WYSERDA" does not appear in the index either
or any information about the vast energy efficiency and
solar projects that are job creating projects that
NYSERDA is working on right now. It's simply absent
from the DEIS.

In my spring 2010 scoping comments, I stated
that inwvesting in weatherization and conservation
projects and improving energy efficiencies here in New
York could provide many thousands of Wew York State
residents with high gquality jobs. I mentioned that
young people, and especially young men, have been hard
hit by the recession that began in 2008. And I
mentioned that decades ago the American Council for an
Energy Efficient Economy reported New York had wvastly
reduced its overall use of electricity and summer and

winter peak demands by installing heavy -- excuse me —-—

highly-efficient motors, lighting, and other appliances.

The draft Envirommental Impact Statement devotes parts

of only one page -- that's 2-44 -- to its discussion of

conservation and demand side measures without mentioning

BElderson Court Reporting
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at all the considerable employment potentials that these

hawe .

The DEIS contains less than one page —- 6-11 _

- on wind energy -- half a page. The failure of the
DEIS to seriously or ewen half-heartedly examine the
considerable energy and employment advantages of
conservation, energy efficiency, wind and solar power,
renders the DEIS highly deficient. The DEIS on page 2-
44 contains a weak rationale for its decision in this
matter. It says, "Consequences the Wew York's
independent system operator has demonstrated that energy
efficiency and conservation measures alone would not
address southeastern Mew York's increasing demand for
electricity, and that a mix of energy efficiency, demand
reduction, and new generation would be required to meet
future energy demand. Therefore, DoE determined that
conservation and demand side measures alternative alone
is not a reasonable alternative, and is, therefore, not
addressed further in the EIS." Completely ignored is
the possibility that with intense conservation and
energy efficiency, electricity demand might no longer

increase or that conservation wind, energy efficiency,

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—133-06

Y

133-06: Comment noted. See response to Comment 133-05
regarding alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project. Energy
efficiency (i.e., demand reduction) and conservation measures were
considered but eliminated from further detailed analysis because
DOE determined that these measures alone were not a reasonable
alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see Section 2.5.3 of the
EIS). The possible development of in-state renewable energy
projects is outside the scope of the EIS.
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and solar together would provide for any increase in
demand.

On page 2-44, the DEIS lists the fiwe policy
objectives identified in 2005 MNew York State Energy
Flan. One of these is to support development of in-
state energy supplies. The Champlain Hudson Power
Project does not meet that cbjective.

In my 2010 scoping comments, I urged this
project be rejected because if it's approved, many tens
of millions of wealth will flow out of MNew York State
each year to pay for the Canadian electricity. It would
be much better to implement ways of keeping the wealth
of Wew York circulating in Wew York rather than watch it
disappear. The DEIS does not address this issue.

Several times the DEIS asserts that the
Champlain Hudson Project would save New York
residents ——

MS. MCDOMALD: Mr. Ellis, excuse me.
Gentlemen in the back, if you're going to have a
conversation, I'm going to ask you to step ocutside.

SPEREEFR: I mean, this gentleman could speak

all night. We don't want to be here all night.

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 133-06

— 133-07

— 133-08

133-07: The potential issuance by DOE of a Presidential permit
for construction of an electric transmission line crossing the U.S.
border with Canada would not preclude the development of in-state
energy supplies. The possible development of in-state power
sources is outside the scope of the EIS.

133-08: The EIS addresses potential socioeconomic impacts,
including this issue, in Section 5.4.18 (New York City
Metropolitan Area Segment) and similar subsections for the other
segments of the transmission line route.
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1 MS. MCDOWALD: BAnd we haven't -- we have not
2 set a time limit on speakers because we have only a few
3 speakers tonight. So we're here until everyone is
4 finished speaking. But it's wvery inconsiderate for you
5 to stand in the back and have a conversation when this
6 gentleman is trying to make his comments. So if you're

7 going to —--

] SPEREER: The gentleman has made his comments.
9 He's been talking for an hour.
10 MS. MCDOWALD: He has every right to do that.
11 Please either hawve a conversation outside --
12 SPEREER: I'll have a conversation right here.
13 MS. MCDOMALD: Thank --
14 ME. ELLIS: My comments will take about 15
15 minutes, I think.
16 SPEREER: It's been 15 so far.
17 MS. MCDOMALD: Go ahead, Mr. Ellis.
18 ME. ELLIS: Thank you. The DEIS does not
15 analyze this issue. Several times the DEIS asserts that
20 the Champlain Budson Project would save New York
21 residents 5400 or $500 million a year on electricity

purchases without any data to back it up. But nowhere

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—133-09

Y

133-09: As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the economics of the
proposed CHPE Project and potential impact on ratepayers were
evaluated as part of the NYSPSC Article VII review process.
Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that
ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total
approximately $405 million to $720 million per year.
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1 is there any data on how much MNew York would actually

2 pay -- how much New Yorkers would actually pay for the 133-09
3 electricity or how much of that money would go to
4 Canada. This omission needs to be corrected. Okay.
5 And finally, the Champlain Hudson Project
6  would provide only a few hundred jobs during
7 construction and only a few dozen jobs thereafter.
B However, there is one alternative that would stimulate
9 the creation of tens of thousands of good-paying, good
10 benefits jobs in New York City, and probably upstate,
11 too, where such employment is desperately needed and
12 desired by low income workers and the chronically
13 unemnployed. ©On June 16th, 2011, aNew York Times
14 article reported that two-thirds of New York City's
15 rooftops are suitable for solar panels and could jointly
16 generate enough energy to meet half the city's demand
17 for electricity at peak periods according to a new
18 highly-detailed interactive map. The map showed the
15 solar potential for the city's one million plus
20 buildings. The map i= at the website of the City
21 University of MNew York. It was developed by the City
22 University in cooperation with the city govermment and
BElderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEPO
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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1 the Federal Department of Energy. The rooftop solar
2 could generate up to 5,847 megawatts of electricity,
3 almost six times as much electricity as this project
4 under discussion tonight could provide. The Department

5 of Energy Solar Awareness Cities Programs financed the
B map.
7 The article also reported that in San
B Francisco after a similar map was developed, the number
9 of solar installations on private rooftops rose from 551
10 in 2007 to 2,300 in 2011 with the help of tax credits
11 and rebates. If only 20 percent of the MNew York City
12 saolar rooftop potential is developed, it would generate
13 more electricity than the Champlain Hudson Power can
14 provide. If 60 percent of the available space were
15 ntilized, more electricity would be provided than by
16 both the Champlain Hudson Project and by Indian Point.
17 In the years ahead, as solar technology
18 continues to improve, it may be possible to conwvert the
15 sunlight and heat passing through millions of wvertical
20 windows in New York City directly into electricity.
21 Solar obviously has a huge potential in MNew York City

22 and a huge employment potential. If govermment, private

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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industry, and building owners made a commitment to equip

25,000 buildings per year with rooftop solar, many tens
of thousands of permanent jobs for electricians,
plumbers, roofers, laborers, carpenters, sheet metal
workers, and other building trades workers would be
generated or would be created by the construction,

maintenance, repair, and upgrading of the solar

equipment -- you know, many, many, many, many more times

as many jobs as this project could provide.

It is unfortunate that the DEIS considered
only a no action alternative to the Champlain Hudson
Proposal and ignored the solar alternatiwve that it, DoE,
helped to facilitate or helped to formulate. Among the
many advantages of rooftop solar over the Champlain
Project are it eliminates the need for additional power
lines. It provides for a huge, but unknown, number of
good quality middle-class jobs for New York City
residents. It reduces incentiwves for Hydro-Quebec to
destroy additional rivers. It keeps the energy dollars
of Mew York State recirculating in MNew York State. It
iz sustainable, safe energy. It i= a tremendous

business opportunity and a tremendous employment

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 133-10

133-10: The purpose of the proposed CHPE Project is to deliver
electric power into the New York City metropolitan area electrical
market (see Section 1.4 of the EIS); therefore, use of other power
generation sources such as rooftop solar were not considered
alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project. Implementation of the
CHPE Project would not preclude the development or use of
rooftop solar, or other renewable generation sources, to meet future
electrical demand. The proposed CHPE Project is estimated to
create an average of 300 direct construction jobs during its 4-year
construction period (see Section 2.3 of the EIS).
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opportunity. It spreads the wealth around more evenly
and widely among working families than the wealthy
investors behind this project. It further protects the
earth's environment and climate. It can put wvast
nunkers of people of color to work.

Something like 20 percent of the black men in

Mew York City are officially unemployed, double the rate

from 2006. 2And, of course, the official unemployment
rate is way lower than the actual unemployment rate.

Cnly one-fourth of MNew York City's black men under the

age 25 have a good job. There are literally hundreds of

thousands of people of color in Hew York City who have
never had a good job in their life. Solarizing the
city's rooftops 1is a superb way to bring these men and
women into the mainstream of our Wation.

This project here offers nothing of the kind.
Putting tens of thousands of people of color —-- excuse
me —-- putting tens of thousands of people to work on
solar would reduce poverty rates and government
expenditures to allewiate them. Wew York City would

become more energy independent. As solar continues to

evolwve and people experience success with it, additional

Alderson Court Reporting
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solar incentives or initiatives would be launched in the
city. Solarizing the city's rooftops would greatly
stimulate the solar industry development. New York
State could conceivably become the solar industry
equipment manufacturing center of MNorth America.
Somebody is going to do it. It might as well be lNew
York. And solar electricity would displace fossil fuel
to electricity, leading to clean air and slowing climate
change.

In conclusion, I urge that the presidential
permit be denied, the final Environmental Impact
Statement seriously examine the wvast employment impacts
that conversation, energy efficiency, and solar power
offer, and that the in-Canada impacts of this project be
examined. Thank you very much, and I hawve a copy of the
most recent newsletter of the two groups that I
represent and that I'd like to have included in the
record. And thank you for giving me enough time.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Our next speaker, Ramon Figueroa?

(Mo response.)

MS. SMITH: Perhaps he stepped out. Paul

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFO
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134-01: The risk of anchor snags on concrete mats is noticeably
less than that of an exposed communications cable or other utility
lines. The transmission line (and any concrete mats) would not
cross any existing designated anchorage areas, and mats placed
over the unburied transmission line would eventually become
covered with sediment, which would further reduce the risk of
anchor snags. The burial depth of cables in the Hudson River
identified at this time is presented in the Final EIS in Sections S.6.2
and 2.4.10.1, and the exact burial depths and location of the
transmission line are being determined in consultation with the
relevant jurisdictional agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).
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134-02: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would not
traverse any portions of existing maintained (i.e., dredged) Federal
navigation channel in the Hudson River (see EIS Section 5.3.2).
The transmission line would traverse unmaintained portions of the
navigation channel in the Hudson River, but would be buried in
actively maintained navigation channels in the narrows of lower
Lake Champlain and the Harlem River. Subject to its ongoing
review of navigation, environmental, and other public interest
factors, the USACE may decide to issue a permit allowing for the
placement of the transmission line in these areas provided that the
burial depths are adhered to as agreed to between the USACE and
the Applicant.

134-03: See responses to Comments 134-01 and 134-02.
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32

emergency times, we'll allow vyou to put it on. That
line right now remains unused. Billions of dollars
spent for a big project that they can't even use.

S0 as I said, we are not opposed to the
project, the concept of the project, or having it come
down. But we are wvery much opposed to the routing of
the cable coming down through the river. We attended
numerous meetings with the State and wvariocus other
agencies throughout the years that this has been going
on. We'wve expressed our opposition. We tried to get
them to change it. They would not. So we have grave
issues with -- doubts as to whether or not we can
continue safe navigation on the Hudson River if, in
fact, this project goes in in its current configuration.

Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Sandy Steubing?

MS. STEUBING: Hi. I'm Sandy Steubing, and
I'm a private citizen here. 2And I just want to double
down on everything that Mr. Ellis said.

S0 basically I'm in opposition to this power

line. I don't believe that the 300-mile extension cord

Zlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPOC

135-01

135-01: Comment noted.
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from Canada is necessary. I think that dispersed power }135‘01

generation is the wave of the future. To begin with, we
have an old power grid and generating power closer to
where it is used that is in Wew York itself increases
efficiency. It reduces stress on the grid and makes the
whole system more reliable. So close and dispersed

power generations would save utilities from having to
build and maintain the infrastructure of the grid. This |
$2.2 billion project, and it would probably be more,
would -- could create instead that amount of money and a
large number of green jobks, as Tom said, by putting

solar panels on rooftops. It would be employment for

13502 135.02: See response to Comment 133-10.

Hew Yorkers as opposed to Canadian jobs.

I also researched and found the same —- the
same study that Tom did, and you can't see it. But this
map that I just gave the women here shows the large
number of rooftops that -- that is two-thirds of the
rooftops in MNew York City are appropriate and suitable
for solar panels. So this is a study that's been done,
and we should take advantage of that. And I know
intermittency can be a problem with sclar panels, so if

we bundled it with wind turbkines offshore in New York,

BElderson Court Reporting
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then we could have a consistent delivery of power.

I also want to mention conservation. We don't |
talk or think about conservation encugh. If we all
devoted ourselves to conserving and using less power,
then we wouldn't have a lot of these problems. I
—135-03
understand that the cable coming down would ke direct
current, and that there would be a large converting
station right outside of New York City, which would ke a
target for terrorists.

Small or more dispersed power generation has

—135-04

built-in resiliency and would be less vulnerable to

blackouts. Like Tom said, the dams of Quebec are

artificially created and environmentally destructive. I
think the power industry can recreate itself, much like
the telecommunications has done. B&And finally, I'd like
to cite a Cornell and Stanford paper about how New York
State can be totally energy dependent by 2030, and
they've done a wery large study on this that I encourage
people to look at.

So thank you very much.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH:

Jessica Semon?

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

135-03: As presented in Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation,
demand management, or use of other power generation sources by
themselves were not considered reasonable alternatives to the
proposed CHPE Project.

The potential for intentionally destructive acts, such as terrorism,
was analyzed in Section 5.1.14 of the EIS, but is unpredictable.
Although the Luyster Creek HVDC Converter Station would be
aboveground, the risk from terrorism activity would be no greater
than similar infrastructure associated with aboveground
transmission lines or other energy facilities.

135-04: The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the
development of other projects, including small and dispersed power
generation.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-192

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Comment 13

35

MS. SEMOM: Hello. My name is Jessica Semon.
I'm an Albany County resident. I am activist for
social and envirommental justice. I'm here to just say
that I'm against this project, and I =suggest that the
permit be denied.

Cne reason is because we need to -- we need to
embrace solar energy. I was recently at a talk by Dr.
Richard Perez, who is a research scientist at U-Albany's
Department of Atmospheric Science. Go ahead and Google
Dr. Richard Perez and =solar, and you'll find lots of
information. I found it to ke wvery informative.

Basically -- well, not bkasically, but one
thing that impressed me was that there was a chart that
showed the amount of energy that sclar could produce
compared to all of the other energy that could be
produced with water, wind, fossil fuels, coal,
everything. And soclar is the =size of a dinner plate,
and water is about the size of a pea. We are eventually
going to have to embrace solar. Solar i=s going to
create many jobs, which is wvery needed in this State.

I also know that hydraulic is damaging to

rivers, and the enviromment, and the wildlife. And I

Zlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPOC

6

—136-01

136-02

136-01: Comment noted.

136-02: The potential impacts associated with constructing and
operating the transmission line in Lake Champlain are addressed in
Section 5.1 of the EIS. Potential impacts on aquatic and terrestrial
wildlife in Lake Champlain are discussed in Sections 5.1.4, 5.1.5,
5.1.6,and 5.1.7.
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38
A
would like to know what the impact -- the environmental
impact of this is going to be when they lay these power 136-02

lines under Lake Champlain and how the wildlife will be
impacted. i
I also would like to see our energy be created |
locally. If it's going to be more reliable, if it's
going to be less maintenance needed, we'll have better
resilience against blackouts. 2And I would just like to
-136-03  136-03: Comment noted.
see the local economic benefits to be -- to be as best -
- I think that 1if we keep energy local and if we embrace

solar energy, the economic benefits of this are going to

be much better than embracing this project. Thank you.

(Applause.)

M5, SMITH: Steven Ludwigson?

ME. LUDWIGSCON: Good evening. My name is
Steve Ludwigson. I'm the Business Manager for the
Boilermakers Local 5. I represent the boilermakers in
all of Mew York State, with the exception of the 16
counties located around Buffalo, HNew York. Our members
are highly skilled professicnals with expertise that
comes only with extensive training and years of

practice.

BElderson Court Reporting
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I'm here tonight to state on the record that
Boilermakers Local 5 opposes the Champlain Hudson Power
Express Line and the proposed Federal action of granting
a presidential permit to construct, operate, and
maintain, and connect a new electric transmission line
across the U.5.-Canada border in northeastern MNew York
State.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express Line, which
proposes to bring a thousand megawatts of power directly
from Canada to Wew York City, would do nothing to
strengthen the State's electricity grid. Practically
speaking, the transmission line is a large extension
cord that would bypass all of the State's existing
energy sources and transmission infrastructure, such as
Upstate MNew York plants that have an excess of available
power instead of enhancing the overall capacity and
stability of Wew York's power grid. MWew York will not
be able to benefit from the low cost power that those
upstate plans would be producing. It will instead
become completely reliant on a foreign source of
electricity. Our good friends in Canada will get new

jobs, and New Yorkers will get the bill.

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

~137-01

137-01: The Applicant expects that the proposed CHPE Project
would result in an improvement to the overall reliability of the
NYISO electricity supply system. In issuing its Certificate, the
NYSPSC found that “... as an additional transmission interface
into the City of New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing
transmission constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission
network, (3) enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel
diversity.”
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1 While we support an electricity highway that
2 improves the State's energy infrastructure and generates
3 unicon jobks for New Yorkers, we reject the CHPE proposal
4 as a jobs killer. For maximum benefits to New York, -137-02 137-02: Comment noted. Also see response to Comment 101-02.
5 especially in job retention and creation, new
6 electricity infrastructure should support current and
7 new in-State power generation.
] MNew York needs to improve the transmission
9 grid in the upstate and western regions so that in-State
10 power could be transported more efficiently, more
11 economically, and in greater guantity throughout the
12 State. Investing in our transmission infrastructure

13 will lead to new jobs being created and new

14  cpportunities for energy development throughout the 137-03: Comment noted. Development of other in-state electric
15 state. | 137.03 Ppower sources or other transmission lines is outside the scope of
16 We also can't ignore the obvicus. New York the EIS.

17 already has a wvery substantial generating capacity that
18 could be expanded upon to meet ocur State's needs. New

15 York can and should keep up with growing demand by

20 ensuring the continued operation of our in-State energy
21 sources and constructing new plants both upstate and

22 downstate as necessary. There are several shovel-ready

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO
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sites that are already permitted or pending permits in
the Hudson Valley that could meet this demand and keep 137-03
Mew Yorkers working and the rewvenue generated in State.

In order to have a strong 2Zlst century
economy, WNew York needs to bulld and produce products.
We can no longer afford to be wviewed as only consumers
bearing the brunt of others' profits. Energy and
manufacturing provide sustained, long-term, good paying
jobs, a large portion of which are skilled union
positions. These jobs enable indiwviduals to stay in New
York, raise a family, and grow the middle class. They
estakblish the economic infrastructure for many
additional jobs -- additional service jobs and power
other sectors of the State's economy.

The Wew York economy needs to be energized,
and the opportunities are out there waiting to be seized
upon. Such is the case with the opportunity of New
York's growing demand for electricity and solwe
_137-04 137-04
transmission congestion problems by investing in our
State's electrical infrastructure rather than
compounding these issues with a costly outsource to

Canada. For jobs and literally a brighter future, we

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

: Comment noted.
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must act now and propose -—- oppose the CHPE as an
137-04
outright detriment to Hew York.
I've got a letter here from -- an open letter

to the NHew York congressional delegation to protect New
York jobs, in-S5tate power generation, and tax dollars,
and reject the Champlain Hudson Power Line. It says,
"Dear member of Congress, on behalf of tens of thousands
of hard-working middle class union families across New
York State, we urge our members of Congress to stand up
for Wew York jobs and oppose the Champlain Hudson Power
Express Project and any subsidies for this 330-mile
transmission line from Quebec to Queens. The developers
of this project made a decision to propose a power line
that denies access to power plants located within Hew
York State, effectively blocking them from supplying Hew
York City and the surrounding region in in-State
produced electricity. As such, the project provides no
economic opportunity for MNew York power generators,
particularly those located in economically distressed
upstate communities, which would relish the chance to
supply electricity in other parts of the State." This

letter was signed by the business managers or head

BElderson Court Reporting
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1 people for Steamfitters Local 638, MNew York City

2 District Council of Carpenters, Mechanical Contracts

3 Association, Utility Workers Union of America Local 1

4 and 2, myself, and the International Brotherhood of

5 Electrical Workers.

B And online today it had "Canada-Owned Company
7 Seeks U.5. Dollars for Electric Line." "A hydro power

B ntility company owned by the Canadian government is

9 seeking State taxpayer money to run a transmission line
10 down the Hudson River from Quebec to NWew York. It

11 recently requested access to State money to help fund a
12 52 pbillion project." The State's pot of money to

13 support renewable energy projects currently comes from a
14 ntility bill surcharge on WNew ¥York residents and cannot
15 be distributed to companies from out of state, let alone
16 out of country. You're paying for this, and they're

17 loocking to take your money north.

18 Gavin Donohue, the President of the

19 Independent Power Producers of lMew York, =aid, "It's
20 increasingly hard and difficult to compete as it is, and
21 why should we compete with a foreign government? What a

22  bad message this would send to business in New York that

Alderson Court Reporting
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42

we're goling to support a foreign government."

We oppose this. I was at the meeting last
night down in Stony Point. There were a myriad of
izssues that people brought up, =0 I'd like to request
what they did last night, that they extend the period
for comments 180 days. Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Lavar Smith?

ME. SMITH: Good evening, evervbody. HNow,

this is my opinion. I don't know all the statistics to
this project here. I'm a 37-year-old boilermaker, union
boilermaker. The power that you all see here, I built

with my own hands. & lot of my brothers built these

plants. We built them and we maintain them.

Us outsourcing our power from ancother country

makes no sense to me. It's like everything else we
manufacture, these big corporate American companies go
to other countries and manufacture these things for
cheaper labor, and bring them back to this country. We
don't do anything but making the other countries richer,
and making us a weaker economy. &And we have -- there's

enough technology to satisfy the EPA and ewerything on

Zlderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPOC

137-05: DOE extended the Draft EIS comment period by an
137-05 additional 30 days through January 15, 2014. All comments

received are addressed in

A

—-138-01 138-01: Comment noted.

the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3).
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these power plants that we build. So it's to satisfy

everybody arcound the board. 138-01

We oppose it. I oppose it. And I think the
boilermakers oppose it.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Jurgen Wekerle?

COURT REPCRTER: Could you spell your name,

please, for the record?

ME.. WEEKERLE: J-U-E-G-E-N W-E-E-E-E-L-E.

COURT REPCRTER: Thank you.

MR. WEEERLE: Good evening. My name is Jurgen

Wekerle. I'm a member of the Energy Committee of the
Atlantic Chapter of the Sierra Club. The position of
our committee is that the Champlain Hudson Power Express
Froject is not in the national interest in its present
configuration. It also would not add to the needs for — 139-01
electric generation and distribution in New York State,
and would also not be in the interest of job creation,
as mentioned by the prior speaker.

The State has renewable energy credits that
are designed to promote scolar and wind and renewable

—139-02

energy jobs in MWew York State. The fact that hydro

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

139-01: As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE
Project would provide an additional source of power to
southeastern New York State, which DOE has designated as a
Critical Congestion Area. Southeastern New York State is also
within an area designated by DOE as the Mid-Atlantic Area
National Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric
Transmission Corridors.

In issuing its Certificate for the CHPE Project, the NYSPSC found
that “... as an additional transmission interface into the City of
New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing transmission
constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission network, (3)
enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel diversity.”
Additionally, NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued for the
proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and]
reduce wholesale market prices.”

See response to Comment 101-02 regarding job creation.

139-02: Comment noted. See response to Comment 101-02
regarding job creation.
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power from Hydro-Quebec will be introduced into New York
would, in effect, absorbk all those credits and, in
effect, make it impossible for those jobs to
materialize. The jobs promised are miniscule and
temporary on top of that.

The basic requirement of FERC and NAFTA and
the members of the grid of which Canada and New York are
a part is reciprocity. Each has to respect, honor, and
trade with each other just as they would with domestic
utilities and power plants. There is no reciprocity in
this case. There is no mutual access to the transition
—-— to the transmission lines. There is no ability to
trade back and forth. Wew York power producers cannot
use the cable to transmit electricity within New York
State. They definitely cannot use the cable to sell
electricity into Canada. The design of the cable is
kind of like exclusionary zoning. It's a one way DC
cable that starts in Canada, crosses the border, and has
an exit converter station in Queens in Mew York City at
this point. And a lot of these arrangements hawve
changed radically from the initial presentation of the

plan.

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

A

~ 139-02

—139-03

139-03: In its Certificate authorizing the proposed CHPE Project,
the NYSPSC concluded that “The Project satisfies a need by
providing additional transmission capacity into the New York City
load pocket and an additional source of supply — hydroelectric
power — that is both renewable and relatively stable in price,
enhancing the fuel diversity in the City. Moreover, by allowing a
new entrant into the New York City market, approval of the Project
would advance our policy favoring competition. Finally, the
Project advances State policies by enabling access to a source of
clean energy supply.”
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It's a de facto exclusion. It's not legal,
but it's just that you can't get access to it. There
are no entry points. There are no access points in New
York State. The fact that there is a one way cable
promotes unfair competition for Canadian subsidized
electricity into the New ¥York City metro market. It
subsidizes that electricity to the detriment of
electricity produced in Wew York, especially when the
New York independence systems operator auction system is
accounted for. Their electricity tranches are auctioned
off from lowest bid to highest bid, but the highest bid
pays all other bkids that -- at that level. Subsidized
electricity, including Indian Point, by the way, can bid
low and they're going to be rewarded three, four, fiwve
times of what their bid is just based on the mechanism
of that auction system.

A1l transmission systems should be integrated
into the existing grid. This cable does not do that.
There are constraints. There are congestion corridors
in Wew York, especially where we are here from Utica to
Albany to Poughkeepsie. The cable makes no effort to

remedy that congestion. It leapfrogs over that

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPOD

— 139-03
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1 congestion. It doesn't include itself in the grid. It
2 bypasses the problem.

3 There are design changes that could remedy

4 that and could remedy the access for trade back and

5 forth, and that i=s to construct a converter station

6 right here in the Albany area. This is kind of like the - 139-03
7 Times Square of transmission corridors from Buffalo,

B from Messina, to Utica, to Albany, and down the Hudson

9 into the metro market. That is not part of the plan.
10 That was suggested at the initial hearings and was
11 rejected.
12 The claim of the cable is that it'll improve
13 reliability for consumers and rate payers in New York
14 State. EReliability in this case is really a function of
15 the producer, and the cable does not own or produce the
16 electricity. Hydro-Quebec does. And that is an 139-04: Comment noted. See response to Comment 139-01
17 unreliable source, especially since if Quebec re-routes |-139-04 regarding the proposed CHPE’s effect on reliability. The source of

power to be transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is
outside the scope of the EIS.

18 that electricity or the seasonality factor, if they need
19 it for their own use, if there's a drought and it's not
20 available, there is no ability for New York-produced

21 electricity to make up the deficit if that changes or if

22 the contracts change. Who knows?

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD
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Part of the flaw is in the NEPA EIS to begin
with, which only evaluates the project from the Canadian

border to the exit point in Wew York. It doesn't

—139-05
include the entire project, just at mid-point south, so

the problem of the supply of electricity, which is

really paramount. You know, we focus here on the

engineering of the -- of the cable itself, the physical

cable. The big issue, though, is what the cable is used

for, and that's to transmit electricity. We should be

focusing on the electricity. It's kind of like having a
great computer system. We're evaluating that, except
we're only going to evaluate half the computer system,
and we're going to totally ignore the software that
controls the whole thing. That's what we're facing with
here.

The converter station in Albany, for instance,
and other converter stations in between the line would
— 139-06
actually ensure the reliability, and would also remedy
all of the problems with the cable as it currently is.

NEPA requires need ewvaluations. That was not

done in the EIS. There are four power plants in the

—139-07

lower Hudson that are closed. They were producing full

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

139-05: See response to Comment 133-01 regarding analysis of
potential impacts in Canada.

139-06: Comment noted. Construction of additional converter
stations in Albany or other locations along the transmission line
route are not consistent with the Applicant’s objectives (see EIS
Section 1.4).

139-07: As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and
need for DOE’s Proposed Action is whether to issue a Presidential
permit for the proposed transmission line crossing of the U.S.
international border (i.e., proposed CHPE Project). Continued
operation or development of other new in-state power sources or
transmission lines is not the subject of the application for a
Presidential permit and, therefore, is outside the scope of this EIS.
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power. We were using that power. They are not needed.
They are not pumping ocut electricity. The Lovett Power

Plant has been bulldozed. There are two power plants
upstate, Cayuga and Dunkirk. They were petitioned —-
the Public Service Commission was petitioned to mothball
those two plants by the owners because they were losing
money. They're selling no more than 25 percent of their
capacity, and the two utilities, NWYSEG and National
Grid, both submitted documents that they could replace
that power through upgrading the transmission lines
themselves.

Indian Point is pumping out at full speed, but
they're selling three-quarters of their electricity, not
to Wew York, not to Hew York City, not to Westchester,
but to Connecticut. We hawve this existing capacity that
iz not used. We really don't need more capacity. BAbove
and beyond that, we have two power plants that are
approved, one outside of Middletown in the town of
Wawayanda and the other in Cricket Valley in Dower in
Duchess County. They're approved, but they have no
funding to build them because there's no customers to

buy the electricity and pay for it.

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPOD

— 139-07
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We hawve Athens Power Plan right down the road
here on the Budson. It's a new gas fire plant. It's
only eight years old. They are in financial trouble
because they are not abkle to sell their electricity.
They alsoc are not able to get through the blockages in
the congestion zone I previously mentioned. They havwve
put in an application for a cable from Athens down to
Buchanan to hook into the Con Ed lines on the other =side
of this congestion area. That is not taken into
consideration in this EIS. The two new power plants are
not mentioned in the EIS. The four power plants that
are out of commission are not mentioned in the EIS.

WNot mentioned also is the role of the Marcy
South power line owned by the New York Power Authority.

That brings all kinds of renewable energy -- Niagara
Falls, Messina Energy -- into the metropolitan area
right now. And the big thing is the energy highway
blueprint that we talk about that the Public Service
Commission staff indicates when they reviewed the
application of the cable, that that would only be a
promise, not a reality. They indicated that the cable

would not improwve the grid. It would leapfrog over it,

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

A

— 139-07

139-08

139-08: Comment noted.
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but at least it would supply it with their money, and
that's changed also, supply electricity into the metro
area that is not currently available. And
theoretically, the extra supply would lower the cost to
consumers, and that isn't going to happen either.

The big news that never made headlines, or
reported on, or press releases was in -- on September 18
in the legal section was announced the first step of the
energy highway implementation. Applications had been
made to the Public Service Commission by the big five
utilities that control the transmission lines from
Wational Grid, Central Hudson, NYSEG, Con Ed, Orange and
Fockland, plus the Power Authority, to do a combined
joint upgrade of this whole transmission corridor. The
efficiencies on an industry-wide, utility-wide scale
would diminish the need for new generation and diminish
the need for existing generation, including the obsolete
plants. And there's a cost benefit to that.

What that would do is unblock this congestion
that's here and would cbviate the need for the power
plant at Athens and definitely obviate the need for the

cable from Montreal down into the city. The blockages

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 139-08

—139-09

139-09: See response to Comment 139-07.
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would disappear. The energy would be available that
isn't available in a free flow capacity now, and the
price would be diminished twofold: the price based on
the efficiencies of the new technology that would take
place, including the new substations, would lower the
price, and the ability of getting the lower price hydro
power from Messina, WNiagara Falls, in gquantity inteo the
lower New York region would also diminish the prices.
The cable would not do any of that, nor would new
construction.

An example that we have of efficiencies on a
utility-wide scale is what happened with the Lowvett
Power Plant in Rockland County. Lovett was under a
consent decree because of non-compliance with air
emissions. And they instead, because they're losing
money, they would never be able to recoup any capital
investment to improve the emissions. They petitioned to
go out of business. They had to show replacement power.

The replacement power, just by chance unrelated, was
the upgrade that Con Ed did to the Orange and Rockland
ntilities, which they had just purchased, including a

new substation the -- with state-of-the-art digital

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

— 139-09
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That efficiency made up for the production
loss of Lovett. Lovett was replaced not with new

generation, but with efficiency. &And that's what we're
looking forward to with all of the major transmission
upgrades. The grid modernization that's been talked
about for the last 20 years as a priority is starting to
take place. BAnd Lovett has since been bulldozed.
The issue last night that was mentioned in
Fockland was the change in the design of the cakle
itself.

Initially, the electricity was to have been

generated by the free-flowing stream in Labrador, the
lower Churchill Falls Project. That was changed to
BHydro-Quebec, which has an unewven flow and currently
does not have existing capacity to satisfy the full need
of -- if they sold all their electricity to the city or
the Lower Hudson.

Enother major change was the overland route
that route

through Rockland County. It's confusing why

was chosen other than to satisfy the need of some of the

interveners, who were protective of the fish habkitat in

Hawverstraw Bay. It seems that both could be satisfied

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—139-10

—139-11

139-10: The source of the electrical power to be transmitted
through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the scope of the EIS.

139-11: The Haverstraw Bay Alignment, a previously proposed
component under which the transmission line would have been
installed in the Hudson River through Haverstraw Bay rather than
on land in Rockland County, was initially proposed by the
Applicant in its 2010 Article VI application to the NYSPSC.
Based on consultations with applicable regulatory agencies and
other stakeholders including the NYSDEC and the NYSDOS’s
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program, a terrestrial route
through Rockland County that avoided Haverstraw Bay was
selected for approval as part of the NYSPSC Certificate and the
CZM Consistency Determination issued for the proposed CHPE
Project (see EIS Section 2.3.1). Therefore, this previously
proposed component is not part of the proposed CHPE Project
route as approved in the NYSPSC Certificate, and was not
analyzed further in the EIS.
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1 by relocating that project. However, the overland routeZ
2 is going to create all kinds of cumulatiwve impacts in
3 Fockland County, which were newver revealed, never
4 studied, never evaluated in the EIS. Not only should =
5 the EIS deadline for comments, or the draft EIS, be
6 extended six months, there should be a supplemental EIS =
7 to include the change of the plans, the routes. There's
] a three-mile change in Queens that hasn't really been
9 covered in the EIS.

There's been no input. There's

139-11

—139-12

~139-13

—139-14

—139-15

10 been no scoping on any of that. |
11 There should be a supplemental to include N
12 that, including the entire power needs generation

13 consumption patterns in Wew York, the fact that

14 electricity has been in decline in terms of consumption._
15 We know that electricity is coming inteo New York from

16 importation. We know that the energy service companies
17 are supplying over a million households in Wew York, and
18 that doesn't reveal itself on the -- on the books of

15 where that's coming from or what impact, but we do know
20 that power produced by lMNew York State power plants has

21 gone down, and we're not totally sure why.

And we know that there are efficiencies in

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

139-12: Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the
potential environmental impacts associated with installing the
buried transmission line on land through Rockland County.
Chapter 6 of the EIS presents a cumulative impact analysis that
addresses the potential impacts associated with implementation of
the proposed CHPE Project in combination with other proposed
projects in Rockland County within the CHPE Project’s region of
influence.

139-13: See response to Comment 137-05.

139-14: The approximately 3-mile underground HVAC
transmission line segment that would connect the Astoria Annex
Substation to the Rainey Substation in Astoria, Queens was
approved as part of the NYSPSC Certificate issued in April 2013,
and is addressed in Section 5.4 of the EIS.

139-15: The NYSPSC determined there is a need for the proposed
CHPE Project through the issuance of the Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the CHPE
Project, which identified that “the Project would serve the public
interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the reliability of
the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] reduce wholesale
market prices.” See also responses to Comments 139-03 and 806-
01. Evaluation of electricity consumption patterns in New York
State is outside the scope of the EIS.
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place. We know net metering and remote net metering
have an impact. We know that the renewables are the
future with job creation in the State. We know that the
absorption of the renewable energy credits is a
detriment to our own job supply here. We know that the
impact of the energy highway actually being implemented
is probabkly the biggest single event regarding energy
generation, and distribution, and efficiency that will
be on an industry-wide, utility-wide scale that we can't
comprehend. We talk about efficiency. HNormally it's
replacing light bulbs. We're not talking about that.
We're talking about transmission systems that replace
whole power plants.

Lovett is our example. Cayuga and Dunkirk
Power Plants are next in line. The utilities have done
their engineering studies, the electricity production
flow. And the $30 million to replace and realign the
power lines that are required would no longer require
5600 million each for two plants. Those are the
realities that we have to deal with. We are in a whole
new energy world. We have to adapt to that.

This cable -- the technology of the cable is

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—-139-16

139-16: Use of conservation, demand management, or other power
generation sources, and development of other in-state electric
power sources or other transmission lines is outside the scope of
the EIS.

See response to Comment 139-01 regarding the reason that the
New York City metropolitan area is the end-user for the CHPE
Project as proposed by the Applicant.
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excellent, by the way. This is the one thing. It's the

wrong project, but the right technology. 2nd that
technology should be employed if we are really future
looking in not just New York State, but the Federal
government has released information that they want a
whole grid upgrade in the whole east of the Mississippi.
And the DC cable underground system, this would be a
good example for a backbone system from Buffalo, to

Albany, from Messina to Utica, for both down into the

metropolitan area, which would also service Connecticut
and MWew Jersey and eastern Pennsylwvania. We're all part
of that same economic and use configuration. A DC

current perhaps owned and operated by the NHNew York Power
Authority,

our single largest utility, in conjunction

and partnership with the utilities, the fiwve that I
mentioned before, who have jurisdiction within their
service territories.

But I think that is the thing. This cable has |
too many deficits as it's —-- as it is currently
presented.

And again, the biggie is there is no access.

There is no ability to use it. There's no grid

L 139-17  139-17: Comment noted. See responses to Comments 139-01 and

814-02.

improvement. But the grid improvement i=s taking place

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO
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anyway. When that happens, the cable will not bhe
needed. Thank you very much.

Also I submitted comments at the scoping
sessions. It's been over three years; I can't believe

it. And almost all of the comments submitted were

ignored in the EIS. So what I'd like to do is resubmit _|

those same comments. I'd like to give you a map. This
iz the map from the dewveloper, from TDI. And it shows
the initial plan and the initial source of the energy.
And it shows how easy it would ke to put that converter
station right here in the Alkbany area on ground that
would service the whole State, and the abkility of
hooking up an east-west connection, which was also
discussed. &2nd the developers are very good at bringing
that to their financial supporters as a possibility.

But the object of the cable is not to improve
our grid, is not to increase the flow of commerce within
Mew York State. It's to provide a one-way protected
route of Hydro-Quebec electricity into the largest
consumption market in MWorth America. That is the goal,
not to help the grid and the distribution.

Also I'm including a pubklic notice. There has

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

}139-1?

— 139-18

- 139-19

- 139-20

139-18: The comments referenced in this comment were submitted
during the initial public scoping for the proposed CHPE Project in
2010, and are included in Comment 712. These scoping comments
were considered during development of the EIS. The comments
raised have been either addressed in Section 2.5 of the EIS
(Alternatives Analysis) or regard use of conservation, demand
management, or other power generation sources, and development
of other in-state electric power sources or other transmission lines,
which are outside the scope of the EIS.

139-19: See response to second paragraph in Comment 139-06.

139-20: Comment noted.
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been no press release. I'm surprised the Governor has
not taken full credit for his energy highway blue print
plan. But in here it shows all wvarious projects that
the big five utilities are doing jointly with NIPA.
There are three or four other transmission -- merchant

transmission companies with their own projects above and

beyond what's in here. But this gives a real good idea [|139-21 139-21: Seeresponseto(:onnnent139-07.

of how comprehensive this grid upgrade is going to be,
and unblock all of the congestion that's been bedeviling

us, raising prices, and preventing the free flow of =sale

and consumption of electricity.

The MNYSEG, for instance, MWew York State
Electric and Gas, needs electricity supply in their
EKingston service area. They're dependent on National
Grid and Central Hudson for the transmission lines.
They have put a proposal in for a 58-mile buried cable
down the throughway, just like Athens has put their
submarine cable proposal in because they cannot access
the current grid themselwves, and they cannot access the
Champlain Hudson Power Express cable either, which would
solwve both of their problems if the connectivity were

put in place.

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD
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58

So let me give that to you with the initial
comments from August Znd of 2010. The criticisms of
then are as walid today as they were when they were
originally written. Thank you wvery much.
(Applause.)
MS. SMITH: Susan Lawrence?
MS. LAWERENCE: I want to thank Jurgen Wekerle
who has great expertise in this area for speaking in
such detail and so eloquently about what the issues are
and what needs to be done. I'm Susan Lawrence. I'm the
Conservation Chair of the Atlantic Chapter, which is Hew
York State, of the Sierra Club, and work closely with
Jurgen and other people so concerned about this.

First of all, Jurgen said it, and I think
others may have asked for it. We'd like to have a 180- N
day extension of the time to make comments on this EIS.

It's wvery complex and wvery lengthy. 2nd I think pecople

— 140-01
need to have time to have -- themselves to look it over
and to have experts look it over for their

recommendations about what needs to be done.

I'd just emphasize again the line -- this

—140-02
Y

proposed line is not in the U.S. national interest. It

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

140-01: See response to Comment 137-05.

140-02: As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE
Project would provide an additional source of power to
southeastern New York State, which DOE has designated as a
Critical Congestion Area. Southeastern New York State is also
within an area designated by DOE as the Mid-Atlantic Area
National Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric
Transmission Corridors. Additionally, NYSPSC identified in their
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that
“the Project would serve the public interest, convenience and
necessity” and “increase the reliability of the Bulk Power System in
New York City [and] reduce wholesale market prices.”

See response to Comment 139-07 regarding in-state power sources
and transmission lines.
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1 displaces MNew York State jobs that provide -- that (X

2 produce, transmit, and provide electricity. It would

3 only create 26 long-term jobs in New York State. We L 140-02

4 need to have jobs for greatly increased renewable energy

5 produced within WMew York State and transmitted within

g Hew York State. We need to be sustainable for our =

7 national security in terms of energy, and we don't need

] this one-way line coming down from Canada that we can't

9 hook into.

10 Cur emphasis for the future has to be on

11 conservation and efficiency, and including efficiency

12 with our electricity production and transmission, and 140-03: As presented in Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation,
13 that's all -- NWew York State is working on this now. _140-03 demand management, or use of other power generation sources by
14 There are a lot of plans in the work, a lot of work that themselves were not considered reasonable alternatives to the
15 has been done, a lot for the future. B&and this proposal proposed CHPE PnneCL

16 is, to me, out of line with what MNew York State needs to

17 do. We need a long-term sustainable economy, and we

18 shouldn't rely on flooding vast lands of native people

15 in Canada to produce our electricity. Thank you wvery
20 much. ]
21 (Applause.)
22 MS. SMITH: I wanted to invite Mr. Ramon

BElderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOR-DEPO
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a0

Figuerca again, if he would like to speak.

(No response.)

MS. SMITH: Ckay. Is there anyone else here
that either has walked in or while you're =sitting has
considered speaking? Please step forward and you'll
hawve the opportunity to speak now. 2And please give us
YOur name.

MER. WILCOX: Sure. I'm Phil Wilcox. I'm with
the International Brotherhood of Electric Workers Local
97. Most of what I have to say is redundant. We are
part of a group of 15,000 IBW utility workers, and we
feel a significant threat from the Champlain Hudson
project. And we feel that the project --

COURT REPORTER: Could you use the microphone?

ME. WILCOX: Sure. The project was initiated
prior to the Governor's energy highway initiatiwve, and

we think that that process renders this cobsolete. So we

are totally opposed to CHPF. Thanks. —

(Applause.)
MS. SMITH: Are there any other interested
speakers?

(Mo response.)

BElderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFPD

—141-01

- 141-01

141-01: Comment noted.
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61
1 MS. SMITH: &All right. With that, we thank
2  wyou for your time, and this hearing is adjourned.
3 (Whereupon, at 7:13 p.m., the meeting was
g adjourned.)
5
6
7
g8
9
10
11
Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEPO
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PEOCEEDTIMNGS
(6:05 p.m.)

ME. MILLS: Good evening. Please go ahead
and get seated. We'we got a lot of room down front. My
name is Brian Mills with the Department of Energy.
Before we get started with the hearing, I'd like to open
up with some general housekeeping items.

Those folks who would like to make wverbal
comments should sign up at the registration table at the
back of the room. A stenographer will be recording all
verbal comments, so we ask that you speak clearly into
the microphones being provided for this purpose.

Any written comments on the EIS that vyou
would like to hand over tonight can ke submitted at the
registration table at any point this evening. With
that, we can get started with the hearing.

MS. SMITH: Hi. Good evening. I'm Julie
Smith, and I'd like to thank you for taking vour time
out of your busy schedules to attend this hearing. I
work for the Department of Energy in the CQffice of
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability. I, along

with Jodi McDonald from the U.S. Army Corps of

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFOD
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Engineers, will be the hearing's officers today.

The reason that we are here is the Champlain
Hudson Power Express is proposing to construct an
international transmission line. They'wve askedthe
Department of Energy for a presidential permit. A&
presidential permit is needed kefore any transmission
line can be built across the U.S. international border.
DoE determined that an environmental impact statement
would ke the appropriate level of analysis for this
presidential permit.

This is a public hearing on the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project draft

Environmental Impact Statement. Wow, that's a muthful,

=0 I'm going to shorten that and =say draft EIS. COnce we

begin the hearing, we will hear from you in the order

that you'we =igned up. If you wish to speak but haven't

signed up, you can sign up at the registration table in
the back of the room.

For those of you who may not be familiar with
the process we go through in preparing an enviramental
impact statement or EIS and where we are for this

particular project in that process, I'll cover some

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFOD

U.S. Department of Energy

P-223

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

10

11

12

13

14

15

1la

17

18

19

20

21

22

steps for you. Although I'm sure you'we all read the
draft EIS available on our EIS website, you can also
find more detailed information for the process and this
project on that website.

The first step in the process, we start
public participation by issuing a MNotice of Intent to
Prepare an EIS. For this project, DoE issued our Notice
of Intent on June 1Bth, 2010, and an amended notice on
April 30th, 2012, The MNotice of Intent begins a process
we call =scoping, which is an opportunity for the public
to tell us their issues and concerns related to the
project. We use this input to help us prepare the draft
EIS. If you commented during the scoping period, we
nsed your scoping comments to determine which
alternatives and issues we needed to address.

The next step in the process is then to
prepare a draft EIS. The draft EIS analyzes the
foreseeable environmental impacts that might result from
DoE granting the permit. The draft EIS also identifies
steps that might be needed to mitigate impacts. For
thi=s project, we issued the draft EIS on CctokerZlst,

2013. After we issue a draft, we ask the pubklic to

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFOD
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comment on it during a public comment period. The
Environmental Protection Agency, or EPA, opens the
comment period by publishing a Wotice of Awvailability in
the Federal Register. The EPA Wotice of Availability
for this draft EIS was in the Federal Register on
November lst, 2013.

Since this i=s where we are at in the process,
I'm going to cover the public comment period a little
kit more thoroughly. The comment period gives you an
opportunity to tell us any changes that you would like
to see in the draft EIS, what you think is wrong about
the document and how you think we should fix it. We are
also looking for issues that you think we missed or
didn't cover as well as we should.

If you ask guestions as part of your
comments, we will not be able to answer your guestions
today, but we will do so in the final Environmental
Impact Statement. It's also wery helpful for your
comments to cite specific sections or page numbers from
the document itself. MNone of this is required, but it
will help us to understand your comments.

During the hearing, the hearing's officers

Alderson Court Reporting
1-800-FOR-DEFOD
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may ask you questions to allow you to clarify points
vou're making. Whether you choose to speak or not, you
are invited to submit written comments. Instructions to
do =0 are provided on the board at the back of the room
or are available on the registration table. &All
comments, whether written or oral, are treated the same
and have equal weight.

For this draft EIS, we will continue to
accept comments until December l&th, 2013. To the
extent that we can, we will also consider your comments
submitted after that date. After the close of the
comment period, we will write the final Environmental
Impact Statement, which considers your comments. The
final EIS will contain a comment response document that
addresses comments that we receiwe on the draft EIS.
When completed, the EPA will issue a lotice of
Availakility of the final EIS in the Federal Register,
and again, we will post the document on the EIS webdte
and send it out to the mailing list. Mo sconer than 30
days after the EPA lets all of you Federal Register
readers know the final EIS is out there, DoE may issue a

Record of Decision on the presidential permit

Alderson Court Reporting
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application. I hope that this owverview —- this wery
general overview of the process is helpful.

I'd also like to mention a couple of other
things akout the draft EIS and this project. The
Department of Energy has the authority to permit the
border crossing. The U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers
izsues Clean Water Act permits. The State of MHew York
has authority to cite transmission lines in MNew York
State. Several other Federal and State agencies are
working with DoE and the Corps in preparing the draft
EIS, including the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serwvice, U.S5. Coast Guard,
the Wew York State Department of Public Service, and MNew
York State Department of Environmental Conservation.
These are all cooperating agencies in the preparation of
the draft EIS.

While that's a lot to remember, so what wyou
need to remember for this hearing are the following
three points. First, comments received on the draft EIS
will be included in the final EIS, and we will respond
in the document to the comments received. Two, commehs

expressed at one of our hearings or provided to us by

Alderson Court Reporting
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email or letter will all be considered equally. And
three, the comment period for the draft EIS closes on
December 16th, 2013.

I'll now turn this owver to our hearing's
aofficer, Jodi McDonald, from the U.S5. Army Corps of
Engineers.

MS. MCDOMALD: Thank you, Julie. I am Jodi
McDonald, Chief of the Regulatory Branch for the Hew
York District of the United States Army Corps of
Engineers. I will be the presiding officer on behalf of
the Corps of Engineers at today's public hearing.

The Corps of Engineers is here today to
collect evidence and information, ensure coverage of
core concerns, to assist in the regulatory review of a
permit application by Champlain Hudson Power Express,
Incorporated for the installation and construction of a
336-mile power cable from the Canadian border through
waters of the United States, including Lake-- including
wetlands, as well as Lake Champlain, the Hudson River,
Harlem Riwver, and East River. The U.S. Department of
Energy as lead Federal agency will make a decision

whether to issue a presidential permit to allow for the

Alderson Court Reporting
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10

border crossing -- the U.S5. border crossing to
facilitate operation of this power cable.

The Corps of Engineers is neither a proponent
for nor an opponent of the proposed work. Our role is=s
to determine whether the proposed activity-- in this
case the installation of a power line in waters of the
United States —— i=s in the overall public interest.
This hearing will play an important part in that
determination.

PFlease understand that we do not expect to
answer guestions from the dais in this hearing related
to the proposal as we are here to obtain information and
your comments. Questions on the regulatory process in
general can be directed to my staff in the kack of the
room today.

The Wew York District has issued a public
notice for this project with the comment period closing
on December 16th, 2013. That public notice is currently
posted on my —— on the Wew York District weksite. The
website address is www.nan.usace.army.mil, as in
"military." We do have some copiles availakle on the

registration table as well. If you are not currently on

Alderson Court Reporting
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Comment 142

11

our public notice email distribution list and would like
to receive an announcement for public notices from my
office, please provide your email address to one of our
staff members at the registration tabkle today.

2nd with that, I will open the public
hearing.

(Pounding of gawvel.)

MS., SMITH: OCur first speaker this evening is
William Wellman.

ME. WELLMAN: Good ewvening. I'm Bill
Wellman. I liwve in Plattsburgh, and I am the New York
State Council of Trout Unlimited's representative to the
Champlain Hudson Mitigation Committee, Governance
Committee. And in that role, I havebeen part of the
proceeding before the Public Service Commission in Hew
York State, I think, since the inception of this
project, at least in its proceedings there.

The EIS drafted by the Department of Energy
mirrors in large part the findings that took pace
before the Public Service Commission. In that
proceeding, the parties to the proceeding evolved a wvery

comprehensive, detailed, and systematic look at all of

Blderson Court Reporting
1-BO0O-FOR-DEFO

—142-01

142-01: Comment noted.
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12

the envirommental concerns that this project would bring
to Mew York State. We looked at everything from
sturgeon to snails as far as the impact on the
environment, and Lake Champlain, the passage around
Albany, and the Hudson River. BAs I say, that was a very
comprehensive and detailed review.

That review was conducted by a number of
parties, including the Wew York State Department of
Environmental Conservation, the Department of State,
other New York State agencies, the proponents of the
project, and conservation organizations, such as Trout
Unlimited, Hudson River Eeeper, and Scenic Hudson.

At the conclusion of our review, we drafted a
paper, which became known as the JP, and that was
submitted to the Public Service Commissionand detailed,
in great extent, the best management practices, the
timing, the environmental protections, all of the thhgs
that would go into protecting the enviromment while this
project was being built; not only while it was being
built, but in its subsequent operation.

That joint proposal also included and

includes the provision of a mitigation fund of $117

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOER-DEFO
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13

million, which will be paid during the 3%year lifespan
of this project. That mitigation fund will be used to
correct any things that were overlooked in this
proceeding, and will be used for the general welk
keeping of the environment and Lake Champlain, the
Hudson, and all the waters surrounding New York City
where the project will have an impact.

As I said earlier, the findings in the EIS
mirror this project that we went through with the Public
Service Commission and resulting in the joint proposal.

Therefore, I must say that environmental protections
contained therein and in the EIS appear to Trout
Unlimited not only to be sufficient, but to be
comprehensive, and will protect lWew York State's
environment.

So in conclusion, I would state that I think
the project, and my organization does, is good for NWew
York State. It's good for the employees and people of
MNew York State that get electricity from the project,
and it will protect the enviromment. Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Jeffrey Eellogg?

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOER-DEFO

- 142-02  142-02: Comment noted.
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Comments 143 and 144

14

ME. EELLOGG: Good ewvening, folks. My name
iz Jeff Eellogg. I represent the Cperating Engineers,
which are heavy equipment operators. This project
covers probably two-thirds of our territory. It will
put a lot of our men and women to work. And we want to

go on record stating that we fully endorse this project.

That's it.

MS. SMITH: Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: John Donaghue?

ME. DONMNOGHUE: Good evening. John Donoghue,
Business Manager, Labor's Local 186. Our territory goes

from the Canadian border all the way down to the Hudson
River in Warren County. The 300 members, some of which
my brothers and sisters are here tonight in the

audience, we fully support this. We're looking forward N
to the jobs created by it, tax savings, environmentally
friendly like we heard before. &And the rest of the

members that couldn't be her tonight wish to endorse

143-01

— 144-01

this also. Thank you.
(Applause.)

MS. SMITH: Thank you. Ben Mainwville?

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOER-DEFO
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Comment 145

15

ME. MAINVILLE: Hi. I'm Ben Mainville, and
I'm representing the Local Union 186, and if it credes
jobs for us, I don't see why-- and it doesn't destroy
the enviromment. I'm all for this project. BAs long as
we keep the environment the way it is and it doesn't
disturk it, there's not a problem. And I hope it

creates more jobs that we need in thisarea and for a

long period of time. Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

M5, SMITH: That actually concludes the list
of folks that have registered to speak her at the
public hearing tonight. But I would like to open it up
to the folks on the floor. If you have not signed up to
speak, but you feel compelled to do =o at this time,
please come forward and make your comment.

(Mo response.)

MS. SMITH: All right. Well, with that, this
hearing is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 6:21 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned. )

Alderson Court Reporting
1-B00-FOER-DEFO
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Comment 201

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TAKE
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance INAM
15 State Street — Suie 400
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3572

December 12, 2013

9043.1
ER 13/689

Mr. Brian Mills

Office of Electric Delivery and Energy Reliability
1.5, Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave nue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

RE: COMMENTS
DEIS Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project
New York

Dear Mr. Mills:

The U.S. Department of the Intenior { Department ) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS ) for the Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project (Project)
dated September 2013, The applicant, Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. (CHPE),
proposes to construet an approximately 336-mile (34 1-kilometer [km]) long, 1,000-megawatt
(MW), high-voltage direct current (HVDC) electric power transmission system that would route
from the U.S /Canada border to Astona, Queens, New York. The overall Project purpose is to
transmit electricity from Canada to markets in New York City, The U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) is considering an application for a Presidential Permit for this Project.

The Department’s U8, Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has contributed the following
comments on the DEIS pursuant to, and in accordance with, provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 1.S.C. 432] et seq.), Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87
Stat.884, as amended; 16 U.5.C. 1531 et seq.), Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (54 Stat.
250, as amended; 16 U.S5.C. 668-668d), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (40 Stat.
755,16 U.5.C. 703-712). The Service previously provided comments to DOE on the
Preliminary EIS for this Project in a letter dated February 5, 2013, and may provide additional
comments on this Project under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as
amended; 16 11.85.C, 661 et seq.) or other legislation, as applicable,

The proposed CHPE Project involves the construction and installation of two HVDC lines within
a primarily underwater and underground corridor, although some specific Project components of

U.S. Department of Energy
P-235

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

the transmission system, including various cooling equipment and a converter station, would be
aboveground. There are four segments to the Project, Lake Champlain, Overland Route, Hudson
River, and New York City Area.

COMMENTS

Federally-Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Concern Species

Federal agencies have responsibilities under Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA to consult with the
Service regarding projects that may affect Federally-listed species or designated critical habitat.
We understand that the DOE is currently developing a Biological Assessment (BA) to analyze
the impacts to the Federally-listed endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and Karner blue -
butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis). The DOE has preliminarily determined that the proposed
Project may aflect, but is not likely to adversely allect (NLTAA), these species. However, the
DEIS includes statements such as, “Potential non-significant effects from vegetation
management include habitat degradation via removal, crushing, or other disturbances to
protected species and their habitat,” which would not support an NLTAA determination. The
DEIS also states that “A vegetation management plan for the operational phase would be
developed and included in the EM&CP.” Please note that the DOE and the Service will need to

- 201-01

assess the potential impacts of vegetation management during the consultation process. |
The DOE has also preliminarily determined that the proposed Project will result in no impacts to
the Federally-listed endangered piping plover ( Charadrius melodus) or roseate tern (Sterna
dougallii), the Federally-listed threatened northern wild monkshood (Aconitum noveboracense),
bog turtle (Clemmys [= Glyptemys| muhlenbergii), or the Federal candidate for listing,

New England cottontail ( Syfvilagus transitionalis), as no suitable habitat is present for these
species within the Project area. The DEIS states that impacts are unlikely to the Federally-listed
threatened small whorled pogonia ( fsotria medeoloides) because the Service considers this
species as extirpated from New York. Please note that the DEIS is citing out of date information
as small whorled pogonia was rediscovered in Orange County, New York, in2010. However,
we have no information to suggest the species occurs within the proposed Project area. We look
forward to receiving additional details for all of the above-listed species in the BA.

The northern long-eared bat ( Myotis septentrionalis) (NLEB) is currently proposed for Federal
listing under the ESA_ At this time, no critical habitat has been proposed for the NLEB. The
entire state of New York 1s considered to be within the potential range of the NLEB. During the
summer, NLEBs typically roost singly or in colonies in a wide variety of forested habitats, in
cavities or crevices or underneath loose bark of both live trees and snags (=3 inches db.h.). The
NLEBs have also been documented roosting in man-made structures (i.e., buildings, barns, etc.)
during the summer. They forage for insects in upland and lowland woodlots and tree lined
corridors. During the winter, NLEBs predominately hibernate in caves and abandoned mine
portals. Additional habitat types may be identified as new information is obtained.

Pursuant to Section 7(a)(4) of the ESA and 50 CFR 402.10(a), federal action agencies are
required to confer with the Service if they determine that the proposed federal action is likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the NLEB. Action agencies may also voluntarily confer

201-02

201-01: The language regarding potential nonsignificant effects
has been clarified in the Final EIS in Sections S.8.7 and 2.6.7 to
note that any potential effects on the species would be discountable
(i.e., unlikely to occur) and that these potential effects would be
avoided and minimized through implementation of conservation
measures during construction, operation, and maintenance of the
proposed project. The Biological Assessment (BA) (see EIS
Appendix Q) for the proposed CHPE Project also provides specific
details on the potential impacts resulting from the CHPE Project,
and the measures that would be used to avoid and minimize
impacts on the Indiana bat and Karner blue butterfly to justify an
ESA “not likely to adversely affect” determination for listed
species that might be present in the project area. Section 5.2.7 of
the Final EIS states that vegetation management in Karner blue
butterfly habitat (wild lupine) would be avoided by use of HDD
and large potential roost tree removal would occur outside the
Indiana bat roosting season. Any vegetation management
otherwise required to occur in this habitat would be subject to
further consultation between the Applicant and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS).

201-02: This information has been added to the Final EIS in
Sections 3.2.7, 3.3.7, and 5.1.7, and the BA addresses the
rediscovery of small whorled pogonia in Orange County, New
York, in 2010. Because the location of rediscovery is more than 3
miles (5 km) away from the proposed CHPE Project region of
influence (ROI) and the transmission line in Orange County would
be entirely underwater in the Hudson River Segment where there is
no suitable habitat to support the small whorled pogonia, the
rediscovery of this species in Orange County does not change the
effects determination.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-236

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

with the Service if the proposed action may afTect a proposed species. Although species
proposed for listing are not alforded protection under the ESA, if a proposed species is listed, the
prohibitions against jeopardizing its continued existence and unauthorized “take™" are efTective

is present within the proposed Project area, we recommend further coordination to determine if

immediately, regardless of an action’s stage of completion. Therefore, if suitable NLEB hahilal}
201-03

the species may be present or il impacts are likely to avoid potential significant Project delays.
Additional information regarding NLEB and conference procedures can be found at
http://www.fws_gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nlba/index.html.

Bald Eagles

Bald Eagles use the Hudson River corridor for all aspects of their life cycle including feeding,
breeding, wintering, and during migration. The DEIS notes that data from the New York Natural
Heritage Program indicates active bald eagle nests in several counties in the Lake Champlain,
Overland, and Hudson River sections of the Project. The Project sponsor should contact

Sarah Nystrom, the Service’s Northeast Region Eagle Coordinator at 413-253-8592 or
sarah_nystrom{a fws.gov, il Project construction is expected to impact bald eagles. especially
during the breeding season. Notably, the DEIS indicates that blasting may be required in some
areas if excavation equipment cannot dig the cable trench. Surveys may be required to determine
active nesting areas prior to construction. The Service can provide recommendations on surveys
for this species prior to construction.

Migratory Birds

We appreciate the consideration given by CHPE to co-locate the land portion of the Project
almost entirely along existing infrastructure such as rail lines, roads, and utilities. This will
reduce habitat loss, fragmentation, and disturbance of areas important to migratory birds. As
DOE 1s likely aware, the Project’s effects on migratory birds should be documented, even if
found adjacent to previously disturbed areas, in order to comply with the MBTA and the
requirements of Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect
Migratory Birds.

The Service previously requested that wildlife habitat be adequately mapped so that impacts 0 |

the various cover types can be assessed. However, it appears that only a portion of the Project
corridor has been reviewed. In addition, few details are available on the locations of cooling
stations, equipment storage and staging areas, access roads, and contractor yards. Further, we
note that the construction of the Project would likely encompass the nesting and migration
seasons of migratory birds. However, it is not clear in the DEIS, if and when construction
activities would occur in migratory bird habitat.

We recommend DOE provide a more complete estimate of the potential disturbance to terrestrial
habitat and the impact of the Project on migratory birds. Further, we request DOE coordinate
with the Service’s New Y ork Field Office to determine if conservation measures to benefit
migratory birds are needed.

' Take is defined in Section 3 of the ESA as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture,
or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.

201-04

20105

- 201-06

201-03: This information is presented in the Final EIS in Sections
3.1.7,5.1.7,5.2.7, and similar sections, and the BA addresses the
life history requirements of the northern long-eared bat, the
potential impacts on the bat resulting from the proposed project,
and measures that would be implemented to avoid such impacts.
The project impacts would be similar to those discussed for the
Indiana bat. Prior to construction, the Applicant would coordinate
with the USFWS to determine the potential presence of northern
long-eared bat along the proposed construction route and to receive
additional recommendations on measures to be taken that would
prevent adverse impacts on this species.

201-04: Comment noted.

201-05: See EIS Sections 5.1.7, 5.2.7, 5.3.7, and 5.4.7 for the
analysis of potential impacts on migratory birds. The EIS
sufficiently addresses impacts on migratory birds based on
available information. Prior to construction, the Applicant would
coordinate with the USFWS to determine the presence of migratory
birds along the proposed construction route and the appropriate
mitigation measures to be taken that would prevent adverse impacts
on migratory bird species.

201-06: See response to Comment 201-05.
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201-07: The easternmost island of the complex is more than 0.75
miles (1.21 km) from the proposed CHPE project corridor. Impacts
associated with construction are not anticipated to affect colonial
waterbirds nesting on the Four Brothers Islands.

201-08: Comment noted.
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Comment 202
”_&‘;",:‘%. _ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

k] REGION 2
m $ 200 BROADWAY Us
e’ NEW YORK, NY 10007-1666 Department of Energy

£ pagh
US Department of Energy
013 M0 CZC 19 2013 Electriclty Dellvery and
Electricity Dellvery and Energy Roliabllity

Energy Reliabliity

Brian Mills, Mational Environmental Policy Act Document Manager
Office of Electricity Delivery and Encrgy Reliability, OE-20

US Depurtment of Energy

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr, Mills:

The U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Department of Energy’s
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) dated September 2013 for the Champlain Hudson
Power Express Transmission Line Project {CHPE). The proposed project would be an
approximately 336-mile long, 1,000-megawatt, high-voltage merchant electric power
transmission system that includes a dual transmission line that would extend to Astoria, Queens,
New York, The CHPE is a high voltage direct current transmission system, consisting of two
cables, which will run eleetricity from Canada south to the New York City area. The cables will

E:m;ced unde; the sedir]neréts :}r Lake Cﬁampliin, the H;:sun River, tt]ule Ha;rl:m River and the 202-01: A brief explanation of the NYSPSC proceedings, important
st River with some upland placement along the route. The project will include a converter : H
station fo be located in Astoria, New York, and several cooling stations to be located with the documents, and I|nks to thOSG do_cuments has been added tO'SeCtIOH
cables in upland areas, This review was conducted in accordance with Section 309 of the Clean - S.6.2 of the EIS Summary. Section 2.3 of the EIS also details
i ed (42 1U.8.C 7600, PL 91-604 12 (a), 84 Stat. 1709 National . . [

Bavivomentl Polcy Act (NEPA), 12(®), 84 Stac 1709 and the Nationa NYSPSC reviews and the granting of the Certificate of

. Environmental Compatibility and Public Need. Reference from both
EPA recognizes that this project has already undergone an in-depth review by the New Yok : H H 4
State Public Service Commission (NYSPSC), and has been granted a Certificate of _SeCtlonS FO EIS Appendlx C referen(“:lng the Certificate and Other
DCnvironmental Compatibility and Public Need hy that Commission. While the Commission’s 7 information has been added to the Final EIS. The Certificate is
proceedings are menlioned in various places in the DEIS, it might have been more usefisl for the . . f .
public if the DEIS summary had contained a brief explanation of the NYSPSC proceedings, and —202-01 available in the Documen_t lerary on the EIS Web site
a listing of important documents and the websites for those documents, especially the NYSPSC (http /lwww.ch pexpressels.org)
Certificate Conditions for the CHPE project. _
We have enulosedaiist of technical comments on the DEIS, and in light of our concerns on m 202-02: Comment noted. Habitat loss due to anchor chain sweep is
habitat lnss due to anchor chain sweep, lack of wetlands mitigation plans and the document’s : H H
Jack of impacts analysis for underwater blasting, EPA has rated the DEIS a5 “EC-2” - 202-02 addressed in Sec_:tlons 5.}.4, 5.34, angl 5.3.5_of the Final EIS. _ The

] wetland mitigation plan is addressed in Section 5.2.8 of the Final

{Environmental Concerns- Insufficient Information; see enclosed rating sheet).
' ' ' EIS, and impact analysis for underwater blasting is in Sections 5.4.2,

5.4.3,54.4,545,549,654.10,5.4.11,5.4.14, and 5.4.17 of the
Final EIS. Additionally, responses to Comments 202-03 through
Kot Akias (UL ) Mapogor 202-21 provide more detailed information on these and other

Recyeled/Recyciable + Frintad with Vegetabls Oll Basad inks on R d Papar (4 0% cantant) concerns.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Also included is a list of resources, “1.8. TPA
Region 2, Green Recommendations™ that can assisl you in greening this and futwre projeets, If
you have any questions reparding this review or our wmmenls, please contact Lingard Knutson

of my staff at (212} 637-3747.

Sin-:mv:l}',
dy- h'Iltchcll Chief

Sustainability Planning and Multi-_Media Programs Branch

Enclosures

August 2014
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EPA Comments on Champlain Hudson Power Express
Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated September 2013

General Conformify

1. ‘The general conformity applicability analysis emissions are not presented on a calendar
year basis. However, EPA acknowledges that by ineluding the total emissions in each
nonattainment area, even for segments that may span greater than one ycal the
applicability analysis provides a conservative estlmate

and dredges. Using FPA’s “Current Methodologies in Preparing Mobile Source Port-
Related Emission Inventories” ( hitp://epa.gov/cleandiesel/documents/ports-emission-
inv-april09.pdf), a typical NOx cmission factor for tugboats is 10 g/kW-hr. Converted to
pounds, this faclor would be 0.02 Io/kW-hr. However, Appendix M shows an emission
factor of 0.02 Ib/hr, where it appears that the engine's rated power has not been taken into
account. We recommend checking all marine and dredging emission factors and updating
the general conformity analysis as necessary.

Wetlands

1. Several seclions of the DEIS, such as 8.8.8, 2.6.8 and 5.2.8 mention that a conceptual
wetlands mitigation plan has been supplied to the New York Distriet Army Corps of
Enginzers. That mitigation plan should be included in the EIS to allow for wider public
and agency comment,

According to Section 5.2.8 of the DELS, restoration of the temporary wetland impact
areas will consist of re-grading to original contours and seeding with annual ryegrass,
followed by natural plant establishment and succession. Sume tree species may re-sproul
from stumps and roofs, but this passive restoration of 16.2 acres of forested wetland will
likely take 30 to 50 years to yield a mature wetland community. EPA recommends that
the planned restoration of cleared forested wetland areas be augmented with a wetland
seed mix and planting of native tree and shrub saplings.

Sediment/Habitat

1. Sections 8.6.3 and 2.4.10.1 discuss the aquatic construction sequence, and state that the
“plowing process would be conducted using either a dynamically positioned cable ship or
a positioned cable barge.” EPA assumes that a “positioned cable barge” is the same as an
anchored position vessel, as described in Section 5.1.2. Because of the anchor chain
sweep, the use of an anchored position barge or vessel will exponentially increase the
impact to benthic habitat compared to a dynamically positioned vessel., Scction 5.1.9 docs
mention anchor sweep, but does not quantify the loss of benthic habitat, nor does Section
5.3.4 “Impacts of construction on shellfish and benthic communities.” Should the
applicant use an anchored position vessel in either Lake Champlain or the Hudson River,

There appears to be an error in ca]cu]atmg the emission factor for several marine vessels |

—202-03

~202-04

—202-05

—202-06

- 202-07

202-03: Comment noted.

202-04: A review of the calculations used to determine the
emissions factor for marine vessels and dredges confirmed that an
error was made in the conversion from grams per kilowatt-hour to
pounds per hour for tugs, boats, and dredging ships. Although the
correction did result in an increase in projected emissions, the de
minimis threshold still was not exceeded. The language in the EIS
relevant to the corrected emissions factor has been revised in
Sections 5.3.16 and 5.4.16 of the Final EIS.

202-05: The conceptual wetland mitigation plan is available for
public access in the Document Library on the CHPE EIS Web site
(http://www.chpexpresseis.org/) and the link to the plan was added to
Section 5.2.8 in the Final EIS.

202-06: Comment noted. As discussed in Section 5.2.8 of the EIS,
restoration of temporarily impacted forested wetlands would consist
of backfilling with removed wetland soils (where necessary), final
grading, and seeding with a temporary appropriate seed mixture.
Restoration work would be completed within 24 hours after
backfilling is finished. Additionally, the Applicant would implement
a program to monitor the success of wetland restoration. If it is
determined that restoration is unsuccessful after 2 years, the
Applicant would implement (in consultation with a professional
wetland ecologist) a plan to revegetate the wetland actively with
native wetland herbaceous plant species.

202-07: In instances where anchors are deployed by construction
vessels, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
recommendations regarding the use of mid-line buoys would be
followed as mitigation to prevent anchor sweeps. Lay barges would
have full anchoring capability to hold position at any point along the
route. Anchorage can occur in the event that bottom conditions are
encountered that either stop forward progress at reasonable tow
tension or result in excessive rolling or pitching of the plow. In this
case, the barge would be stopped and spuds or anchors would be
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deployed to hold the barge in position. The project would also
employ spud barges during the construction and removal of the
temporary cofferdams at the five transmission line transitions from
water to land, a 460-foot (140-meter) length of rock trenching in the
Harlem River (MP 324.5), and at seven marine splice locations. In
the cofferdam and rock trenching locations, the spud barges would be
used in a confined area. The aquatic splices can be performed with
either dynamic barge positioning or with deployment of anchors or
spuds. The collective length of all work where anchors or spuds can
be deployed and cause impacts on benthic habitat is less than 1
percent of the approximately 197-mile total aquatic portion of the
proposed CHPE Project route.

Sections S.8.4, 2.4.10.1, 2.6.4,5.1.4, 5.3.4, and 5.3.5 of the Final EIS
were revised to include information on anchor sweeps and measures
that would be employed to minimize impacts on benthic habitat.
Additionally, use of midline buoys as mitigation to prevent anchor
sweeps has been added to Appendix G.
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A
mid-line buoys should he employed fo minimize the effect of anchor chain sweep on the
benthic habitat. Use of mid-line buvys is standard on Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission pipeline certificates in this region. EPA is also concerned as to whether the
disturbance from anchor chain sweep was included in Table 2-3 - Summary of Potential
Impacts Associated with the Proposed CHPE Pi'OJ ect, Aquatic Habitat and Specles
resource area.

. Insection 2.4.2, the fourth paragraph, last line states, “If necessary, blasting could be

used to create a trench in which to bury the cables,” EPA understands that in water
blasting is proscribed by the NYSPSC order and was not mentioned in the New York
Distriet Army Corps of Engineers Public Notice (NAN-2009-01089-EYA) for this
project, However, if in water blasting is considered a possible construction technique, the
DEIS must cvaluate its environmental impacts, especially to endangered fish.

. Section 5.3.5 of the DEIS states, “Installation of thé_ pi'opt;séd éqﬁalic {ransmission line |

would result in up to 485 acres of riverbed disturbance in the Hudson River Segment,”
however the Army Corps of Engineers Public Notice (above) states that the anticipated
impacts from the buried cable installation for the entire project is 338 acres. This
discrepancy must be rectified.

The applicant needs to clarify what areas will be backfi lled with clean fill and what they |

N 202-08: Installation of the transmission line would entail blasting of
approximately 460 linear feet (140 meters) of rock bed at MP 324.5
202-07 in the Harlem River. Blasting would occur within the construction
windows agreed upon by the settlement parties, including the
NYSDEC and the NYSDOS, to minimize impacts on endangered
fish species. Information on the creation of trenches in bedrock is
provided in Attachment 5 of the USACE New York District Public
Notlce (NAN-2009-01089-EYA) for the proposed CHPE Project

® dated October 2013. An analysis of impacts from blasting activities
in the Harlem River has been added to Sections 5.4.2,5.4.3, 5.4.4,
5.4.5,5.4.9,5.4.10,5.4.11, 5.4.14, 5.4.17, and 5.4.19 of the Final
EIS.

~202-0

- 202-09
202-09: The EIS used a conservative disturbance area estimate of 25

feet on each side of the transmission line, which includes settlement
zones where a majority of the sediment disturbed by the line would

propose as “clean fill.” Particular clarification is necessary for those areas of federal
channels (total 9 miles) where the applicant will be excavating 15-feet of material below

. the federal channel. The DEIS states, “Once a segment of trench is excavated, cable

would be laid, and the clamshell dhed ge or excavator would place clean backfill back into
the trench,” details need to be provided for this backfilling,

Cumulative Impaets

1.

The discussion of cumulative impacts should be expanded and updated to address the
potential for the installation of the New England Clean Power Link (transmission line)
project which includes burial of 100 miles of two six-inch cables under Lake Champlain.
It is our understanding that the New England Clean Power Link project is to be
developed by the same development team behind the Champlain Hudson Express project
and that it will also require DOE review, Therelore, we believe it is appropriate for the
analysis fo include a description of both projects in the curmulative impacts analysis.
Moreover, the EIS should explain whether opportunities exist for synchronized and co-
located installation of the profects to further reduce impacts. More information about the
New England Clean Power Link project can be found at: )
http://www.necplink.com/about.php

Section 6.1.1.3 and 6.1.2.2 discuss the Coast Guard’ proposed federal anchorage in the
Hudson River west of Yonkers, between mile posts 319 and 320. The Coast Guard effort
is well into its planning process, and is very likely to occur. While section 6,1.2.2 states
that the anchorage should be constructed before the CHPE is installed, and that the CHPE
would be rerouted “slightly” to the east, EPA is concerned that the DEIS did not assume

2

~202-10

settle, whereas it appears the USACE Notice assumes a lower
disturbance area width. This clarification has been made in Sections
5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the Final EIS.

202-10: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line route was
developed to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts. As
discussed in Section 2.4.10.1 of the EIS, in most cases, the aquatic
cables would be installed using a jet plow or shear plow. These
methods do not create typical trenches as are created during
terrestrial transmission line burial activities. The plow methods push
| 50211 the sediment aside to allow the cables to sink into the void created.
The sediment then slumps back into the void immediately after the
plow moves on. “Clean fill” would not be used to backfill the plow
trenches. Installation of the transmission line would involve use of
clean backfill only at the five water-to-land transition areas (see
Section 2.4.3 of the EIS); and temporary cofferdams would be
installed requiring the excavation of less than 180 cubic yards (138

L 202-12 cubic meters) of material from within each of the cofferdams.
Excavated material would be environmentally tested and any

A4 contaminated materials would be disposed of at a state-approved

upland site. Once the cofferdam serves its purpose, its sheeting
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would be removed from the waterways and the areas within the
temporary cofferdams returned to pre-construction elevations by the
placement of approximately 200 cubic yards (153 cubic meters) of
clean sand into each location. Similarly, as described in Section
2.4.10.1, in the rock excavation area in the Harlem River, clean sand
along with blasted aggregate rock materials from the trench would be
used to backfill the trench.

202-11: A discussion on the potential installation of the New
England Clean Power Link (transmission line) is incorporated into
Sections S.8.20, 6.1.1, and 6.1.2 of the Final EIS. The New England
Clean Power Link project is in the early planning stages; therefore,
detailed plans and construction schedules are not yet known.
Because the New England Clean Power Link would be installed only
in Vermont, and the proposed CHPE Project would be installed a
distance away across the state border in New York, significant
cumulative impacts on the environment would be unlikely.
However, if construction of the New England Clean Power Link and
CHPE projects temporally overlap in Lake Champlain, then
construction-related impacts on water resources and aquatic species
and habitats, including state-listed fish and mussels, would be
greater. The distances between the projects would be sufficient to
avoid overlaps among temperature and magnetic field increases
during operation.

202-12: The Applicant has analyzed the proposed CHPE Project’s
route in relationship to proposed anchorage areas in the Hudson
River as those anchorage areas are defined in the applicable USCG
Federal Register Notice (78 Federal Register 44917). Based on the
coordinates given in the Notice, it appears the transmission line route
is within the boundary of proposed Anchorage Area 18. At this time,
however, Anchorage Area 18 has yet to be formally approved and the
final coordinates of the proposed anchorage area have yet to be
determined. The Applicant has authority under its NYSPSC
certificate to modify the current route to account for, and ultimately
avoid, established anchorage areas. If modified, impacts from
construction within the anchorage area would be avoided. Therefore,
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impacts would occur along the installation route that would be
outside of the anchorage area. The Applicant is prepared to reroute
the proposed transmission line route following finalization of
proposed Anchorage Area 18. The Applicant continues to coordinate
installation plans for the proposed CHPE Project transmission line
with the USCG and the USACE. The transmission line would not
traverse any existing designated anchorage areas, and safety
measures would be implemented, including issuances of Notices to
Mariners, as appropriate, to ensure the safety of vessels transiting
near the construction barge throughout the proposed route, including
near existing anchorage areas.

U.S. Department of Energy
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the new routing as part of the preferred alternative, has not included any approval or

discussion by the Coast Guard or that the CHPE would be safe for mariners near the new

anchorage.

3. Section 6.1.2.14 should include-a discussion of marine vessel safety during the
simultanecus construction of both the CHPE and the Tappan Zee Hudson River-Crossing.
Any required Coast Guard permits or safer(y plans with the New York State Thruway and
its contractors should be noted .

General

EPA notes that the DEIS does not appear to contain information about the Champlain
Valley National Heritage Partnership (CYNHP) in its evaluation of cultural resources.
The CVNHP is administered by the Lake Champlain Basin Program, More information
can be found at http.//www.champlainvalleynhp.org/index.htin

1,

. EPA recommends that the Endangered .Specles Action Blolbg'lcal Assessments and
Essential Fish Habitat consultation be included in the DEIS, or incorporated by reference

. In Section 8.8.6, final paragraph, please provide the reference the study on forest
fragmentahon that indicates that dlsplac&ment nnpacis ‘associated with a26- fonrt-mde
comdm is not significant.

. Section 1.6.2. Please supplement ihe description of EPA’s role in the CHPE project by
including the following - EPA is required under Section 309 of the CAA to review and
publicly comment on the environmental impacts of major federal actions including
actions that are the subject of draft and final EISs, and responsible for implementing
certain procedural provisions of NEPA (e.g., publishing the Notices of Availability of the
draft and final EISs in the Federal Register) to establish statutory timeframes for the
environmental review process.

Page 2-7, last sentence on the page. There is a partial sentence *2-7 and” that should be
deleted.

Page 5-78 discusses the use of vegetative buffers around the cooling stations. All
végetative buffers should use native plants,

On page 5-115, the second paragraph states “post-installation monitoring for the Long
[sland Replacement Cable in 2010...suggested that concrete mats were not a major
disturbance to benthic communities.” Please add the reference for that statement.

202-12

—202-13

—202-14

}202 15

—202-16

- 202-17

]— 202-19

}202-20

202-13: Prior to construction, the Applicant would coordinate
installation of the proposed CHPE Project transmission line with the
USCG as discussed in various sections of the EIS, including Sections
5.1.2 and 5.3.2, and discussion has been added to Section 6.1.2.2.
Safety measures would be implemented that would include issuances
of Notices to Mariners, as appropriate, to ensure the safety of vessels
transiting near the cable-laying barge throughout the proposed route
(see Appendix G of the EIS). As noted in Comment 203-01, the
USCG states that currently there is no indication that the proposed
CHPE Project requires any USCG permits.

202-14: Several of the properties recognized by the Champlain
Valley National Heritage Partnership are identified in the EIS,
specifically those with a potential to be impacted by the proposed
CHPE Project. An example is Fort Ticonderoga, which is discussed
in Sections 3.1.10 and 5.1.10 of the EIS. Text referencing the
Champlain Valley National Heritage Partnership has been added to
Section 3.1.10.1.

202-15: The BA (EIS Appendix Q) and Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) Assessment (EIS Appendix R) and information from the
consultations are included in the Final EIS.

202-16: The reference citation for this study is provided in the main
document text in Sections 5.2.6, 5.2.7, and 5.3.6: see Rich, A.C.,
D.S. Dobkin, and L J. Niles. 1994. Defining Forest Fragmentation
by Corridor Width: The Influence of Narrow Forest-Dividing
Corridors on Forest-Nesting Birds in Southern New Jersey. Journal
of Conservation Biology 8 (4): 109-1121.

202-17: Section 1.6.2 describes Federal authorizations and
approvals. Text in Section 1.6.1 has been revised in the Final EIS to
further clarify USEPA’s role relative to the EIS, which is the intent
of the agency descriptions of Section 1.6.1.

202-18: Partial sentence has been deleted in the Final EIS.
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202-19: The text referred to in the comment was deleted.
Nonetheless, use of native plants is mentioned throughout the EIS.
In addition, the EM&CP and BMP documents for the proposed
CHPE Project, which were included in draft form in the Joint
Proposal and the NYSPSC Certificate, address the use of vegetation
buffers, restoration plans, and standards. Specifically, Sections
11.2.2,18.4, 19.2.3, and others in the BMP document describe
vegetation restoration measures that include planting of native seeds,
grasses, shrubs, and tree species, as appropriate for the habitat type.
Furthermore, measures, including grading and topsoil segregation,
and monitoring and cleaning of equipment, would be taken to ensure
the preservation of the native seed bank and to prevent or control the
spread of nonnative plant seeds.

202-20: The reference information for this monitoring effort is cited
(ESS Group 2011) in the text that precedes the quoted text (see ESS
Group, Inc. 2011, Concrete Mattress Macroinvertebrate and Video
Census Monitoring Report, Long Island Replacement Cable (LIRC)
Project, Prepared for Northeast Utilities Services Company as agent
for the CT Light & Power Company, Berlin, Connecticut, Prepared
by ESS Group, Inc., Wellesley, Massachusetts, 2011).
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EPA Region 2 Green Recommendations

To the maximum extent posaible, project managers ars encouraged to utilize local and recyclad
materials; to recycle materials generated onsite; and to utilize technologies and fuels that minimize
gresnhouse gas emissions. )

Further, to the extent feasible, renewable energy (including, bul not limited to solar, wind, geothermal,
biogas, and biomass) and energy—efﬁclant technologies should be incorporated into the d63|gn
construclion, and operation of all types of projects.

To that end, the following information and internet hyperlinks are provided for your consideration and
use:

+ Multi-media green building and land design practices
Utilize green building practices which have multi-media benefits, including energy efficiency, water
conservation {see WaterSense below), and healthy indoor air quality. Apply building rating systems
and no-cost online tools and guides, such as ENERGY STAR, Portfolic Manager, Target Finder,
Indoor Air Quality Package, and WaterSense for building construction. The ENERGY STAR website
(see below) includes, among other things, information on new single-family homes, multi-family
homes, commercial and other buildings, and schools. The website also provides an ENERGY
STAR “Training Center” free of charge.

u.s. Gree-n Building Council {USGEC) LEED Programs and Guides: htlp:/fwww.usgbe.org/
ENERGY STAR heme page: hitp:/fwww.energystar.gov

ENERGY STAR Target Finder (no-cost online tool to set energy performance targets):
http:/fwww.energystar.govitargetiinder

indoor Air Quality: htto:/iwww.epa.govfiag

+« Water conservation and efficiency in building construction
Promote water conservation and efficiency through the use of water efficient products and
practices. For new building construction and restoration projects, we recommend considering the
use of products with the WaterSense label where appropriate. Devices receiving the EPA
WaterSense label must be at least 20% more water efficient than (and must meet or exceed the
performance standards of) non-labeled devices of the same type. Additionally, when possible,
consider the use of WaterSense Certifled Professional Irrigation Partners and WaterSense Builder
Partners, These professionals use WaterSense labeled devices where appropriate, are trained in
the latest water conservation practices, and use the latest water efficiency tools and technologies,
including irrigation equipment and xeriscaping for landscaping and best management practices for
construction in the \WaterSense New Home Specifications. Visit the WaterSense website for tips on
water efficiency, a WaterSense labeled product search tool, a list of WaterSense Partners, access
to the Water Budget Tool at: hitp://www.epa.goviwatersense/

In addition to using WaterSense labeled products and certified professionals, thers are many water
conservation strategies and best management practices that can be used in new construction
and/or restoration. Here are some useful links to water conservation information:

» Green Building Encyclopedia:
htto:/iwww. whyareenbuildings.com/water _canservation.ph

Fagel

Green A

- 202-21

202-21: USEPA Region 2 Green Recommendations are being
considered and implemented by the Applicant to the extent
practicable.

During construction of the terrestrial portion of the proposed CHPE
Project, clean excavated soils would be reused as fill and waste
would be recycled to the maximum extent practicable (see Sections
S.8.12 and 2.6.12 of the EIS); a vast majority of the debris generated,
such as excavated soil, brush, tree limbs, logs, slash and stump waste,
and blasted rock would be recycled as mulch or other uses and not
disposed of in a landfill (see Section 5.2.12); and a majority of the
estimated 65 tons of debris generated during construction of the
Luyster Creek HVDC Converter Station would consist of recyclable
materials and would be diverted from landfills (see Section 5.4.12).
Additionally, once construction is complete, all debris and equipment
would be removed from the site and recycled to the maximum extent
feasible (see Section 2.4.4).

The proposed CHPE Project itself would facilitate the use of
renewable energy as the Applicant expects that most of the power
transported through the proposed transmission line would primarily
be from renewable resources, primarily hydropower (see Section 1.4
of the EIS).

Cooling stations would be designed as closed-loop systems in which
approximately 245 gallons (927 liters) of cooling water would be
required initially to fill the cooling system, and negligible amounts of
water would be needed to maintain this level during operation (see
Sections 5.2.13, 5.3.12, and 5.4.12).
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Consider designs for storm water management on compacted, contaminated soils in dense urban
areas:

+ Alternative and Renewable Energy
The Department of Energy's "Green Power Network” (GPN) provides information and markets that
can be used to supply alternative generated electricity. The following link identifies several
suppliers of renewable energy:

Additional information:

hitp:/apps3.eare energy.govigreenpower/buying/buying power.shtmi?

+ Clean Diesel

For new equipment utilize contract specifications requiring advanced pollution controls and clean
fuels: hitp/fwww northeastdiesel.org/pdiiNEDC-Construction-Contract-Spec.pdf and
http:fwww.epa.gov/cleandieselitechnologies/index. htim '

Implement diesel contrals, cleaner fuel, and cleaner construction practices for on-road and off-road
equipment used for transportation, scil movement, or other construction activities, including:

1. Strategies and technologies that reduce unnecessary idling, including auxiliary power units,
the use of electric equipment, and strict enforcament of idling limits; and

2. Use of clean diesel through add-on control technologies like diesel particulate filters and
diesel oxidation catalysts, repowers, or newer, cleaner equipment. ) I 202-21

Additional information: A How To Guide for Diesel Engine Retrofits in the Construction industry:
) v, | :

» Utilizing recycled materials in construction projects
Many industrial and construction byproducts are available for use in road, building or infrastructure
construction, Use of these materials can save money and reduce environmental impacts. The
Recycled Materials Resource Center has developed user guidelinas for many recycled materials
and compiled existing national specifications.

Additional information: hitp:firmrcwisc.edu

hittpfwww fhwa. dot.govipavement/recycling/rectools. cfm
httou/fwww.epa.goviosw/conservelimrlindex htm

» Encourage cost-efficient, environmentally friendly landscaping
EPA's GreenScapes program provides cost-efficient and environmentally friendly solutions for
landscaping. Designed to help preserve natural resources and prevent waste and pollution,
GreenScapes encourages companies, government agencies, other entities, and homeowners to
make mare holistic decisions regarding waste generation and disposal and the associated impacts

on land, water, air, and energy use,

Additional information: hitpfwww.epa.gov/wastes/conserveflools/areenscapesfindex htm

* Incorporate on-site energy generation and energy efficient equipment upgrades into projects

at drinking water and wastewater treatment facilities v
- . 'd-r%‘\
Green : s - Fouz {&i} Page?
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Consider using captured biogases in combined heat and power systems, and renswable energy
{wind, solar, etc.) to generate energy for use on-site. Evaluate the potential energy savings
associated with upgrading to more energy efficient equipment (pumps, motors, lighting, etc.).

Additional information: http./fwater. epa.goviinfrastructurefsustain/goingareen.cim
hitto: o ena, goviregionSiwaterinfrastructure/howto. himl

~ e Incorporate green practices into remediation of contaminated sites
Encourage or incentivize the use of green remediation practices, including designing treatment
systems with optimum energy efficiency; use of passive energy technologies such as bio-
* remediation and phyto-remediation; use of renewable energy to meet power demands of energy-
intensive treatment systems or auxiliary equipment; use of cleaner fuels, machnnery and vehicles;
use of native plant species; and minimizing waste and water use.

Additional information: hitp://cluin.org/greenremediation/index.cfm

+« Encourage development in brownfield sites
‘Cleaning up and reinvesting in these properties takes development pressures off of undeveloped,
open land, and both improves and protects the environment. These sites are often “infrastructure-
ready," eliminating the need to build new roads and utility lines which are necessary in undeveloped
land. - 202-21

Additional information; hitt:/fvww.cpa.govibrownfields!

+ Encourage use of Smart Growth and transit-oriented development principles
Smart Growth and transit oriented development (TOD) principles help preserve natural lands and
critical environmental areas, and protect water and air quality by encouraging developments that
are mixed-use, walkable and located near public transit. Encourage use of bicycling with bike -
commuter parking, storage, and changing facilities. Facilitate increased carpooling or alternative
vehicles with preferable parking spaces andior slectric vehicle plug in spots.

Additional information: http:/fwww.epa.govismarigrowth

+ [ntegrated Design Process
The Integrated Design Process calls for the active and continuing engagement of all stakeholders
throughout the building design, development, construction, and pest-construction phases including
the owners, archilects, engineers, building department officials, and others. This process creates a
higher-performing building at lower cost, allows various building systems to work together to
eliminate redundant end unnacessary capacity, and minimizes change order costs.

Additional information: htto/fwww whdg.org/design/engage process.php

Green R fons = 2007 L‘&} Fge s
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION

Envi Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental 1mpacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mltlgahnn measures that coirld be
aceomplished with |1o more than minor clmngcs to the pmposul :

Mﬂﬂmmuzw

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these

impacts.

EOQ-Envi Objections
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided to provide adequate
protection for the envir t. Corrective may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or

consideration of some other projeet alternative (Including the na action alternative or'a now alternative). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has ldentlfad adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude Ihat they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of Fenvironmental quaht}, pubhc health or welfare. -EPA intends to work with the
lead agency to reduce these impacts. Ifthe p v impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage,
this proposal will be recommend for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

of the Impact Staten

Category |-Adequate

EPA believes the draft E1S adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative
and those of the allernalives reasonably available to the project or action, No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information,

Category 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does nat contain sufficient information for EPA {o fully assess environmental inipacts that,
should be avoided in order to fully protect the envir t, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft IS, which could reduce the
environmental impacis of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or disenssion should be

included in the final EIS,

Category 3-Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the patentially significant
cnvironmental impacts. EI'A believes that the identified additional information, data, analysis, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA andfor Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment it a supplemental or rovised draft EIS, On the basis of the potential significant impacts
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

"*From: EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment,”

- 202-21
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203-01: The Final EIS has been revised to clarify the role of the
USCG in the review of the proposed CHPE Project per the comment.
The requested text has been added to Section 1.6.1 of the Final EIS
since Table 1-2 is a list of permitting processes, not
recommendations.

203-02: Comment noted. EIS Section 3.3.2 has been revised to cite
the correct safety and security zone regulations.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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16670
January 15, 2014

waterways when necessary (o provide for sale navigation. As stated in 33 C.F.R. § 163, any
person (or applicant) may request that the USCG establish a limited access area by followin; the
appropriate protocol. Finally, for clarification, the DEIS references an outdated version of 33
C.F.R. 169.165 safety and seeurity zone regulations.” The “Commercial Waterfront Facilities™
site has been revised to “33 C.F.R. Part 105 Facilities”.

3, Transmission Cable Line;

The USCG has concerns with several locations and burial depths along the proposed cable route. ]

While the Applicant did consult with SECNY and with members of the NY/NJ Harbor Safety,
Navigation and Operations Energy Subcommittee, it appears the Applicant has made few
changes to the project route based on input provided during such consultation, contrary to what
the DEIS states.®

It is unclear if the proposed cable burial depth, which varies tfrom three to fitteen feet along the
route, is sufTicient to prevent anchor snag. A vessel fetching up on an insufficiently buried cable
could result in a marine incident with interruption to the waterway and dire environmental
consequences. Lhe USC( recommends that the Applicant substantiate through testing or
research that the proposed route and burial are such that anchor snags on vessels typical of the
waterway arc unlikely to oceur. The Applicant’s proposed cahle route and burial should be
based on independent and o gectiwe data and information derived from reliable, expert sourccs,
such as the Sharples Report,” After an adequate cable route and depth is established, the USCG
recommends that the Applicant verify and document the “as built” cable dcpth with certainty.
Currently, the DEIS does not detail how the burial depth will be verified.”

The USCG requests clarification regarding the anchor replacement and cable repair process,
which as written |mphes the TISC( has a role in the process. * Additionally, the USCG requests
an opportunity to review the Anchnr Snag Manual, and the subscquent Navigation Risk
Assessment, prior to construction. ¥ The USCG requests a meeting with the Applicant and their
cable installer prior lo construction to hetter understand the installation methods and discuss
safety and sceurity concctns.

4. Multiple Use of the Waterway:

The Hudson and NYC Metropalitan segments are congested with many waterway projecls and
are components of the greater Port of New York/ New Jersey., Lake Champlain has passenger
ferries, including a cable ferry, essenlial o the regional transportation systems, While the USCG
maintains awareness of activities taking place in the maritime domain, it is the responsibility of

! Page 3-86, paragraph 3.

8 l'age 5-38, paragraph 4.
Tt www. bses.goviuploaded Files BSEL/ Research_and Training/Technolopy Asscasment_ant
Fmal%ZORcuon" %200 Tshore¥s20L lecrrical?2 gbIe;QGBurlal%20rnr"mz{)Wmd%Ql)Fanm p_qr
* Appendix G, page G-2, bullet 6.

* Page 5-103, paragraph 1.

* Appendix G, page G-3, bullet 11,

Rescarch/G7 1 AA

A

—203-02

—203-03

—203-04

—|;203-05

203-03: In determining the proposed CHPE Project’s proposed
burial depths, the Applicant reviewed technical journals and industry
reports, including information provided by the manufacturer of
concrete mattresses that is proposed for certain discrete areas, to
ensure the cables would not present navigation risks or anchor snag
concerns. The Applicant has also developed an independent
navigation risk assessment that addresses both navigational risks and
anchor snag concerns (see Appendix U of the Final EIS). The
Sharples report was used during the development of the navigation
risk assessment. This document has been made available to the
USCG and other stakeholders for comment.

Following completion of cable installation, the Applicant is required
to prepare and submit as-built design drawings that show the
locations of the cables as installed. These drawings would indicate
areas in which the cables are laid in deep waters without cover and
areas in which the cables are laid on the bottom but covered. Cable
installation would be recorded and monitored in real-time by the
cable-laying vessel’s navigation, lay control, and burial control
computer systems, which would be used to produce the as-built
report. Text communicating this information has been added to
Section G.2 of Appendix G in the Final EIS.

203-04: Section 5.3.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify
that in the event of an anchor incident or cable repair, the USCG
would be notified. The Applicant would undertake the actual repair
of the cable.

The USCG would have an opportunity to review the Anchor Shag
Manual and the subsequent Navigation Risk Assessment prior to
construction. The Applicant also commits to meeting with the
USCG, along with the Applicant’s cable installer, prior to
construction.
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the Applicant to coordinate this project with other waterway users, and when possible, avoid
conflicts.

The DOL has no authority to prohibit vessel anchorage for the “aquatic transmission line ROW |

for the lifespan of the proposed CHPE Project” as stated in Section 5; nor would the USCG
prohibit vessel anchorage. as stated in Section 5.3.2."" For these reasons, the USCG recommends
that this proposed language be further examined and revised. In the event of a vessel emergency,
vessels must have the ability to rapidly deploy their anchor regardless of whether or not they are
in an established anchorage.

The DEIS states that where the transmission line might cross a channel or anchorage area, it
would be buried according to specifications described in Section 2.4.10.1."" The DEIS also
states that the proposed CHPE project would traverse the Yonkers Anchorage Ground, ™

SECNY notified HDR Inc. of this proposed Anchorage Ground on November 12, 2010" and is
unaware of attempts to re-route the cable. Any cabling through a designated anchorape presents
an unacceptable risk. This risk is amplitied where no study of anchor penetrations and bottom
characteristics has been condueted. The USCG strongly disagrees with a cable route that lies
beneath any existing or proposed anchorage ground.

5. Bridges:
The Applicant and DOE are reminded that the USCG is responsible for enforcing certain rules
and regulations related to bridges and causeways over U.8, navigable waters. 1fthe Applicant
plans activity affecting a bridge built under the awthority of a USCG permit, the Applicant may
he required to consult with the bridge owner and CGDONE before commencing that work.

6.

Ice Breaking:

According to the DEIS, various project eonstruction milestoties extend into late November and ™|

December.'* The Applicant and DOE are reminded that Lake Champlain may ice over at that
time of year and the USCG has no ice breaking resources available on Lake Champlain.

Although the DEIS states thal inslallation activities will be limited (o certain times ol the year, it
is silent about the timing of inspection and repair activities. If inspection and repair activities
take place during winter months, the U'SCG may not have the capacity to conduet icc breaking
operations in the Hudson River and NYC segments for the Applicant.

7. Ballast Water Management:

Because ballast waler management is not mentioned in the DEIS, the Applicant and DOE are
reminded that, pursuant to the Non-indigenous Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of

¥ Page 5-2, paragraph 4, page 5-103, paragraph 1.

' Page 5-3, paragraph 6.

12 Page 6-4, paragraph 5.

I Email with attachment, Jef Y unker, USCG to R. Alevras, HDR.
" Page 2-27, Table 2-2.

}203-05

—203-06

—203-07

—203-08

- 203-09

203-10

203-05: Comment noted. See response to Comment 202-13.

203-06: Text regarding vessel anchorage prohibitions in the
proposed CHPE Project aquatic transmission line ROW has been
deleted from Section 5.3.2 and other similar sections in the Final
EIS.

203-07: The Applicant has analyzed the proposed CHPE Project’s
route in relation to the proposed anchorage areas in the Hudson River
as those anchorage areas are defined in the applicable USCG Federal
Register Notice (78 Federal Register 44917). Based on the
coordinates given in the Notice, it appears the transmission line route
is within the boundary of proposed Anchorage Ground No. 18 (i.e.,
Yonkers Anchorage Ground). At this time, however, Anchorage
Ground No. 18 has yet to be formally approved and the final
coordinates of the proposed anchorage area have yet to be
determined. The Applicant has authority under its NYSPSC
certificate and intends to modify the currently proposed transmission
line route to account for, and ultimately avoid, established anchorage
areas as required.

203-08: Comment noted.

203-09: The Applicant would be responsible for ice breaking
operations if so required by emergency repair activities. Text added
to EIS Section 5.1.2 accordingly.

203-10: The Applicant would adhere to all current regulations
regarding proper ballast management to minimize introduction of
additional aquatic invasive species. Text has been added to
Appendix G of the Final EIS and the EFH Assessment (EIS
Appendix R) regarding such.
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1990 (33 C.F.R. § 151 Subpart C and 1), the USCG has authority to regulate and enforce proper
ballast water management. Aguatic nuisancc species are a major coneern especially for the
Lake Champlain ecosystem. Current regulations and guidance on USCG ballast water
regulations can be found on the USCG’s Hom port web site."”

8. Compass Deviation

All vessels that fall under 33 C.F.R. § 164 and USCG Navigalion and Vessel Inspection Circular
No 02-03, require a properly adjusted magnetic compass. According to the DEIS, the DOE states
impacts to the required magnetic compasses will be negligible as a result of the projeet.'®

USCG requests the DOF research used to make this determination.

0. Cumulative and Other Impacts:

The Clean Energy Power Link project, which is also proposed by the Applicant of the CHPE
project, runs closely along the same route through Lake L',":Jamplalin.l? In Section 6.1.1.2 of the
DEIS, there is no mention of the potential for cumulative impacts on the marine environment.
Additionally, the West Point Net Zero Initiative proposes (0 install a waler intake pipeline,
extending approximately 1500 feet from the Hudson River shoreline between MP 283 and 284,
to be used tor terrestrial infrastructure cooling. The USCG, through SECNY, commentced on
June 24, 2013 to the U.S. Army NEPA coordinator, that the location of this pruject presents
navigational safcty concerns on its own. The addition of the CHPE project would increase the
risk of a marine incident.

10. Summary:

To reduce the negative impacts on navigation and reduce the risk to safety on the affected
waterways, the USCG strongly recommends that the Applicant:

s To the grealest extent possible, sel the cable route outside of all federally maintained,
designated navigation channels, and frequented natural deepwater channels;
Set the cable route outside of all current anchorage areas and those anchorage areas
currently proposed through the rulemaking process; and
Establish a cable route and burial depths sufficient to prevent anchor fouling, then verify
and publish the route post-construction.

If the CHPE project is approved by DOE and constructed by HDR, Ine, the USCG strongly
desires continued involvement, including:

o Coordination of cable laying within or across federally maintained navigation channels™;
« Distribution of project updates via Local Notices to Mariners;

~203-10

~203-11

-203-12

—203-13

A

[
1% Page 5-103, paragraph |
1

" Appendix G, page G-2, bullet 6,

203-11: The compass deviation estimates were provided in Exhibit
87 to the Joint Proposal. This analysis was done by Exponent, a
U.S.-based scientific and consulting firm. The deviation estimates
presented in the Draft EIS were conservative, in that they were based
on a 6-foot (1.8-meter) cable spacing. Exhibit 87 also states that if
the cables are close together, the deviation would decrease (CHPEI
2012ccc). It is currently proposed by the Applicant that the two
cables would be installed in the same trench with an effective
spacing of 1 foot (0.3 meters) or less. Under this scenario, the
expected declination from magnetic north would be less than 3
degrees at 19 feet (6 meters) above the cables and deviation would
only occur within 10 to 20 feet (3 to 6 meters) of the cables. Because
cables in water shallower than this are outside of the navigation
channel (where vessel traffic would be heaviest) and the Hudson
River is not open water where compass navigation is a greater
necessity, the impact of this deviance is expected to be minimal. In
addition, the Hudson River Pilot Association and National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Coast Pilot 2 both state that
ships traversing in the New York Harbor and up the Hudson River
require a river pilot, thus minimizing any potential navigation system
effects resulting from compass deviations. On Lake Champlain, in
general, the smaller sizes of vessels that use that waterway and the
substantial depth of the water would likely not result in compass
deviations impacting navigation systems. The potential declination
from magnetic north of less than 3 degrees would be expected to be
within the range of natural variation. For example, as per NOAA'’s
January 5, 2014, U.S. Coast Pilot 2, Chapter 11, page 353,
differences of as much as 5 degrees from the normal variation have
been reported in the lower Hudson River. Based on this information,
DOE concurred with the Joint Proposal Exhibit findings that impacts
would be negligible.

203-12: The Final EIS now includes the Clean Energy Power Link
and the U.S. Military Academy West Point Net Zero Initiative
projects in the discussion of Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 6.

203-13: Comment noted. Also see responses to Comments 203-01
through 203-12.
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203-14: The comments in the USCG’s letter dated January 17, 2013,
are repeated in varying form in its letter dated January 15, 2014. See
earlier comments in the January 15th letter.
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204-01: The EFH Assessment (EIS Appendix R) and BA (EIS
Appendix Q) have been prepared and have been provided for the
respective consultation efforts. The requested information on the
habitats and species potentially affected by the proposed CHPE
Project is in the Draft EIS and is also reflected in those documents,
and additional information as identified in this letter and in
Comments 204-02 through 204-32 have been incorporated into the
Final EIS, BA and EFH Assessment as appropriate.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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204-02: Comment noted. The EFH Assessment addresses the topics
raised in the comment. EFH consultation is ongoing.

The NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project requires the
establishment of the Hudson River and Lake Champlain Habitat
Enhancement, Restoration, and Research/Habitat Improvement
Project Trust. The Trust would be funded in increments over 35
years, and the total funding would reach $117 million. Any person
can propose a project for funding, but approvable projects must serve
to protect, restore, or improve biological resources such as the
aquatic resources and fisheries resources in Lake Champlain or the
Hudson, Harlem, or East rivers to minimize, mitigate, study, or
compensate for the impacts and risks posed to these waterbodies by
the CHPE Project.

204-03: Fish (including anadromous fish) and shellfish in the
Hudson River and New York City Metropolitan Area segments and
impacts on such are described in EIS Sections 3.3.4, 3.4.4,5.3.4, and
5.4.4. As discussed in these sections (e.g., Page 5-109), “based on
the proposed CHPE Project aquatic construction schedule (August 1
through October 15), impacts on many spawning fish would be
avoided.” An analysis on Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(FWCA) species, including anadromous species, has been added to
the EFH Assessment as Section 3.2, in Section 4, and as Section 5.2.
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204-04: Because the proposed CHPE Project would cross under the
East River via HDD and that sea turtles are occasional transients, no
effects on sea turtles are expected. Text regarding such was added to
the Final EIS (in Sections S.8.5, 2.6.5, and 3.4.5) and the BA.

204-05: These potential impacts have been addressed in EIS
Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4 (which also incorporated discussion from
Section 5.1.4 by reference), BA (in particular, note Table 5-1), and
EFH Assessment (in particular, note Table 4-1).

204-06: The EFH Assessment has been prepared and made available
for National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) review prior to the
publication of the Final EIS. EFH consultation is ongoing, and EFH
conservation recommendations have not yet been received.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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204-07: A BA has been prepared and made available to NMFS prior
to the publication of the Final EIS. In addition, decommissioning
has been addressed in the Final EIS (in Sections 2.4.15, 5.1.2, 5.3.2,
and 5.4.2), BA, and EFH Assessment (at the end of Section 2.5.4, in
the introduction to Section 4, and at the end of Section 4.2), as
appropriate, as requested in the preceding paragraph in the comment.

204-08: While the EM&CP is not yet available, a comprehensive
list of avoidance and minimization measures has been developed by
the Applicant and provided in EIS Appendix G. These include pre-
and post-installation monitoring surveys for benthic
macroinvertebrates and sediment, bathymetry surveys, and Atlantic
sturgeon hydrophone surveys that were identified in the NYSPSC
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the
CHPE Project issued in April 2013. These measures have been
considered in the impact analysis in the Draft EIS and are included in
the EFH Assessment (Section 6) and the BA (Section 2.6). The
Applicant will make the draft EM&CP available for public comment.

204-09: Additional information on concrete mats has been provided
by the Applicant and added to the Final EIS (Section 5.3.5 and other
similar sections), EFH Assessment (Section 4.1, starting on the
second page of the Riverbed Disturbance subsection), and BA
(Section 5).
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204-10: The Applicant has indicated that the transmission line
would be laid on the surface and covered with concrete mats for
approximately 3.0 miles (4.8 km) of the 195-mile (314-km) aquatic
portion of the project route, and one blasting location is proposed at
MP 324.5 in the Harlem River. Additional information and analysis
on concrete mats (see response to Comment 204-09) and blasting
from the Applicant have been added to the Final EIS in various
sections, EFH Assessment (Blasting subsection of Section 4.1), and
BA.

204-11: The Applicant plans to include a detailed blasting plan as
part of its EM&CP, which the Applicant will make available for
public comment. The detailed blasting plan would not include any
area beyond that identified for blasting in the EIS, and, therefore,
would not exceed the effects identified in or require additional
mitigation beyond that described in the EIS, EFH Assessment, and
BA. Scraping of bedrock is not proposed, but burial with concrete
mats over bedrock is and this method is fully described in the EIS,
EFH Assessment, and BA. See response to Comment 204-10.

204-12: Information on recovery rates is provided in Sections 5.1.4
and 5.3.4 of the EIS. This information has been incorporated and
additional information supplemented into Section 4.1 of the EFH
Assessment.

204-13: Information on surveys and post-installation compliance
monitoring studies, including for benthic and sediment monitoring
and bathymetric monitoring, has been added to the BA (Section 2.6)
and EFH Assessment (Section 6) from the attachments to the
NYSPSC Certificate. The Certificate contains attachments that
provide additional details about the surveys.

204-14: Use of backfill material would predominantly occur in the
Overland Segment and other terrestrial portions of the proposed
CHPE Project, which is not under NMFS jurisdiction. The
cofferdam locations for the water exit points associated with the five
HDD water-to-land transition points would also be backfilled with
approximately 180 cubic yards of sand at each location.
Approximately 1,200 tons of rock would be excavated from the 460-
foot (140-meter) trench through bedrock in the Harlem River, which
would be backfilled with sand and the excavated rock. This would
be a negligible impact compared to the available habitat. See
response to Comment 204-10 regarding concrete mats.
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204-15: A discussion of impacts from concrete mats is provided in
EIS Section 5.1.4. This discussion has been expanded to include
impacts from invasive species, which is now included in the Final
EIS and EFH Assessment (Section 4.1).

204-16: The EIS assumed a 50-foot-wide impact area that is wider
than the trench and also accounts for nearby and downstream settling
of suspended sediment following installation of the transmission line,
and the assumptions used to determine this area were presented in
EIS Section 5.1.4. The impact area is within the 50-foot construction
corridor for the aquatic portions of the proposed CHPE Project route
shown in EIS Table 2-1 and construction zone shown in Attachment
2 of the USACE Public Notice for the proposed CHPE Project. The
50-foot-wide impact area used in the EIS is wider than that identified
in the Public Notice introduction, which only appears to reflect the
physical width of the trench.

204-17: Turbidity impacts are discussed in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4
of the EIS (and incorporate discussion in Section 5.1.4 by reference).
Additional information about use of anchors and measures to
minimize impacts during installation has been added to the Final EIS
(Section 5.3.4), BA (Section 5), and EFH Assessment (Riverbed
Disturbance subsection of Section 4.1). However, cumulative
impacts from turbidity would be expected to be temporary. This
information also has been incorporated into the EFH Assessment.

204-18: An assessment of the impacts from the issues raised in the
comment on aquatic resources was provided in Sections 5.1.4 and
5.3.4 of the EIS.

204-19: Detailed analyses of impacts on submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV), shellfish, and benthic habitats are provided in
Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4 of the EIS. According to this analysis,
because the transmission line would avoid all mapped SAV beds in
the Hudson River and the water depth where the transmission line
would be buried would be greater than where SAV is typically
found, any impacts on SAV would be negligible and any impacted
SAV would be expected to recover. Installation of the transmission
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line in the Hudson River would result in potential impacts on
shellfish and benthic communities from localized removal or burial
of communities, from turbidity, and potentially from spills or leaks
of hazardous materials; and would interfere in localized areas with
spawning of some shellfish species, such as blue mussel, northern
guahog, and softshell clam. Significant impacts on benthic resources
would not be anticipated from temperature increase during operation
of the transmission line.
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beds also serve as important habitat for the completion of essential life functions (e.g., spawning
or foraging) for both listed (i.e., Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon) and non-listed federally
managed species of fish, information and analysis is also needed on the short and long term (i.e.,
40 years) effects to fish species from the removal of or disturbance to these arcas. Detailed
information and analysis on the above is needed in the EFH Assessment and the BA to fully
evaluate the direct and indirect effects of this project on all trust resources.

The DEIS includes some discussion on electric and magnetic fields and temperature impacts;
however, the conclusion outlined in the DEIS which states insignificant impacts are anticipated,
is not well supported with references to specific studies. Furthermore, the discussion of species
impacts is limited in scope. There is no discussion on how electric fields, magnetic fields, or
temperature changes could impact sensitive lite stages for ESA listed species or federally
managed species with EFH designations in the project area. There is also no discussion on how,
over the 40 year life of the project, these electric or magnetic fields, or temperature changes may
affect our trust resources and their habitat, A thorough review and assessment of the direct and
indirect effects of electric and magneliv felds on our trust resources, as well as the aquatic
resources they depend on for survival (e.g., forage species), is needed.  For instance, there is
limited discussion on impacts of electric or magnetic fields to American eel, a species which
may be impacted throughout its entire range from the lower Hudson to Lake Champlain.
Chapter 5 of the DEIS provides some information on eel studies which indicate these species
may respond to electromagnetic fields (EMF) from weak magnetic fields, though implications
are unknown (Normandeau et al. 2011, Gill er al. 2012). In addition, there is limited discussion
on the efffects of electric and magnetic fields to species of sturgeon. Although some information
is presented on magnetic fields effects on sturgeon behavior, the information presented on
clectric fields is limited and provides no substantive evidence to support an insignificant
determination. The DEIS needs to provide information on the electric field to be emitted by the
proposed project, as well as scientific studies on sturgeon responses to various levels of electric
fields. Based on this information, implications to sturgeon from exposure to project related
electric fields are needed to support a determination of effects. In regards to temperature effects,
the DEIS states that any increase in temperature, as a result of the operation of the transmission
line, will result in insignificant effects to our trust resources. The DEIS provides insufficient
information to support this conclusion. Consideration of the ambient lemperalures in the affected
water body; temperature tolerances of our trust resources and the benthic community (e.g..
infaunal and scssile organisms); whether the changes in temperature are within the species
threshold of tolerance; and an assessment of short and long term etfects of elevated temperatures
on our trust resources and the benthic community, is necessary. Given the limited information
available and the unknown implications of this project on American eel and Atlantic and
shortnose sturgeon, the DEIS should include specific information on how the applicant proposes
to minimize impacts to American eel, sturgeon, and other species as well as monitor any
potential effects,

‘We understand that specific exclusion zones along the project area were delineated through
coordination with NYSDEC in 2010 to ensure sensitive resource areas were avoided along the
cable route. The State of New York and others have been conducting research in these water
bodies since 2010. It is critical to ensure the best available information is used to evaluate
impacts, particularly for a project of this scale. A full analysis of any new information should be

14

- 204-20

- 204-21

- 204-22

}204-23

204-20: A detailed discussion of the impacts of magnetic and
electric fields, including on species of sturgeon, is provided in
Section 5.3.5 of the EIS. Note that this discussion also incorporates
the analysis in Sections 5.1.4 and 5.1.5 by reference. Impacts from
magnetic and electric fields are expected to be negligible. As such,
long-term impacts are not expected. Additional information
regarding impacts from magnetic and electric fields has been added
to the EIS, BA (Section 5.1), and EFH Assessment (Section 4.2).

204-21: A detailed discussion of the impacts of temperature
increases, including on species of sturgeon, is provided in EIS
Section 5.3.5. Also see response to Comment 204-22 on temperature
increases.

204-22: The analysis of impacts on benthic resources in Sections
5.3.4 and 5.4.4 of the EIS has been revised to reflect the analysis in
Section 5.1.4. The temperature increase at the sediment surface
directly above the cable is estimated to diminish by 1.8 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F) (1.0 degrees Celsius [°C]), and the temperature
change in the water column would be less than 0.01 °F (0.004 °C).
Because the temperature increase is within the range of natural
variability, a significant impact on the benthic community, including
infaunal and sessile organisms, is not expected.

204-23: The exclusion zones were developed and the transmission
line routed to avoid such in 2011 in cooperation with the State of
New York (NYSDEC in particular). If new information has become
available, the state would be expected to reevaluate the exclusion
zones and the transmission line route. The NYSPSC and associated
settlement parties (including NYSDEC) have approved and issued
the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project, and the
state has not identified a need to revisit the exclusion zones or the
construction windows.
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provided to determine if any additional exclusion zones are warranted or if any modification of
work windows is needed. An analysis of the most appropriate cable route should be based on
the most updated and best available information. This information will be necessary to conduct
our consultations on this project.

The DEIS needs to also provide specific information on the schedule of construction and
installation of the transmission cable. A detailed timeline of when and where specific
components of construction and installation will begin and end are necessary (e.g.. mobilization,
HDD operations, cofferdam installation, jet plowing). Additionally, more specific information on
the time of year (TOY) work windows along the entire project is needed. The EIS, BA, and the
EFH Assessment should clearly state what species are considered for each work window.
Chapter 5 of the DEIS, states that some work may overlap with the spawning season for some
forage fish. Additional information on the species of forage fish to be impacted as well as the
expected impacts should be provided. Furthermore, there does not appear to be any TOY
restrictions to protect sensitive life stages of species with designated EFH in the project area.
Winter flounder have demersal eggs that sink and remain on the bottom until they hatch. These
eggs, once deposited on the substrate, are vulnerable to sedimentation effects in less than 1 mm
of sediment (Berry ef al. 2011) and could be adversely impacted by this project. A full analysis
of project impacts on species with designated EFH, in addition to plans to minimize impacts to
EFH should be included in the EFH Assessment.

The DEIS provides limited information on vessel traffic and the potential for collisions with
Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon. The DEIS does not provide information on the type or number
of vessels that will be used during mobilization, installation or maintenance/repair of the
transmission cable, or the speeds their operating. Although the DEIS states that within shallow
water areas or within the construction corridor, vessels will operate at idle speeds, *idle speeds™
are not defined. Additionally, the speeds of vessels operating outside of shallow water
areas/construction corridors or during the mobilization, maintenance, or repair of the cable are
not addressed. Information on the draft of each vessel involved in the construction, maintenance,
and repair of the cable is also needed. In addition, the DEIS states that Atlantic sturgeon are
demersal fish, that spend most of their time on the hottom and therefore, would avoid collisions
due to the draft clearance available in the project arca. This statement is not accurate. Atlantic
sturgeon movements are not confined to the benthos. Although foraging behavior occurs on the
benthos, while migrating, Atlantic sturgeon are often found in the water column and thus, there is
the potential for an interaction if there is not sufficient clearance between the benthos and the
draft of the vessel and vessels. Additional analysis and information is therefore needed to
support the DEIS's conclusion that vessel interactions with sturgeon are unlikely.

The DEIS lacks sufficient information on the underwater acoustic effects to listed species of
Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon. Installation of cofferdams, the potential use of dynamic
positioning vessels during cable laying operations, and blasting (see above for discussion) will
result in elevated levels of underwater noise that have the potential to result in the injury or
behavioral disturbance to sturgeon. Based on the best available information, underwater noise
levels of 206 dB re 1 uPape and 187 dB accumulated sound exposure level (dBsgy; re:
1iPa’esec) (183 dB accumulated SEL for fish less than 2 grams) are believed to result in injury
or mortality to sturgeon (FHWG 2008), while underwater noise levels of 150 dB re 1 pPagys are

15

- 204-23

- 204-24

- 204-25

- 204-26

204-27

204-24: The construction schedule is presented throughout the EIS
(e.g., Table 2-2, Table 5.3.5-1). As stated in EIS Section 5.3.4,
“Based on the proposed CHPE Project aquatic construction schedule
(August 1 through October 15), impacts on many spawning fish
would be avoided (see Table H.2-3 in Appendix H for fish spawning
seasons). However, it would overlap with parts of the spawning
season for some forage fish such as bay anchovies, killifish,
sticklebacks, and sheepshead minnows, and some commercially or
recreationally important fish such as blueback herring, Atlantic
menhaden, and weakfish.” Additional information on construction
schedule timing and these potential impacts has been provided in the
EFH Assessment. A detailed construction schedule will be provided
by the Applicant in its EM&CP.

Section 5.3.4 of the EIS states that winter flounder eggs are demersal
and are susceptible to light, noise, and turbidity-related impacts.
These impacts would temporarily degrade EFH and would be
localized in scope. The EFH Assessment provides a full analysis of
impacts on species with designated EFH, and includes avoidance and
minimization measures that the Applicant would undertake to avoid
or reduce environmental impacts during construction and operation
of the proposed CHPE Project.

204-25: The information on the number and types of vessels is
provided in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2 of the EIS. Additional
information and an analysis for vessel drafts and idle speeds have
been added to these sections of the EIS as well as the BA (Section 5)
and EFH Assessment (Vessel Strikes subsection of Section 4.1).

204-26: This statement has been clarified in the EIS, BA, and EFH
Assessment. The Biological Opinion for the Tappan Zee Bridge
states, “Large vessels have been implicated because of their deep
draft [up to 12.2-13.7 m (40-45 feet)] relative to smaller vessels
[<4.5 m (15 feet)], which increases the probability of vessel collision
with demersal fishes like sturgeon, even in deep water. Smaller
vessels and those with relatively shallow drafts provide more
clearance with the river bottom and reduce the probability of vessel-
strikes. Because the construction vessels (tug boats, barge crane,
hopper scow) have relatively shallow drafts, the chances of vessel-
related mortalities are expected to be low.”

U.S. Department of Energy

P-274

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

believed to result in the behavioral disturbance to sturgeon (Purser and Radford 2011; Wysocki
et al. 2007). The DEIS needs to provide information on the source levels for type of acoustic
disturbance; Peak, RMS, and cSEL levels of underwater noise for each noise producing activity;
the distance from the source that injury or behavioral thresholds will be attained; and the
duration of the disturbance.” Based on this information, the DEIS needs to provide a thorough
analysis on the effects of this exposure to Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon. Consideration of the
time of year, location of disturbance, and extent of ensonification will be necessary in this
analysis. This detailed information and analysis needs to be included in the BA.

The DEIS states that no effects on federally listed sea turtles is expected. A portion of the
transmission cable will be installed in the East River, an arca where listed species of sea turtles
may occur. Should construction occur during the months of June through October, when sea
turtles are present, the DEIS needs to then provide a detailed analysis of the direct and indirect
effects to sea turtles resulting from the installation of the transmission cable in the East River.
This information and analysis also needs to be provided in the BA.

The DEIS indicates that the project will impact five areas designated as Significant Coastal Fish
and Wildlifc Habitat (SCFWH) by the State of New York. These habitats are recognized as the
most significant habitats in the State and are designated for protection (NYSDEC 2012). The
DEIS indicates the project would impact SAV and spawning fish (non-sturgeon species) in these
areas. However, there is very little detail on the resources present, the time of year and life
stages of species present, the specific impacts expected to oceur, or any proposal to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate these impacts. The DEIS also does not appear to consider effects to ESA
listed species, EFH or other aquatic species utilizing these areas as important overwintering
habitat. Of particular concern are the Kingston-Poughkeepsie Deepwater Habitat and the
Hudson Highlands, where the Public Notice anticipates burial of the cable will not be possible.
Spawning and overwintering grounds for listed and non-listed species of fish are known to oceur
in these reaches of the Hudson River. If either blasting or scraping of rock is required for partial
burial in these areas, substantial impacts to our trust resources and their habitat is expected (see
above). As proposed, the project would result in permanent habitat loss within these SCFWHs
through direct physical alternation and disturbance. The DEIS therefore, needs to consider the
short and long term effects of any habitat modification to these and other sensitive areas in the
Hudson River and their effects to our trust resources. Detailed information on construction plans,

? Peak sound pressure level: the largest absolute value of the instantaneous sound pressure and is expressed as dB
re: 1 pPa.

Root Mean Square (RMS) pressure: the square root of the average squared pressures over the duration of a pulse;
most pile-driving impulses occur over a 50 to 100 millisecond (msec) period, with most of the energy contained in
the first 30 to 50 msec (Illingworth and Redkin, Inc. 2001, 2009). Therefore, RMS pressure levels are generally
“produced” within seconds of pile driving operations and represent the effective pressure and its resultant intensity
(in dB re: | pPa;) produced by a sound source.

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level (eSEL): the energy accumulated over a period of time: the ¢SEL value is not a
measure of the instantaneous or maximum noise level, but is a measure of the accumulated energy over & period of
time to which an animal is exposed during any kind of signal. For impulsive noise sources, cSEL (dB) = Single-
strike/impulse SEL + 10 Log (N); where ™ is the number of pulses or strikes (Bastasch er al. 2008; Stadler and
Woadbury 2009). For continuous noise sources, cSEL (dB) = RMS pressure level + 10 Log (duration, in seconds,
of the activity or installation).

16

- 204-27

- 204-28

204-27: Information and analysis of potential impacts regarding
underwater noise has been added to the Final EIS (primarily Sections
5.1.4 and 5.4.5), EFH Assessment (Noise subsection in Section 4.1),
and BA (Noise subsection in Section 5.1). Added information
includes thresholds of analysis of underwater noise for installation
activities such as installation of cofferdams, vessel operations, and
blasting. It was determined that while localized behavioral effects
could occur from underwater noise, no physical injury to fish would
occur. Generally, acoustic impacts on aquatic species requiring
mitigation are not expected beyond temporary impacts at the blasting
site in the Harlem River. In that case, appropriate acoustic
monitoring and mitigation would be added to the Blasting Plan being
developed as part of the EM&CP by the Applicant.

204-28: The Applicant currently proposes to install the transmission
line entirely under the East River via HDD, which would avoid
impacts on sea turtles in the East River. Construction windows were
negotiated with New York State agencies and NMFS based on the
time of year that sensitive resources occur in the SCFWHSs. Each
SCFWH narrative provided on the NYSDOS Web site discusses the
windows when sensitive resources are present. This information and
impacts on EFH and ESA-listed species are discussed in Sections
5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the EIS. These sections specifically consider the
impact of the construction windows on the assessed species.
Information on the sea turtles, SCFWHSs, and overwintering grounds
has been considered and included in the Final EIS in various
sections, BA, and EFH Assessment (Section 4.1), as appropriate.
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including the extent of concrete mats and/or rip rap praposed for these areas, as well as any plans
for blasting arc necessary for our review in order to evaluate impacts to our trust resources.

The alteratives analysis in Appendix B of the DEIS gives little detail on altematives considered
to avoid these important habitats. The analysis only appears to evaluate alternatives immediately
outside the river near these significant habitat sites. These included railroad right of ways
(ROW) and roadways immediately outside the river, which have similar constraints with burial
due to the rocky terrain. According to the analysis in Appendix B, it was determined that
alternative transmission routes were not reasonable based on criteria including engineering
feasibility. cost, and logistical considerations. Environmental impacts were not fully considered
in the alternatives analysis and there does not appear to have been an evaluation of the least
environmentally damaging alternatives. Given the critical habitat and resources present in the
SCFWH designated areas, more information on alternatives to avoid these significant habitat
areas should be provided along with a detailed evaluation of impacts to these sensitive habitat
areas.

Further analysis of cumulative impacts of this project and the West Point Cable project should be
provided. In the cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 6 of the DEIS, it states that these
projects could overlap for 65 miles in the Hudson River. Both projects are proposing to impact
the Kingston-Poughkeepsie Deepwater Habitat and the Hudson Highlands significant habitat
areas. If cable burial is not possible in much of this range, these projects together could result in
significant permanent alteration of the riverbed. Given the potential cumulative impacts to
aquatic resources, a more thorough analysis should be provided in the BA, EFH Assessment and
the EIS. The analysis provided in Chapter 6 of the DEIS does not provide a full evaluation of all
potential impacts that could result from two cable installation projects in these significant habitat
arcas,

The following are comments on Appendix G, section G.5, of the DEIS (Applicant Proposed
Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures):

e [t states that, “any unanticipated sightings of threatened or endangered species...would
be reported as soon as possible to NYSDPS Staff, NYSDEC, and USFWS.” Reporting
should also be directed to NMFS Protected Resources Division (PRD) (Danielle Palmer,
danielle.palmer@noaa.gov: 978-282-8468).

e It states that, “all in-water work would be conducted within applicable time windows
agreed to by applicable Federal and State agencies.” Agreed to “time windows” should
be specified here. However, prior review by Federal and State agencies is necessary.

* Coordination and review by NMFS PRD is needed for the Standard Operating
Procedures Manual that would be prepared to outline sturgeon menitoring and reporting
methods.

s Details of the emergency procedures to be taken should a listed species be struck need to
be provided. NMFS PRD needs to be included as a point of contact should such an
event occur (contact should occur within 24 hours of incidence).

* Plans for acoustic mitigation and monitoring need to provided.

+ Mitigation and monitoring plans need to be developed for listed species of sea turtles.

— 204-29

- 204-30

204-29: The Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternatives (LEDPA) analysis included in EIS Appendix B is
provided as part of the Applicant’s Clean Water Act (CWA) Section
404 Permit Application, and to date, the USACE, who makes the
decision on LEDPA sufficiency, has not objected to its analysis. In
addition, because the alternatives were not feasible for a number of
reasons as discussed in Sections 4 through 6 of the LEDPA analysis,
a full environmental analysis of these alternatives is not required. It
is DOE’s understanding that no federally designated critical habitat
is designated for ESA-listed species in the Hudson River.
Additionally, as identified in EIS Section 5.3.4, the state agencies
have granted the Applicant conditional CZMA concurrence based on
the negotiated construction work windows, which are designed to
minimize impacts on the SCFWHSs and the other sensitive habitats
and species.

204-30: Section 6.1.2.4 of the EIS provides sufficient analysis that
cumulative impacts would be negligible. The section states that in
the unlikely event that cable installation activities were to occur at
the same time, cumulative impacts from turbidity and on habitat and
species would result, but the spacing between the projects would be
expected to minimize impacts. Following construction, the riverbed
would be expected to return to near-pre-installation activities over
time due to tides and currents. This conclusion applies throughout
the project overlap, including the Kingston-Poughkeepsie Deepwater
Habitat and the Hudson Highlands SCFWHS.

204-31: Corresponding responses to the bulleted sequence in the

comment follow.

1. Appendix G in the Final EIS has been revised per comment.

2. Reference to EIS Table 2-2 identifying the construction work
windows has been added to Appendix G in the Final EIS. These
windows have already been reviewed by state and Federal
agencies and have been provided to NMFS for review.

3. The Applicant will provide NMFS the opportunity to review the
Standard Operating Procedures Manual for sturgeon monitoring
and reporting.

4. The Applicant will provide detailed plans, including the final
EM&CP, to NMFS as they are further refined. The EM&CP will
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include the same NMFS point-of-contact added to Appendix G of
the Final EIS.

5. In general, acoustic impacts on aquatic species requiring
mitigation are not expected beyond temporary impacts at the lone
blasting site in the Harlem River. Appropriate acoustic
monitoring and mitigation will be added to the Blasting Plan
being developed as part of the EM&CP by the Applicant.

6. Analysis determined that impacts on sea turtles would not occur
because HDD would be used to install the transmission cables
under the East River. As such, mitigation would not be required.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Conclusion

In summary, the USDOE DEIS and the USACE Public Notice prepared for the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project do not provide us with the necessary
information to consult on this project. An expanded EFH Assessment is necessary to begin
consultation under the MSA. Additional project specific information and analysis is also needed

o ; SR . LN A ARy , 204-32: An expanded EFH Assessment and a BA have been

to initiate consultations under the FWCA, and ESA. Based on existing information provided to . . A

us, we must conclude that the proposed projects will result in significant impacts to aquatic prepared and have been pfOVIded for the I’ESDECtIVE Consultatlon
resources of national importance and invoke the elevation process outlined in Part [V Paragraph 204-32 efforts. Additional information as identified in this letter has
3(b) of our interagency MOA. We look forward to your response Lo our comments on the DEIS o . .

as well as our comments on the Public Notice pursuant to Part IV, Paragraph 3(b) of the MOA been |n00rp0rated into the Final EIS, EFH Assessment, and BA

between the USACE and our agency. We appreciate your attention to this matter. Should you
have any questions about EFH and FWCA, please contact Sue Tuxbury at
susan.tuxbury(@noaa.gov or 978-281-9176. Should you have any questions regarding Section 7
ESA consultation requirements, please contact Danielle Palmer at danielle.palmer@noaa.gov or
978-281-9468.

as appropriate.

Sincerely,

John K. Bullard
Regional Administrator

c¢: Mary Colligan, PRD
Mark Murry-Brown. PRD
Jun Yan, USACE
Lingard Knutsen, USEPA
David Stilwell, USFWS
Kathy Hattala, NY SDEC
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Comment 205

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
26 FEDERAL PLAZA
NEW YORK, MEW YORK 102780080

Regulatory Branch-Eastem Pemits Section JAN 16 2014

SUBJECT: Permit Application Number NAN-2009-01089-EYA
by Transmission Developers Inc, Champlain Hudson Power Express
Transmission Line Project, OE Docket N.O. PP-362. USACE comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated September 2013.

Mr. Brian Mills

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Mills:

This is in response to the September 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the proposed Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project.

Specific Comments on the Text of the Document;

Please see the USACE DEIS comments within the attached Comment Response
Matrix.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the proposed Champlain
Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project. If you have any questions, need
additional information, or wish to discuss any of the above issues in more detail, please
contact Jun Yan, of my staff, at (317) 790-8092.

Sincerely,
/ZQ 74 %
Stephan A. Ryba

Chief, Eastern Section

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Enclosures

Cc:

HDR — Patrick Solomon

USCG — Jeff Yunker

USCG — Michele E. DesAutels
CENAN-OP-ST - Randall Hintz
USFWS — Steve Sinkevich
NOAA — NMFS - Sue Tuxbury
NOAA — NMFS — Christopher Boelke
NOAA — NMFS — Mary Colligan
USEPA - John Cantilli
NYSDOS — Jeffrey Zappieri
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USACE Comment Response Matrix

For Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) dated September 2013
Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project (NAN-2009-01089-EYA)

Location
Page Section USACE - Comment
The proposed CHPE cable should be buried in accordance with industry standards. All
potential adverse effects of not burying the cable should be evaluated. Potential adverse
effects of not burying the cable include the risk of anchor snags resulting in damage and
loss of use of cable, vessel and waterways. Other potential adverse effect could result as
well. The FEIS should discuss the pros and cons of all costs of not burying the proposed
cable, taking into account all potential advese effects.
General Comment
Please include in the FEIS or NEPA ROD, the NOAA NMFS EFH comment letters and
1-11 Tahle 1-2 how the EFH comments will be incorporated into the proposed CHPE project.
Please include in the FEIS or NEPA ROD, the NMFS ESA Section 7 comment letters
and how the ESA comments will be incorporated into the proposed CHPE project.
1-11 Table 1-2
‘Plcnsc include in the FEIS or NEPA ROD, the USFWS ESA Section 7 comment letters
and how the ESA comments will be incorporated into the proposed CHPE project.
1-11 Table 1-2
Please include in the FEIS or NEPA ROD, the NYS Historic Preservation Office (NHPA)
Section 106 comment letters and how the NHPA comments will be incorporated into the
1-11 Table 1-2 |proposed CHPE project.
|DEIS stated that restrictions would be placed on vessle anchorage within the cable ROW
8-34 S.8.1 Impacts from O&M for the lifetime of the CHPE cable. USACE RECOMMENDATION: The restrictions on
5-36 S.8.2 Impacts from O&M vessel anchorage for the lifetime of CHPE cable would create unsafe conditions for
2-64 2.6.1 Land Use - O&M marine navigation. Vessel anchorage is a necessary safety requirement and is the only
2-66 2.6.2 Transportation - O&M method of stopping a vessel in an emergency. We recommend inclusion in the FEIS, that
52 5.1.1 Land Use the proposed CHPE cable installation will have NO restrictions on future marine vessel
5-5 5.1.2 Transportation and Traffic anchorage. We also recommend the Applicant solicite navigation comments from
5-148 5.4.1 Land Use Mariners and incorporate the mariner’s comments into the project design and the FEIS,
5-151 5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic
5-152 5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic

- 205-01

- 205-02

— 205-03

205-01: The cable burial depths provided in the
Draft EIS were agreed upon during

the NYSPSC Article VII process that
culminated in April 2013 with the issuance of
the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE
Project. Per the Certificate, in the event
USACE imposes conditions conflicting with the
Certificate, such conflicts must be reconciled
with the USACE and the NYSPSC. The burial
depths presented in the USACE Public Notice
for the proposed CHPE Project are now
reflected throughout the Final EIS. The EIS
assumed that concrete mats would be used in
areas where the transmission line could not be
buried in sediment, and blasting would occur in
one location in the Harlem River. The Final
EIS reflects the latest information provided by
the Applicant on both issues and potential
anchor snags, and potential impacts from such.

205-02: Responses for all comments received
on the Draft EIS are included in the Final EIS.
Comments from NMFS (Comment 204),
USFWS (Comment 201), and the New York
SHPO (Comment 401) have been addressed as
part of the consultation and development
processes for the EFH Assessment, BA,
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106,
and the Final EIS, as appropriate. Responses to
their comments are provided herein.

205-03: The Final EIS (various sections) has
been updated to state that there would be no
restrictions on marine vessel anchorage in the
transmission line corridor. Additionally, as
stated in the Draft EIS, the Applicant will
coordinate with the USCG and local mariners to
ensure impacts on navigation and anchorage
would be avoided or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable. Comments
received from mariners on the Draft EIS

(e.g., Comments 134, 203, 701, 717, 722, 812)
have been addressed in the Final EIS.
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Location
Page Section USACE - Comment
DEIS stated that the proposed CHPE cable will have 3 - 6 feet of in-water burial depth.
USACE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend inclusion in the FEIS that the proposed
CHPE cable will be buried at least 4 -7 feet in waterways outside of the federal navigation
5-11 862 chanmel and the cable will be buried at least 15 feet below authorized depth within federal
2,15 2.4.2 Aquatic DC Cable navigation channels in accordance with the CZM.
DEIS stated the cable and mat would be laid on top of the riverbed when crossing existing
utility; in deepwater sections of Lake Champlain; and where bedrock is near the water
bottom. USACE RECOMMENDATION: Due to the safety requirement of water
dependent marine navigation, we recommend inclusion in the FEIS that the proposed
CHPE cable cannot be laid on top of the riverbed. The cable must be buried to ensure the
safety of marine vessels anchorage, future maintenance dredging requirements and to
satisfy the requirement of the CZM concurrence for the project. we recommend that the
proposed CHPE cable would be buried at least 4 feet below the mud line within all
s-1 5.6.2 section of Lake Champlain; at least 7 feet below the mudline within Hudson, Harlem and
2-15 2.4.2 Aquatic DC Cable East River and at least 15 feet below authorized depth within any federally maintained
227 2.4.10.1 Aquatic Cable Installation  Inavigation channels in accordance with the CZM.
2-31 2.4.10.1 Aquatic Cable Installation
5-150 5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic
DEIS stated that the aquatic work site of the CHPE cable would be off-limits to other
vessels, existing marine vessels could either transit around the work site or use a different
area of the waterway. During installation of the aquatic transmission line, four vessels, a
cable vessel, survey boat, crew boat, and tugboat with barge, would be employed at the
work site. USACE RECOMMENDATION: Unlike terrestrial construction activities
5-32 5.8.1 Land Use where detours are available around construction sites, the waterways along the path of the
8-35 5.8.2 Transportation CHPE construction is the only route available for water dependent marine vessels. In
2-64 2.6.1 Land Use narrow waterways, such as Narrows of Lake Champlain, Harlem River, or narrow deep
2-65 2.6.2 Transportation channels on the Hudson River, navigating around the work site may not be feasible. To
5-2 5.1.1 Land Use ensure the continued waterway access for water dependent marine vessels, we recommend |
5-5 5.1.2 Transportation and Traffic inclusion in the FEIS that the Applicant ensure the aguatic construction or repair
5-13 5.1.4 Aquatic Habitats and Species  Jequipment does not interfere with navigation or adjacent facilities. If navigation conflicts
5-146 5.4.1 Land Use loccurs the applicant will relocate construction vessels to accommodate other water
5-148 5.4.1 Land Use dependent users of the waterway.
5-150 5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic
5-151 5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic

— 205-04

- 205-05

205-04: The Draft EIS identified and addressed
impacts from the CZM requirement for cable
burial 15 feet below the authorized depth of the
navigation channel. Whether or not this is
reflected in the cable burial depths identified in
the USACE Public Notice is subject to further
negotiations between the Applicant and
USACE. Burial depths in the EIS have been
revised to match the Public Notice. The
analysis of the burial depths in the EIS reflects
the range of possible burial depths for the
proposed CHPE Project. As stated in Sections
S.6.2,2.4.2,2.4.10.1, and 5.1.2 of the Final EIS,
the transmission cables would be buried beneath
the bed of Lake Champlain at a depth of at least
8 feet (2.4 meters) in the sediment and at least 4
feet (1.2 meters) in rock within the federally
maintained (i.e., dredged) navigation channel,
and at least 4 feet (1.2 meters) in the lakebed
outside of the federally maintained navigation
channel. As stated in Sections S.6.2, 2.4.2,
2.4.10.1, and 5.3.2 of the Final EIS, cables
installed in the Hudson River sediment bed
would be buried to a minimum depth of 7 feet
(2.1 meters); no burial would occur in a
federally maintained navigation channel in the
Hudson River. As stated in Sections S.6.2,
2.4.2,2.4.10.1, and 5.4.2, cable installation in
the Harlem River would be entirely within the
federally maintained navigation channel at
minimum depths of 8 feet (2.4 meters) in the
sediment and 6 feet (1.8 meters) in rock.
Transmission cables would be installed along
the entire East River route using HDD;
therefore, trench burial depths would not apply.
Also see response to Comment 205-01
regarding transmission line burial.
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205-05: Transmission line installation would
not prohibit water-dependent recreational or
commercial activities because vessels could
transit around the work site. If conditions do
not allow other vessels to transit around the
work site, the Applicant would ensure that
aquatic construction does not interfere with
routine navigation by making adjustments to the
work site as required; this measure has been
incorporated into various sections of the Final
EIS. These disturbances would be temporary
and localized at the work site. The installation
activities would be coordinated with USCG so
that work areas are marked properly to ensure
safety, and so that current information about the
location of work zones can be broadcast to
recreational users. This would minimize
conflict with construction activity, and allow for
advance planning for other users. Sections
5.1.2,5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the EIS provide
specific information on avoidance of potential
navigation conflicts for the aquatic segments of
the installation route.
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USACE - Comment

DEIS stated that 30 samples collected in Lake Champlain identified contaminants and the

proposed CHPE cable installation may disturb contaminants in sediments. The DEIS also

stated that the proposed CHPE Project would not include the remediation of existing
contaminants within Lake Champlain because the Applicant would not be responsible for
remediating contamination caused by others and the transmission line installation process
would not exacerbate existing conditions, USACE RECOMMENDATION: We received
public comments concerning contaminants in the waterways along the proposed route of
CHPE transmission cable, Please see Aftachment Number |, In the FEIS we recommend
a response to the public comments concerning the installation disturbed contaminants
along the proposed CHPE aquatic route.

Environmental Justice. It is unclear whether the minarity and low income population
discussed in the DEIS are EJ communities and whether those communities will be
impacted by the project? USACE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend clarification
'whether EJ communities are present along the proposed CHPE route and whether the EJ
community are impacted by the proposed CHPE project. Please see USEPA Region 11 EJ
website: http://www.epa.gov/region2/cj/guidelines.htm

We also received public comment concerning outreach and potential impacts to the
|Hispanic Community. Please see Attachment Number 2. We recommend a response to
the public comments in the FEIS.

Location

Page Section

§-52 §.8.15 Hazardous Material

2-80 2.6.12 Infrastructure

2-82 2.6.15 Hazardous Materials and Wastes

3-7 3.1.3.2 Proposed CHPE Project
3-36 3.1.15 Hazardous Materials and Wastes

59 5.1.4 Aquatic Habitats and Species
5-39 5.1.15 Hazardous Materials and Wastes
§-57 £.8.19 Environmental Justice

2-87 2.6.19 Environmental Justice

3-46 3.1.19 Environmental Justice

3-80 3.2.19 Environmental Justice
5-145 5.3.19 Environmental Justice
5-188 5.4.19 Environmental Justice

1.6.2 Federal Authorizations and

1-12 Approvals

To maintain consistency with Public Hearing poster board, please remove from the
USACE section the following "to issue the Section 10 and the Section 404 permits. The
factors include conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns,
cultural resources, fish and wildlife values including threatened and endangered species
and essential fish habitat (EFH), navigation, recreation, water quality, energy needs,
safety, cumulative impacts, air quality, and marine security.” and REPLACE with the
following "the construction and installation of the proposed electric transmission line is
not contrary to the public interest which would result in the issuance of a Department of
the Army permit pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as amended."

— 205-06

— 205-07

— 205-08

205-06: A review of existing information for
waterbodies that would be traversed by the
proposed CHPE Project, including sediment
contamination sources in the vicinity of the
proposed route, was conducted as part of the
CHPE Sediment Sampling Analysis Plan
(SSAP) developed as part of the Applicant’s
original NYSPSC Atrticle VII application and
the USACE Section 404 permit application in
2010. This plan served as the protocol for
conducting a marine route sampling survey
along the route later in 2010, which included
geotechnical surveys to collect information on
the existing sediment type and quality along the
proposed route. Sediment samples were
collected at systematically determined intervals
along the proposed transmission line route as
part of the survey for either physical analysis or
both chemical and physical analyses. The
number of samples collected varied based on the
existing sediment type, existence of recent
historic sediment quality data, and proximity of
the proposed route to historic sampling
locations. Chemical analysis and water quality
modeling was conducted to better characterize
contaminants along the cable route. Chemical
analyses included metals, polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHSs), and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). Very few standard
contaminant threshold exceedances were found.
A summary of data results was provided in the
2010 Marine Route Survey Summary Report,
which is included in the Joint Proposal and
summarized in Sections 3.1.15, 3.3.15, and
3.4.15 of the EIS. The maximum
concentrations of contaminants along the cable
route as identified in the water quality modeling
were graphically presented and compared to
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New York State’s and State of Vermont’s water
quality standards. The comparisons, which are
also summarized in the EIS sections identified
above, showed that the effects of the proposed
project would comply with state water quality
standards. The model results also indicated that
the duration time of resuspended sediments
would be relatively short at less than 1.5 hours.

205-07: Construction and operation of the
proposed CHPE Project would impact minority
and low-income populations the same as it
would the general population, and, therefore, the
impacts would not be considered
disproportionately high. A detailed discussion
on impacts to Environmental Justice populations
is provided in EIS Sections 5.2.19, 5.3.19, and
other similar sections. Please see response to
Comment 718-01 regarding outreach to the
Hispanic community. The comments provided
by USACE in Attachments 1-4 of this comment
letter were provided to USACE in response to
their Public Notice. Any that were also
submitted to DOE as comments on the Draft
EIS have been addressed elsewhere in this
comment response document.

205-08: The cited text has been revised in
Section 1.6.2 of the Final EIS.
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Location

Section

USACE - Comment

2-12
2-15
2-27
53
5-155

2.4.2 Aquatic DC Cable
2.4.2 Aquatic DC Cable
2.4.10.1 Aquatic Cable Installation
5.1.2 Transportation and Traffic
5.4.3 Water Resources and Quality

DEIS stated that aquatic cable installation will bury the proposed cable "to the extent
practicable”. DEIS also stated the proposed CHPE cable would be buried to a depth of 6
feet within the Harlem and East River. USACE RECOMMENDATION: In the FEIS, we
recommend that the proposed CHPE cable would be buried to "at least” 4 feet below the
mud line within all section of Lake Champlain; "at least” 7 feet below the mudline within
Hudson, Harlem and East River; and "at least” 15 feet below authorized depth within any
federally maintained navigation channels in accordance with the CZM.

2-29

2.4.10.1 Aquatic Cable Installation

USACE RECOMMENDATION: Please provide the trench width for aguatic jet plow
installation. Similar to the trench description provided for shear plow installation on page
2-29 of DEIS.

2-31

2.4.10.1 Aquatic Cahle Installation

DFIS stated that the proposed CHPE cable within deepwaters of Lake Champlain would
be installed 20 feet apart. USACE RECOMMENDATION: Cable installation 20 feet
apart is inconsistent with other sections of DEIS. On page 2-4 of DEIS it stated the that
cable would be buried within a singles trench. We recommend inclusion in the FEIS that
the proposed CHPE cable should not be installed 20 feet apart. The aquatic cable should
[buried within a single trench.

273
3-13

2.6.7 Terrestrial Protected Species
3.1.6 Terrestrial Habitats and Species

On October 2, 2013, USFWS published in the Federal Register a notice announcing the
the inclusion of Northern Long Eared Bat as a proposed endangered species throughout
its range under the Endangered Species Act. Its ranges includes New York State,
USACE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend inclusion of Northern Long Ear Bat
ESA analysis within the FEIS.

2-75
5-70

2.6.8 Wetlands
5.2.8 Wetlands

DEIS stated the overland segment would directly impact approximately a total of 67 acres
of wetlands, USACE RECOMMENDATION: The applicant provided conceptual
'wetland mitigation plan stated that a total of 77.7 acres of wetland would be impacted by
the proposed CHPE cable (Temp Impact: 16.2 + 51.2 + Permanent Impact: 8.2 +2 = 77.7
acres ). We recommend inclusion within the FEIS to show a total of 77.7 acres of total
welland impact.

2-76

2.6.8 Wetlands

DEIS stated permanent impact to 2.0 acres of forested wetland. USACE
RECOMMENDATION: The applicant provided conceptual wetland mitigation plan
which stated there will also be 8.2 acres of permanent impact to non-forested wetland.
We recommend inclusion in the FEIS the 8.2 acres of permanent impact to non-forested
'wetlands

- 205-09

- 205-10

- 205-11

- 205-12

205-09: See response to Comment 205-04.

205-10: The jet plow would disturb an area of
up to 2 feet (0.6 meters) in width as it passes
through. The jet plow trench width has been
added to Section 2.4.10.1 of the Final EIS.
References to the 20-foot cable separation in the
deepwater areas of Lake Champlain have been
removed from the Final EIS.

205-11: Information on the northern long-eared
bat has been included in the BA and Sections
3.1.7 and 5.1.7 and similar sections of the Final
EIS.

205-12: Sections S.8.8, 2.6.8, and 5.2.8 of the
Final EIS has been revised to reflect the total of
77.7 acres of temporary and permanent wetlands
impacted, and the permanent impacts have been
broken out between forested and non-forested
wetlands. Section 5.2.8 already breaks out the
acreages of forested wetland impacts and non-
forested wetland impacts.
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USACE - Comment

DEIS stated that Electrical infrastructure in New York State would benefit in the long run.
USACE RECOMMENDATION: We received public comments concerning the lack
electrical infrastructure improvement proposed by the project. Please see the comment
letter in _Attachment Number 2. We recommend the FEIS provide a response to the

public comments.

DEIS Seismicity. USACE RECOMMENDATION: We received public comments
concerning seismic activities dangers, Please see the comment letter in_Attachment
Number 2. The DEIS provided the NYS seismic hazard rating but it is still unclear how
seismic activities could impact the proposed CHPE cable. In the FEIS, we recommend a
response to the public comment. Please include 1) the safety measures to be incorporated
into the proposed CHPE cable design able withstand a seismic event. 2) what are the
impacts to the environment, navigation, and public safety, should the CHPE cable be
damaged during an earthquake.

21

USACE RECOMMENDATION: We received public comments concerning job loss due
to the proposed project, please see _Attachment Number 2. 'We recommend a response to
the public comment within the FEIS.

2

DEIS stated that Esopus Estuary SCFWH contains wetlands that would be intersected by
the proposed CHPE Project. USACE RECOMMENDATION: Has the wetland impact in
the Esopus Estuary already been included in the total wetland impact discussed in Section
2.6.8 Page 2-757 At what mile markers would the wetland impact occur?

—-205-13

—- 205-14

- 205-15

- 205-16

23

Laocation

Page Section

2-80 2.6.12 Infrastructure

6-11 Transmission Prajects

3-21 3.1.9 Geology and Soils
3-105 3.3.9 Geology and Soils
5-30 5.1.9 Geology and Soils
342 3.1.18 Socioeconomics
5-47 5.1.18 Secioeconomics
3-102 3.3.8 Wetlands

5-4 5.1.2 Transportation and Traffic
6-13 6.1.2.2 Transportation and Traffic

DEIS stated that in the Lake Champlain the transmission cables would be laid along the
side slopes in some locations of an existing Federal navigation channel (MPs 98 through
101). USACE RECOMMENDATION: According to the drawings provided by the
applicant, between MP 98 -101, the proposed CHPE cable would be buried within the
boundary of the existing federal Navigation Channel, not just the side slopes. Please see
drawings in _Attachment Number 3. 'We recommend the FEIS state that proposed CHPE
cable would be buried within the Federal Navigation Channel in Lake Champlain, not just

the side slopes.

- 205-17

205-13: See response to Comment 137-01. The
benefits of implementing the proposed CHPE
Project on electrical infrastructure and demand
were provided in Sections 1.1, 1.4, and 5.4.12 of
the EIS.

205-14: Sections 5.1.9 and 5.3.9 of the EIS,
and other similar sections, discuss seismicity
and the potential for seismic events. Text
regarding potential impacts and seismic safety
measures have been added to these sections in
the Final EIS. Also see response to Comment
109-08.

205-15: See responses to Comments 137-03
and 101-02.

205-16: A review of the transmission route and
wetland data confirmed that the transmission
line would traverse the Esopus Estuary SCFWH
but would not traverse any mapped wetlands in
the SCFWH. This revision is indicated in
Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIS. The depth of the
water at the transmission line burial points
within this SCFWH would range from 20 to 60
feet, which precludes wetland habitat
conditions.

205-17: Attachment 2 of the USACE Public
Notice identifies transmission line placement in
the existing Federal navigation channel or the
side slopes. The text in Sections 5.1.2, 5.4.2,
5.4.9, and 6.1.2.2 of the Final EIS has been
revised to indicate that the transmission line
would be buried within the navigation channel.
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Location

Page

Section

USACE - Comment

5-4

5.1.2 Transportation and Traffic

DEIS stated that on a case-by-case basis, the USACE New York District Engineer could
modify the 15 feet burial depth requirement if deemed necessary. USACE
RECOMMENDATION: The requirement to bury the proposed CHPE cable 15 feet
below the authorized depth of a federal navigation channel is a requirement of CZM
[Concurrence. In accordance with Costal Zone Management Act, USACE, as a federal
agency, will follow the requirement of the CZM concurrence. We cannot modify a
requirement within the CZM Concurrence. We recommend revising the FEIS to reflect
the CZM requirement.

5.2.1 Land Use

DEIS overland Eminent Domain. USACE RECOMMENDATION: We received comment] ~]

letters concerning Eminent Domain in Attachment Number 2. We recommend responding]
to public comment in the FEIS,

26

5-72
5-73

5.2.8 Wetlands
5.2.8 Wetlands

DEIS stated the Applicant would monitor the success of the wetland restoration and
provide a report to the permitting authorities at the conclusion of 2 years of monitoring.
USACE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend inclusion in the FEIS that the a 5§ year
Monitoring plan will be required to ensure removal of invasive species and ensure
establishment of wetland species. A wetland monitoring report should be provided for
each year of monitoring,

27

5.2.8 Wetlands

DEIS stated permanent significant impacts would occur on 2.0 acres of forested wetlands
and on 8.3 acres of non-forested wetlands, USACE RECOMMENDATION: we
recommend inchusion in the FEIS that wetland mitigation will be required for permanent
wetland impacts.

28

5-70

5.2.8 Wetlands

Temporary wetland impact. USACE RECOMMENDATIONS: For temporary wetland
impacts, we recommend breaking out the acres of forested wetland impact and non-
forested wetland impact in the FEIS.

5-72

5.2.8 Wetlands

DEIS stated that forested wetlands, where not maintained, would be expected to go
through several stages of succession vegetation before returning to the preconstruction
vegetation cover type. USACE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend the planned
restoration of cleared forested wetland areas be augmented with active planting of
forested wetland tree and shrub saplings, as mitigation for the temporary impacts to 16.2
acres of forested wetland. A 5 year Monitoring plan will be required to ensure removal of
invasive species and ensure establishment of wetland species. A wetland monitoring
report should be provided for each year of monitoring. Please see US EPA comment as

Attachment 4,

—205-18

—205-19

—205-20

- 205-21

- 205-22

205-18: Text regarding USACE modifying the
15-foot burial depth requirement has been
deleted from Section 5.1.2 of the Final EIS, and
the EIS sufficiently reflects the CZM
concurrence. Also see response to Comment
205-04.

205-19: See response to Comment 105-04.

205-20: Comment noted. Page 5-73 of the
Draft EIS identified a wetland restoration
monitoring program. The Applicant will
coordinate with the USACE on the requirements
for mitigation and the development, duration,
and reporting requirements for the monitoring
plan to ensure removal of invasive species and
establishment of wetland species. The
Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan provided
by the Applicant (and in the Document Library
on the CHPE EIS Web site
[http://www.chpexpresseis.org] identifies that
an annual report will be provided for 5 years
and that invasive species will be removed and
monitored to avoid reestablishment, and
establishment of wetland species monitored.

205-21: Page S-45 (Section S.8.8) of the Draft
EIS (and same section of the Final EIS)
reflected the mitigation that the Applicant has
committed to implementing to offset permanent
wetland impacts, and Section S.8.8 of the Final
EIS identifies the breakout of temporary
impacts in acres of forested and non-forested
wetlands for the entire proposed CHPE Project.
The Wetlands sections in EIS Chapter 5 identify
wetland impacts per route segment.

205-22: See response to Comment 205-20.
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Location

Page

Section

USACE - Comment

30

5-146

5.4.1 Land Use

DEIS state that the construction activities could temporarily disrupt (i.e., disturb,
interrupt, or change) use of the Peter Jay Sharp Boathouse, a floating boathouse in
Swindlers Cove on the Harlem River, which is within the ROI and directly adjacent to the
proposed CHPE Project route. Access to the Harlem River near this facility could be
limited for safety reasons while construction occurs in the vicinity. USACE
RECOMMENDATION: we recommend inclusion in the FEIS that the Applicant will
coordinate with owners of the Boathouse to ensure construction takes place at a time
where it will not impact navigation.

31

5-150

5.4.2 Transportation and Traffic

depth and the location in the Harlem River navigation channel. USACE
RECOMMENDATION: The Harlem River is a Federal Navigation Channel. The CZM
Concurrence requires the proposed CHPE cable to be buried 15 feet below the authorized
depth of a federal navigation channel. In accordance with Costal Zone Management Act,
the USACE, as a lederal agency, will follow the requirement of the CZM concurrence.
We recommend incorporating the CZM requirement into the FEIS.

DEIS stated that applicant would coordinate with the USACE regarding appropriate burial] 7]

6-3

6.1.1.4 Present and Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Actions in the
Hudson River Segment
6.1.2.2 Transportation and Traffic

|DEIS stated that the propesed CHPE Project would traverse a Federal Anchorage Ground
approximately between MPs 319 and 320. USACE RECOMMENDATION: we
recommend relocating the proposed CHPE cable to be outside of the anchorage grounds.
As stated in comment number 6, vessel anchoring is essential for safe marine navigation.
|lt is unsafe to initiate restrictions on a water dependent activity such marine vessel

anchoring.

6-8

Generation Projects

UUSACE RECOMMENDATION: we received comment letters concerning energy
independence to generate power within New York State, please see Attachment Number
2. We recommend the FEIS provide a response to the public comments letters.

- 205-23

- 205-24

- 205-25

- 205-26

205-23: As with the marinas that would be
encountered along the transmission line
installation route, the boathouse owners would
be given advance notice of cable laying in their
area and an opportunity to identify and discuss
any concerns with the contractor as stated in
Section 5.4.1 of the Final EIS. In addition, the
latest information from the Applicant indicates
that the transmission line would be placed in the
middle of the Harlem River, about 200 feet
southeast of the boathouse.

205-24: See response to Comment 205-04.

205-25: See response to Comment 203-07.

205-26: See response to Comment 137-01.
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Location

Page

Section

USACE - Comment

34

6-13

6.1.2.2 Transportation and Traffic

On page 6-13, the DEIS stated, since proposed CHPE Project would be buried under the
East River navigation channel using HDD, and 15 feet below the authorized navigation
channel depth as required by the USACE in the Hudson, Harlem, and East rivers,
cumulative impacts are not anticipated from future dredging. USACE
RECOMMENDATION: As it is currently presented in the DEIS there will negative
cumnulative impact on future maintenance dredging. On page 5-150, the DEIS stated that
in instances where environmental or engineering constraints are present that the cables
should be laid on Harlem River Channel Bottom. On page 2-27 the cable will be laid on
top of the riverbed when encountering existing utilities or other obsturctions. Laying the
cable on the bottom of federal navigation channel would have a negative cumulative
impact on future dredging. In accordance with the CZM, we recommend that the FEIS
state the proposed cable shall be buried to 15 feet below the authorized channel depth in
all areas of the federal navigation channel.

205-27: The EIS is based on information
provided by the Applicant (and reflected in the
Public Notice) that concrete mats would be used
where the transmission line cannot be buried.
Whether or not this is ultimately permitted is
subject to further negotiations between the
Applicant and USACE. Also see responses to
Comments 205-01 and 205-04.

- 205-27

35

8-1

8. List of Preparers

USACE RECOMMENDATION: The USACE representative name is spelled incorrectly.

Please revise to Jun Yan

} 205-28 205-28: The USACE representative’s name has

Reviewer:

Please provide your name, title, commercial phone number, email address, and date of comments

been corrected in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS.
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Yan, Jun NAN1 ATTACHMENT 2

From: Assemblywcman Rabhitt rabbitzi@assembly state ny.es]

Jent: Monday, December 02, 2013 1217 PM

To: Brian Mills@hqg.doe gov, Yan, Jun NAN1

Cc: Susan Filgueras

Subject: [EXTERNAL] R "Oratt EIS Comments” and -l am requesting a 180 day exterssion for

Comments 1o the Depart of Energy and Army Corps of Enginesrs DEIS Pubiic Commant

Period for the Champlain Hudson Power Express

Cear Mr, Mills & Ms. McDonald:

Below please find an email I have received from my constituent Susan
Filgueras who is concerned about a 338 mile High Voltage transmission

line from Quebec te Queens proposed by Champzign Hudson Power Express(CHPE).
1 would like to reguest the Department of Energy and Army Corps of
Engineers please take into consideration our constituent's regquests to
extend the Public Comment perlad by 188 days due ta the amount of time
needed to review over 5,888 pages of draft-DETS documentation.

1 appreciate your consideration of this request.
Sincerely,

Annie Rabbitt

Assemblywoman 98th District

Susan Filgueras wrote:
Please find attached the first copies of our request for a al8e day

extension to the commert perdiod for the Draft EIS for the Champlain Hudson
Power Express.

Request to the DOE and USACE for extension of comment period, "Draft EIS
Comments®

Army Corps of Engineers - “USACE" - MAMN-2809-01889-EYA

Mr. Mills,

Please find attached a first set of letters requesting

»
»
»
»
»
>
»
»
>
>
»
>
»
2
"
»
»
>
>
»
»
»
» are required to provide imtervener funds for the impacted communities. In
» this case thars are no intervener funds from the developer which would

> allow, the residents, business owners and other stake holders to hire

&

» the DOE and USACE.

This letter serves to reiterates multiple requests at the Public Hearing on
Nov 18, 2813, in the Town of Stony Point for 3 reasonable extension of a 138
days for the comment period. In WYS the Developers for proposed power plants

experts to review and respond adequately tn the “Oraft EIS Cosments™ to both
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From: Susan Filgueras [mailto:sfilgueras@optonline.net]

Sent: Sunday, December @1, 2813 12:29 PM

To: ‘Keegan, Pat’; sara.levine@mail.house.gov; James Skoufis; Peter D Lopez;
Ellen C Jaffee; Howard Phillips; Geoff Finn; Edwin J. Day; Kenneth
Zebrowski; Andrew Cuomo; Annie Rabbitt; Brian.Mills@hq.doe.gov; Christopher
P. 5t. Lawrence; hoodij@ico.rockland.ny.us; Susan Spear;
sara.levine@mail.house.gov; Harriet D. Cornell

Cc: David Carlucci; JobsonD@co.rockland.ny.us; William Larkin Jr.; andrew;
Arlene Miller; Barbara Kendall; Bob Knight; Barry Brooks;
wsheehanf@townofstonypoint.org; BredalSteve Beckerle; Breda Beckerle; Brian
Yates; Carol M. Borgstrom; cmhogan@gw.dec.state.ny.us; Christian A.
Corrales; Christian M. Wade; JobsonD@co.rockland.ny.us; Eric Ortner; Frank
Sparaco; George Potanovic Jr.; Gurran Kane; Ileana Eckert; Jacyln A,
Brilling; James Kraus; James Slevin; Jessica Stein; Akiko Matsuda; Al
Samuels; Alex Guarino; Annie Wilson; Donald (Doc) Bayne; Dustin; Dustin;
editor@rocklandcountytimes.com; Cheryl; casscleselecfaol.com; Wayne Cortes;
Vincent D. Reda; planning@townofstonypoint.org; Tom Basile; Steven
Ludwigson; Steve Scurti; R. Allan Beers; Peter Mueller;
towncouncil@clarkstown.org; Patrick Guidice; Maximillian A, Stach; Mathew
Nelligan; Madelaine & Joseph Ca; Luanne Konopko; Lori DuBord; Kevin Maher;
Kevin.casutto@dps.ny.gov; Karl Javenes; C279slavin; Annie Wilson; Annie
Wilson; becky.casscles@aol.com; Laurrie Cozza; Susan Fllgueras

Subject: We need Congresswoman's Lowey's assistance - re extension of the
Comment period for the CHPE DEIS

Congresswoman Lowey,

Thank you for sending your representative to Sara Levine to the DOE/USACE
Hearing on November 18, 2813, at the Stony Polint Center, for the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We want
to thank you for your letter (attached) to the DOE requesting that a Hearing
would be held in Steony Point when the DEIS for the Champlain Hudson Power
Express was released. Because without your representation and request for
the Hearing, the Hearing would not have happened. We ask once again for your
support, we need an extension to review the volumes of information, so that
we can compare the misinformation that has been given to us by CHPE to what
is actually contained in the DEIS. We ask you to request the DOE to a 188
day extension to review the new information as stated below.

The Champlain Hudson Power Express is not needed. The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission has taken action to strengthen instate power
generation. By creating a new Hudson Valley Capacity zone. This market
mardate will provide the incentive to repower closed power plants or bulld
new ones within the Region, resulting Ln & fresh injection of much needed
tax dollars and Jobs needed by MNew Yorkers. In Rockland County, we currently
send millions of tax dollars teo Cerporations who own power plants in our

u
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Hydro Quebec is seeking US funds to build the CHPE transmission line- CHPE
states they are not seeking the funds HYDRO -Quebec is -
http://www.capitalnewyork.com/article/albany/2013/11/8536138/canada-owned-co
mpany-seeks-us-dollars-electric-line?--bucket-headline

2- New End Points, and connections not in the ORGINIAL DOCUMENTATION

a. Cost and Feasibility Analysis of a Third Converter Terminal for the
Champlain Hudson Power Express Project Prepared by TRC Solutions for
Transmission Developers Inc(see attached)

b. A new end point the Ravenswood Generating Station owned by
TransCanada - (all prior documents show CHPE ending at the Rainey
sub-station). This is a NEW leg of the project that was never reviewed. I
have asked the NYS PSC about this in writing and they have not yet answered.

3- "NEW" What is the impact of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
action to strengthen instate power generation,by creating a new Hudson
Valley Capacity zone.

4- CHPE is required to deliver 1550 MW's to NYC per the Joint Proposal
- they are a DC (Direct Current) provider which, to my understanding,
receives preference over AC power in NYC. The consequences, are higher
power prices and billions of rate payer dollars going north of the borders.
This would significantly undermine our ability to keep and create jobs in
NY, eliminating the incentives to investment into NYS electric
infrastructure.

5- I have attached a article from Bloomberg Business Week, on June 17,
2013 discussing the abrupt rise in electric prices in the middle of the day
due to a Canadian transmission failure.

6- There are over 5,000 pages for the DOE‘s filing alone and I have
just found the USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) filing on CHPE's web
site,(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). The instructions at the meeting were
confusing, and at no time was it made clear that we must respond to both
entities, the DOE and the USACE. The handouts in the back of the meeting
room were similar and some of us picked up the DOE and some of us picked up
the USACE's notification instructions.

7- (see below web site listings) The filings are not clearly posted,
the USACE web site contains Maps, however to get to CHPE's USACE filing you
rieed to go to CHPE's web site (see below) . You need to make sure to read
the pp at the bottom of the page on the USACE's web site to understand that
there is meore documentation than shown on the front page. If you go to the
page you will ses how difficult to urderstand it is.

> Deliberate misinformation from CHPE must be documented and referenced

U.S. Department of Energy
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5 <htto:/fwwvi. chpexpresseis.orgs/> for the latest information concerning the
» DETS."

¥ou are redirected to this site -DOE web site link

NEW!

October 21, 2813: DOE 1s releasing a Notice of Awvallability

chttp: /fwww. chpexpresseis. org/docs/CHPE- ELS-NOA, pdf>  announcing that the
Draft EIS is available for public review and comment. The public comment
period will be opern from Movember 1, 2813 to December 16, 2813. An
electronic copy of the Draft EIS can be found

<http: / fwen. chpexpresseis.org/library.phps here. <<<¢<CLICK HERE for DEIS
filing Commerts can be submitted wia this website by clicking here

<https S/ fwww . chpexpresseis.org/public-involvement . php#commentss . << click
here to write your comments directly into the DOE web site

To Find CHFES WSACE filing you need to go to thelr web site -
http://wew.chpexpress. com/regulatory-documents. php

Susan Filgueras

Susan FIlgueras
845-429-3229
Conmittee,

Just Say NO!, to the Champlain Hudson Power Express

47 Mott Farm Rd

Terkins Cove, WY 1B986

From: Susan Filgueras [mailto:sfilgueras@ioptonline.net]
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From: Reichlin-Melnick, Elijah
[mailto:Elijah.Reichlin-Melnick@mail.house,gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 82, 2813 5:406 PM

To: Susan Filgueras

Cc: Keegan, Pat

Subject: RE: Contact to the Department of Energy?

Hi Susan,

Thanks for getting back to me on this issue--I appreciate all the
information you've shared with our office. Pat Keegan and I both thought
that you would want to see the attached letter from Congresswoman Lowey,
which was sent today to the Department of Energy, regarding the CHPE line.

Best,

Elijah

Elijah Reichlin-Melnick

District Representative & Grants Coordinator
Cangresswoman Nita Lowey {NY-17)

67 N. Main St. 1st Floor

Mew City, NY 18956

BA5-639-3485 (ph)

B45-634-4875 (Fax)

From: Susan Filgueras [mailto:sfilgueras@optonline.i=t]

sent: Thursday, June 27, 2813 3:32 PM

To: Relchlin-Melnick, Elijah

Cc: "George Potanovic'; Frank Collyer; Geoff Finn; Annie Wilson;
casscleselecgaol.com; Laurrie Cozza; Susan Filgueras

Subject: RE: Contact to the Department of Energy?

Elifah,

VVvUvVVvVV\'VV\I'VVUVVVVVVV\(VVVVVVVVUYVVVVVVVVVVVY\"\!'\"VV‘I"V‘-"h"
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In our phone call Steven kept responding that we could make ocur comments
when the DEIS came out which should be soon. In my opinien that is too late,
for the reasons stated in the NYS PSC approvzl of April 1B, 2813

1. Transmission Corridor Developers- - pgs 19 &74- how many transmission
lines are proposed for this area?

2. Eminent Domzin- Article VII applicetion rooted in Eminent Domain Law,
how can CSX offer a ROW for the land installation throughout the State of NY
when that ROW is not adequate to accommodate CHPE's transmission lines and
meet C5%°s construction guidelines. CHPE's solution is acquiring land
through Emanate Domain, aka....

a. “Deviation Zone", when was this approved and by who and when did NYS
residents decide to give up their property for a foreign transmission Line?

3. Production Cost Analyses - pg-33, pp2, PSC decision

a. Dr. Paynter's rebuttal savings estimate as a "societal™ benefit" even
though such a finding is at odds with the IP's (Joint Proposal's) statement
that such savings, "should not be interpreted as ratepayer benefits® as thay
will be "captured by the Applicants, their financial backers and/or users of
the Facility."

4. Jobs- Pg 84- PSC decision

a. Pp-3 "The Applicants’ evidence on job creation was incomplete in @
fundamental way.”

b. Pp-3 “the record is void on the critiral guestion of whether those
jobs would be offset, or more

than offset, by the jobs displaced at the rconventional generation facilities
that will not be built as a consequence."”

L1 Green Power - at no time does the PSC decision confirm the percentage
of "Green Fower."

5. Fracking - will be used to install the transmissien line.

-

7. flo Environmental Impact 5tatement was done for the land dinstallation
tor Rockland Countyl

U.S. Department of Energy
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87 Mott Farm Rd

Tomkins Cove, NY 189B6

From: Reichlin-Melnick, Elijsh
[mailto:Elijah.Reichlin-Melnick@mail .house.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2813 5:14 PM

To: sfilgueras@optonline.net

Subject: Contact to the Department of Energy?

Good Afternoon Susan,

Nice seeing you at the Stony Point Town Board meeting last week, though
unfortunately not under the best of circumstances. As we're continuing to
look inte this issuve and work on possible letters from Congresswoman Lowey,
can you just clarify for me and my boss Pat Keegan whether you or anyone
that you know of from SPACE has yet contacted the Dept. of Energy with your
concerns about the reuting of the CHPE project?

Thanks, and have a great afternoon.

Elijah

Elijah Reichlin-Melnick

District Representative & Grants Coordinztor
Congresswoman Kita Lowey (NY-17)

67 M. Main St. 1st Floor

New City, NV 18956

845-629-2485 (ph)

§45-634-4879 (fax)
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Mr. Brian Mills ATTACHHENT 2 um Yan,

Department of Energy USACE Project Manager, Eastern Section
Office of Electricity Delivery&Energy Reliability (OE20) Regulatory Branch New York District-

1. 8. Depariment of Energy U.B. Army Corps of Engimeers

10410 Independence Ave, SW 26 Federal Plara, Room 1937
Washington, DC 20385 New York, NY 10278

Phone: 202-586-8267 212-000-0000

Fax: 202-586-8008 212-264-4260

Commenis can be submitted via email to: Brian Mills@ha. doegoy  junvan@usacearmy.mil
Deadline for Comments: December 16, 2003

Request to the DOE and USACE for extension of comment period, "Draft EIS Comments™

Dresr Mr. Mills,

This leticr serves fo reiterate the multiple requests at the Public Hearing on Nov 18, 2013, in the Town of Stony
Point fior a reasonable extension of 180 days for the comment period. In N'YS the Developers for proposed power
plants are required to provide intervener funds for the impacted communities. In this case there are no intervener
fumds from the developer which weuld allow the residents, business owners and other stake holders to hire experts to
review and respond adequately to the “Tiraft FTIS Comments” to both the DOE and USACE.

The venue for the Hearings in both Stony Puint and Queens wene not the mest appropriate. The Hearing in Queens
was not within the impacted commuonity. The Hearing in Stony Paint would have been better held in the local
Middle Sehoal, more sealing and better parking. residents who came and eould not get through the “orange shins™ in
the: hallway would not have left.

Public MNotice in Rockland County was not adequate, For example, when the Stony Point Center, was called they
could not confirm the Hearing on Monday Nov 18, 2013, was for the Champlain Hudson Power Express, DOE
Hearing. Apparently the Hearing Notice distribution within Rockland County was ingonsistent; some received a
simple sheet of paper with a sticker, casily lost in the general bulk mail.

There was no outreach and translated information for the ispanic population,

Stony Point was promised by CHPE that they would not go through the Waldron Revolutionary and War of 1812
Cemetery, the maps in the DEIS show differently. There are many contradictory installations issucs, that require due
diligence, There is also the Amny Corps of Engineers Hiling, where do we find that? The instrections did not speciiy
that in fact there are two responses required, one for the DOE and one for the USACE. The documents that were

supplied at the meeting did not constitute the entire filing, only a certain segment of the DOE DEIST Are the
USACE documents different than the DOE documents?

I am respectively requesting the extension hased on the above remsons,
T TNl ]
Rrgidzm:TamM +, [l% pm-ﬁff-fﬂ"b-'ﬂg?‘f
. A :
Addess; 23T Hedge Srreet E-mail: T vanhn@ aol cam
YEEK—TB Wi F:J "YJ It 5-[‘,2
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ATTACHMENT 2
Yan, Jun NAN1
From: Brian Buel [briannadie@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 25 2013 317 PM
Ta: Yan, Jun NAN1T
Subject: [EXTERNAL| Champlain Hudson power express transmission line project
Attachments: Gonclusion. jpg

Please review the enclosed attachment which illustrates my objection as an IBEW union member
to this project.

Brian Buel

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Conclusion

= New York State is finally poised to address its aging energy infrastructure, and this will
create opportunities for our unionized construction and utility workers.

s The governor's "Energy Highway” calls for tapping cheap, upstate generation to meet
expensive, downstate demand which is consistent with the New York Transmission
Owner's STARS report.

* The Champlain Hudson Express DC line does:

o

o

ot afiow for increases in upstate renewable goais and does not create
renewable construction and utility jobs;

Not aliow for future expansion at the Oswego Energy Complex prohibiting the
creation of more construction and utility jobs;

Not allow for existing upstate generators to compete, ultimately leading to their
dissolution, and the termination of existing utility jobs;

Connect Canadian generation to New York loads:

Drain jobs and revenues from NYS and provides jobs and revenues to a foreign
country.

o Upgrading AC transmission lines on existing ROWs (STARS) allows:

For more construction and utility jobs to increase the capacity of the existing
lines;

For the increased development of renewable resources which means NYS can
achieve its ambitious renewable goals, and more unionized construction and
utility jobs;

For future expansion at the Oswego Energy Complex which means more
unionized construction and utility jobs;

Far upstate power plants to continue to partner with communities, providing
millions of dollars for local communities;

For relief of congested transmission lines, allowing upstate generation to flow to
MYC loads, maintaining existing utility jobs at upstate power plants;
Construction and utility jobs to stay and grow in New York State — Homegrown,
Mew York solutions for New York's energy problems.

U.S. Department of Energy
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ATTACHMENT 2
UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND jUnvERS OF AMERICA
NEW YORK CITY & VICINITY DISTRICT COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS

Sternen C. Mclnnis
By five Segueiany - Tieasmied Pro Tem
Proxident

393 [upson Syeeey - = oo
M Yok, NY, 16014
Prros: (212) 366-7500

Micitaer P Cavanavcn g UTED AUGUET 17TH, Wi Fax:(212)675-3118
Vioe President wwwayedisiricrecuncil com
December 12, 2013 i HECEIVED BY #EGULATORY
Jodi McDonald NY DYST, CORPS OF ENGRERRGS

Chief, Regulatory Branch

US Army Corps of Engineers — New York District
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

26 Federal Plaza, Rm 2113

New York, NY 10278

RE: Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EY A for Champlain Hudson Power Express Project

Ms. McDonald:

[ write on behalf of the 25,000 members of the New York City District Council of Carpenters and the
tens of thousands of hard-working, middle class union families across New York State to express our
opposition to the Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission line project.

CHPE is nothing more than a large extension cord from Canada to Queens with a single customer —
Hydro Quebec. The developers of the project made a business decision to propose a power line that
denies access to power plants located within New York State, effectively blocking them from
supplying New York City and the surrounding region with in-state produced electricity. Across New
York, power generators are struggling to stay in business. This project would divert funds that might
help them and their workforce.

Not only would CHPE’s development make New York unnecessarily reliant on foreign-produced
power, the transmission line’s owner, Hydro Quebec, recently filed a request for access to dollars
from the state’s renewable energy development fund to help pay for the project’s construction costs.
The fund itselfis supported by New York ratepayers through surcharges on their utility bills. If the
request is approved, New Yorkers will have to shell out millions of dollars for a power line that
tunnels Canadian power directly into New York City. Meanwhile, communities across the state will
lose critical tax revenues from New York generators that are forced to shut down because they
cannot compete with cheap imported hydro power from Quebec.

The Champlain Hudson power line is the wrong project at the wrong time and should not be
subsidized by New York ratepayers or taxpayers. From Buffalo to Binghamiton and Utica to Long
Island City. this project will outsource New York jobs and economic opportunity. Every Megawatt of

U.S. Department of Energy
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electricity made in NY represents jobs and tax revenues — every Megawatt power imported from
Canada threatens those jobs and tax revenues!

CHPE is a harmful project that is not in the best interest of New York and its residents. It makes no
sense to build a transmission line across the state that only benefits a single Canadian energy

exporter, especially when we have more than adequate power generation already available in New
York State,

We urge the US Army Corps of Engineers to deny permitting the development of the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Project as it will cause more harm than good both environmentally and
cconomically to the State of New York.

Thank you for your time.

ik 4
Stephen C. Mclnnis
Executive Secretary-Treasurer

U.S. Department of Energy
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BOILERMAKERS » IRON SHIP BUILDERS O 1 BLACKSMITHS + FORGERS & HELPERS
STEVEN LUDWIGSON o TOM RAn
‘Sgecvomary-Treasurer e T . -t

BOILERMAKERE LOCAL
GREQ PETERSON mum me-rm
Asglstant Businass Manapsr h-:l.uhluuuan
Zom 178
IRYDRST CORPS OF ENGnEESs

Official Statement by Steven Ludwigson, Business Manager for Boilermakers
Loecal 5
Mmmuawdhpm“n-mmn_mm
Pawer Express, Ine. Transmission Line

My name is Stever Ludwigson and I em the Business Manager for Boilenmakers Local 5.
represent the Bollermakers in all of New York State, with the exception of the 16 counties
located sround Buffale, NY. Our members are highly skilled professionals, with expertise fhat
comes oaly with exicnsive imining and years of practice. | am hece tomight o state on the record
that Boslermalkers Lowal 5 opposes the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Tmc. power fing aod
the proposed Federal action of granting a Presidential permit to constract, operate, mairnitain, and
mmmmhth&—mmhMIh

The Champlain Hudson Power Express line, which proposes to bring 1,000 megawas of power
directly from Canads to Wew Yeork City, would do nothing 1o stremgthen the state’s electricity
grid. Prctically speaking, the tansmission line i a large extension cord that would bypass sl of
our state's existing energy sources and tonsoaission infrastructure — soch as upstate New York
plants that have an excess of evailable power — instead of enhaneing the overall capacity and
stability of New York's power grid New York will not be able to bencfit from the low-cost
power hose upsiate plants could be producing, and will instead become completely reliant ona
'mhc.nmmor:mm. Onar good Mends in Canade will get new jobs, and New Yorkers
get the bill.

While we support at electrisity highway that improves the state’s snergy infrastructure and
gencrates andon Jobs for New Workeos, we refect the CHPE proposal as 4 jobs killer. For
maximum bepefits v New Yock, expecially in job retention mmd crestion, new electricity
infrastrucrure should support carent and new in-state power generatian.

MNew York needs w0 lvprove the trancmission grd in the 1pstme snd Wessem regions so that
In state power can be transpored moee efficienily. more economically. apd in grester quantity
throughout the Stave. Tovesting in our wan smission infrestruc tare will lead o new johs being
ereated, and naw opporTunides for spaegy development throughout the mame.

IDSE Fe U VAN SIOLEN AVE, FLDRAL FART. NV LIE = 116-036 20040 - FAX: 2630
ZONF 174 = 3 9 ST WETRMCE ST. MOVRLHA XV 1000 = TV L0 WYY - F s S14 datares
ZONE 197« 55 1D E ST, ALRAYY, NI L343 + SE0N0 M0 - FAX: A1E8n1708

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-326



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

BUIER AKERE LODAL LOHSE big, 5

We also can’t ignore the obvious: New York already has a very subsiandial genesating capacity
thart wan be expanded upon to meet oy Skafe’s needs, New York gan and should keep up with
growing demand by ensuring the continued operation of pur in-state energy sources and
constructing new plants both upstate and downstate as necessary, There are several “shovel
ready” sites that ave alresdy permitted or pending permits in the Hudson Yalley that eould mes
this demand and keep Mew Yorkers working and ihe revenue penerated in state.

In order o have astrong 21 century economy, New Yark needs io build and produce producis.
Wie ean no bonger allford 1o be viewead as only consumers bearing the brunt of others profits,
Energy and mamifacturing provide sustained, long-tenn, pood-paying jobs - a larpe portion of
which sre skilled union positions. These jobs enable individuals o stay in New York, misea
Family, and grow the middle class. They slso extablish the economiic imfrastruciune for nany
additional service jobs and power other sectors of the State’s econonny.

Mew York's economy needs 1o be energized, and the opportunities mre out there waiting to be
seized upon, Such is the vase with the opportunity to meet New York’s growing denand for
electricity, and solve transmission congestion problems, by investing in our In-state electrical
infrastructure — rather than gompounding thess issues with a costly outsource to Canada. For
Joba and a literally beighter fitvre, we muost act now and oppose the CHPE as an outright
detriment to MNew York.

Thank you,

Steven Ludwizgson
Business hManager
Ballermakers Local 3

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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ATTACHMENT 2
BOILERMAKERS « IRDON SHIP BUILDERS ’: W BLACKSMITHS + FORGERS & HELPERS
STEVEH LIDWIGEON TOM AYAN
Busiress Manager Asststant Business Marager
Seoralory-Treasurer Presidant
BOILERMAKERS LOCAL LODGE Mo. 5
GAREG PETERSON R‘Em B'f EGH'M% BRIEM BATT LOPRESTI
Assistant Susinass Manapar Wioa Pragidant Aasetant Buginess Managsr
Zorg 176 Zons 197
- MNovember 18,2013
ST, GORPS OF ENGINEERS Fast Elmhurst, New York

Distinguished members from the United States Department of
Energy, thank you for providing this opportunity to the people of New
Y ork to weigh in on some of their concerns with the Champlain Hudson
Power Express. I am here today as the President of Boilermakers Local
5, representing over 500 members from Long Island and New York City,
from the Southern Tier and throughout the North Country. But, [ am
also here as a proud New Yorker and father of four children with further
reservations about this proposed project and the negative environmental
impact it would have for the next generation.

The developers of this line that would snake its way through
New York and its great water ways have touted the signatures of some
Representatives of the New York delegation in support of the line. Yet,
when my colleagues and | personally met with the vast majority of those
Congressmen and Congresswomen last Spring, we were met with blank
stares and disbelieving shakes of their heads. Some had no recollection
of signing; others seemed not overly committed to the project. But, all
of them had second thoughts and promised to look into the matter
turther and revisit their commitment. For that we are grateful to them
and their staffs.

TONE S« W VAN SICLEN AVE  FLORAL PARK, %Y [HRE = 3433025000 « F 4 Y- $)R.176, 0135
FONE T2 IR WEST RAIDGE ST OEWESD, MY 12128 « LA IRIE =« FAN: 152433001
FONE 0T o %8 NOVEST,, AL BEANY, NY 13307« 23540807 1 s FA K 5154805720
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The CHPE will be a jobs killer for the greater NYC area, outsourcing
skilled labor positions to a foreign country in exchange for a product we
can and should be making right here in New York. Our economy,
environment, and our quality of life now hang on a delicate thread. Do
we as & nation, give our environment over into the hands of another
country, albeit a friendly one? I, my family, and the tens of thousands of
vital Building and Construction Trades members in this great

metropolis, emphatically respond, NO!

Just in the last couple of years our great city and state has had a
tragic loss to life, infrastrocture, and the environment due to severe
storms. As catastrophic a loss as they were, could we imagine if we
were held hostage by power travelling hundreds of miles on towers over
land and within our rivers and lakes. We need to rely on power
generation produced in our backyards to survive whatever storms we
must weather.

I have swam in the Hudson River, and lived to tell about. I wish
my children and my children's’ children the same. But, this Canadian
power line is nothing more than a large extension cord, with a single
customer, whose only vested interest in the delicate environment of the
Great State of New York is one of commercialism and greed.

Just in my short life span, | have seen where dependence on
loreign energy and foreign natural resources has led this greatl nation of
ours: embargo, rationing, and war. We should not depend on others for
pur vital needs, but ourselves and our fellow New Yorkers. Americans
should not sacrifice their environment, their energy independence, or
their children's future, for the promise of miniscule savings on an
glectrical ball:
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Thank you again for this opportunity and we trust the United States
Department of Energy and ultimately the Office of the President of the

United States hear the cry of its citizens, "SAY NO to the Champlain
Hudson Power Express!"

Sincerely,
"L ‘_.“:J'J-'-f-'-; P Sl

Thomas F. Ryan

President

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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ATTACHMENT 2

November 30, 2013

Mr. Jun Yan, USSACE Project Manager
Eastern Section, Regulatory Branch
Meaw Yark District

U. 5. army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937

Mew York, New York 10278

Request to the DOE and USACE for extension of commant period,
DOE:  "Draft E15 Comments™
LUSACE: NAN-2009-01083-EYA

Dear Mr., Yan,

We would like to start this letter by letting you know that we are vehemently opposed to the
Champlain-Hudson Power Express, We would also like to request a 180 day extension in order
to be able to read and digest velumes L-impact Anglyses and Volume 2-Impact Analyses of the
USDOE, Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Line Project. We are neither lawyers
nor engineers we are lay people: | am surs you will agree these filings can be difficult for
anyone to digest.

MNovember 18, 2013, a public hearing regarding the Champlain-Hudson Power Express was held
at the Stony Point Center, 17 Cricketown Road, Stony Paint, NY. This was at best a very paor,
but well thought cut location for Mr. Jessome and TDI; the meeting was held in an arena that
offered very limited parking to the public. In addition to this Mr. Donald Jessome, CED, of
Transmission Development, inc., had hired the center to host a dinner for approximately 220
mermbers of Laberers’ Union, 274, thus ensuring that most of the available parking would be
taken up by union members, virtually feaving very few slots for parking so that many peoole in
apposition to this project were nat able ta find spaces available to park. The James A Farley
Middle School would have been 2 much better space given it has ample parking and other
meetings had been held there in the past. Those meetings accommodated over 300 plus
peaple with more than ample parking for all, 2iso the resicents of Stony Point who arrived later
ard saw the sea of Linion members in orange tee shirts - would have not been sa intimated and
left.

We would also like 1o comment on the fact we were given a three minute cpportunity to voice
our opposition to this project, which is really disturbing. How can one be expected to give
testimony regarding thiz huge project in a matter of three short minutas. We were told that if
wiz couldn't finish our tostimony in three minules we could go to the end of the line and after
gveryone had spoken we could then finish our statements. We did this but it was extremeiy
difficult because our testimony was fregmented at best. We are hopeful that our passion for
aur town and our obiections ta this praject were heard loud and clear.
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We have been opposed to this project since we first heard about it at the April 2012 Stany Paint
Town Board meeting, as there was no nolification given to any proparty owners on this route in
the Tewn of Stony Peint, regarding the taking of our properties.

The NYS Public Service Commission decision for approval of the CPHE preject, granted on April
18, 2013, generously gifted CHPE with 2 1/8 mile (886 feat) deviation zohe in any direttion
from the center rail of the CSX railroad. The Article VI application, which s rooted in the
Eminent Domain Law, will allow C5% Railroad to take our properties without our consent. This
is & travesty of justice to think that CSX will be able to take our property withouwt our consent to
be used by a forsign entity. How can C5X offer a ROW for the land installation thraughout the
State of Mew York when the ROW was never wide enough for to accommodate CHPE's
tranamission lines and meet C5%'s construction guidelines? Through Eminent Domain that's
now,

Qur town has 2.2 miles of rail lines from the Stony Point Battlefisld to the Havarstraw town

line; within this 2.2 mile run CHPE will be in the C5X ROW anly 7/10ths of ane mile; the rest of
the time they will be on private, commercial, town, county, and state property. The orly way to
move this project forward is through Eminent Domain, which is the primary reason for the New
York State Public Service Commission’s Article VII; It is weighted in favor of the applicant.
Article VIl gifts the applicant, CHPE, with wide discretionary powers with the way the
information is submitted and the right to site the physical installation within 1/8 of a mile from
the center rail or 566 feat fram the center rail in any direction of the proposed installatian
route with Eminant Domain clearing the way.

When was the deviation zone approved and by whom? When did New York State residents
decide to give their property away for a Toreign transmission lne? We certainly have not por
do wea have any intentions to da so. This project will do nothing to halp this town, county, state
or this nation, except to make us once again dependent on Terelgn energy and we all know how
well that has worked n the past.

The 2.2 miles of praperty in Stony Poirt yield an estimated 51.7 million dollars aanualiy in
simple property taxes and this is merely using just the hames and businesses that border the
railroad. The CHPE project has estimated accarding to & “Confidential Document for Settlement
Discussions Pursuant to the Commission’s Guidalines,” states approximately $796,640.00
anrually to be paid to the three Towns, County, and three School Districts equals $113,205.70
gach, if divided squsily. The above mentioned properties currently generate spproximateiy
412 million dollars annually for the Town of Stany Point. CHPT's stated tax revenues are
significantly less than what is currently being paid. Furthermaore the Town will fose more
rovenue a3 each individual touched by this project asks for @ reduction in taxes because our
progerries will be worth significantly loss,

The {HAE project is not about just one transmission line, it is about 2 trough of transemission
finas through this ares which will effectively bypass NYS entire encrgy infrastracturs and il
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create a monopoly on electric, In one of the most expensive and volatile electric marke:s in the
nation, New York City. By The Army Corp of Engineers own letter dated June 14, 2012 you state
that other entities have proposed similar projects and you have guestioned "how many other
transmission lines could be located along the same route?”. An interesting question one that
we would fike the answer to belure the Presidential Permil is ever issued,

The CHPE transmission line is coming out of the Hudson River on to land at the site of the Stony
Point Battlefield, one of the most impertant and significant historical sites in this natlon. 1t is
here that battles were begun in 1775 being fought by citizen-soldiers and would last 5 y=ars.
There would be five years of battles and significant deprivation to our forefathers ultimately
rasulting in defeating the most powerful army of the age and winning independance for this
new country, the United States of America. Wany of our local citizen-soldiers are buried in the
Waldron Revolutionary War and the War of 1812 cemetery located west of the CSX Railroad
ROW, and numerous members of thelr ancestors are still living in this town to this day. There
are over 200 bodies in this cemetery, many without any headstones because of the length of
time they have heen interred,  The cemetery is in the deviation zone for this project, our
commitiee the “Just Say No to CHPE” informed Mr. Jessome about the cemetery and its
kistorical importance and we informed him about the many burial plots that were disturbed In
the mid 1800°s when the railroad came through and the bodies were moved and disposed of,
what a horribde tragedy for our nation. Mare bodies ware disturbed when Orange & Rockland
Utilitias, Inc. constructed high-tension lines through our town, When the cemetery was
mentioned as being in the way of this project Mr. Jessome’s answer to the problem was “We'll
just shoot a bullet under the graves™; a distasteful and most irreverent insult to our forefathers.
This is a highly sensilive matter and we in this town take this very seriously and were deeply
offended by this remark.

Mext we must discuss the jobsissue. The NYSPSC decision [Pg. 84 Pp. 3] states "The Appicants’
evidence on job creation was incomplete in a fundamental way” and further states “the record
iz wold on the critical question of whether these jobs would be offset, ar more than offsst, by
the jobs displaced at the conventional generational facilities that WILL NOT be built az 3
consequence.” Maw generating stations can be built in this state and some can be re-tooled
therety creating hundreds of new jobs. Why not put American workers back to work allowing
tham to improve or to create the new infrastructure we need, theraby making us energy
independent. This is what wil! increase loral and state tax bases over the long haul.

The Town of Stony Foint has baen nearly bankrupted by the Blackstone Group, which owns
Transmission Deyeloper's, inc. The Blackstone Group is the very same company that wera the
financial advizors to Mirant Corporation, when they filad for Bankruptoy. Blackstone was the
financial advisar to Mirart befare, during, and after the bankruptey of the Lovett and Bow Ling
Power plants. The towns of Stony Point and Haverstraw will continue to struggle financially as
2 result of thiz. In addition 8lackstonc is the compary representing United Water, GDF Sueg,
which is attempting to build 2 desalination plant which converges on the Stony Paint and
Haverstraw town fine. This is yet another project that wil most assuradly help to deeper the
town's fimancial crisis
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CSX Railroad has also undertaken a 526 million dollar rail rehabilitation project In this same
area. We have bean personally approached by C5X, three times, in an effort to lease them the
identical piece of property that CHPE wants from ue. We have refused and we will continue to
rafuse. We were told by Willlam Braman of C5X Real Estate, Jacksonville, FL., that CSX will use
Eminent Domain to obtain the property they want; is this an intimidation tactic being used to
farce us to something we do not want ta do?

On page 2 of the Joint Proposal CHPE states — “none of the provisions of the JP are opposed by
any land owners along the route other than at the location of the Converter Station, by any
municipalities or residents along the route, or by any business entities outside of the electric
power industry.” FALSE! How can CHPE state that there is no objection to their project and
that they soy they have overwhelming suppert when so many people in Rocklond County and
entities howve come out against this project?

The Rockland Legislature came out against this project on June 12, 2012 with Resolution 16 C1
that was signed by every legislator (16) expact ane that has ties to the lacal utility company.
Our current County Executive, Scott Vanderhoff as well as our newly elected County Excoutive,
Edward Day have staled numerows times that they are against this project, The current
meambers of the Town of Stony Point Town Board, as well as the newly alected members of the
bozrd, are and have been solidly against this project fram the beginning. Geoff Finn, Town
Supervisor of Story Point and Howard Phillips, Town Supervisar of Haverstraw have bean
dagainst this project 2nd continue to object to it.

Congressworman Mita Lowey alerted Ms. Patriclia Hoffman, Office of Electricity Delivery and
Energy Reliahility, in a letter dated July 1, 2013 of our numerous concerns and wanted to make
Sure our voices were heard, please hear us now before It 1S too [ata.

Mew York State Senators William Larkin, David Carlucci, and New York State Assemblyman
James Skoufis all have opposed this project, and have said so many times and they continuz to
support our efforts against this project to date.

On July 1, 2013, Patrick Guidice, Senior Business Representative of Local 1048 of the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers stood on the steps af Stony Point Town Hall
and again affirmed his ppposition and the oppaosition of his Union brothers to this project.

Phil Wilcox, Business Reprasentative for IBEW Local 97 states, "Thousands of existing Mew Yark
state jobs will be lost and thousands of potential new ones as well.” [Albany Times-Union,
February 25, 2012), The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 97 state, “The
CHPE project’s failure to provide access to Mew York's valuable generation resources |8 contrary
ti the policy lsid aut by Govarmor Cuame [n his Stete of the State address.”  {Srarement in
Opposition to the Jaint Proposal by Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. and CHFEI
Properties, inc., March 16, 2012). The New York Fower Authority stedes “{NYPa} it s alsg
cencerned about the accuracy of CHPE's current estimates ot s projected tonstnaction orate
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and the results of its cost/benefit analysis. Based upon HYPA's experience, the construstion
costs are significantly underestimated and the cost benefits are significantly overestimated In
light of current projections of load and electric prices.” (Statement Regarding the Joint Proposal
by Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. and CHPEl Properties, Inc., March 16, 2012).

Cn October 23, 2012 The Mew York State Senate Standing Committee on Energy and
Telecommunications, hosted by State Senators George Maziarz, William Larkin, David Carlucci
and Mancy Calhoun hald a public hearing at the RHO Building in the Town of Story Point to
garner testimony regarding the CHPE project, at which time numerous people spoke zgainst
this project.  Bart Brooks, Compatriot and President of the Stony Point Battle Chapter of the
Sons of the American Revolution came out in opposition.  Susan Filgueras, President of the
Stony Point Historical Society opposed this project. Laurie Cozza, Anita Babcock, Tim Waldron,
Georga Patonovic, President SPACE, Stony Point Action Committea for the Environment.
Michele Cornish, Rebacca J. and Wellington T. Casscles, Stephen and Breda Beckerle, affected
homeowners, are ageinst the CHPE project, these are simply a few of the names of record.

Al Samuels, President, Rockland Business Association — against, Scott Jensen, Business Manager
IBEW 503 — against. Mike Hichak, Recording Secretary, IBEW Local 320 ( representing John P.
Kaiser, President and Business Manager IBEW, Local 320) - against.

Toam Rumsey, Vice-President — External Affairs, NY Independent System Operator — against.
Gavin Donohue, President & CEQ of Independent Power Producers of New York, Inc. - against.
Michael Tworney — on behalf on Entergy — against.

Arthur “Jerry”: Kremer, Chairman of the New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance —
against.

All these people testified at the October 23, 2013 Senrate hearing and all opposed this project,
how could it possibly been approved by the NYSPSCY

Thase are anly the names of our community; we know that in Canada, there is also strong
appasition. With such opposition how does this project continue to move forward, perhaps
politics has guite a bit to do with it.

The maps used by CHPE have changed numerous timas, sametimes the line appears on cur
property sometimes off of our property, Whichis it? These maps showed the CPHE line ending
at the Astoria-Oueens sub-statior and suddenly now it shows it will end at the "Big Alice’
Ravenswood Generating Station. What happen to tha Astoria-Queans sub-station plan? Alss
tha Danskammer Generating Station was taken off line and suddenty put back on ling —why?
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We feel that there are so many unanswered guastions regarding this project, that the

Presidential Permit must be held up until all of the gueries can be answered openly and
honestly by CHPE.

These are just 2 few of the averriding reasons we feel we need the 180 day extension.
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Wellington T, Casscles

69 & 71 Beach Road

Stony Point, NY 10980

[BAL) 786-2416 (Home phong|
cassclesel @ADL com

becky casscles@ADL.com
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ATTACHMENT 2

Movember 18, 2013

U.5. Department of Energy — Draft DEIS = Champlain Hudson Power Express

Stony Point Center
17 Cricket Town Road

Stony Point, NY 10980

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Department of Energy for
holding this public hearing regarding the Chamiplain Hudson Power Express. |
especially want to thank Congresswoman Nita M. Lowey for her letter dated July
i, 2013 to Ms, Patricia Hoffman, Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy
Reliability, alerting her to our important concerns regarding this project and
asking her to hold a public hearing as part of the DEIS process. Congresswoman
Lowey wanted to make sure we here in Rockland County had the opportunity to
express gur concerns and that our voices were heard by the DOE.

| would like to begin by saying that Transmission Developers, Inc. - USA is wholly
owned by the Blackstone Group, one of the world’s leading investment and
advisory firms with earning assets under management in the hundreds of billions
of dollars. Blackstone specializes in private equity and has emerged as one af the
fargest private equity firms in the world. Blackstone Group is the very same
company who were the financial advisers to Mirant before, during and after the
sankruptecy of the Bowline and Lovett Power Plants. The towns of Stony Point
and Haverstraw are still struggling financially as a result of this.
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Ms. Lowey rightly states in her letter, dated July 1, 2013 that originally the CHPE
line was to run under the Hudson River for most of the project, including the
southern section near Rockland County; but the route has been changed so that it
now runs parailel to the CSX railroad tracks, which is strongly opposed by local
residents, business groups, and elected officials.

Ms. Lowey further states that eminent domain may be used to take residential
and commercial properties; let there be no doubt, eminent domain must be used
to achieve CHPE's goals. This project is coming out of the Hudson River in two
areas, ona being Albany and the second one being in Rockland County, at the
Stony Foint Battlefield. The Stony Point Battlefield is one of the most significant
historical sites in this nation. Battles won here against the British secured our
freedom and granted us the right to call ourselves the United States of America.
Many of our citizen-soldiers fought and died for our freedom and those who
survived the harsh battles suffered unspeakable hardships, no food, lack of
training, lack of equipment and clothing, but they persevered. Some of those who
perished are buried in the Waldron Revolutionary Cemetery. Many of their
descendants still live in our town to this day.

Our town has 2.2 miles of rail lines from the Battlefield to the Haverstraw Town
line. Within this 2.2 mile run CHPE will be in the C5X ROW only 7/10ths of a mile;
the rest of the time they will be on private, commercial, town, county, and state
property. The only way to move this project forward is through Eminent domain,
which is the primary reason for the New York State Public Service Commission’s
Article VIl; it is weighted in favor of the applicant. Article VIl gifts the applicant,
CHPE, with wide discretionary powers with the way the information is subritted
and the right to site the physical installation within 1/8 of a mile from the center
rail; which is equivalent to the size of two football fields or 566 feet from the
center rail in any direction of the proposed installation route with Eminent
Domain clearing the way. CHPE and CSX have stated clearly in all their documents
that they will maintain the right to lease the ROW, thereby making a profit off the
taking of anv land deemed necessary to compiets thair project.
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The above mentioned properties generate approximately 51 million dollars in
annual taxes for Stony Point. The CHPE project, according to a “Confidential
Document for Settlement Discussions Pursuant to the Commission’s Settlement
Guidelines dated June 23, 2011, states and | guote “The rough estimate totais are
as follows:

Rockland County, 7.66 miles estimated taxes - $796,640.00.

Flease understand that this means Rockland County and all of the towns and
school districts Involved in this project will share this amount of money, Exactly
how much in taxes will Stony Point get; we are unsure. The financial impact of
this project could be catastrophic to this county and in particular to our town.
Should this project go through many of our homes will be devalued, thereby
costing the town perhaps severzl hundred thousand dollars of tax money yearly,
2s affected local homeowners within the deviation zone will file for tax reductions
because their properties no longer maintain their origina! value, There is the
distinct probability that future residential or commercial endeavors will be
eliminated due to this project; thereby costing potentially millions of dollars in
lost revenue to the Town of Stony Point further eroding our tax base. The CHPE
project is a no win situation for our town, county, state and nation.

The CHPE project is not about just 1 transmission line, it is about a trough of
transmission lines through this area which will effectively bypass NYS's entire
energy infrastructure and will create a monopoly an electric, in one of the most
expensive and volatile electric markets in the nation, New York City. According to
a letter from the Army Corps of Engineers, dated June 14, 2012, they stale that
other entities have proposed similar projects and they have guastionad "how
manv other transmission lines could be located along the same route?
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CHPE states 300 jobs will be created during the construction of this project. This
is misleading information, there will be very few jobs, less than 30, and these
highly skilled jobs will be filled by Canadian workers, not Americans.

We Americans can re-tool our infrastructures; re-build our own power houses,
most notably the Lovett site and the Bowline Power Plant. We, the American
people will then be able to keep American jobs in America where they belong!
These long lasting jobs will bolster our local, county, state and national
economies, |say let's keep American jobs in Americal We do not need foreign
power; we all know what happens when America becomes dependent on foreign
ENErgy.

I would also like to address the issue of safety regarding the C5X Railroad. CSX
rails run through our town parallel to the proposed CHPE project. What will
happen if there is a derailment and 2 subsequent explosion of the power cable
contacting a derailed tanker car? In one such deraillment outside of Baltimere,
MD on February 6, 2011, a derailment damaged Verizon’s equipment, disrupting
land-line telecommunications services. The problems reachad all the way to the
U.5. Mavy Base in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, where pre-trial hearings were delayed
for a day for 5 men charged with archestrating and aiding the Sept. 11" attacks,
because files on government servers were temporarily unavailable. We have an
international underground telecommunications line spanning the Hudson River,
just south of the Stony Point Battlefield.

These ralls carry many different materials not the least of which are ethanc!,
heptane, and sulfuric acid , all of which are extremely volatile substances, some
potentiaily deadly. Inthe event of a derailment can the hundreds of peopie living
along the rail lines be evacuated quickly? Do our local fire departments have the
necessary equipment, knowledge, and training to deal with such a situation?
Where will the man power come from should this happen during the day when
most of our volunteers fire personnel are at work? |s there even an evacuation
plan in place, which by the way s a federal mandate.
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Ladies and gentlernen | would like to state clearly thal the New York State Public
Service Commission’s decision of April 18, 2013 clearly states there will be no jobs
created by this project, no new conventional generation facilities will be built as a
direct consequence of the decision, the use of eminent domain {aka /deviation
Zone) will be used to take NYS residents homes far foreign profit and there will
be no savings to the consumer, as these savings will be captured by the applicants
and their financial backers and/or users of the Facility. No environmental Impact
Statemant study was done for the land instaliztion for Rockland County. How do
we recoup the lost tax revenue for the devaluation of our properties, should the
CHPE transmission line in fact be built?

| believe that it is imperative the Presidential permit not be granted for the above
listed reasons and | encourage the Department of Energy to withhold this permit.
Please keep in mind we do not need this extension cord from Canada. |
encourage you to deny this presidential permit for the CHPE project, indefinitely.

In closing | would like to say that we must be mindful of what precedents will be
set if this project proceeds and more importantly what the effects on us will be.
What kind of a legacy are we leaving future generations? Please understand once
the damage is done to our environment there will be no turning back. Our
homes, our majestic Hudson River and our communities will be forever and

irreparably changed.

3

Loaatiaee el

Rebecca §. Casscles
69 Begch Road
Stany Point, NY 10980

“JUST SAY NO COMMITTEE"

U.S. Department of Energy
P-341

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

December 14, 2013

Mr. Jun Yan

USACE Project Manager, Easlern
Regulatory Branch New York District
. 8 Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937

New York, New York L0278

He: Champlain Hudson Power Fipress

Dear Mr, Mills:

The Ba-Mar Community Organization is greatly concerned with this project. The CSX
Reailway is only a good stone's throw away so this project is very close to where we live and
will have a great impact on us, The Ba-Mar Manufactured Community to date has
received no ostreach from Champlain Hudson River Express, Inc., New York State, or
New York City, apparentty the oaly beneficiary of this power line. No correspondence in
English or Spanish has been received vet as Ba-Mar has o significani Spanish speaking
population, whose fivst linguage is Spanish.

Our community was hit hard by Horricane Sandy just over s year ago which hag lefy us
with & lot of uncertainty. Now we learn we have more uncertainty placed upon us. This
time it come in the form of 2 man made storm.

The high voltage power line that is set to be placed so close to us is extremely troublesome
to ug and hopefully all of Stony Point and Rocldand County, if not all, along its path.
Currently Ba-Mar property may have little impact, as one map shows, hot there is no
guarantee here. The path may change, As it stands now, the line will disrupi the Steny
Point Battlefield, & Stare Historic Site, the Historic Waldron Cemetery and a nember of
homes here in Stony Peint where gond decent people live. Let it be said now, people are no
better than second on the protection fine. The Sturgeon of Haverstraw Bay come first,
which is why the line comes out of the Hudson into the hattlefield and mans along the CSX
fine right of way and also will run through Stony Point's wetlands, None of this sounds
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very good for Srony Point families, the Battdefiald, the Waldron Cemetery, onr wildlife and
our enviranment, Along with the real pessibility of the line that already traverses the

tracks could end vp on the east side of the trachs to disrupt Ba-Mar causing great visk to its
residenls,

Therefore, the Ba-Mar Community Organtzation most soundly. loudly and eleacly call for
an end o this project. 1M there Is no way to stop it, then pui it in the river.

Ba-Dlar Sa¥s. ..o People over Sturgeons.

Timothy P. Waldren,

\:/JUL.;.,-M-,_ lj/’; L’L)I{{ffl-/"»'r LT

Chairpemn: Ba-Mar Community Orvpanization
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301-01: DOE extended the Draft EIS comment period by an
additional 30 days through January 15, 2014. All comments
received are addressed in the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3).

301-02: The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job
creation, electricity cost savings, and increased tax receipts and
revenue. The Applicant would pay fees to New York State
agencies and municipalities for use of public lands and taxes to
local municipalities on the project facilities that are taxable as
real property. Property owners would receive just compensation
for use of a portion of their property for the transmission line
ROW. It is anticipated that easements negotiated with private
landowners would be bilateral easements in which the Applicant
and landowner mutually agree to the easement provisions.
However, the NYSPSC has authorized the use of eminent
domain for the Applicant to obtain limited easements or leases
for the transmission line ROW in areas outside of the roadway
and railroad ROWs if negotiations with private landowners are
not successful (see EIS Section 2.4.4).

301-03: DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the
public about the availability of the Draft EIS and the planned
public hearings (see response to Comment 109-02). No special
accommodation requests were submitted in advance of the
hearings.

U.S. Department of Energy
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301-04: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line
terminates at the Rainey Substation. There have been no
changes to the proposed CHPE Project, including no proposal to
terminate the transmission line at the Ravenswood Generating
Station.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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302-01: DOE extended the Draft EIS comment period by an
additional 30 days through January 15, 2014. All comments
received are addressed in the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3).

The email chain included in Comment 302 is the same as
Comment 809. See responses to Comments 809-01 through
809-06.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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and other stake holders to hire experts to review and respond
adequately to the "Draft EIS Comments™ to both the DOE and USACE.

The wenue for the Hearings in both Stony Polnt and Queens were not the

The Hearing in Stony Point, would have been better held in the local
Middle School, more seating and better parking.

Public Notice in Rockland County was not adequate. For example, when
the Stony Polint Center, was called they could not confirm the Hearing
on Monday Nowv 18, 2013, was for the Champlain Hudson Power Express, DOE
earing.

Apparently the Hearing Notice distribution within Rockland County was
inconsistent, some received a simple sheet of paper with a sticker,
easily lost in the general bulk mail.

There was no outreach and translated information for our Hispanic
population.

Stony Point was promised by CHPE that they would not go through the
Waldron Revolutionary and War of 1812 Cemetery, the maps in the DEIS
show differently. There are many contradictory installations 1ssues,
that require due diligence.

I sent a reguest to the New York 5tate Public Serwvice Commission,
regarding the new trajectory of the CHPE project. (see attached)

We are respectively requesting the extension based on the above reasons.

Susan Filgueras

B45 -425-3229

Committee,

I R A A N A e I R U

Just Say NO!, to the Champlain Hudson Power Express

most approprlate. The Hearing in Queens was not within the impacted community.

U.S. Department of Energy
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87 Mott Farm Rd

Tomkins Cowe, NY 18986

U.S. Department of Energy
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Comment 303

COMAMITTEES: -7
83 VIGTING, CRIME AN SORRECTIONS PHE SHNATE Ele Eof-"n‘o,l olf DISTRICT GFFICE;
I L IELECOMBUHMCATTON S A, i SO M
NERACEYRICTORE AN CAPTAL INVESTRENT STATE OF NEWYORK ﬂé}rgy Re a;’;?g o IAEAI
INSURANCE
ENYESTIGATILN S AR L GUVERNIENT OPERATIONS D‘AVID CARLUCC[ y H:“ Il{n-:‘;t;;IES&

LS E
RULES SENATOR, 38TH DISTRICT CARLTICEIAMSETRAT OO
TRAMSPORTATION
VETERAM AFFAIS & HOMELAND SECURITY

December 3, 2013

Brian Mills

Senior Planning Advisor

Office of Electricity Delivery and Encrgy Reliability (OE-20)
U.5. Departinent of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW.

Washington, DO 20585

Drear Mr. Mills:

1 am writing in reference to the public commenting period of the Presidentinl Permit Application
Draft Eovironmental Impact Statement for the Champlain Hudson Power Bxpress,

This project stands to have an enormous impact on the County of Reckland, and, in particular, the
Town of Stony Point, NY, where the power line emerges from the Hudson River. Citizens have
expressed concerns that they have not had enough time to thoroughly review the hundreds of pages
of case documents to develop adequate responses. [ believe the citizens of New Yotk State would be
well served by an extension Lo the public commenting period lur the Drafl Envieonmental Tmpact
Statement, which is part of the Presidential Pormit Application for the Champlain Hudson Power
Express project.

Therefore, 1 respectfully request that the Department of Lnergy consider extending the public 303_01 DOE extended the Draft EIS comment periOd by an
y } 303-01  additional 30 days through January 15, 2014. All comments

comment perind by 180 days. This 180 day extension would goarantee that the public has adequate

time o analyze and respond to thousands of pages of information that is contained in the Draft received are addressed in the Final EIS (See EIS Section 173)
Envirenmental Impact Statement. Flease contact my office if you have guestions or are in need -:-f
further inlormation. Thank you lor your altention Lo this maller.

Sinceraly,

7

Senalor David Carlucer
38th Senate District

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 304

US Dapartment of Energy

COMMITTE
CORPOGATI
[1se

CRITIES:

SR Bt
FINA

THE SENATE Electricity Delive ry and, "

STATE OF MEW YORK El’mrgy R ellabllity "*‘:‘-::::’-ﬁ
TRAEPORTATION

METERANE, HOMELARD SECURITY
& WL ITARY AFFATES

PR ATIRF S
LARE N NS
OFR AD

HT TR ARKIN HYSEH

December 9, 2013

Brian Mills

Senior Planning Advisor

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-200)
LS. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW.

Washington, DT 20585

Dear Mr, Mills:

I am writing in refereace to the public commenting period of the Presidential Permit Application
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Champlain Hudson Power Express,

I respectfully request that the Department of Energy consider extending the public comment
period by 180 days. This 180 day extension will ensure that the public has a fair amount of time 304-01  304-01: See response to Comment 303-01.

to review and respond to the 5,000 pages of draft-DEIS documentation.

Flease feel free to contact my office if you have any questions or need any other information
pertaining to this project. Thank you for your careful attention and consideration to this matter.

tiliam J. LAr]
Member offSenate

WIL:mf

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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305-01: See response to Comment 810-08 for discussion
addressing potential impacts on Stony Point.

305-02: The proposed CHPE Project location and boundaries
have changed numerous times since the Applicant first applied
for the Presidential permit in 2010 as a result of negotiations
through the NYSPSC Avrticle VII process that culminated with
the issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate issued in April 2013.
The maps currently in the Draft EIS represent the most up-to-
date project route for the CHPE project. See response to
Comment 121-03 regarding the siting of the transmission line at
Waldron Cemetery and the Stony Point Battlefield Historic Site.

305-03: The proposed CHPE Project would not be expected to
preclude redevelopment of Stony Point as stated in Section
6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS. The transmission line for the proposed
CHPE Project would be sited in or along the edge of an existing
railroad ROW. Impacts as a result of this project would be
negligible and temporary because they would be related to short-
term trenching and construction of the transmission line.
Impacts also would be site-specific and would not interfere with
efforts to rebuild Stony Point.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-357

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

305-04: A variety of routing options have been explored as a
result of planning associated with the proposed CHPE Project as
discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the EIS. The proposed route is one
that has been cooperatively worked and agreed on by more than
30 different stakeholder groups and government agencies. The
current project location and route are the most practical for the
proposed CHPE Project.

305-05: See response to Comment 303-01.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 306

THE ASSEMBLY
STATE OF NEW YORK
OOMMITTEES

ALBANMY Codes
Enviranmentzd Coraerabion

G nial By
ducizdmry

A RN,

Adminizralive Fegulabions
Fiieie Uommassicn

KEMMETH F. ZERROWSKE
manerblyman 55 Dlgirka

Ancklare County

January 13, 2014

Mr. Brian Mills

Office of Bleciricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (O11-20)
U8, Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Averme 8W

Washingion, D.C, 20585

Dear Mr, Miils:

1 am writing to express my concems with the proposed EI8 draft of the Champlain
Hudson Power Express Project.

As a Stale Representative for Reckland County where the propused proje.ct will fravel
underneath, | am concerned with the impact it will have on residents, businesses and two
state parks, Rockland Lake State Park and Hook Mountain State l"ark,lThe Eropmod path
of fhe transmission line travels throughout my district and could negalively impact the
inteerity of lhe land.

I sddition to the environmental voncems, the proposed project will transport 1‘1000
megawatts of energy from Canada o New York City for consumption. Our repional
energy plan would best be served by locul energy pmd!.lct_mn. The State should
concentrate major energy infrastructure investments within l‘flew York_ Statlc und _the
Hudson Valley region. There are several older power plunts in the region, including )
Dowline in Haverstraw, which could benefit from investments ‘]}“L improve Pmduculon
efficicney. The proposed plan offers 300 temporary jobrs over a3 ¥ year period a5 \.flllmcre
{he re-tooling of the Bowline power plunt could lead to mere permanent jobs that wi
strengthen the Hudson Valley’s econotny and local tax base.

Thank vou in advanee for your consideration uf my concerns uves he Chaplain H;ic'lsm
Power i:xpress project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact my office.

Sinversly,

s

Kenneth P. Zebrowski
Meabar of Assembly

i i i v = 5 B-a55TE5, FAR: B1B-450-5081
2 - Aty Office Buiting, Albsmy, Hew ok 12248 5 o
JL“NASFFOEE'CR;:; Sfﬁl:& S, 2+ Fionn Hews Gy, Mew vork 10955 » BAE-E34-47E1, FAR: BS54 1091
pe zabrowakikBamambhy e e

Lalioe

Liararis & Ediscation Techinobgy

— 306-01

- 306-02

306-01: The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job
creation, electricity cost savings, and increased tax receipts and
revenue. Spending associated with construction (e.g., purchase
of building materials, construction workers’ wages, and
purchases of goods and services) would temporarily increase tax
receipts and revenue, and the Applicant would pay fees to New
York State agencies and municipalities for use of public lands
and taxes to local municipalities on the project facilities that are
taxable as real property. The Applicant would use HDD
techniques to install the transmission line without disturbing the
surface in Rockland Lake State Park and Hook Mountain State
Park, thus maintaining the visual integrity of the land (see
Section 5.3.11 of the EIS).

306-02: Local power generation is not within the scope of this
EIS.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Comment 401

P
)
E An%hﬂhﬂm

HEW YONIK STATE

New York State Office of Parks, Commsinel
Recreation and Historic Preservation

Division for Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 188, Waterford, New York 12188-0185
518-237-8643 December 13, 2013

Mr, Brian Mills

Permitting, Siting, and Analysis, OE-20

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Rellability
1.5, Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Re: CORPS PERMITS, DEC, OGS, PSC, OGS, PSC (DOE/ EIS-0447)
Draft — Champlain Hudson Power Express Transmission Ling Project Ervironmenial Impact
Statzment, Volume I: Impact Analyses
QOPROO1ID

Dear Mr, Mills:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the State Histovic Preservation Office (SHPQ), We have reviewed
the submitted document Drafl — Chomplain Hudson Fower Express Transmission Line Prafect Emdronmental
Impect Statement, Volume I impact Anolyses received by our ofTice October 25, 2013 in accordence with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservalion Act of 1966, as emended, and its implementing regulations
36 CFR Part 800 — Protection of Historic Properties,

It is the understanding of our office that ground-disturbing netivities associated with the installation of the
transmission cables could result in edvarse effects on historic properties in the proposed CHPE Project arca of

potential effect (APE). Geographic Information System ((15) analysis indicates that there are 51 terrestrial - - - i H H H
archacological sies, 2 temrestlal sites that extend info Lake Champlain, {1 underwalsr siss, 36 National 40101 401-01: Sections S.8.10 and 2.6.10 of the EIS identify this
Register of Historic Places (NRIIP)-listed or -eligible erchitectural properties, and 2 historlc cemeteries in the |nf0rmat|0n_

APE,

Ciround-disturbing activilies associated with construction could damage archaeclogical features and would . - . R R
disturb the context of actifucts of tervestrial archacological sites, underwater sitcs, and historic cemeteics. In 401-02 401-02: Sections S.8.10 and 2.6.10 of the EIS identify this
the case of terrestrial and underwater archacclogical sites that are listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP, this information

could constitute an adverse effect under 36 CFR 800.5(s)(1) and, therefore, require mitigation of adverse
effzcts, Because the transmission Iine would be underground or underwater and would avoid any standing
structures, the adverse effeets from construction on the NRHP-listed and  -eligible architectural properties In
the APE would be limited to exposure to temnporary noise, dust, and vibrations and short-term visual effects
from the proximity of construction activities and equipment. The effects would not be considered adverse and
therefore not require mitigation. Horizontal Directional Dritiing (HDD) weuld be used to install the
tranzmission line under Stony Paint Baltlefield Historic Park.

An Equal Opportunity/Affinmative Acion Agency o uimaunruq“d'nur WYL MY EPArks.com

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Mr. Brian Mills
December 13, 2013
DOPRO3Y1G

Page 2

As specified in the conditions of the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project (“Certificate
Conditions™), Part Q, Conditions 107-112, the Applicant shal] develop a Cultural Resources Management Plan
{CRMP) that would include an outline of “the processes for resolving adverse effects on historic properties
within the APE and determining the appropriate trealment, avoidance, or mitigation of any effects of the
[CHPE Project] on these resources,” Proposed and approved measures would be implemented to mitigate the
CHPE Project’s adverse eZfects on known terrestrial and underwater archazological sites found Lo extend into
the APE. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures might include minor rerouting to avoid the sites,
Phase III data recoveries of ferrestiial and underwater archasological sites that are listed or eligible for listing
in the NRHP and cannot be aveided, and documentation following Section 106 of the NHPA for NRHP-listed
or -eligible architectural properties that cannot be avoided by project activities.

Avoiding knowa underwater sites or anomalies would avoid petential damage to the integrity of the site.
Development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.14(b) is underway and
additional formal surveys and evaluations must be conducted befire it can be fully determined in dstail what
cultural resources require mitigation measures under Section 106 of the NHPA, Measures identified at this
time, including development of & CRMP by the Applicant and addressing unanticipated cueltural resources
discoveries, are discussed in detail in Appendix G of the DEIS,

The operation of the proposed CHPE Project would have no effects on terresirial and underwater
archaeological sites in the APE. Beeause the proposed CHPE Project’ would involve an underground
transmission line, operations would have no adverse effects on 33 of the 36 architectural properties in the APE.
The operation of the proposed cooling station at MP 112 could have noise and visual impacts on the McMore
Residence (National Register Eligible [NRE] 15) and the Main Street Historic Bridge (National Register Listed
[MRL] 19},

Operation of the proposed cooling station at MP 296 could have noise and visual impacis on Stony Point

Battlefield Historic Park, Depending on the exact location of the cooling station, these impacts could constitute
an adverse effect under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and, therefore, require mitigation implemented by the Applicant fo
‘avoid or minimize effects, such as using archilectural lreatments and maintaining and planting vegetative
buffers in and around the cooling stations as part of cooling station design. Consultation regarding measures to
aveid or mitigate adverse effects is ongoing through the Section 106 process. Vegetation maintenance
activities and emergency repairs, if necessary, would occur in areas previously disturbed by constructicn of the
transmission line and, in some cases, in areas purpesefully selected Lo avoid cultural resources sites; therefore,
effects would not be expected from such activities,

Dug to the scope of the proposed undertaking and. potential effects W significant historic properties, our office
looks forward to continued consultation with your agency on the proposed undertaking, Should you have any
guestions, please feel free to contact me directly at (518) 237-8643, Extension 3288 or via electronic mail at
brian. vates@parks.ny.pov. If further correspondence is required regarding this project, please be sure to refer
to the OPRHP Project Review (PR) number 09PR03910.

Sin%ffﬁﬁr

Wm, Brian Y
Historic Preservation Specialist

ce: Mr. Rob Quiggle, HDR, Inc,

—401-03

401-03: Comment noted. The Applicant continues to
coordinate with the New York SHPO regarding installation of
the proposed cooling station at MP 296 to determine measures

that would reduce or eliminate potential impacts.

U.S. Department of Energy
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402-01: Comment noted.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 403

January 15,2014

Mr. Brian Mills

Senior Planning Advisor

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW.

Washington, DC 20585

RE: DOS/EIS-0447
Dear Mr. Mills:

The signatories to this letter are parties to the February 24, 2012 Joint Proposal of
Settlement (the “JP”) filed in Case 10-T-0139 before the New York Public Service Commission
(“PSC™), and adopted without significant alteration by the PSC in its Order issuing a Certificate
of Environmental Compatibility of and Public Need for the Champlain Hudson Power Express
Project (the “Facility™) on April 18, 2013 (the “Certificate Order™). We note that the above-
referenced draft environmental impact statement for the Facility (the “DEIS™) focuses on the
analysis of two alternatives: a “no action™ alternative and the Facility as understood, assumed,
and recommended for approval by the JP.

We write to advise you that the JP parties concur with the decision to analyze these |
alternatives and that we consider the DEIS’s analysis of environmental impacts attributable to
the Facility to be fully consistent with and confirmatory of the conclusions set forth in both the
JP and the Certificate Order. In particular, we believe that the DEIS fully supports the JP's
statement that “the Facility, located and configured as provided in this Joint Proposal, represents
the minimum adverse environmental impact considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives and other pertinent considerations.” (JP Y 24).

In conclusion, we urge your agency, as well as all federal agencies involved in reviewing

- 403-01

the Facility proceed to finalize the relevant approvals so that this important project can go
forward.

Very truly yours,

New York State Department of Public Service
New York State Adirondack Park Agency
City of New York

SIGNATURE PAGES TO FOLLOW

TTEEN05.1

403-01: Comment noted.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Re: DOS/EIS-0447

New York State Adirondack Park Agency

“‘Zr/uu% /ﬁf:;m Leyos
Temry M {ino, Lxecutive Director

January 135, 2014

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Re: DOS/EIS-0447

City of New York
5
8. Jay Goodman, Eaq.
Couch White, LLP
Counsel for the City of New York

Tanuary 15,2014

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 501

REMARKS OF
THOMAS J. BASILE
COUNCILMAN-ELECT TOWN OF STONY POINT, NEW YORK
TO
DOE/ACE CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS HEARING
NOVEMBER 18, 2013

Good evening.

In my time at the EPA, the Defense Department and in private business |
have had occasion to work with both the DOE and the Army Corps and I've
always appreciated your professionalism — and | appreciate your presence
here tonight.

The issue of increasing energy supply and providing for our state and
nation’s energy future has been long debated in government, among
private sector interests and activists.

At a time when our nation is still struggling to create jobs and modernize its
aging electrical infrastructure to meet higher demand, it is unfortunate that
as a state and as a nation that we have taken the nonsensical position of
attempting to accomplish both of those goals while throwing up roadblocks
to generating additional domestic sources of energy.

The best way to create jobs in this town, in this state and in this country is
to produce energy HERE — and in so doing NOT the undercut economic
development potential of this region.

That being said, it is clear from cross border discussions that have been
held over a number of years, that both the State of New York and the
Obama Administration are in favor of increasing the flow of hydroelectric
power from Canada into the United States and into New York state.

If the Federal Government is going to back this project — know that the
Town of Stony Point will fight in the courts and in the court of public opinion
to prevent this cable and the others that would likely follow it, from coming
on shore here in our historic town.

501-01

501-01: Comment noted.

U.S. Department of Energy
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If CHPE is to proceed it should be routed through the Hudson River bed
where it is currently slated to run for hundreds of miles bypassing every

other town on its way to New York City.
-501-02
There is no conclusive or convincing evidence that the cable will adversely
impact the river's ecosystem adjacent to HERE in Stony Point as opposed
to anywhere else.

And were there some evidence — Let me tell you - I've always been of the
option that the needs of PEOPLE be considered a higher purpose and
priority that those of FISH.

This is not about NIMBYism. This is not about opposing progress and this
is not political in any way. It's about the lives of the people of this Town
and the economic future.

The residents of historic Stony Point would be dealt a grave injustice
should CHPE be allowed to come on land here.

The cable is slated to come on land just north of the Stony Point Battlefield
State Historic Site and Revolutionary War Cemetery and redirect back out
into the river further south in Rockland.

Details about the route have been sketchy and according to documents
provided no environmental impact testing has been done in the town.

}501-03
}501-04

| understand that the Administration purports to have a desire to increase
the supply of clean energy to our state, particularly to New York City.
However, the proposed project would clearly provide no public benefit to
the people of Stony Paint, while causing enormous, irreparable economic
harm to our community.

Stony Point residents will be particularly hit hard due to what appears to be
an arbitrary and fundamentally unfair route for the cable through our
community.

According to the most recent route maps, the land-based route through
Stony Point will require CHPE to pursue eminent domain or condemnation }501'05

501-02: The Haverstraw Bay alignment, under which the
transmission line would have continued in the Hudson River
through Haverstraw Bay rather than transition to land at Stony
Point and continue to Clarkstown, was initially proposed by the
Applicant in its 2010 amended Presidential permit application, but
was not included in the Joint Proposal or in the NYSPSC
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project (see response to
Comment 105-02). Therefore, this previously proposed component
is not part of the proposed CHPE Project route as approved in the
NYSPSC Certificate, and was not analyzed in the EIS. There could
be impacts resulting from installation of the proposed CHPE
Project outside of Haverstraw Bay, which the transmission line
would bypass on land. Some of these non-significant impacts
would include localized disruptions to river traffic, short-term
decreased water quality, and sediment disturbance. There is also
potential for non-significant effects on individual aquatic species,
including federally listed and state-listed species, which could
result from habitat degradation/loss and exposure to noise/vibration
and hazardous materials.

501-03: According to the NYSPSC Certificate, the Applicant
would develop more detailed route plans that take into account site-
specific factors such as utility locations. DOE has relied on route
mapping prepared in support of the NYSPSC Atrticle VI process to
prepare this EIS (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS). DOE believes the
maps and plans provided during the project development stage
provide a suitable level of information to allow appropriate
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed CHPE Project.

501-04: The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job
creation, electricity cost savings (see response to Comment 133-
09), and increased tax receipts and revenue. Spending associated
with construction (e.g., purchase of building materials, construction
workers’ wages, and purchases of goods and services) would
temporarily increase tax receipts and retail revenues, and the
Applicant would pay fees to New York State agencies and
municipalities for use of public lands and taxes to local
municipalities for the project facilities that are taxable as real

property.
501-05: See response to Comment 105-04.

U.S. Department of Energy
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501-05

proceedings against homeowners and other private and commercial
entities in the town to accommodate a 50 foot Deviation Zone for the cable.

Further, the State’s own Public Service Commission’s findings of April,
2013 confirm that this project will not generate savings to New York's
electricity consumers. They have concluded any savings from the project
and its current routing plan would be realized by corporate interests, not
ratepayers.

~501-086

The number of jobs that would be created by this project has been hotly
debated, continues to be questioned and is by no means settled
considering CHPE's own reports that indicate any jobs would be highly
specialized and therefore may be imported.

- 501-07

What is clear, is that the number of jobs created by this project IF ANY,
would have the effect of killing, by my calculations, nearly 1000 local jobs
particularly in the construction trades but also in engineering, retail and
facility management.

The Town of Stony Point is currently advancing an economic development
program and Sandy Recovery strategy that will revitalize our community,
drive hundreds of millions of dollars in capital investment, and generate
millions in tax revenue to help make this town sustainable and affordable
for the future.

The program as- | view it -has its foundations in the creation of a thriving
waterfront district on previously underutilized prime Hudson River
waterfront property and the redevelopment of a major industrial site on the
southern end of the town.

Let me be very clear — should CHPE be allowed to come on land, not only
will dozens of residential properties be adversely impacted, and the
property value of hundreds of homes decrease costing residents millions in
personal wealth - both the aforementioned commercial projects and
ancillary economic development derived from them may not be possible.

501-08

501-06: The goal of the proposed CHPE Project is to provide
1,000 megawatts (MW) of electricity to the New York City
markets and to improve the stability of the electrical grid serving
New York City. According to modeling conducted by the
NYSDPS, ratepayer benefits would average approximately $405
million to $720 million per year.

501-07: As identified in Section 5.1.18 of the EIS, the proposed
CHPE Project would call on specialized workers for direct and
indirect jobs; however, most jobs would be direct, non-specialized,
temporary jobs during the construction phase of the project, which
is estimated to take approximately 4 years. The number of jobs
needed for construction would vary based on the part of the
transmission line being constructed, with the average number of
direct jobs being 300 at a time. Direct construction jobs could peak
at as much as 420 during some portions of construction. There
would also be indirect jobs generated throughout New York as a
result of the proposed CHPE project. The indirect jobs associated
with this project would include persons providing vegetation
maintenance services and utility contractors for potential
emergency repairs. As many as five permanent jobs per segment
(as many as 21 in the New York City Metropolitan Area Segment)
would be created as a result of this project as well. These jobs
would be primarily administrative in nature and would be required
for the commercial operation of the transmission line. Because the
total number of jobs that would be generated from this project is
not expected to be significant, the existing workforces within the
Lake Champlain, Hudson River, Overland and New York City
Metropolitan Area Segments would be adequate to meet the
demands.

501-08: The terrestrial portion of the transmission line would be
underground and not visible along the perimeter of properties;
therefore, its presence would not generally result in a negative
impact on private property values. Easement payments to
landowners would compensate landowners for any access or use
restrictions placed on private properties and would offset any
potential impacts on property values. The Applicant would also
pay for any land restoration costs associated with construction and
any emergency repairs that might be required. See Section 5.3.18
of the EIS for the discussion of property values within the
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment.
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The route and deviation zone will scar the landscape of this town through 7]
its most vital areas leaving a trail of human and economic wreckage in its
wake.

- 501-09

In short, the economic impact on businesses, residents and the
municipality will be enormous and clearly does not out way any public
benefit from the cable coming on land in our historic town. N

~501-10

Significant State and Federal legal questions also remain, for instance,
whether CSX Railroad can offer CHPE a facility right of way even though
the land-based installation will require the use of eminent domain and
whether condemnation is in this case is in keeping with state and federal
case law on the subject.

= 501-11

Take this message back to General Bostick and Secretary Moniz — Do not
underestimate the amount of opposition to this cable being brought on land
in Stony Paint and Rockland County.

You want your cross-border hydro power — put the cable in the river where
it belongs. Do not underestimate our willingness or ability to fight this
proposed route in the courts and in the court of public opinion.

It will not be difficult both here in New York and in Canada for this issue to
become the poster child — and we have a lot of them lately — of the heavy
hand of government advancing its goals at all costs without regard to the
economic and personal damage done to its people.

Jobs will be lost. Personal wealth will be lost. Economic development will
be stifled here and the damage will be irreparable. We will not permit this
discrimination. We will not permit this injustice to be perpetrated on the
people of this historic town.

501-12

Thank you.

501-09: Construction of the proposed CHPE Project within the
Hudson River Segment would result in short-term impacts on
visual and aesthetic resources from the presence of construction
equipment and activities along the project route. As described in
Section 2.4.3 of the EIS, the Applicant would use HDD techniques
to avoid disrupting the surface features of the landscape, where
necessary. For more information on the visual impacts of the
proposed CHPE Project, see EIS Section 5.3.11.

501-10: See response to Comment 501-04.

501-11: Agreements between CSX and the Applicant are subject
to any applicable Federal and state regulations. As discussed in
EIS Section 5.2.1, the siting of the transmission line in the State of
New York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within
the purview of the NYSPSC under Article VI of the New York
State Public Service Law. The NYSPSC has authorized the
Applicant the right to use eminent domain for this project, if
required.

501-12: The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job
creation, electricity cost savings, and increased tax receipts and
revenue. Spending associated with construction (e.g., purchase of
building materials, construction workers’ wages, and purchases of
goods and services) would temporarily increase tax receipts and
revenue, and the Applicant would pay fees to New York State
agencies and municipalities for use of public lands and taxes to
local municipalities on the transmission system facilities that are
taxable as real property. See response to Comment 501-07 for jobs
created as a result of this project.
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Comment 502

From: Legislator Ed Day {mailto:leqislatorday@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 14, 2013 12:16 PM

To: Mills, Brian; jun.yanfusace.army.mil
Subject: CHAMPLAIN POWER EXPRESS PROPDSED PROIECT - DEIS COMMENT PERICD

Dear Mr. Mills:

With respect to the above subject, you are no doubt understanding of the
enarmous impact that this project will have on the North Rockland
community and beyond. As witness to that are the volume of commenis
and information you have received to date, all of which offer genuine
concern to this cbservation.

Key to ensuring a comprehensive and proper DEIS is thaf these concerns
are heard and heeded. Many in the community have only recently learned
of many of the details and it is imperative that they are part of the process.

To that end, | respectfully request you consider extending the public }502.01 502-01: See response to Comment 303-01

comment period by 180 days. | believe that is a reascnable request that
maximizes that key issue | mention - that ali the people and businesses
affected by this project are a complete part of this process. It also will allow
for the community to fully assess, analyze, and respond to the thousands of
pages of documents that are submitted as part of the DEIS process.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,
Ed

Edwin J. Day

Rockland County Legislature
Raockland County Executive-Elect
www. edday.us

Follow the latest happenings In Rockland County on Facebook:

wvvr.facebook.cam/edwin.j.dayl - And ... make sure you "Like™ us!

U.S. Department of Energy
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503-01: Comment noted.

503-02: Production of energy within the United States is not
within the scope of this EIS. The purpose of this EIS is to analyze
impacts on New York State, and local municipalities, including the
Towns of Haverstraw and Stony Point, as a result of the proposed
CHPE Project.

503-03: The upgrading of existing utility lines and production of
locally generated power for Rockland County is not within the
scope of this EIS.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 504

-—--—-Original Message-—-

From: Douglas Jobson [mailto:JobsonD@ co.rockland.ny.us]

Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 4:58 PM

To: Mills, Brian

Subject: CHPE Draft EIS" Comments/Public Notice NAN-2005-01088-EYA

CHPE Draft EIS" Comments / Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

To: Brian Mills, Senior Planning Advisor
Department of Energy
Office of Electricity Deliverability and Energy Reliability

E-mail: Brian.Mills @hg.doe.gov

As the Rockland County Legislator representing District 1, which includes Stony Point, N.Y., | co-
sponsored the attached Rockland County Resolution, dated June 19, 2012, opposing the Champlain

Hudson Power Express, which soundly states Rockland County’s opposition to this project. The 504-01 _ -

resolution enumerates the numerous reasons why this proposed project is of particular concern to my 504 01 Comment nOted'
constituents. The communities affected in North Rockland seek to have the opportunity to address their

concerns at further public hearings and to obtain more information.

I thank you in advance for giving this your most careful consideration.

Very truly yours,

DOUGLAS J. JOBSON
Rockland County Legislator, District 1

This email, including attachments, may include confidential and/or proprietary information. If the reader
of this email is not the intended recipient or his or her authorized agent, the reader is hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this email is prohibited. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender by replying to this message and deleting this email immediately.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Introduced by: Referral No. 1021
How, Jay Hood, Jr., Sponsor June 19, 2012

Hon, Douglas ), Jobsoen, Sponsor

Hon, Edwin 1. Day, Sponsor

Hon. lan 8. Schoenberger, Co-Sponser
Hen. Aney Paul, Co-Spansor

Hon. Frank Sparaca, Co-Sponsor

Ton, Philip Soskin, Co-Sponsor

RESOLUTION NO. 314 OF 2012 .
OFFOSING THE PROPOSED CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS INC.,
TRANSMISSION LINE IN ROCKLAND COUNTY

HOOD, JR/CAREY, DAY, EARL, JOBSON, PAUL, SOSKIN, SPARACO, WIEDER:
MLV, )

WIFREAS, New York Public Service Cnmmission recently held a hesring on the
request (o build a 1,000 mepawall Champlain Hudsun Power Express transmission line, which
line would come from upstate New York come out of the Hudson River in Stony Poim, run
underground along CSX rail right-of-way to West Haverstraw and then through Rockland Lake
Stare 'ark before heading back to the Hudson, and

WHEREAS, the residents of Rockland county believe that the Public Hearing held w0 |

date on the proposal was not timely noticed to the people, nor was a compiste study done of the
potential impact of this Lling in the [udson River and routed through Rockland County, 83 to the
enviromment, and .

WHEREAS, additionally this project weuld produce an extreme ecological impact on the |

unigque environment of the Hudson River and will negatively affect the current flora and fiuna
that are dependent on the Hudson River; and

WHEREAS, the laying of submarine cebles prescnty & number of cnvitonmental

problems, including stirring up industrial chemicals resiing on the bottom of the River and cause

disturhance to the fish habitats and endangered species in the Hudson River, and .

WHEREAS, the Legislaiure calls upon the Governor of the State of New York to rnake_

certain that al] affected commmnitics have an opportunity to have public eomment; and

WHEREAS, additional hearings with Rocklund County should be conducted with more-
information on the project, and

- 504-02

~504-03

L 504-04

|- 504-05

504-02: DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public
about the planned public hearings (see response to Comment 109-
02). See response to Comment 703-07 for more information
regarding notifications of public hearings.

Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the potential
environmental impacts associated with installing and operating the
proposed buried transmission line in the Hudson River and
Rockland County.

504-03: Potential environmental impacts on aquatic and terrestrial
habitats and species, including threatened and endangered species,
are discussed in Sections 5.3.4, 5.3.5, 5.3.6, and 5.3.7 of the EIS.

504-04: Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.15 of the EIS provide analyses of
the potential impacts of disturbing contaminated sediments during
installation activities, and Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the EIS
discusses the potential impacts of sediment disturbance on aquatic
habitats and species, including threatened and endangered species.

504-05: DOE provided a 45-day public review period for the Draft
EIS starting November 1, 2013, which was extended for an
additional 30 days and ended on January 15, 2014. Verbal
comments could be provided at any of four public hearings for the
Draft EIS. Written comments could be submitted through the
CHPE EIS Web site or via mail, email, or fax. DOE conducted
four public hearings for the Draft EIS, including one in Stony
Point, New York on November 18, 2013. Other public hearing
locations were Queens, Albany, and Plattsburgh in New York.
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WHERIEAS, from an economic perspective, purchasing energy from outside New York
State does not make sense for the state’s as well as the national balance of payments; and

WHEREAS, aliowing this power line to adversely aifect the North Rockland Community
and boyond is an insult to that community when there are presently two properties which are
options to generate more electricity. The former Lovett and Bowline properties are available for
developing new and more efficient plants which will ¢reate jobs and stabilize the local tax base
which has heen destroyed hy the aging plants, and

WHEREAS, it is incumbent upon the Public Service Commission & encourage local
gengration of electricity on available propertiss instead for allowing a disruptive and damaging
power line to import Canadian clectricity; and i

WHEREAS, it i3 likewise incombent upon the Public Service Commission to conduct
atiother hearing so that sufficient notice to the public can be given and Roclkland residents have
an opportunity to voice their many concerns and absent more information from the Public

- 504-06

- 504-07

Service Comrnission and further comment perind, the County opposes this project; and h
WHEREAS, the Planning and Public Works Committec has mct, considercd and by &
unanimous vote, approved this resolution; now therefore be it

RESOLYED, That the Legislature of Rockland County hercby oppuses the proposcd
Champlain Hudson Power Express Ing,, transmission ling in Rockland County and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Legislature calls upon the Governor of the State of New York to
make certain that ali affected communities have an opportunity W have public comment; and be
it further .

RESOLVED, that the Clerk to the Legislature be and he is hercby autherized and
directed to send a certified copy of this resolufion to Hon. Andrew M. Cuome, Governor of tie
State of New York; Joe Martens, Commissioner of the Mew York State Depertment of
Envirenmental Conservation; Willlam Janeway, Regional Director of the NWew York Sate
Depurtmen. of Environmenlal Conservation Region 3; Garry A, Brown, Chairman of the New
Yorl State Public Service Commmission; Hon. David Carlucci, Member of the NMew York Stats
Senate; Hon. Kenneth P. Zelrowski, Jr., How, Ellen C. Juffee, Hon. Nuney Calboun, and Aon G,
Rabbitt, Members of the New York State Assembly, and 1o such other persons as the Clerk, in
his discretion, ihay deem proper in order to effectuate the purpose of this resalution.

Ayes: 16

Abstain; 01 (Legislator Grant)
LG315t
RMfes
JH &1 2/ 2es; 620412

504-06: Comment noted. The use of local electric power
generating stations and development of in-state electric power
generation is outside the scope of the EIS.

504-07: See first paragraph of the response to Comment 504-02
and response to Comment 504-05.
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SIATEQENEW YORK )
) S8
COINTY OF ROCKLAND )

I, the undersigned, Clerk to the Legislature of the Coumty of Rockland
DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the attached is an original resolntion of such Legislature,
duly adopted on the 19" day of June 2012 by a majority of the members elected to the
Legislature while such Legislature was in reguiar session with a duly constituted quorum
of members present and voting. -

I FURTHER CERTIFY that at the nmc said resolwtion was adopted said
Legislature was comprised of sevenfeen members.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the corporate
seal of said Legislature this 20" dav of June 2012.

Date sent ta the County Executive; k*__ o %__.._
f-

June 20, 2012 - :
Lsurenck O. Toole,(Cle
Rockmsad County Léwelatire

Certified or Approved : (Datc)
C. Seott Vanderhoef, County Executive
County of Rockland

RESOLUTION NO, 314 OF 2012

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THEMAYOR
NEW YORK, NY 10007

NAYOR' 2 OFFICE OF (OPERATIONS
CIFFICE OF FVILONMENTAL COCRDINATION
WESLEY (V' HEIEN, GEMERAL COUNSEL & [WIFRIM [ YREC I0E.

December 18, 2013

Brian Mills

Senior Planning Advisor

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

RE: Comments on Champlain Hudson Power Express DEIS
Dear Mr. Mills:

The City of New York has reviewed the DEIS for the Champlain Hudson Power Express
("CHPE") and would like to thank you for this opportunity to provide comments.

The CHPE transmission project is a development project that as proposed would bring 1,000
megawatts of renewable wind and hydropower from the Canadian Province of Quebec directly
into New York City using submarine and subterranean high-voltage direct current lines.

Following a comprehensive review, the New York State Public Service Commission (“IP'SC”) on
April 18, 2013 issued a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for CHPE
pursuant to Public Service Law Article VII, thereby authorizing construction and operation of
the CHPE line in New York State. The City of New York was a party to the Article VII
proceeding, and fully supported the action of the Comumission.

CHPE advances a number of City and State energy policy goals

The operation of the proposed CHPE would advance major energy and environmental policies

of the City of New York The City policies and objectives advanced by the Tacility also are}601-01 601-01: Comment noted.

consistent with major State policies and objectives.

The City has developed an ambitious slate of energy policies that is set forth in its PlaNYC 2030
A Greener, Greater New York ("PlaNYC"). PlaNYC isa policy blueprint intended to synthesize
the economic and population growth in the City with broad, multi-faceted efforts to protect and
enhance the City’s environment. Programs implemented under PlaNYC are intended to reduce

U.S. Department of Energy
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energy consumption throughout the City, achieve the cleanest air quality of any major city in
the United States, and reduce municipal greenhouse gas emissions by 30% by 2 017 (i.e, “30by
17"} and Citywide greenhouse gas emissions by 30% by 2030.

With respect to renewable energy, FPI&NYC set forth a plan based, in part, on “making our
energy supply cleaner, more affordable, and more reliable.” FlaNYC also recognizes the value
and importance of public health benefits associated with reduced emissions. The City has
compelling interest in implementing PlaNY C in order to ensure that its residents and businesses
realize the economic, environmental and health benefits associated with an increased reliance
on renewable energy.

w

To that end, PlaNYC includes a goal of increasing the City's  clean energy supply by 2,000 MW
by 2015. Currently, theamount of electricity that may be imported to the City islimited by
congested north-south transmission lines in New York State. One strategy adopted to achieve
the clean energy goal is to increase the amount of renewable energy that can be imported into
the City.

The City's general support for CHPE is consistent with this strategy, and with the overarching
City policy goals the strategy intends to promote. As noted, it is anticipated that the proposed
transmission line would deliver up to 1,000 MW of renewable energy, thereby representing a
unique opportunity to increase dramatically the amount of clean energy available in-City viaa
project that will be developed on a merchant basis and will not burden electric delivery
ratepayers.

601-02

The City is not aware of any other large-scale renewable energy project that may be constructed
and operated in the near term to benefit an area of the State that has been historically
underserved by renewable power projects. Currently, only a handful of small-scale solar
photovoltaic projects are located downstate. CHEP would thus support important City and
State policies through a greatly increased reliance on electricity generated by large-scale
renewable resources.

601-03

New York State energy policy also promotes increased reliance on renewable energy as one
means of mitigating the public health and environmental impacts associated with electricity
generated from the combustion of fossil fuels. One of the five policy objectives set forth in the

most recent State Energy Plan is to “[rleduce health and environmental risks associated with the
production and use of energy across all sectors” based, in part, on a recognition that fossil fuel
combustion emits chemicals that are associated with a range of adverse health effects and that

also contribute to acid rain and climate change. The 2009 State Energy Flan noted that
increasing the amount of renewable energy sold at retail in New York State to 30% by 2015 was

a primary component of the 45 x 15" goal established by former Governor David Paterson.

Waterfront Revitalization Program

The Department of State concluded the Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) consistency
review in 2011, which included consistency with the New York City WRF. Therefore, no
additional WRP review is required at this time. However, the New York City Department of
City Planning, ([CF) requests that your consideration of the following with respect to the FEIS:
601-04
1) The response to the WRI? Policy 2.1 incorrectly states that the project is not located in a
Significant Maritime and Industrial Area. In fact, the portion of the transmission cable

601-02: Comment noted.

601-03: Comment noted.

601-04: Comment noted. Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIS (i.e., the
Applicant’s New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program
Consistency Assessment Form and Coastal Zone Consistency
Assessment Supplemental Information submitted as part of the
CWA Section 404 Permit Application) incorrectly stated that the
portion of the transmission line that travels along the Bronx
Kill/New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) rail
yards is not a Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA).
However, this area is correctly identified as an SMIA in Section
3.4.1 of the Draft EIS. The proposed CHPE Project would be
consistent with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization
Program (WRP).
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that travels along the Bronx Kill/NYSDOT rail yards is an SMIA. As the design details
are developed for this segment of the transmission cable, particular sensitivity should be
given to ensure that the actions do not inhibit the efficient operation of the SMIA as an
industrial/ maritime area.

The response to WRP Policy 8 states that there will be no effect on public access to or
along the city’s coastal waters. It should also be noted that the City is actively involved

in creating a new pedestrian and bike connection between the South Bronx and
Randall's Island across the Bronx Kill, which will provide a critical link in the South
Bronx Greenway and allow South Bronx residents to easily access Randall's Island’s _
parks. For more information about the project, please see NYCED(C's website. As design
details are developed for this terrestrial segment of the transmission cable, particular
attention should be paid to maintaining public access along this portion of the
waterfront, including efforts to ensure kayak and canoe navigability along the Bronx Kill
and beneath the Hells Gate Bridge. The applicant should coordinate with the NYCEDC.
Likewise, the portion in North Queens around the Poleti Power Plant, the Luyster
Creek Converter Station, and the Rainey Interconnection should consider the planning
efforts underway for the Queens Fast River and North Shore Greenway and street end
public access to Luyster Creek at 19t Ave (see Vision 2020: NYC Comprehensive
Waterfront Plan, Reach 7 and 11).

3) In areas where the transmission cable transitions from water to land or vice versa,
designs should be carefully developed to protect and restore wetlands and ecological
communities, which may be impacted by Horizontal Directional Drilling. Particular
attention should be paid to the design of shorelines that may need to be reconstructed as
a result of this work and the ecological enhancement opportunities at those locations.
Based on the materials provided, this will occur at MP 330, just north of the Willis
Avenue Bridge, at MP 331 along the Bronx Kill, and at MP332 at the Poletti Power FPlant
facility in Astoria, Queens.

4) It is not clear whether an analysis been conducted to determine the likely effect of sea 7]
level rise and associated coastal flood risk on the proposed project. All facilities should
be designed using the latest FEMA flood hazard data and should consider the impacts of

601-04

—-601-05

—601-06

—-601-07

- 601-08

climate change, using the projections from the New York City Panel on Climate Change. |

5) Section 6.1.1.5 (page 6-6) of the FEIS refers to the Astoria Rezoning Flan. This plan was

approved in May 2010. See DCP's website.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If you require any additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Tedr &
Wesley O'Brien
General Counsel & Interim Director

}em-og

601-05: During underwater cable installation, there would be
associated increased vessel activity within the Harlem and East
rivers. The immediate area around active construction would be
temporarily unavailable for recreational uses. However, access to
some recreational resources would be maintained during the days
that construction activities would be in the vicinity, such as the
boathouse at Sherman Creek Park. For the terrestrial portion of the
transmission line, it would be buried underground and within city
streets between the Astoria and Rainey substations. During
terrestrial installation, equipment used for removal of pavements,
trench excavation, and cable installation could result in a temporary
reduction in the number of traffic lanes available along local
roadways accessing recreational facilities along the transmission
line route. Terrestrial construction activities could be carried out in
the tourism and recreation off-season winter months, which would
avoid or minimize potential impacts. See Section 5.4.13 of the EIS
for more information.

601-06: The EIS discusses potential impacts on the Queens East
River & North Shore Greenway Master Plan in Section 6.1.2.1 and
reports that the proposed CHPE Project is consistent with the plan.
The CHPE transmission line would be located on ConEd property
or buried under city streets in Queens, and, therefore, would not be
anticipated to have an impact on the Queens East River & North
Shore Greenway Master Plan.

601-07: As routed, the CHPE transmission line would not cross
any wetlands in the New York City Metropolitan Area Segment.
There are NYSDEC tidal wetlands and adjacent areas associated
with the Harlem and East rivers that are present within the ROI;
however, no impacts on NYSDEC tidal wetlands would be
anticipated to occur because the transmission line would be
installed within the riverbeds or on land where it would not cross
wetlands (see Section 5.4.8 of the EIS). In areas where the
transmission line transitions from water to land or vice versa,
restoration of the area would be completed after backfilling for the
cable has been completed. Appropriate BMPs would also be

U.S. Department of Energy
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implemented, where necessary (see Section 5.4.3 of the EIS).

601-08: As discussed in Sections 5.3.3 and 5.5.3 of the EIS and
similar sections, the proposed CHPE Project transmission line and
cooling stations would all be designed to withstand any flooding
events that occur within a Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) 100-year floodplain. The New York City Metropolitan
Area Segment would include the cables being buried underground
(including in the Harlem and East rivers). The cooling station
located at MP 331 in the Bronx would be constructed within a 100-
year floodplain. This cooling station and the HYDC Converter
Station and associated facilities would be designed to avoid flood
damage by raising the first floor above the base flood elevation.
The Final EIS includes a Floodplain Statement of Findings as an
appendix (Appendix S) that reflects this analysis. Data from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and New York
State are used to analyze the impacts of this project on climate
change.

601-09: Comment noted.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Comment 602

From: kevinpmaher@verizon.net [ mailto: kevinpmaher@verizon. net’
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 3:37 PM

To: Mills, Brian

Ce: sfilgueras@optonline.net
Subject: Champlain Hudson Power Express

Importance: High
Dear Mr. Mills:

As both the Town Engineer and resident of the Town of Stony Point, | must strenuously_
object to the issuance of any permits for this project as it is currently configured by
Transmission Developers Inc..

Their "Project" is a callous invasion of the Town of Stony Point and shows no respect |
for the history of the area and the significance that it played during the Revolutionary
War.

| know that it had originally been backed by Governor Cuomo as a step in replacing
Indian Point as a power source for New York City, but | believe that the hue and cry
over the closed door deals arranged in Albany (including the deal made with the
environmental groups) have angered many in Rockland County. For Don Jessome to
state that they would just "shoot a bullet" under the Waldron Cemetery (many
Revolutionary and War of 1812 heroes are buriedthere) to install the power cables as a
part of the HDD method is an affront to everything that this country stands for. N
And why should we be promoting energy from Canada? What's wrong with putting our
own people to work building better and more efficient power plants? Isn't that what
Governor Cuomo keeps talking about (building back better and stronger)?? There is
also a growing doubt that the Canadian Power company will not be able to supply
"Green Energy" (wind, hydroelectric, solar, etc.) in a sufficient quantity (or at all) which
would mean that power generated by coal and oil-fired plants in Canada will be flowing

- 602-01

- 602-02

- 602-03

done the line. So much for lowering "Greenhouse Gases".

The attached copy of the resolution fromthe Rockland County Legislature should be a
clear enough signal that we do not want this line anywhere in Rockland County.

Therefore, | request that this project be given the highest degree of scrutiny to be sure
that it is both economically and environmentally feasible and that it will not have any
adverse impacts to the area and the citizens of Rockland County.

Our National Energy Policy should be focused on energy independence first, then on
"environmentally friendly" generation secondly.

Respectfully submitted,
Kevin P. Maher, P.E., M.ASCE

Town Engineer (and resident)
Town of Stony Point, Rockland County, NY

602-01: Comment noted.

602-02: See response to Comment 121-03. Also see Section
5.3.10 of the EIS for analysis of potential impacts on historic
resources.

602-03: The primary goal of the proposed CHPE Project is to
provide electrical energy to the New York City metropolitan area
market. The proposed CHPE Project would result in lower
wholesale electricity prices, reductions in emissions, greater energy
supply diversity, and increased energy supply capability. Power
generated in Canada would be primarily hydroelectric and wind
power. The use of local electric power generating stations and
development of in-state electric power generation is not within the
scope of this EIS.
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10C1

Introduced by: Referral No. 1021
Hon, Jay Hood, Jr., Sponsor June 19, 2012
Hon, Douglas J. Jobson, Sponsor
Hon. Edwin J. Day, Sponsor
Hon. Ilan S. Schoenberger, Co-Sponsor
Hon. Aney Paul, Co-Sponsor
Hon. Frank Sparaco, Co-Sponsor
Hon. Philip Soskin, Co-Sponsor

RESOLUTION NO. 314 OF 2012 .
OPPOSING THE PROPOSED CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS INC.,
TRANSMISSION LINE IN ROCKLAND COUNTY

HOOD, JR/CAREY, DAY, EARL, JOBSON, PAUL, SOSKIN, SPARACO, WIEDER:
M.V.

WHEREAS, New York Public Service Commission recently held a hearing on the
request to build a 1,000 megawatt Champlain Hudson Power Express transmission line, which
line would come from upstate New York come out of the Hudson River in Stony Point, run
underground along CSX rail right-of-way to West Haverstraw and then through Rockland Lake
State Park before heading back to the Hudson, and

WHEREAS, the residents of Rockland county believe that the Public Hearing held to |
date on the proposal was not timely noticed to the people, nor was a complete study done of the | _ _0OA- ~
potential impact of this line in the Hudson River and routed through Rockland County, as to the 602-04  602-04: See response to 504-02.
environment, and _

WHEREAS, additionally this project would produce an extreme ecological impact on the | .
tmique environmeént of the Iudson River and will negatively affect the current flora and fauna [~ 602-05 602-05: See response to Comment 504-03.
that are dependent on the Hudson River; and a

WHEREAS, the laying of submarine cables presents a number of environmental .
prablems, including stirring up industrial chemicals resling on the bottom of the River and cause | 602-06  602-06: See response to Comment 504-04.
disturhance to the fish habitats and endangered species in the Hudson River; and =

WHEREAS, the Legislature calls upon the Govermnor of the State of New York to rnake_
certain that all affected communities have an opportunity to have public comment; and
-602-07  602-07: See response to Comment 504-05.
WIHEREAS, additional hearings with Rockland County should be conducted with more-
information on the project, and

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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WHEREAS, from an economic perspective, purchasing energy from outside New York
State does not make sense for the state’s as well as the national balance of payments; and

WHEREAS, allowing this power line to adversely affect the North Rockland Community
and beyond is an insult to that community when there are presently two properties which are
options to generate more electricity, The former Lovett and Bowline properties are available for
developing new and more efficient plants which will create jobs and stabilize the local tax base [~602-08 602-08: See response to Comment 504-06.
which has been destroyed by the aging plants, and

WHEREAS, it is incumbent upon the Public Service Commission to encourage local
generation of electricity on available properties instead for allowing a disruptive and damaging
power line to import Canadian electricity; and o

WHEREAS, it is likewise incumbent upon the Public Service Cﬁmmission to conduct |
another hearing so that sufficient notice to the public can be given and Rockland residents have | .
an opportunity to voice their many concerns and absent more information from the Public 602-09  602-09: See response to Comment 504-07.
Service Commission and further comment period, the County opposes this project; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Public Works Committee has met, considered and by a
unanimous vote, approved this resolution; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, That the Legislature of Rockland County hereby opposes the proposed
Champlain Hudson Power Express Inc., transmission line in Rockland County and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Legislature calls upon the Governor of the State of New York to

make certain that all affected communities have an opportunity to have public comment; and be
it further

RESOLVED, that the Clerk to the Legislature be and he is hereby authorized and
directed to send a certified copy of this resolution to Hon, Andrew M. Cuomo, Governor of the
State of New York; Joe Martens, Commissioner of the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation; William Janeway, Regional Director of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation Region 3; Garry A. Brown, Chairman of the New
York State Public Service Commission; Hon. David Carlucci, Member of the New York State
Senate; Hon. Kenneth P. Zebrowski, Jr., Hon. Ellen C. Jaffee, Hon. Nancy Calhoun, and Ann G.
Rabbitt, Members of the New York State Assembly, and to such other persons as the Clerk, in
his discretion, may deem proper in order to effectuate the purpose of this resolution.

YOTE:
Ayes: 16 ’
Abstain: 01 (Legislator Grant)

LG313t
RM/cs
JH 6/12/12es; 6/20412
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STATE OF NEW YORK )
) s8s.
COUNTY OF ROCKLAND )

I, the undersigned, Clerk to the Legislature of the County of Rockland
DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the attached is an original resolution of such Legislature,
duly adopted on the 19™ day of June 2012 by a majority of the members elected to the
Legislature while such Legislature was in regular session with a duly constituted querum
of members present and voting.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that at the time sa:d resolution was adopted said
Legislature was comprised of seventeen members.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the corporate

seal of said Legislature this 20" day of June 2012,

Date sent to the County Executive:

June 20, 2012
0. T(m-le Cl
d County L ature
Certified or Approved (Date)
C. Scott Vanderhoef, County Executive
County of Rockland
RESOLUTION NO. 314 OF 2012
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 701
g
THE MARITIME ASSOCIATION “ Y
OF THE ﬁ CCommitiee N4
PORT OF NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY e §
Tug & Barge Committee - ”
~usf!
NAN-2009-01089-EYA
October 23,2013
Dear:
I am writing on behalf of the Tug & Barge Committee (TBC) of the Maritime
Association of the Port of New York and New Jersey to strongly request that the 701-01

Champlain Hudson Power Express (CHPE) cable route application as proposed in the
Hudson River be denied.

“the Applicants recognize that there is significant waterborne commerce on the Hudson
River, “ij th the majority of the cargo originating from the Ports of New York and New
Jersey.”

The Maritime Industry feel that vessel safety has been dismissed in this process and that
safe navigation will be compromised. A vast and powerful river, the Hudson has long
been a vital piece in our nations Marine Transportation System (MTS) serving New York
State and our Nation connecting cities/ports world-wide with numerous ports along the
Hudson including the State Capital Port Albany

}?01-02

STATE POLICY 3

“T h e installation and operation of the transmission cables may affect navigation or
future dredging activities which may, in turn, affect the operation of port facilities in New
York City and Albany. However, the applicant has consulted with appropriate port
facility operators and agreed (0 site the project in a manner that would not hamper or
inter fere with port activities.”™

iHDR Letter October 18, 2010, Sean Murphy
“NYSDOS Letter June &, 2011, Signed by Daniel E. Shapiro, First Deputy Secretary of
State

“It is the mission of the Tug & Barge Committee to promote and represent the interests of hug boat
operators and harbor carriers in local tssues relev ant to the hig and barge ndustry in the New York /New
Jersey Port area and approaches

701-01: Comment noted.

701-02: Potential impacts of the proposed CHPE Project on
navigation were addressed in the Draft EIS in the Chapter 5
subsection addressing Transportation and Traffic. Specifically, the
analysis of vessel safety and navigation on the Hudson River is in
Section 5.3.2 of the EIS. The USACE and USCG are cooperating
agencies in the preparation of the EIS, and their contributions to the
review of the proposed project help ensure vessel safety.

U.S. Department of Energy
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The mission of Harbor Safety, Navigation and Operations Committee of the Port of New
York and New Jersey is: “To develop non-regulatory solutions to operational challenges
in the Port of New York and New Jersey. " The Energy Sub-Committee has worked
closely with numerous Alternative/Conventional Energy proposals to develop workable
sensible proposals and met with the CHPE consultants on March 16, 2011 to discuss
cable routing. At that meeting the Energy Sub-Committee raised several concerns
regarding the proposed cable route and installation. The consultant informed the Energy
Sub-Committee that they were negotiating with the New York State Department of
Conservation (DEC) to route the cable outside the channel in shallow water and that the
route would not be the same as presented; however, the recently approved New York
State DEC proposed CHPE route is very similar though not identical to the first proposal
and therefore the Applicant has met but NOT consulted with the appropriate port facility
operators.

701-03

STATE POLICY 2

“Should the bi-pole occupy any federally maintained navigation channels it will be buried
at least 15 feet below the authorized depth in a single trench within those channels. In this
maiter, the siting of the cable at these depths will minimize conflicts with water based
navigation by substantially avoiding anchor strikes and potential future navigational
improvements.”

Anchors vary is size and use but regardless have long been a staple of the shipping
industry performing many functions for vessels including anchoring, docking, and
emergencies and while docks and anchorages are predictable, emergencies are not. The
Hudson River varies in channel width and depths is primarily rock and can narrow to 400
feet in width. The primary tool to mitigate non-controllable factors is the anchor. Non-
controllable external factors include diminishing visibility (fog, snow, and
thunderstorms), Ice, or other vessels or internal casualty factors (loss of engines or
steering). As non-controllable factors can oceur anytime and anywhere in any navigable

channel, anchoring must be a primary factor in considering proposals in navigational 701-04
waters that may impact anchoring.

Risk of fouling an anchor on a cable has many impacts to include but not limited to loss

of assets, supply chain schedules, asset/human casualties, and/or environmental damage.

Vessels transiting the River trade in various liquid products including Albany exports of

crude oil and ethanol.

3IBID

"It is the mission of the Tug & Barge Committee to promote and represent the inferests of hig boat
operators and harbor carriers in local issues relevant to the hug and barge industry tn the New York/New
Jersey Port area and approaches ™

701-03: The transmission line route alignment evaluated in the EIS
has been developed by the Applicant in consultation with various
stakeholders, including the USACE, NYSPSC, NYSDEC, and the
New York State Coastal Zone Management Program. If specific
issues with port facilities are subsequently identified, they would be
addressed through the NYSPSC.

701-04: Potential impacts from vessel-anchoring activities are
presented in Section 5.3.2 of EIS and reflect those concerns raised
in the comment.

U.S. Department of Energy
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701-05: In accordance with Condition 161 of the Certificate of
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need issued by the
NYSPSC, the Applicant would conduct an immediate post-
installation survey of the submerged cables to determine its actual
location and burial depth to confirm that the required burial depths
have been met and conduct associated follow-on surveys every 5
years. If the required burial depths are not achieved, a remedial
plan for achieving the required burial depths must be submitted.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Comment 702

sraich@local?54.com has submitted a camment from the CHRExpressEIS website.

First Name: Stephen

Last Mame: Reich

Address1: 215 Old Nyack Turnpike
Address2:

City: Chestnut Ridee

State: NY

Zip: 13320

Cmail: sreich@local754.com

Comments:

I represent over 300 men and women from Laborers' Local 754 in Rockland County, We are in support

of the project for the jobs it will create for our members and the tax revenue it will add to County 702-01  702-01: Comment noted.
coffers. We also understand the need far additienal power sources in times of high usage.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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703-01: Comment noted.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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BOILERMAKERS LOCAL LODGE No. 5

The CHPE will be a jobs killer for the greater NYC area, outsourcing
skilled labor positions to a foreign country in exchange for a product we
can and should be making right here in New York. Our economy,
environment, and our quality of life now hang on a delicate thread. Do
we as a nation, give our environment over into the hands of another
country, albeit a [riendly one? T, my family, and the tens of thousands of
vital Building and Construction Trades members in this great

metropolis, emphatically respond, NO!

703-02  703-02: See response to Comment 101-02.

Just in the last couple ot years our great city and state has had a
tragic loss to life, infrastructure, and the environment due to severe
storms. As catastrophic a loss as they were, could we imagine if we
were held hostage by power travelling hundreds of miles on towers over
land and within our rivers and lakes. We need to rely on power
generation produced in our backyards to survive whatever storms we 703-03 703-03: See response to Comment 101-03.
must weather.

I have swam in the Hudson River, and lived to tell about. 1 wish
my children and my children's' children the same. But, this Canadian
power line is nothing more than a large extension cord, with a single
customer, whose only vested interest in the delicate environment of the
Great State of New York is one of commercialism and greed.

703-04 703-04: Comment noted.

CE - T
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Mr. Jun Yan,

USACE Project Manager, Eastern Section
Regulatory Branch New York District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937

New York, NY 10278

212-000-0000

212-264-4260
d via email to: Brian.Mills@hg.doe.gov  jun.yan@usace.army.mil

Deadline for Comments: December 16, 2013
Request to the DOE and USACE for extension of comment period, "Draft EIS Comments"

Dear Mr. Mills,

This letter serves to rei the I at the Public Hearing on Nov 18, 2013, in the Town of Stony
Point for a reasonable extension of 180 days for the comment period. In NYS the Developers for proposed power
plants are required to provide intervener funds for the impacted communities. In this case there are no intervener
funds from the developer which would allow the residents, business owners and other stake holders to hire experts to
review and respond adequately to the “Draft EIS Comments™ to both the DOE and USACE. _

The venue for the Hearings in both Stony Point and Queens were not the most appropriate. The Hearing in Queens ™|
was not within the impacted community. The Hearing in Stony Point would have been better held in the local

Middle School, more seating and better parking, residents who came and could not get through the “orange shirts” in
the hallway would not have lefi. —

Mr. Brian Mills

Department of Energy

Office of Electricity Delivery&Energy Reliability (OE20)
U. 8. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Phone: 202-586-8267

Fax: 202-586-8008

C ts can be

145eal

Public Notice in Rockland County was not adequate. For example, when the Stony Point Center, was called they
could not confirm the Hearing on Monday Nov 18, 2013, was for the Champlain Hudson Power Express, DOE

Hearing. Apparently the Hearing Notice distribution within Rockland County was inconsistent; some received a
simple sheet of paper with a sticker, easily lost in the general bulk mail. -

There was no outreach and translated information for the Hispanic population.

Stony Point was promised by CHPE that they would not go through the Waldron Revolutionary and War of 1812
Cemetery, the maps in the DEIS show differently. There are many contradictory installations issues, that require due
diligence. There is also the Army Corps of Engineers filing, where do we find that? The instructions did not specify =
that in fact there are two responses required, one for the DOE and one for the USACE. The documents that were
supplied at the meeting did not constitute the entire filing, only a certain segment of the DOE DEIS? Aure the
USACE documents different than the DOE documents?

based on the above reasons.

Phone: ﬂl” = 353_’23'?}{

E-mait: £0{anbn @ aol-com

T am respectively ing the

Resident: Tag@,._f#_ i B-',,a..

Address: ﬂa? HbJ_ag,uS‘\'
Vor‘(_-rown‘ NY 10598

- 703-05

- 703-06

- 703-07

} 703-08
] 703-09

~703-10

703-05: See response to Comment 303-01. The availability of
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this
EIS.

703-06: Locations selected for the public hearings were based on a
number of criteria including proximity to the proposed project
route, number of people able to be accommodated at each location,
accessibility to the public, and coordination support available from
the staff of the facility chosen. The hearing location in Queens,
which was just over 1 mile away from the proposed transmission
line corridor, was chosen because of its ability to accommodate
greater than 100 people and its greater accessibility to public
transportation than other possible hearing locations in New York
City. Other potential locations directly in the impacted community
could not accommodate this attendance level. The hearing at Stony
Point Center was held there because of the Stony Point Center’s
location in the Town of Stony Point, available staff from the
facility to guarantee access and support setup of the room, its
proximity to the proposed transmission line corridor, and its ability
to host up to 250 meeting attendees. To reduce clustering of
attendees near the room entrance, all attendees were offered the
opportunity to enter the room and occupy open seats.
Approximately 215 people were present at the meeting. The Stony
Point Center had adequate parking for hearing attendees and is a
well-known location within the town.

703-07: Public notification of the public hearing at Stony Point
Center was provided through various methods including notice on
the CHPE EIS Web site; a Federal Register notice published on
November 11, 2013; USACE public notices posted in October
2013; and notices printed in local Rockland County newspapers
(Rockland County Times on November 7, 2013; the Journal News
on November 4, 2013; and the Times Record on November 4,
2013). More than 400 printed copies of the Draft EIS, CD copies
of the Draft EIS, or letters announcing the availability of the Draft
EIS were mailed out to people who signed up during the EIS
scoping period in 2010 or were added to the DOE coordination list
through a variety of other avenues. Appendix P of the Final EIS
identifies all the notifications associated with the public hearings
for the Draft EIS that occurred.

U.S. Department of Energy
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703-08: See response to Comment 109-03.

703-09: Waldron Cemetery would be surveyed for cultural
resources, during which the exact boundaries of the cemetery
would be determined and any resources in the Area of Potential
Effects would be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. Ground-
disturbing activities would be avoided in the vicinity of the
cemetery to the extent practicable. If these activities are
unavoidable, appropriate mitigation would be implemented in
accordance with the CRMP being developed for the CHPE Project
in coordination with the New York SHPO. The CRMP would
identify measures to address adverse effects on historic properties.
HDD technology would be used, where appropriate, to drill under
potential cultural resources so they would not be disturbed.

703-10: The CHPE EIS was developed cooperatively among
multiple Federal and state agencies to address the potential impacts
of issuing the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.
Two of the Federal agencies involved in the preparation of the EIS
are the DOE, the lead agency, and the USACE, a cooperating
agency. The DOE is responsible for reviewing the Presidential
permit application for the proposed CHPE Project and determining
whether or not to grant the Presidential Permit. The USACE is
responsible for maintaining and protecting waterways and wetlands
of the United States, and, as such, reviewing the Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the CWA
permit applications submitted by the Applicant for the proposed
CHPE Project. The USACE participated in hosting the public
hearings for the Draft EIS to gather information and receive public
comments to assist in their review of the Applicant’s Section 10
and Section 404 permit applications. For comments relating to any
waterway impacts or wetlands impacts, commenters have been and
will continue to be encouraged to submit comments to the USACE
while any comments on the EIS itself should be submitted to DOE.
At the Draft EIS hearing in Stony Point, a posterboard was
displayed that illustrated the route alignment in the vicinity of
Stony Point. This posterboard illustrated the terrestrial portion of
the route where it bypasses Haverstraw Bay. Other posterboards
(divided into segments for ease of presentation) showed the entire
proposed transmission line corridor through New York State.

U.S. Department of Energy
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703-11: Comment noted. The source of the electric power to be
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project and the possible
development of in-state power generation is outside the scope of
the EIS. NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued for the
proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and]
reduce wholesale market prices.” See response to Comment 501-
07 and Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created
by the proposed CHPE Project.

U.S. Department of Energy
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704-01: See response to Comment 137-01.

704-02: Comment noted. See response to Comment 101-02 and
Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created by the
proposed CHPE Project.

704-03: See response to Comment 137-03.

U.S. Department of Energy
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BOLERMAKERS LOCAL LODGE Wo_ 5§

We also can’t ignore the obvious: New York already has a very substantial generating capacity

that can be expanded upon to meet our State’s needs. NMew York can and should keep up with

growing demand by ensuring the coniinued operation of vur in-stale energy sources and 704-03
constructing new plants both upstate and downstate as necessary. ‘There are several “shovel

ready™ siles that are already permitied or pending permits in the Hudson Valley that could meet

this demand and keep New Yorkers working and the revenue generated in state.

In order to have a strong 21 cenlury economy, New York needs to build and produce products.
We can no longer afford to be viewed as only consumers bearing the brunt of others profits.
Linergy and manulacturing provide sustained, tong-term, good-paying jubs - u large porlion ol
which are skilled union positions. These jobs enable individuals 1o stay in New York, raise a
family, and grow the middle class. They also establish the economic infrastruetare for many
additional service jobs and power other sectors of the State's economy.

New York’s economy needs to be energized, and the opportunities are out there waiting to bhe

seized upon. Such is the case with the opportunity to meet New York’s growing demand for

electricity, and solve transmission congestion problems, by investing in our in-state electrical .

infrastructure - rather than compounding these issues with a costly outsowrce to Canada. For 704-04  704-04: Comment noted.
jobs and a literally brighter future, we musi acl now and oppose the CHPE as an outright

detriment to New York.

Thank you.
Steven Ludwigson

Business Manager
Boilermakers Local 5

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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704-05: See responses to Comments 501-07 and 703-11, and
Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created by the
proposed CHPE Project.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-408



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

705-01: Comment noted.

705-02: See response to Comment 102-02.
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e Transmission Developers, Inc., or TDI, is committed to constructing the line using the
highest environmental standards to protect New York Stete’s waters and communitles’
natural beauty.

« The Champlaln Hudson Power Express Project will provide clean hydropower to fuel
econemic growth with significant environmental and consumer benefits:

o The project wili reduce sulfur dioxide and greenhouse gas emissions

o The project will add options the state’s energy selection and increase the electric
grid’s safety and security

o This new, tough infrastructure will be less susceptible to damage from natural
disasters

s A 5117M Environmental Trust will be established to improve the aquatic environments
in Lake Champlain, and the Hudson, Harlem and East Rivers, where the projectis
located.

-705-03  705-03: Comment noted.

Economic Impact of the CHPE Project —_

e The canstruction jobs created by the Champlain Hudson Power Express project will
result in an increase in demand of goods and services within the state.

s The project will alsc mean direct spending in New York, including non-labor installation
costs, as well as feas and taxes paid to the local and state government.

s As there are more revenues/sales, businesses will have more profits and therefore he
able to hire more pecple or make more investment in the community

« The $2.2 billion preject will be financed completely by the private sector - with no
rasponsibility on the customer for the costs of the development, construction, or | 205.04 705-04: Comment noted.
operation of the line.

lobs Impact of the CHPE Project
« 300 direct jobs will be created during the 3.5-year construction period -- peaking at 600
construction johs
« During the construction phase of the Champlaln Hudsen Power Express project there
will be more than 1,200 indirect jobs in New York State from suppliers and businesses in
the local community along the route.

Final Push for CHPE Project
» The New York State Public Service Commission approved the Champlain Hudson Power
Express project in April of this year. We are here to urge you to grant ali federal permits
to Transmission Developers, Inc. quickly so that this important transmisslon line project - 705-05 705-05:
can move forward. This project means Jobs for many of our local union members and 05-05: See response to Comment 102-05.
opportunities for the State that would benefit our communities for years to come.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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706-01: Comment noted.

706-02: See response to Comment 102-02.
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*  The Champlain Hudson Power Express Project will provide clean hydropower to fuel
economic growth with significant environmental and consumer benefits:
o The project will reduce sulfur diokide and greenhouse gas emissions
© The project will acd options the state’s energy selection and increase the electric
grid's safety and security - 706-03 706-03: Comment noted.
G This new, tough infrastructure wilt be less susceptible to damage from natural
disasters
* A S$117M Environmental Trust will be established to improve the aquatic environments
in Lake Champlain, and the Hudson, Harlem and East Rivers, where the project is
located.

Economic impact of the CHPE Project _

* The construction jobs created by the Champlain Hudson Power Express project will
result in an increase in demand of goods and services within the state,

* The project will also mean direct spending in Mew York, including non-labor installation
costs, as well as fees and taxes paid to the local and state govarnment.

* As there are more revenues/sales, businesses will have more profits and therefore be
able to hire more people or make more investrnent in the community

*  The 52.2 hillion project wilt be financed completely by the private sector - with no
responsibility on the customer for the costs of the development, construction, or | B .
operation of the fine. 706-04  706-04:. Comment noted.

Jobs Impact of the CHPE Project
* 300 direct jobs will be created during the 3.5-year construction period -- peaking at 500
construction Jobs
* During the censtruction phase of the Champlain Hudson Power Express project there
will be mare than 1,200 indirect jobs in New York State from suppliers and businesses in
the local community along the route. |
FInal Push for CHPE Project
*  The New York State Public Service Commission approved the Champlain Hudson Power
Express project in April of this year. We are here to urge you to grant all federal permits
to Transmission Developers, Inc. quickly so that this important transmission line project - 706-05  706-05: See response to Comment 102-05.
tan move forward, This project means jobs for many of our local union members and
opportunities for the State that would benefit our communities for years to come.
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Comment 707

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Cantact: Faul Steidler

slesidl wrca -allianie.on
H17-612-3554 ar 21 BES 1203

New York AREA: Special Interest Canadian Project Harms New York
It Means Lost Jobs, Higher Bills, and Degraded Energy Infrastructure

Mew York, MY/November 18 — in conjunctian with today’s Army Corps of Frginears haarlng on the draft
anvironmental impact slalement on the Charnplain Hudsan Pawer Cepress, a 330 plus mile high woltage
transmission line running fram Quebec to Queens, Jerry Kremeai, chairman of the New York Affordable
Rcliable Electricity Alliance (Mewr York ARCA) issued the fallowing sLazement.

“The Champlain Hudson Power Exprass proceclis unguestionably bad for Mew York, [t means higher
clectnclty prices far New Yarkers, lost Jobs, and a less religble elect-7c grid. in facl, 1tls merely 2 apecial- .

Interest pro,ect that will Aave no benefits far nard-worklng Mew Yarkers, including Lase in strugglnp —-707-01 707-01 " See response to Com ment 103-01
upslale comrmunltics.

*Indeed, the Champlain Hudsan Pawer Expess project is nathing mare than a high-valtage exlansion
card trom Canada te New York City thal will make a giant sucking saund a5 iL takes billions of dallars
arnually aut of Mew Yarkers pockets and across the border.

"There is no doubt that we can make ¢lectrielty at lower cast and mare reliably here in New Yark and 707-02 707'02 - See response to Com ment 103'02 .
that should be the tocus af eur enengy policy. At o time when America is on Lhe verge of becaming
energy independent and indeed an eneray ueporter the Chame'ain Hudson project takes us backwards,

*0ur energy infrastructure will %50 be degraded by this precedet-setiing praject. The greater the
distanre that electrlelby has to travel, the more expensive and less roliablo it is,

"[Dse to these reasons, 3 broad coalilon from the laber, tusiness and envirenmental community appese 707-03 707_03 . See response to Com ment 103'03
this wroject and will continue to da se through all available avenues.”

# H 8

Abaut New Yark AREA: Founded in Movenber 2003, the Mew York Allerdable Reliable Flact-icily
Alliance [Mese York AREAY is a diverse graup al mose than 150 business, labor and communty graups
and individuals whese mession and garpase |s ta ensurc that the Mew York metropalitan area hias an
ampla and rellable electricity supply, and scanemic prospe-ity for years to came. New York AREA helps
te educate palicy makers, businesses, and the genera, publlc regarding the nacessily and impa-tance of
safa, law-oost, reFable, clean electricity-

| 14 West 47ch Streer, Suite 19th Floar « New York MY 10036 « 212-683-1203 « infoi@area-alliance.org « wwwares-alliance.org

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-413



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

Comment 708

~ STy PunNT —

New York Affordable Reliable Electricity Alliance Opposition to the
Champlain Hudson Power Express Linc project
As submitted to the New York Public Service Comuwission
April 27,2012

Filed under Case No. 10-T-0139

‘I'he Kew York Affordable Reliable Elcolricity Alliance, or New York ARIA, represents more
than 1350 busincss, labor, indvpendent experts, and community groups whosc mission and
putpose is to ensure that New York hus an ample and reliable clectricity supply to fucilitute
cconomic prosperity lor yeurs w come. New York AREA educares policy mukers, businesscs.
and the general public on the neccssity and imparance of saft, low-cos!, and reliable cleviricity.

Niw York ARLA and its members opposc the Champlain (hudson Power Lxpress line and ush
the New York I'ublic Service Coraraissivn in decline approval lor this project because ol its
potentially negative impact vn costs, jobs, and cleciricu) system reliability. Muny of our
members, including Consolidated Edison, the Independent Power Producems of New York,
Fatergy Corporation, Builermakers | ocal 5, Tnsulatory Local 12, the Reckland Dusiness
Assaciation, the tronx Chamber of Commerce, the Busincss Council of Westehester, the
Westchester County Associulion, the Hudson Valley Gateway Chamber of Commerce, che
Alricun Amcrican Men of Westchester, and D, Mauthew Cordare, former CHO of the Midwest
Independant System Operator, have either testificd before your commission or subnilted letiers
cxpressing Dir oppusition  the CHIE pruject.

The Champlain Hudson Power Lxpress transmission line is ool in the best inerest of New York.
This projevt only stands 1o henefit its developers and the out-of-slule power gencrators, who will
be mainlining cleetricity direcdly into the downstate region. This non-corpetiive measure will
shut out Upslule generalors from patential downstue custonters, while convucrently giving that
direet uveess 1o Canadian gencrators. Allowing the CHPE line 10 be developed would be the final
blow to these struggling Upstate gencrators, (har many employces and surrounding
communities, and to any possibility fur an ecanomic reswgenes: in that part of our stule.

‘There wee far greater priomitics tw be uddressed in improving New Yorks generation and
tewvsmission syvtem than this project. One such prioriry is to develop und deploy more n-siie
generation 1o hoth create jobs and be more economical for New York ratepavers. These
measurcs would help prevent generators like NRG Tmergy’s Dwunkirk Units 1.2, 3, and 4 from
Intving Lo shut down hecause of a lack of demand for their power. Developing the iransmission
capacity to move the Dunkirk plant’s excess generation capability downstaie would proteet the
many jobs that stand 1o be lost as a result ol'its clasure. Likewise, u plun W sepower the Luvert
and Bowline power plants and transmit their output downstale would greatly benedil the Town of
Huverstraw by replacing the jobs that were lost when thuse plants were retired, and would be [
more ceonomical than CIIPR

347 Fifth Avenue, Siiite 508 - NewYaﬁ..Nﬁdﬂlé + 212-683-1203 + info(@area-alliance.org -'{-;w.zria"aliance.oru

}708-01

~708-02

—708-03

708-01: Comment noted.

708-02: NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued in April
2013 for the proposed CHPE Project that “the Project would serve
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and]
reduce wholesale market prices.” See response to Comment 101-
02 and Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created
by the proposed CHPE Project.

708-03: Comment noted. The proposed CHPE Project would not
prevent development of other projects. However, as presented in
Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and need for DOE’s
Proposed Action is to decide whether or not to issue a Presidential
permit for the proposed transmission line crossing the U.S./Canada
international border (i.e., proposed CHPE Project). Continued
operation of, repowering of, or development of other in-state power
sources, or development of new transmission capacity is not the
subject of the application for a Presidential permit and, therefore, is
outside the scope of the EIS.
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N Y AcRE-A
[l izt

We share the perspectives expressed by the Yew Vork Power Authority and Con Edison that the
CHPE project’s costs are significnmtly underestimated and its benefits are overinflated. Con

Fdisen’s cost-benefit analysis of the CHPE project found that the total G0 sonld be $11 . . .
billion . The breakdown ioas folows: | P sastvae e 708-04 708-04: The cost of the proposed CHPE Project is outside the
scope of the EIS.

+  $6.7 hillion to build new power plants in Canacla,
= §2 hillion in transmission lines fran Canada to the L'S border, )
+ 52 billion for CIIPE's power line 1o run across the Hudson Yallew and into Astoria, NY _©

Though these are conservative estimates of the immediate and known costs, the $17 billion is 2
staggering number. According to Con Ldison, “the breakeven point would be $30000Wh,™
This is assuming that the CHPL does not experience any cost overruns or unforeseen cosis. as is
oflen the case wilh large-seale projects. What 1s perhaps most conceming is that the project’s
developer, Transmission Developers, Inc. (TTT) wants the autharity to change the terms ol ils
deal wilh the Slale of New York at any time and file a request with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) to pass its capital costs foe the project’s build-out to New York
ratepayers, Con Edison, in its official stakement of upposition o the CHPE joint propesal, points
out that this proposed condition would allow the project’s developurs:

“l'o seek to shift. at a time of their own choosing, the risks and costs of the project from their
investars to ulility ratepayers ... [So that] merchants get to enjoy the profits of their
investments in retum for assuming the risk of losses that result from such factors as higher-
vost financing, cost overruns or a lack of demand for their products or services.™

Additiemally, CTTPT is vigorously opposed to being evaluated under current state and fedaral
rules, which means that New Yorkers will likely be kept in the dark aboult the project’s costs
uil afier it has been constructed.

.\[_UW Yorkers a_ln:ady pay the r.hirr!—higk_est energy rates il’j the natiof._ Yet, the CHPE Project 708_05 AS Stated In Sectlon 14 Of the El S’ the econom ICS Of the
asks Mew York ratepayers to subsidize its capital costs withoul receiving any henefit to the . .

existing transmission infrastructure that delivers the mejorily of their electic power, or the pro posed CHPE P roj ect and pOte ntial im paCt on rate payers were
benefit of having Upstale genuralors compele lor their business. The last thing we need is to - -

increase_uhal burficn for the businesses, industries, and individuals struggling 1o Tecover rom the —708-05 eVaIuated as pal’t Of the NYSPSC ArthIe VI I review prOCQSS
coonomi recession Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that
Allowing CHPE to bypass the New York Independent System Operator’s (NYISO) Reliubilily ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total

Mewds Assessmenl (RNA) and ignore NYTS0O's Congestion Analyais and Resource Tnlcgration . R .

Study (CARIS) would effectively change the rules for eneragy regulation in New York Lo the apprOXI mately $405 ml|||0n to $720 ml|||0n per yeal’

benclit of out-of-state interests. This is a marter of consumer protection, not & thin cloak ol
competition as purported hy TN The developers of this project must he held to the same

ug i 1 Edigon & in Oppesition to the Joint Proposal,” March 16, 2002, p. 4.
Ihid, . 4-5.

* Ibid, p. 4.

* Ibid, p. 3-4,

*visikate Electricity Profila 113 Fnergy Information Administration, January 30, 2012

New Vork ARTA 2

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-415



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

NIY AcR-EA
ik isiaal

Jinanciul duty and serutiny as in-state power generators, Otherwise we risk allowing these A
developers T saddle New York ralepayers with uneconomie projects und higher electricity costs.

If this project provides the benelit that it claims, hen TDI should not have a problem proving its — 708-05
finaneial viahilily as o merchant facility, ar abandoning the stipulation that it be able to pass il
cosis to New York ratepayvers. In addition, the company should have no problem wuiving its
right to establish cosi-hased rates for certuin limited uses of the Astoria-Rainey Cable,

TDI is also tequesting that New York, and more speeifically Con Fdison and Central Hudson
Gas and Fleetrie, change the reliability system solely for the project’s benefit. ‘This is onc ol the
rmany reasons hoth utilities are vehemently upposed to the CHPL line. Not only is TDI looking to
burden rutepayers with the costs for this project, should it prove financially non-viable, but it
also wants to implement a Special Protection System (SPS) that would allow it 10 re-route power
flows. at will. The New York Power Authority and Con Fdison both indicate in their commenls
to the PSC that the nse of an SPS would have severe negative impaci on the reliability of the

* New York Stute bulk power system. Con Edison additionally points out that TD1 “failed to
unalyze the economic, environmental, reliability and other impacts of the lesser, most likely,

ot oot withot a1 SPE™ 708-06: See response to Comment 708-02. Additionally, to ensure
adequate reliability, the proposed CHPE Project would comply
with the applicable reliability criteria of NYSPSC, New York

The CHPL line will serve the inlerests of TDI and out-of-state generators, without selving the | 708-06
demand issues of the downstate region, at the expense of generators in Upstate and Western New -
York. Lf develaped, this transmission ling, which is slated to run alan the Vermont border and

ander the Hudson River, would conpletely bypass in-slalc yeuerators, including upstate Power AUthOl’lty (NYPA), NYI SO, and the New York State
renewable energy. In doing so, the project would undermine one of the fimdamental reasons for sahili H
the Lransmission upgrades the Governor has outlined in his ensrgy highway proposal — Re I Iabl I Ity COU nci I (N YS RC) .

transport excess power from upstate and weslern New York to the downstate region.

Even if the CHPE line is developed, we cannul be assured that Canadian hydro-clecltic
generators (the assumed supplicrs of power to New York via the CHPE line) will in {ael continue
to operale on & merchant basis, What happens if these oul-ol-state generators suddenly shill their
priorities? The rolling blackouts and $1,000/mepawatt-hour costs experienced by Califarnia
ratepayers in 2000 and 2001 illustrates the danger ol being over-reliant on imported powcr.

‘The Champlain-TTudson Puwer Lixpress line does not make sense [rom an economic, public
policy, or cnergy perspective. Relying o heavily on oul-of-stare power insiead of upgrading in- | 708-07
state energy infrastructure is backwards public policy that fails 1o put the prierities and interesls
af Mew Yorkers first. It should also be stated that, despite the pipe dreams of some, CHPE is not
an alternative o Indion Point, as it will neither provide the megawatts nor vollage supporl Lhat
the system needs. What these self-intercsted purties fail to realize is that even with CIPE, there
will still be a sttong and compelling need for Indian Point. NYIS(Ys Comprehensive Reliahility
Plan points out thal the closure of Tndian Point would “drustically’ impact electrical reliubility,
“degrade’” the bulk power syslem, and potentially even lead to “emergency™ measures, which
include “rolling bluckouts.™ :

708-07: Comment noted. See response to Comment 708-02.

?”Cﬂnsnlida:\cd Ldizon Statcment in Oppaosilion e e Toint Proposal,” Marsh 16, 2002, p. 17,
“ #2010 Cumprehensive Reliability Plan: Tinal Report,” Mew York Independant System Operator, January L1, 2011

MNew Yorlt AREA 3
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‘he International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (TREW) Tocal 97, in its official staicment
of oppesition Lo this project, asnnely points out (o this honorable body thal, “upgrading New
York Stale’s lransmission system would require construction at bath the sowrce of generated
power and the foad powered by thal generation™ The CITPE fails to fulfill those requiremants.

Approval of this project would kill any hape of secing the Gavemnor's energy highway plan 708-08: The proposed CHPE Proj ect is consistent with the goals
come fe fruition. The two projects cannot co-exist, so we are left to choose between the cnergy . N R . . -
highvay and the CTTPT? line, In making that choice, this commission need only ask itself what is 208.08 identified in the New York Energy Highway Blueprint because it
truly in the best Interest for all Now Yorkers. We can with certainty tall you that CTTPF is nor. — - was deSIgned to Increase eIeCt”C pOWGI’ SUpp|y CapaCIty and

Sy YOS rusly et it where i canirul e the fipkn stcps in prepasing fn i fijure reliability, and decrease transmission congestion in the New York
energy needs. We are in the early stages of delermining the scope of Governar Cuome's

proposed energy highway, and looking for the most economtical and compelling projects for State Bulk Power System (NYSB PS) .

ratepayers. The CHPE project would put a chill on any potentiat for future investment in ovr
energy infrastructure by forcing us to import electricity we cun more efficiently and alTordubly
gencrale m-stalc.

A transmiseion project that provides its developer wilh direel aceess W downslawe cuslomers,
while blocking Tipstate competition for that niarket, and shifts the capital risks to ratepayers, is a
great deal for TT, but nol for the Stale of New York. New York AREA urges this honorable
body to consider the interests of New Yorkers and to support jok crearion and econornic
opportunity in our great state. New York must [ocus v supplying ils vwn power through in- .

stale generation and transmission upgrades that ratepayers can afford. This state cannot - 708-09 708-09 : Comment nOted
withstand being placed in & posilion of over-reliance an ont-nf-state power companias, or put its
ratepayers and taxpayvers at risk of being burdened by unnecessary price inereases, New York's
priorities musl focus on upgrading its own aging t ission and tion systems, so that we
can proudly say the powsr we use 13 “New York-made.”

*“Slulement of Interationsl Brothethood of Tlectrical Workers, Local 97 Opposing the Joint Proposal,” March 16,
012, p. 6.

New York AREA &
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708-10: See responses to Comments 708-02, 708-03, and 708-05.

708-11: See response to Comment 101-02.

708-12: See response to Comment 708-03.
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709-01: See response to Comment 137-01.

709-02: Comment noted. Also see response to Comment 101-02.

709-03: See response to Comment 137-03.
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BOILEAMAKERS LOCAL LODGE Ho. §

We also can't ignore (he obvious: New York already has a very substantial generating capacity

that can be expanded upon to meet our State’s needs. New York can and should keep up with

growing demand by ensuring the continued operation of our in-state energy sources and 709-03
constructing new plants both upstare and downstate as necessary. There are several “shovel

ready” sites that are already permitred ot pending permits in the Hudson Valley that could meet

this demand and keep New Yorkers working and the revenue gencrated in state.

In order to have a strong 2 1% century ceonomy, New York needs to build and produce products,
We can no longer afford to be viewed as only consumers bearing the brunt of cthers profits.
Fnergy and manufacturing provide sustained, long-term, good-paying jobs - a large portion af
which are skilled union positions. These jobs enable individuals to stay in New York, raise a
family, and grow the middle elass. They also establish the economic infrastructure for many
additional service jobs and power other sectors of the State’s economy.

New York’s economy needs to be energized, and the opportunities are out there waiting to be

seized upon, Such is the case with the opportunity to meet New York's growing demand for

clectricity, and solve transmission congestion problems, by investing in owr in-state electrical 709-04 709-04: Comment noted
infrastructure — rather than compounding these issues with a costly outsource to Canada. For !
jobs and a literally brighter future, we must act now and oppose the CHPE as an outright

detriment 1o New York.

Thank you.
Steven Ludwigson

Business Manager
Boilermakers Local 5

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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M., Brian Mills Wi, Jun Yan,

Departiment of Energy T3ACT Project Manager, Dastern Section
Office of Electricity Delivery&Fnergy Reliability (OE20) Regulatory Branch New York Diswict

U. 8. Departient of Enerpy 1.5, Acmy Coups of Engineers

1000 Independence Ave, SW 26 Federal Plaze, Room 1937
Washingtom, DO 20585 New York, NY 10278

Phone: 202-586-8267 212-000-0000

Fax:  202-586-8008 212-264-4260

Comments can be submitted via email to: BrianMillsi@hg.docarovy  junyan@@usacearmy.mil

Deadline for Comments; December 16, 2013
. Request to the DOE and USACE fer extension of comment period, "Drafi £18 Comments"
Dear Mr. Mills,
"This letter serves to reiterate the multiple requests at the Public Hearing on Nov 18, 2013, in the Town of Stony
Puint for a reasonable extension of 180 days for the comment period. Tn NYS the Developers for proposed power

plants are required 1o provide intervener funds for the impacted comnwnities. In this case there are no intervener
fumds from the developer which would allow the residents, business owners and ether stake holders to hire experts to

review and respond adequately to the “Draft EIS Comments™ to both the DOE and USACE. _

‘The venue for the Hearings in both Stony Point and Cueens were nol the most appropriate. The Flearing in Queens
was not within the impacted community. The Hearing in Stony Point would have been better held in the local
Middle School, more seating and better parking, residents who came and could not get through the “orange shirts” in

the hallway would nol have lefl, |

Pubilic Notice in Rockland County was not adequate. For example, when the Slony Poinl Center, was ealled they
could not confirm the ITearing on Monday Nov 18, 2013, was for (he Champlain Hudson Power Express, DOE
Heating., Apparently the Hearing Notice distribirtion within Rackland County was inconsistent; some received a

simple sheet of paper with a sticker, easily lost in the gencral bulk mail. _

I~ 709-05

- 709-06

= 709-07

There was no outresch and translated information for the Hispanic population. - 709-08

Stony Point was promised by CIIPE that they would not go through the Waldron Revolutionary and War of 1812
Cemetery, the maps in the DTS show differently. There are many contradictory installations issues, that require due

that in fact there are two responses required, one for the DOE and one for the USACE. The documents that wars
supplied al (he meeling did not constitute the entire filing, only a certaln segment of the DOE DEIS? Are the
USACT documents different than the DOE documents?

Laim respectively 1‘eque$ti1|g the extension hased on the sbhove reasons.

Resident: 7 ar  Loisfdivii 560 Phone: F45~£ 33 - & F5T5
Address: SLE  peg Tasdse #.020 B-mail: ¢ lodivigeon @ & of. com

ARLTOAS KoY 25 7

-~ 709-09
diligenee. There is alao the Army Corps of Fngineers filing, where do we find that? The instructions did not specify —

—708-10

709-05: See response to Comment 303-01. The availability of
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this

EIS.

709-06: See response to Comment 703-06.

709-07:

709-08:
709-09:

709-10:

See response to Comment 703-07.

See response to Comment 109-03.

See response to Comment 703-09.

See response to Comment 703-10.
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709-11: See response to Comment 703-11.
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Comment 710

Labor Guom i Afany 'HL‘{'E:.@_
)

SOLIDARITY NOTES

“F hope we shall erush... in its birth the aristocracy of our muoneyed corporations, which dove already to
and bid deffance to the laws of our country, ™

~Tranas Jaasen in 3 ke 1 Gedms Logn, W16

chalienge our govermment to & triaf of strength

Salidarity Gommittee of the Capital Distdct & Now York Ssiidarity w

33 Contral Avanue ® Albary, New York 12240 m (518} 8732502

Cenler, 33 Ceniral Avenue, Albany, N.Y. 12210

Solidarity Committee of the Capital District Mezting
Tne meetings of the Solidarily Corrmittee are neid at 7:30 pm
on the second Thursday of each month at the Socal Justice

DECEMBER
2013

THANKS!

The Salidarity Commities thanks everyons who helped
make the 30th anniversary dinner 3 success, namely Fred
Pfeiffer. Doug Bulleck, Susan DuBois, Tom Ellis, amd all
thoss ficods wnd  fellow  workers, who ottended,
sovtributed, bought journal ads, brvught a dish 10 the pot
ek, oc just honored ws with their presance,

Aspecizl thanks o Chriz Townsend, aational pelities)
and legislative director for the United Eleerrical, Radio, and
Machine Warkers of America, who has spent the past two
decades nding herd an the politicians and lobbyists
whi make up the suppoisd |aw-meking body of ke
L5, Congress.

Ha rizalled the early yeara of the Solicarity Commitiee
fof which he was & hardeworking part), and pave his
assessment of the statz of the union movement a1 this fime.

Off 1 a slightly late star, the program miled along
smaothly, with speeches and musical selections, nght up
untl the 7 pm. closing, with o rousing chorus of "Salidarity
Fomver,” susg by—who clse? —the Solidarity Singers, who
closed out the program widh & numaer of labor and ether
eongs of ne people, Baslier in the program, thee were sangs
by Terr! Rahyn, a local falk singer,

Scheduled to speak wias Assemblyman Phil Steck, bug
he was called 1o Washington for a mesting and sent his
staffor, Thad Rutherford in bis place. Also in attendance was
Stale Senator Neil Breslin, without whose skill ar the prill,
no Seldarity Commines Labor Day Micnic and Celebration
would be the same,

Rup. Panl Tonke was there, with many gl words for
tie work o e Scliderity Commitiee and bearing a
proclamation from the US. House of Represenistives,
noting the commitiee's 30 vears of struggle and service,

e the et colimn for the tecr of the Proclawation.

5
The Proclamation

United States Honse of Representatives

By Congressman Fuul I, Tinkp

Oetober 19, 2013

WHEREAS, the commuaity recognizes orzaniztions
whieh are ded ieated te the betterment of aur seciety; and

WHEREAS, said orgavizations are assets beyond
remuneration and cannat be sufficiently extolled, but whiss
services can be celebrated;

WHEREAS, the Solidarity Committee began in
November 1933, when, in the midst of a bitier strike by
members af the Amalgamoted Trunsil Union againsg fhe
Greyhound Company, union members orgonized 2 Srrikers
Suppart Commitice, and helped tim the tide in labors
favor; an,

WHEREAS, sfter the settlement of the strike, Albany
umion activists, determined to continue tnis suecessful
vl icing effort, renamed the sirike support comminee the
Solidarity Commite: of the Capital Districy, and

WHEREAS, a voluntwer organization, the Salidarity
Coemmites weeks to enzute Labar Day, May Day. acd the
Wlartin Lwther King Hofiday are observed sach year and
contributes regularly to calls of support for worker
and hyrman rights; and

WHEREAS, in 2003, the Solidarity Uommities
welebrotes its 30th anniversary, @ sestament to s et need
in the community that they zo admirably full; now,
ihersfore, be it

RESOLVED, that, as a duly elected Member of the
United States House of Represeniaiives, | hereby do
commend the

SOLIDARITY COMMITTEE OF THE CAFITAL
DISTRICT, on the eccasion of its 30th Amtiverary,

A5,
Patil D. Tonko, Member of Congress

"Next American Revolution™
To Be Screened In Albany Nov. 23

Adifrugh there has besn no shortage of commentary
sbout the strsctural crigls plaguing the American economic
sad palitieal system, annlyscs that offer practical, pobiciclly
viahle snlatinns 1ave boer few and far berwaan,

The film, "The Next American Revolition,” (013, 47
minutes) s such a film and it will be shown at 7:30 pm.
Suturday, Nov. 23, in Chanring Hail of the First Unitarian
Unlversaliat Society of Albany, 405 Washington Ave., Alhany

This illustraned yuusestsiion from hisorian and soliteg!
ceonomist Gar Alperovitz i3 & rare and stunning axception
Painting te efforts already undarway in thousands af]
communities across the United States—from eceops and
community band trusts to government initiatives—alperovit
shows how battom-up stategies car work w check
monopalistic coeporaie power, dempcratize weslth, and
warpower communiiies. Professor Moam Chomsky, praising
this decumentary, hes declared: “What Gor Is talking abour 5
rat reform¥—it's revelution,

The film shnwing is par of the Solidarity Commitie's
annual fibm senies and is en-sponsored By Bethlehem
MNeighbors for Peace and Upper Hudson Peace Action
Admission is free and the Honest Weight Food Co-op will
provide free refreshments, Tt is open 10 the pablic and
|veryne is invited to anend.

TIMES ENDORSES TPP

This, from the Elecivmic Frontier Foundatlon, Nav, 8,
2% "How Can the Mew York Times Endprse an
Agreement the Public Can't Read?™

"The Mew Hork Timeey’ wdivorial boord has wrinen what
amoints do an endorsement of the Trans-Pacific Partiership
(TP}, ever as the actual text of the agreement reriains
secyet. That raises twi distressing passibilities: sither in an
actofexiraardinary subservience, the Vimes has endorsed an
agicement that neither the public nor its editors Bave the
ability to resd. O, in an act of extraordinary cowardice, il
has obained & copy of the secret text and hasi't yet fulfilhed
its duty to the public interest to publish it 4

@ THARKS TO: Fublic Employees Federation for printing Sulidarity Noms nd fo he Socil Jussise Center fer our office and Ftiding recan.

710-01: The December 2013 issue of Solidarity Notes, official
publication of the Solidarity Committee of the Capital District and
New York Solidarity, was received and entered into the project
record.
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Five Acquitted Of Charges After Blocking Drone Base Near Syracuse

Five Carholic Warker sctivists were acquitted in the
carly svening of Oct. 24, of disorderly conduct charges Tor
blax:hing earlier this year Lhe main enlrance 1o Hencock Air
Bagze, home of the 174th Attack Wing of the Air National
Gioard, Swrasuse, Now Yok,

Haneeck is o Keaper dmnc fub whiose tochniciais gilon

The five wenr "pra sc. |d~kndmg themselves) in the
Dz Win town court of Judge Robert Jokl.

In hiz closing statement Fr. Bill Micard said, "We pray
o v, 'Iu.dgL sk, rohave the: courage to do the dght and

Aller the verdict was announced. the district attomey
objected, and the judze said to him thil be hadn't found
"rneng roa,” i Tor “gailly mind " 1he five defondants,
with pomwesiul eloguence, convineed the judge that their
infent wirs to uphold, not break, the Jaw. This acyuilial
marks & mujor breakthrogh by those who have sought to
strenerthen internetional law, and stop TLE. war cnimes,
mnsluling extra-judicial murder by e illesal deones.

Drefendunt Carmen Trotta said, "W are bappy to be part
of u wroundswell of oppasition to the dones What o joy to
win zuch a vesdiet on what is aMgi by United Nations day.
We teld the judge that we were not alienated citizens, it
vather engaged cilizens) Ullimately it scems Be was move]
by conr eemse.

Curmen neted the secent geotndswell included Human
Rights Watch, Amnesty Tat malicnil, the Burcan of
[rvestigative Towmalisn hee hend of the Jesoitz Oinder,
Alfanza Mieolas, [T &p Rapporteor M. Enwrierson,
and the Nobel Mence Mominee, the young Pakastani yirl shed
four prestintaing education for women and girls, in Pakistan,
all of whom have condemned drone T1.5. dipne sirikes.
Defenciant Linda LeTendre statad, "My hope is that
once gEein welcoite in the 'S and we turn away
ng 00 Caring a8 a souwtnlre”

Lllen Grady stated, "W pray amid will continue 1o act

thar the children ol Afihanistun, Pakistan, Somalia, Yemes,
and all couniries will seme day scon be without the terr ol
droncs ar 2y wars!

The five are: Tro DG Prankle-Sreit of Wirginia, Linda
Le Tendrs of Saratoma Sprin Ellen Cirly ol Lhaca:
Carnen Trofte of New Yok and Fo Bill Piokarnd of
Scrinlen, Pa.

Lpllowing is their seatement al the lime of the asion
ot Haneock Air Base, the Ash Wednesduy Statemen,
Fch. 13, 2015:

"W come o [lancock Aidield, home nf thi Matjomu)
Temper Dirune: Alaintainencc and Training Cenler, this Ash
Wednesday, to remember the viciims of cur drone strives
and to ask Giod's forgiveness for the killing of arher bunan
[ sl espesinlly children.
killer deone srrikes ol the US's killer dione
policies have mken the lives of thonsunds in a awmher of
countrics, such s Alphanisian. Pakistan, Yeimen, Irag und
Somalia. These sirikes are illegal and immonl. Loder
ntemational agreesnenls, which e U5, has ¢ d, Lhe
killing of civilians, extru-judicial muorders, viclasuns of
natisial sovereizoly, and violations of due process arc all
el a5,

"We come to Haneock Adrfield this Ash Wednesday w

repent for the acticns nl vur government and 1o ask God's
forgivencss and the fogmiveness of the people we daily
terrorize with these drones.
e remind cwselves that vur lives ore bricf and
mwsterious, and that Trom dust we were croated and i dyst
we shall retor!' The =ignilcince of our bricl animaicn is
the degres to which we love ooe anather,

"Lentisatime o repent —Literally, to change our
Itis & time (o rernind ourselves of Jesus' vommand to ©
our neightnss and our enemizs. It is a lime 1o Temir
ourselves off hesus’ radical. non-violen) meszage of lave,

“Step the Killing. Grownd he Droncs. STOF
the Wears. " <

Yo

Firefox OS For Activists
—fy ERAC LEE, Laboserfort

Back in 1993 [ was asked 1 look ints how wuniois wers
using eomputer nefworks and email. The result was my
1998 buok vn Lhe Jaboar movement and the Internet —and
after that, LabourStart.
Tweeaty vears on and Ive been looking into how we in
on movement use the new corvmpnications
tools—smartphones and tables—ar] (he result 95 2 now
coraithozed with Jeremy Groen, "Firsfox 0%

C Imrl-.r: wre vowve heard of the iPhone and (Pad, and
probably Android phones and tablels oo, Mavbe vou even
own one of theae devices.

You may even kouw about Bleckbeny and Microsol
phunzz and tablets-though they haven't made much head-
way in the fight against the two giants. Apple and Geagle,

Firefon ©F iy parl of o new breed of alteriative, open
soieri mwshile aperaling systems that aim to take on lhe big
corporatinns. [ been created by the non-profis b ozilln
Foundation and in our view, its & very big deal.

Firefoor 08 phones are alreidy wvailasle for sale in o
number of countries (Spain, Cermany, a few Latin
American countries) and will soon he available whers
vou live.

They're extremely chian, and naking wpps that ma an
them i5 cheaper and easier than doing them for Apple and
Android producs,

Fireles Q% 15 part of a broader vpen source revoluri
Ueart wdes such things as the Ubunty Touch projec
even Fairphane, the frst auempt to create an “aihi
mabile phone thal, among other things, nespects workers'
rights.

You can read more about aue bonk, see the full table of
cuplents, and ¢ven read @ sample chapter  hees
httpedfwany Jaisourstart oo el

Thope you'll find it of intensst and wili ceder copiss for
yoursell wmd vour union. Remembes that every copy von
purchiss helps LabauStart's compuigning activitics. &

— L T

]

[Editar's mote: Briz Lee started weoow, labousstarl.ors' i
1994, 23 a fiollow up 1o his book. 1t carmics news of workers
and witicns atound the world, every day.)

The next Solidarity Committee
maating is
Thursday, Dec. 12 at 7:30 FM
Hope to see youl

SOLIDARITY NOTES

-4ohn Fursciglie, Editor
Husan DuHos, freseurer Ciane Maguina, Layour

Thanks 12 the Malllng Committes For November 2M 3 |ssus

Lany Vrner Fabel Camhson Jon Flarders
Tt Ells Dorathy Tristran Frad Fieifar
Gordan McChklland  Susan Dubole Doug Ouliock
-zhn Funicels

Cuban Professor To Speak In Albany

De. Exvirini Deulofen, u University of Havan professor
ol epistemology and popular education, will spazk in
Albany at 7 pon Wednesday, hov., 200 2013, on "Progress
Lessons from O e arminst
and Homephohia, *

She will discuss these sirugples in taday's Cube
providing a histocical condex

The program will be hald at the Toohy Foram, Talls
Builfing, College of 51, Roge, 100% Madisen Avenue,
Alkany. %
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GE Continues Tax Avoidance

-5y r-RED PFEIFFER
imthe (ke 23 Times-1lei

'z hugiiess section
1 y T ot
reported thar the Generat Ele l’"ummu.\ is 1n1|:||= b
recluce i progerly Ganes on the Fort Ldward phmtt!am 827
millizn to 530,000 per vear by reducing the assessed value
af the 10 acre facilicy fro 3 million to S1.1 malliea!
othing like kicking the Fuorl Fidward community when
thoy are down.

Lt Selbenectady o The 19905 we hed the same
continuing iszue of GE soing to lewer iTs @sessmenls even
by tearing dewn good mancfactluning bueildings to
azcomplish this. The tax law 35 flawed, s companies do wot
e o cql.iplrcln.\-aluz, wr replacement value, just boiléing
asaezzed val e, W sluresl i lub:hr oarmrumn g

i)

ch
i pant, which opposed the reduction, Llecied
sarem suiu Iv pressured into setthing sccoiunds 10 avoid
settle on the e fioe their budped line,
ey eveniuall l} lose their tax base.
Une of the things we suggested 10 the city- was fin
Schencerady to buy the GF progery al GLs gssessed valee
and then lease it back 1o them as u revenue enhances. We

ook a 3-foet by G-loot cheok made out to GE with the
sngpesled issesed volue and presenicd it o the Ciy
Council at their mesting to make ci- poind! The reduztion
hurt the community and schont disteer. OF course, GE
wokld then denate a pittasics W o school project to cone
favgeabie puhblic epinion.

lo Albany when they did this a the Lwin Towers

Builfing, where GF Leld the morigage through its financinl
W Wi wl the syuare foor amaunt and then
meliplied by the construction standard cosls Jor a

replacement building, which was way above the aseosd
walue,

Fowever the lax rufes rely heavily on feecit compara-
hle sales (zee abovel, which o s there are few Lo none
in smaller cities znd commun Althe time a story froo
the Jom. 3. 1995, Scheseclady Guzete gquoted Juhn
Funizielle, Chainnan o the Solidarity Comimines as s
"The city and e schools buve 20 make up thiz loss
sameplace...they have to po afier other Laxpavers in e
comimnunity. This certainly has o he the homeowners. We
Bisvie i Jouk ut who pays for service.. We hope LE ¥,
wiee This avdditional thrcar to up the fight apainst GF clfos
of their plune. %

Co-Op Workers From Mexico Hosted By UE's Northeast Ca-Ops

£ RUBTN ALEXANTIER

From the 13th e the Zind of October, cooperatives
from ahe Mortheast Region of the United Elcerrical,
Radio zrd Mazhine Workers of America {UE} hoste
representatives frome co- nrw frem the Authentic Workers
Front (FATY

The group included anrque Liscune, the clected
represenlateve of the Social Feonomy Seclor of the FAT amd
bimselt 8 member of buotin s beer and o conssruction gu-up;
Alme Contreras Torres, the scoreany of the lousing
Cormmission [er he statewide union, SITEM. dhat iz
develuping o ecologically snstainable 200 unit housing
voopezative for mombers in the st of Mayarit: lsaias
{ancia haquierde, the gencral accouniant of a 26 yearnld
realil urion in Saltillo and also he elecled representarive of
the smoup of young peojple within the FAT, and Gabriely
Manjerrez, a fousding member of the Bicyole messenper
and repair eo-og, Bicicuepeativa Urhans, and also a silk
soign &riisl in Meatco Uity

They were accompanied throughuut the trip by
Flizaierh Jesdale, president of the wniun that represcnts
workers i Ve Llunger Mountain Foxl Co-cp in Montpe

Vernont [UE Local 235} and Kobin Alcxander, Uls
L¥irecior of Intemaciona? A (fairs.

In addition te exchanges with go-aps threnghout
Wermaont and Magsaclusel | and presenzatinng in Buringtoa
und Boston in connectiyn with Mew Ezonomy Week, they
parlicipated in UE's Reglonal wmeeting in Glens Falls whers
they participated in 3 workshop or co-ogs. Che of the

ighpoines of the wip was the demonstration in frnl of the
General Electric pland in ot Edwards, WY,

Alma Conlreras Tommes was muved by the salid: arily
shown by o wide range of different union and community
supporters:  "Ie is gratifying w0 know that we shars the
abilily o be wnted with ollers dn accons and mutunl
support, especially in difficull tmes.

"It 15 motivating and inspining because it dengmgimles
that althougl we are of dilferent nationalities and speak
i fzrent ]anguages we volncide in oor beliel inunize
cooperaticn, sclalarity, honesty, and (lw commitment
stalggle in delense of our Iahnr rights ang for o decen
standard of living. And this, sisters and brothors, is o
witversal lanpuage.” 4

Fund-Raising 30th Anniversary
Solidarity Dinner A Success

Ihe aumbers wore par all il press fime, bu it appears
thut the Solidarity Commimee elegrad more than 54,00H
from the Oct. 19 pot lock dioner and celehracion of thie
commiticzs 3 vears of struggle, fight, and service w all
wirking womnen wnd men.

Dur cutstanding avent riling 1o Susan DuBois,
treasurer, the incoane was 34,822 50, of which $3,187.50
was joornal ads and $1 665 was trom tickel sales, The
expenses totaled BE7397, with the bigoest expenses being
found and vental ul the hall

Tos addtiaon 1 what we spent 1o put an #he svent, we had
cuntribulions in the torm of PEF's printing of the cvent
dournal, a S100 zift card [rem Honest Weight Food Coap,
bread [rem Rock Hill Bakchouse, aad he [ood thar
aumeeous people brought 1o the dinner.

According to Fred Pieifter, who was te driving e
hiehind the 30th unniversary event, here s some additional
money to come thom ads, witl e other, small expenses.

Again. tharks 1 all whe padicipated or contributed. «

= Wa all live under the same sky, but we dor’t
see the same light.

Mystery Of Gompers'
Labor Book In Solidarity Auction
-t FRED PFETFFER ol ML TR

When [ was going theough my lubor hook collectiug, |
decided it was tine 1o share the 1920 iw
autnbicgraphy Samuel Geomnpers, | put it asi
remembering how 1 came in pussession af the fiest
bonk.

Tast weebend (just before Solidariiys S0t dinaerl,
Solidanty supporier Paul Tick after « I e Motcs
suns-up of var silent auction reminded me. This is the stone
from Paul about hew received the buoks:

tion

“In E542, | lived in Teeacl for Gve months. | was eres-
ing 8 photographic essay on Palestnian and lseaeli lije. |
fived in leraeli wwns, on 2 Socialist-Zionist kibbute
und in a Palestinian village of 600 people, all af oo
extended tfamily.

T the village there wis one dirt read and it villyge
tleere was une generator for electricity far s New hours =aca
diy, hread was boked ina communal veen. [ chink there was
one black and white TV,

Lbere was a wacher o the il who was aboul
ageund he spoke very broken Fnpglish, | knew no Aral

--ee Gopnpers ' Lotuer Sogk on
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Government Shutdown Brings Polling Changes

A Wall Street Tourmal-NBLC poll thot was released
otaber 10, 2013, and disributed on the Infermet by
ww oo raticiides g roun s some significant
changes in the apinions of Americang, whe pliced
increasing blame significantly on the GOP. Followiing are
zume g 1he wanbens:

0 perzeit: The nmiher of people whe say the GOP is
ithewd of whut's gnod for the ...num}

31 percens: The number of peeple who blame the
GOP far the shutdown versus 31 percenl who blame
I'resichent (i,

Tl

> The number of people whe have o tavesable
S0P, the lowest mumber in the history of

: The amount fat supporl For President
Dlvama hits gone up sinee [0e stndovn began.

+7 percent: The amount of suppart for Ohamacars {Lie
Attordable Care Aet} since the shutdown began.

52 pereent: The nomber of peopls who think
goverminenl shuuhl £o mere. no 1288 10 solve poblems. up
4 percent sinae Pune 20013, 4+

New APWLU President Calls For A "Grand Alliance”

MO T 253 —In an impassiened speech before more
3 uadnn mernbers, the newlvelected president of
an Postal Workees Union, Muzk Dimondsein,
Akl for 2 "prand alliance” to 2ave the [TRPS ag
stal serviee and to peotect postal jobs.

Writing 1 Congress is impartant,” he declared, *h i
ia net enongh. Lm:l:ymg fur legistation is importane, bot
it 3% med rmuu-m Lo succeed, postal workers mwst baild 2
auovement, he said.

UWhen Lhe Flinl sit-dovn strikers oceupied a Clerern)
AMorors plant in the D 9305, labor lve refomm was won, When
women ook 0 the strects 1o demaind the right to vole, they
Wit Whed  Sourapeous civil tights workers foug i
seprogation with sit-iss and boyuedts, the 1964 Civil Righes
Al i), Dimondstein zatd.

Hiatary shows thal movements move Congress
dovemnents Sroaie legislative viclories, not the othor way
around,” he said,

"W must build a grand alliance belwesn the people of
hiz geuntry and postal workars," he procained. "W muost

mobilize oor allies amd their o
sEminrs, reliresy, vivil oghts organizae
e labor  movennes,  gommuenity and J
i . ard busingss croups
s right to vibrant public postad

services,” be said.

The laboe moveneal js in dire sraisz Dimondstein
acknowledged Y {
poxl- public libraries, public edocation, public urilitics.
public fronsporttion and public al services—is uidar
severe allack, s mre public warkers and sar nions.”

Tublic
waorkers in Wiseonsin smod up and foysht back, Ae noted,
“Wal-Marl wuckers are stiming. Fast fowl workers arc
demanding a living wage.”

"4 revitalized labor movemant i iodesd possibiz,” he
dezlared, as be rged wniop members o ;u Lgather o
defend s pablic Postal Beifiec snd goad unior jobs.

Eighty APWU netwonnl officers wers sworn “n on Now.
7. Their thres-vear terns began Mow, 124

Petition To Prosecute Murder Of Rights Advocate In-1985

Jewish Voice fiv Peacs (JV1") 5 demanding that [18.
Anomes General Eric Holder pursue the 1985 murder of
Alex Udeh, =2 he opeied (he door of the Southers
California Regional  Office nf the Ametican-Arab
Anti-Niszoimingtion Committee {ADC), becauss, o date,
ne ons has beow charged, shbough three suspects were
mmeiately identiticd.

Un the meming of Ouober 11, 1983, in the city of
Simla Ane, Caliton a pipc bamb exploded 28 Alex
epened the door te the Seuthern California Regioral Ofice
of the ADC. Shortly atter, e was pronounced desd ar the
The explosion injured seven other prople and
i eolfize.

Augording o JYF, the FEI identifed the murderers
al e iannenlintely wfter the oitack. end an FAT spokesman

also narved he Jewssh Defense Teague (JDLY as e
arganizztion behind Ales Odeh's murder. The ITH. Las been
designuted by the FBI 25 8 right-wisg leronst group and by
the Southeni Fowerty Luv Center & 4 hile LT o

Yot 28 vears Thave passed and thore las been no further
invesligntion ar building of 2 cas agamst these who were
suspecial uf the murder. On dhe i
oeen scheduled to speak al Frid
awnagnzue i Fuontain Vielley, Czl

Bom imio a Palestinian: Chriztan [Latin rite Cathuelic s
Tanily in Jifa, the West Bank, Oceh-immigratar to the LS.
in 1972, He wag & Jocuer and poet who had jublished o
wolmme of his poctry, Whigrens i krile
For more information or to sign the peilis, conaet
infiidjvp.ong.

FOUR DECADES IN THE BOX

The last of the "Angola 3," Albert Woodfox, remains in
Angela Prison, the notorious Louisiana poson. and
contiies 10 be held i selitury confinement, wheee he has
spenl most of 41 years far the muide: of a priscn muard, 2
zase in which lhere 15 ne physical cviderce thal he und two
abners committed the erirne,

The case has teen taken up by Amnesty Intzmaticnal,
which noted that fellow prisner Terman Wellace was
ieleased in Celober 2003, sufterfng from advanced liver
cancer. He died three duys wfter bis release, hot he died
ameni Gamily and fricnds, a free man. |lis releose come
kol through Amnesty's effarts, alang with Hlapesands of
aremn s and suppueriens,

All thres were in prison for comviction of wrmed
rebibery, The fhied viss Rolber King, who aasrclcaq.,d after
29 vewrs in solitary
overtumed. Woodas is s
feot by Y-foot box and Anmla after |Ila cui
averfurned.  Amnoesly is ca
gencral not tn appeal the deg
coavietian overaened theee tinwes.

Ti Cetosher, Amnesty lelivens] petitions 1o Louisiana
autharitics, demar at Woodfox be eleased from
ary coplingmenl, in preparation for his reicase
Trom prisen.

N Woudfox has had his

Foe mnere infermation and o heesme irwsshed i e
ocganization's  aienpl 1o eliminae umane
wie ol solitzy confinement, conlsct Ammesly. gt

TONRLAIM eI . @

29.8 Million In Slavery;
India Is The Top Nation

May peaphe 1k lllk slirvery wils n:lolnhod wEais a0
har:

Adlantic slave trade berween ihe 1T and
i, novording to Walk Free. *

The -ﬂo\clnn...nul or -
dedicated w ..|.d.|r||‘r slavery LI\ taally, h||I Ih: L:rmp poioe: ou‘l
that thew aze 208
ill in the ponrer coumtries. Slar\-':s e fmmc ini
and "cven & single person is one pecson Lo
said. These ase children a5 yourng as vy o
whun are arnskave)

Aveunding in an Ovober 2013 CBS News n:pr"l.
Global Skivery Index 20135, the fist maje
has found therz slaves in EGZ oo
Limited Sties, Conada end Westom

dervery on Fage 5
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Starbucks Fights Union Organizing In Chile

The Internationsl Trade Union Conlaberation (110
1d in Jate Uciobier diat it is "cxtremely concemed" about
mcks nelusal Lo gonsider its union workers' dennds,
E it eonld nor cover basic benefits 1o workers such as
. sick pay rights, amd sull

iy ol workers ane young people under 23,
.l“\. referred by it imtermal repolations as
* pariners.
The company was sentenced four Umes for viclation of
trawle wmicn rights in 2012, and the Chilcan S
Has recently apheld an appeal coort ordes
350000 flee wmd o negotinee o eolleetive agreement
wilh the umion.

Tt is clear for the ITLC that Starbacks s usiz iz all it
Tesources to derai’ the provess of collective harpaining and,
through inumidarion snd direct relalintion, diseowrages
workers frann joining the anion,

"Workers' rights a1 Starbucks in Chile desceve 1o L
respected as aoy other rights, Starhucks 15
=rerywhers thut it is a socially respoosible compe
naw time o see il voncretely.” said Sharan Burrow,
Lieneral SecTerary.

To shuw your solidarice. vou oo ke action on
b ftact exqualtines ongen: cstaraks and tell Surbucks b
negotiate in oo Taith with workers in Chile.

The ITUC regrezcats 175 omillion workers in 5
COUNTrics aikl territories and has 315 nagioml affiliarcs.

[y

Letter to Editor
eople And Workers, Unite!

Adrwerican sstury has been tanght incorrectly.,

We haid these ideals thar all mea aml women ace equal
1 A nerica I’\euple are not treated 2qually under the b,

We bear poiiticians and radic sistions saving that
Ami iz o denocracy. Why did Benjaimin Frinklin say to
i wumam fhot e peopls have fered & republic? 1 ho‘pc wo
can keep it

There ure o documents that share e crealion of the
Unitzd Stztes. These documents sre the Teclaraiion of
Inddependence and the Constitution.

Heaw s Amenza crealed in realis? B was Tased on
honclage imd slavery. These wore ivdenters] servanls and
Alaves.

It iz the peopls thal hawve to heal Americs Oue
povernmen! is braken. The gavernmenl is of the people, by
the people and “ur the peaple,

KENNETII . WILLIAMS, IR,

Lecture On Peace In
The Middle East By Khalidi

Rashid Khaiidi, the Edward Said Frofessor of hodera
Arab Studics at Celumbia University, ol speak abaul his
new  hook, Brokers of Deceic  fow the [0S B
Linderminad Peace in the Midale East, o 7 pou, Thursday.
Pav, 21, in Foom 200, a0 Albany Law School, B PNew
Seotland Ave., Alhany,

The editor of the Journal of Palestine Sudics. Khalidi
will be welcomed by Albony Law School Than Penny
Andrews wnd inmoduced by Wubbi David Ciondis,
president of Hebrew Collsge.

Spensors of dic event inchide the Solidarity Commitle:
ol the Cezpital Dstriel, Women Apginet War, tha Palestinian
Rights Committee, the Albany Chopter of she Natios)
Lawrvers Guild, s the Moslim Solidanity Commites. The
event is frez and npen Lo the sublic

st

For more  information, t Genz Danin, sl
goamm-Fnwenp room of 518-165-5425 &

All Is Not Well For European Youth

Tn the Farpean Loien (EU), e workd's
wede bloc, shout 3.5 million persons under 25 Gire
uaemployed—ilul's £33 percent of thar demegraphi

If warld ceonnmies g as they kave been, the FIT, the
115, and sther developed ceonomics could be ZSicing more
thar unczraiaty. The effiecis of so many millions of youmge
sl conslid be, well, explosive.

At the cnd oF Octaber, the Assoeisted Tress repurled.
Agng Sa oy K, opposition leader 1o (e dictutorship in
Myanier (Buts), said as much, "Youth unemployment is
i irse bome" she said.

The Mohel Peace Prize winner was in Frussels u seek
Lurapean help in leadiog hue country oul of high debt and
decinles-Jung dictatorship.

largest

Carpirate leuders in the EL7 want the notions @ rise ou
of the doldrums by making Lahor laws "mose Dexikble” znd
by making il easier f¢ hire and fice workers, while unions
have painted out that such =eigons have resuliad in lowered
wages and cunlructs that do nat offer the secunly nesded for
the working pogaulace,

Fven thengh politicians sce informmition wehnology
thz coming ares of smployment and nore that here will be
Tuncleeds of trousands of sich joby in the near fiature, ~og
ELl nations are encouraging & fetum o Girming. incloding
Pariugl and Uircoes, which provides subsidivs and tisiing
for those wha want t work g2 lznd. Many of those who
are laking up the offcr: have varying degmoes of higher
cducation, sveording ta AP %

Gompers’ Labor Book,,, (cont'd. fram Page3)

close bands deveinped [=rween mary of the villages and
myself AL one point, a teenape boy brought me e
backs as gifts. The bouks were a samewhar waorn,
two volume 2ct first edidgn, of Samucl Sromper!
autabingraphy.

"As there was nocomnan languige bebween s, T pever
could learn whar prompled this oift. [ eowld oot lear w
these  English  language  aovks of
published in the United States of America in the early I';lnﬂz
wers doing in a Palestinian villuge where no one spoke
Lnglish. wnd visitors were axtremely rar. § never found out.

“Bome vears Later | moved o Alhany, 1 decided that L
Tiad tows iy matedal hings Uial 1 was holding on to hor
not really us [ met Fred Pleiffer and, knowing of hiz
involvement in the i bor movement, | gave thu boubs i him
zg o liftle gift.

“reer time, | had long sinee forgoticn about them. A
few weeks pgo, [ read in Selidasly Motes that Judgs
Thegpan wis ot the Solidasity Labor Day picoic and in the
silen anction be bid vn bwo books that reminded me of
the unes | gave to Fred, | immediately knew whers the
bovedken 2z frowm.

"When | un into Pred of the wedding of 2 mureal frignd,
T terld himn that [ knew where lhwse books came from. Fred
had himse t forgotten how he Rad gotres the books. 1 jarmed

L

his memaory 2 bit and vy contirmed were the anes Ut did,
in Jact, trevzl from the tiny Palastinian villags to auy hands
ard m the 115, to Freds hends and s laber Bbrary and
oW into the hends of Judge 1b

"1 bike ty wnagine Lhar my mcm:h fram the village
wald be pleased m know hew this gifi has since travell
Lungjalulatmun 1y Judze DuEgsn @l winn listle
ircsures. Congraiviations 1o e Solidzrity Lnn’ il fur
30 wedrs of cutstunding and ansel fish worl, &

Slavary... {cont'd. fram Pags 4)
The swdy, in enumerating the kinds ol slavery, inclndes,
detq boodage, hunan allicking, foreed labor forced
marrizge, and child labon. B aneanis b 2-4 percentof e Tabar
markat i gome dustries.
The top [0 slave couniries amd the n
Indin, 13936000 Ching, 2, 945,243

Migeria.  T00,0 £51,110: Rus
Thailand, 4728 g Mlvamz, 3
Ranp ladesh, JAJJ‘J"' “These 10 countries

76 percent of the 288 million who are snsliveg in the j(__
camerizs whers slavery was G
For more informatian in the Nght woend slavers, visic
g W alk e one
= Seawrer: Mserrationg Ledor Organiz

U.S. Department of Energy

CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

FAGE &

SOLIDARITY NOTES « DECEMEER 2013

Fracking Corporations Are Faclng Global Opposition

"

Wherever they go, gianl corpy
g, cunb—thal ure [.u.n:l" erowing vpposilion their
attzmpts to "frack” for oil and gas, hocase of the
cestructive prower of the methad of extractinn.

Liying the methad, hydmimeturing or frcking, ereemy
comupunies drill 5,000 v 149,000 feet into sbale formations.
thern they dnll horizontally to maximize their take of ail or
aaz. They then injoct a mistuee of water, sand, and
chemicals under high prosswe o apen fizswes inthe <lale
Foaration 4 release the gas o ail Tronibe rock

“The chemigals are loniz, although they meke up a small
perceniage of the wter (they use good. potable water and
meoder il tomic in the process), radiation i roleased
frem the rock formadions, and gas escapes iofeo the
environmens. Thers alse 15 @ conceen alsol sucly deilling
i k]t‘":llllh'.]lluk{h
L r[WalJl noted recently that Chevron is Tacing sircaug
opposition to their iracLJng enterprise in Bulgiria .|.1'|.d
clzewherz in Eastemn F rojc, where petrolenn compinies
apparcntly f2lr that oimic stress fhere wonld make them
embrece anvihing. howerer damaging ar descructive m the

t, but the people are not buying, it
Crppoisition is bailling in Svath Americn and clscwhere.

The people 10 Argeoling wre orpanizing o opposc
the agreement between ¥ PF, the national oil campany, sk
Cheveen, Tranés  has  buoped  fmckiog  throughoot
the country and there is strong opposition building
England.

The lare of big meney is band o resist, sspecially in the
Southern Tier of MNew Yok, where fnrrrung ind zmall
indugtry Tiave al] but disappes ami Liaar dbwe small farms, the
il 1l the money fom frackine wells on the land wil
save the farm has caused many farmers toosign beses, just
=0 thew might not be the last penerativa oo tha bl Many
farmers, when They ses the probuble destruction and damag,._
of the whulx: process, want to get ooz, ot its & wagh ing
tado, The money is all on the other zide.

The so-called eneroy companies hive done thy ner
couniries, as well. Wherever there is seonimic fisiress
Lhey van be found, telling the peaple ol all of the welik that
will be theirs, if they just allow fracking. Lven the stresscd
=conamies of Easteen Fusope are huilding strong oppasition
to fracking comporationg, because they koow that their
Fanoland aod water ure more imporant than sledl-lerm
puyoffs. They can'r car the aas vr wil, but they surely necd
the tead that they grow un Lhe land. <

Garson: No Worker Recovery; Unemployment Still High

— Py TS ELLIT

Barbara Gorson spoke Oct. 23 at a Janes Connolly
forum mhour "Down the Up Bacalaror: Howe Capilalism is
Creating Bad Jobs After the Gireat Recession.

Barbara has wriTen plays ineluding the very suecessfitl,
Aachird. and four non-fiction books about workers,
autoiaticn, and capitalism, Yhe books are Al the Liveluny
Thay: Thee Meaming and Demeaming of Rostine Fork; The
Clecironic Swearshap, How Corapulers are Frimgforetngs
Hiig Lffice of the Futune sale the Fuctory of the Pasi: Money
Aakas the Worid (o drand: One faveyigr Tracks ey Cazk
Througit the Cilobal Economy; waf U e Den Frnalaror:
fiow the 99 Percent Live in the (Freat Reoession,

She began saying fiom 19712007, labur productivity in
the L5, rosc 99 percent while wages—1 assume she meant
s adjnsied for inflation—increzsed anly 4 percent,
Thus corporate profits were high, Wit long-lem wugpe
Lion, business leaders figured ilbe Wity 10 sustiin
consumer sales growdi (70 pencent of the evonomy) was
[znd warkers the maney 10 buy what they could atherwise
ot afford, ad eventually, 1o krnowingly lead ta peaple who
vonld nol pessibly pay it back. The lendess did ool
vare abuul the creditworthiness of their costomers
becane they gquicldy sliced, repackaged, and zold the loans
Loy owned.

She spoke abowr ong tearilied] woman she met whe
owned 2 follv-paid-for home but, who, after sucoumbing
a barrage of loan 2olicitatinns, mortggaed her heme o help
her owo children puechase homes of their own, Adter hee son
dicd, she could wal pay her owo mongaee, and, on the day
Farbara rmel her, was oo the verge of heing evicted,

Barbiru smid the rocession thar began in 2008 iz
different than carlier ones in thal mimy workers hava net
rezavered & all, wienplovmert mtes remain high, s few
wirckizrs lave en_wyetl el wage growth.

Sevoral Limes o
may fenidin s,
and thrive in a fulure Myrm where prople scals hack ||.= r
use of resnurces il (otal globul resources use levels off
andfor declines—which may eventually cceur, and wonders
if copitulists cen cam the Ligh profile they desire via
re-mediaring pollution.

Thuring the questicn-md-enswer pericd, Maney Wallae
said young, people Lodiy need to be told it is nat teir Gl
they are oot emoving the sucoeastul careers aml prosperite
|h=\ Ihs;u,hl "daing mry&mq right" would lead ta.
bystcm is rigped againse thean,” she siid

Mancy also said sbe wonders 1 a Friend mot it right,
when, instead of financing his chiklren's volkge educars
he bowght cach a home., €

The

Swiss Like The Idea Of A Basic

As Angricans stand around wondering what has
h.lppened Lo the larme "middle elass” that once exiued, fhe
Yz wking acticn thar eould further seduce their
income inequalite. The follewing comes fom Kewters,
the Brituin-based news service, Oct. 4, 2013

Swritzerland will hold a vote oo whether Lo inrmodoce &
basiz income for all adults, in a lerther sign of growing
public activiam ovzr pay ineguality since the financial
Crists.

A prassroats cemmies i callng for all aduls in
Seitzzcland to receive an eneonditicaal income of 2,500
mwiss francs {52,800) peranonth from Lhe stebe, with the aim
al proeeidi Gmancial safety net for the population.

Ormmizers submitted mers than the 100,000 s gnatares
neded Lo cull a ceferendure i Faday and lipped 2
tuckload of & millien five-rappen™ coins oulswe the
parliament luilding in Beme, une (o guch peeson living in
Switzerland.

Lnder Swiss low, citizens <an organize popsalar
initigtives that allow the chanmeling of peblic anger int
diveer pnlitical acrivn, The cowniry asually holds sevesal
relierendn o year,

Income For All Ad u_l_ts

I Barch, Swise voters backsd snme of the world's
strictyst contrals on execalive Torcing  public
ompanics e give sharehelders 3 binding votz oa
Lompznzacinn.

A scparate proposal o limit monthly exeeutive pay 1o
o mare than whil the company's lowest-paid st earn in
a year, the o called 1:12 initintive, foees o popular vole sa
Movember 24

The imitiative's arganizing o
income comld partly b
IMSUMANCE SYStems &

The - wole has vet to b anncunced,
prenelinng elf e from the goveenment. (Reporting
by Denis Dalibonse, writing by Alice Raglejinn, «diiing I:\
Cureth Jones. 4

* A regpen i ootk cbosd 3.3 0N cenes

ullee sand Lhe bas
inanced threugh money from socizl
citrerband.

Comme early to the next Solidarity committes
maeting to help with the mailing of |
the newsletter. it will be appreciated!
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Acting with Impunity: The Case of General Electric

=By LARRY WITTNER

Can the world's biggest corporatons act with impunity?
When it comes o Geneml Electric (GEWthe eighth largest
1.5, corporardon, with 1469 billion in sales amd 3156

ki llun m 2017 —ihe answer appears to be "ves "
Tet ua hegin with @ smallscale case in opstate Mew
York where in late Scptomber 2003 GF aamounced that it

wanihid ¢luse its electrical capacitor plant in the twwn of Fon
Faward.  Some 200 workers will lose their jobs and,
thereaftes, will have ligle oppartunicy t nbizain comparuble
5, petLsions, or even emplovment in this coonnmically
ssed regivn lronically, the plant has hozn highly
sle Farlier in the veiir. Lhe local management throw
& party o celebiate o ncord-breaking quarter.  But the
high-level finpncial dealingz of & vast moolinatonal
peration ke GE are mysierions, and the company
merely anmaunced that the For Edward plant was “non-
competitive" The Unizd Tlecneal Workers {TE), the
uniemn that has represented the workers there for the pust 70
vears, s already bepun @ vigoroos campaign of resistance
to the plant closing. bt i is sure lo be an uphiit battle.

T we dig dezper inty the record. & broader patteen of
corperate misbehavior emerges, [ndeed, the Fart Eéward
factory is one of teo GF planis that polloted the
communilies al Font Edward and nezry Hudson balls, as
wielk a5 2 19%mibe sretch of the Hudson River, wilh 1.3
millicn pounds of can, «imgr PCHe for soveral de £
When the extent of this envir: mtel dizaster bega
revealed in the 19705 GF n it lengthy campaiagn to
deny it il fier, @ multimillion dollar public relotions
campaign o prevent emadinl neion by the Evincanental
Protection Administration. GF s Thiss buttle, for the EPA
insisten] upya e drecging of the Hudson River and ordered

upay it. Thus, the Hodson walley became the
taigest Superfond cleanup site inothe Taited Stutes. with
projoct that will take decides 1o complete.

L his produced otler envirnmnentl disastors, 2z well,
Thees GF nnelear neactors at the Fukuslima Daiichi neelear
powr site in Japan meled down and explad March
L2011 This wes the worid's warst nucher ; ot in
threedecades, and quick by spread radioactive contam inatiun
nearly 150 miles.  Indoed, the stricken reactors arc atill
sending. 30 1ons a day of radicactive water {looding into
the Pacific Occan, Tn the late 1%60s and carly 1970, when
nese boiling warer wuclear reavtors weore installed, GU'
ciginesrs and management knew than their d.cslﬂn WAk
flawed. But the cumpany kept selling them 1o unsuspecting
ulilives around the workl, imciuding mary i the Uniled
Staier.  As a resul there ase still 35 GU boiling watss
reactars operating i this country, most of them 'uuurr.l near
pepulation conters cast ol the Mississippi River.

Another mvporfent product produced by GU s the
cxport of jobs. Accorling o an extensive Mew Fork Timney

report o C7F in March 20112 "Siee Z00L, the conupany hes
climinated a fifth of its work force in e United Stutes
while increzsing overscss emplovanent. Hy the snd of
2011, another study fourd, 34 percent of GFs 287 000
e pliyees worked abroad,

Responding tn GE's 2laim bl it kad created theusands
of pew jobs in the United Stales during the Obama
wdministrulion, Chris Townsond, the il actiom director
of the HF, mmelicent a ligt of 40 LS, plants the cumpany
closed in the country during the sime penod,

Townsend wlso nowed thar, even when GL kept i
vperslions puing in the United State s i1 slashed wages,
sormetimes by as much n: 45 peecent af a tiene, Forexample,
the work of the Forl Ddward plant will e poved to
Clearwater, Florida, a nun-union site wheee GE pavs rmamy
weiikers $12 an hour und hires other: s througl i lemp ugency
at 3% an hoor-litthe mers an the minimon wage.

Allhough lechrizelly a US. corpuration, GE—with
operasions in [30 aaticns  spparently feels linle leyeliy o
the United States. Jack Welel, o former GE CEO. uus
remadkel: Vldeally, yond have cverny plant vou swn an 3
barge o move with currencies and chenges in the
econonly,”  According t a Bloomberg analysis, o aveid
paving U5, taxes, (GE keeps vavre of jis profits oversess
thain 1y ther L5, comparry - $108 hilkon by the end of
2002, Thanks to this tax dedoe and cithiors, GE reportedly
puid an gverage annual 1.8, corporate incoma Lax rale of
anly 1.8 percant beqween 2002 and 2001 In 2070, when € F.
reporied worldwide pefits nl 3123 billizn, |
cofporale sncame mx ot all. Tosread, o clumed 3 tas
benetit af $3.2 Billion.

[hespite this wppalling recond, the L% aovernment Las
becn ity generous Lo GE. Dering the fnancin
ZODE-2004, the lederal governmenl's lemporny
Guarantee Progrnwm ouned approscimate]y §4:
Capital. the enenpany's hege finanee s, GF nesded the
baiioel beenuse, among other repsons, GF Capital was
markeling s bprime momgages. The ederal Reserve als:
tought 16,1 billien worth of shom-teem cvrprmis [GLz
fraes GE in kate 2008, when fhe public mackes for this l.uul
of debt had noarly frozen. In vet a further indicalion
influence, President Obama appoinied Jetfroy g
us chair of hkis Cowncil on Jabs
ness, whish stretegizes shinl huw te revive

bz, 06 of Linnels favorite
s s to end taxes on fhe ov
mrpnratinn-c

Thus, It gl seen o those 200 2ot led
Fart |I:J\\-¢Il'd have no possibilay at ail ef
chailenging @ curporudion thiz ‘AC.!ilh_y and |n|1Jc:|tu
Thoe steanger  things lave kappened in the Unoed
States—eapecially when Americans have b their G of
COTPOrEtE STaganee,

scas pofits of

I_T_U(f_Proposes New Structure For Union In The Arab Region

Lhe International Teade Thwion Confederadon (TTIIC,
meeting i Rrogsels in October, endorsed the process of
creating a nmew structure for the Arab souitries, with the
feuncing instruments f ke submitled to the Third TTUC
Wearld Congress 1o Beslin, for adoptinn in conformity with
the ghebal copaniztion's comstitution.

Seventeen nationz! trade woion centers from the regiun
subrnifled the request.  Incloded are Alweria, Bahrein,
Egvple Libya. Jordan, MWauritasia, Morocco, Oman,
Palesme, Tunizia. and Yomen.

Considering the grave challenges which face the
demoeralic and independont trade wnion movemeat in
the Arah wearld and the urzent need to respond 1o hese, the
General Council gave s suppon 1o this new ITUC
strueture, whith will give immediare pricsity o tackling fre-
quant and messive vinbions of findamental B |:=|I|1~i,
includieg irade anion rights, w defencding workers in the
GO growing poverty and uncmployment ad o fighl-
ing ggainst accial njn '\ti-:c, which purticolarly affocts
wumen, young pesple and the poogesl, ncluding
[IErA0L Yearers

ITUC General Seerctary Sharan Burrow welcome:d the
desision. suving "lrade unions are &t the forefrom of

tae fierce and Lang struggle which is taking place seinss tha
Ak werld, Whll:‘l scts democrats and progressives against
authesitzran and retrograde foresa. The trade wnionists of
the Arab World have éxsressed their usgen meed for o
spes-fic space to better wiil s and put in place o
comman stralegy. The ITUC Goncrl Ciwned’ hos todey
expressed its fall salidarity with their strugele in favar of
demosratic, propressive and independent trade unionism in
this er( ol the world "

"This new suo—rcglona: strizture will help us project a
stremng ared unified voice in our ongning sreggle o defend
and build dernoceatic, progressive, and independent irade
umions in the Arab eo d \.ud Honzine Abbasss,

Labour Uniony and Acting President af thc new .. rah
sub-regional siructure of the TTUC during s iransitional
pegiod wp o te TTUC Congress, 3

(Fizor's moses Heothcrs azd Sol arican warkes il
i i themaelves up ggans. DR PETEICN
ritaran snd reroprade farees.” Just ask the membsrs af
332 in For Bdward, just for en: ewemple net o
wsenbion Cangress and mosr state leaislatures )
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TEO Pay Soaring, While Workers' Pay Conlracts

lr-z generally known that wodking men and women's pay
een slagnang for o couple of Socades. bur corparate

espreiilly, CEC compensarian has gone out of sigin,
with ene b:'mg p:u.d £2.2 villian far one vear,

The annue. Global harker Insrinne's (GMI) unnuil
survey recentl od the tep 10 CRO peckages and Eisted ooly
thoze wha made T che Billivns o least 5100 millisn

Uesanding the list is Faceboak CEQ Mark Zuckerbarg, wheo
weise il B2,278568, 2 14, according to GMIL, which wenl an 1o
lizt the orher nine:

Iichand 13, Kinder, Alnder Morgam Tric., 51,1186, nS‘S (i,
el Barrndn, Sivise LW Fadia D i
T Wit IJ&W'} Aedra Corge, §.

B3B8 86T,
ety Gocell Sne, §1 e
Libeny Meicrocive i 1136 4*045.4 Howard Schild
ararbuefs. $117,5R260H: Marg Benjoff, ralegfor:
S10%,3544 875, arel brank ) Coyne, Fersk Al
,412_]1?.
Creg Buel, senior reacarcn analvey and authar of the GM
seport, suid rocently that average (0} pay increascd
£.47 pegcent over the twa ik, lrom 2311 to 2002, This year,
however. be said, was the i time thet can CEOs wess rn i

gwy B, Maffel,

SOLIDARITY COMMITTER -

OF FHE CAPITAL DISTRICT m PRSRT STD

33 Central Avenne + Albany, New Vork 12210

RETURN SERYICE REQUESTED

Your “Salidarity Notes™

more than S& hillicn i a siagle year,

(M1 has been reponi
years aml, suid Fouel,
shorcholders have madc money, 2, "its che sheor
arl volume of equity awards gramied 14 [nese op exooL
that catapulis their sl compensation to aston
levels."

Considering the worth of the m

e e by
Policy Insdnc
imum wage wis
worls ﬂ.S—‘l per hour m 1968, com 1 l1e
minimum wage of $725 per hoor
2000-hour work vear, the 1965 inflaion
wage woukd mpuale e an ennual salary of '}I YED
314,500 tor today's mizimm wage."

Suwch is the somry st of wages i Americn, whoie
wiorhers told. "Be happy vou have a b, however low the
wape Foet is, all “mm\:'h.m are experikncing the satie
fare—their incomes are ool ever as good,
aiflation, w Uhey were in 1968, Let thase whe kelieve the rich
and sorposatie i 1
nurmiers ind
Lree fuil. =

r no longer why the LLS. sconomy s in

U.E POSTAGE
PAID

Fermit No, 332
Aloary MY

Shorts...

New Jersey votes minimum wape raise. Votors of Mew
deray aridy 1he Ganden State one of only | stues with o
num wage highar than the faderal minimum. They sot the
rum &1 figher than the ficlernl wnge, 1o take effect Jan. 1.
2l.] 4, when i will by 55 And, they vored 1o amend their
slale's constitwtion: 1o tie future increases in the minimum wage
o the rate of inflation. When the legmsleture in the past vided
Liz Taie the minimum, the Jamislation wes vetoed by Uoverior
Chriz Christie, who wes reelected by & wide mangin in the
Hovember cleption. What the... ¢

Eelliogg loclis iul workers. Kellopes, the famed cereal
company. locked oul 226 workers represented by the Hakery,

anfeclivnery, Lubavco Workers and Grain Milkers st the end
ber, atter the n refised 10 sceep the compuny's last

(llT!' Wt the com Hake company was offering wis
Pwo-lier wapms svstom and a cap on whal new
uld he paid. 195 a davide and comguer stratemy by
ns acvegs the country thit creares second-clas
the sume comeract. cnsering that thers will be
Ibe vminn forever atter. The hemphiz. Tenn
ppened had boon idlcd for a few weeks
toid off 70 workers & fow wesks belors the

plin! v hers
Eelloge had

TOERGUE 1T U TGN Believes thar the company ts fong
the action againgt ils workers, o a move Lowanl s Iemwnln
witdkforee, ene wilh Iower woges, fow if any benefit, and
withzul i,

Republicans don't deserve rerlu-jlol A post-govain-
ment-shutéewin CWM Pall determined thor 7% pensent of thase
pulled sy most Fepublizans in [‘.m:;.guwn ol deser
re-election. A CNNfOpin'ea Research Corporaton pall, takes
the weekewd alter the 18-diy Zovemiment shitdown enided,
showed Thempcrats with an E-poiol wleanige o
Repubhmns but much can change betwesn now and the 2014
ity of thuss polled Blaned s
mnhmmunnl GO Tor the shutdown and said that the presi-
dent was the bigzner wirmer in resolution e tee showren,

Sen. Cruwe's fitber: Send Obs
Medber Jones magazine comes thringn o
of Sei. Ted Crug’s falhies, Postor Ratael Croz, belli
Wi govp Ihut be would like 1o sand the president
Kemya" He apparcitly went on w |I| hi: 5 Jnn,vc hl.l'l f
that 14

w3 back e Kenyn,
0, with a video clip
Hight

ps:a.ur “dlees nof sp:ak fc"ﬂm sonztar.
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Tow €l i 1l |
Sumwr:ﬁﬂi_z, \HN’ ,%
e i = 711-01: The Summer 2013 issue of Citizens' Environmental

: L,a = L - .. . . . .
pedbud Tovucsnevoun comanry L1 “h =, =, s M0 Coalition Newsletter: Toxics in Your Community was received and
oalition__ NEWSLETT /?ﬂ \\ entered into the project record.
First Time in Human History:
EARTH's ATMOSPHERE REACHES 400 PPM OF CARBEON DIOXIDE
Excess and largely uncontrolled ermissions of Greenhouse Gases Mave led to 2 slwaton
whi Iramakic glabil chinges are inesilable, incloding v sening severe stares,
AuFrEa res, tarnadacs, hail. cxtraorzinany hoavy mirfall and devastating floods. Atthe
zame time, the Southwest US Fas been suffering from severe droughbts and wildfires.

Wby 15 thls hagpen!ng? Cerkeon divside and vihur a2 callee greenfowse gases tap su-light
at the earth's surface, actirg live & greenhouse wou d. | e sualight ralses termparatures and

arorides rure heal energy lor slorm sysleems.

T=nisands af scienziss warldwize told w8 that we nesded ta reducs aur emissions of

greenhouse gases to kees carban dicside below 350 ppm or parts per million. ‘We have
now exceedad that number. The antizipated impacts of gobal warming to people anc

communities are axtraosnd inary and &lso very exsenslive, as Hurdeana Sandy vividly
lli:strated {as saan In photn of &tlant'e City, K.1],

AR FtafSutn Wenle)
Why are world governments, expecially the United States, not acting quickly
and aggressively to rapidly reduce greenhouse gases?

Sure y thare should be urgency, givan the fact that Biliars of peagle could be frrpactad

either directhy by storms or indirectly as a resu't ef dec Ines In fand preduction, Table of Contents
oecreased water avallakility, Increased disease, ar by the financial inabi iy th recover
afker aslorm eent, p. 1B 5C02 now 400 parn
. 2 Exective Correr
Why are we nat acting Mow? p. 3 Earch Day
p. 4 State Lemislative Mricrities
The wrigle answeris Corporations, Poweriul corparations, with Seean Mahil being the p. 5 & 7 Extrere Snengy

P 6 Movin Reviews
B ¥ & 8 Nuclezr Energy
P. B Newws Muilear News
p. 3 Muclesr Waste on the Move
p. 10 Good Mews an Fracking
B.10-11 Corpne atlens PR ngss Sarsty

teader, inwesed lor years madivinforrnation campsign to canvinoe the puklic that
Rlobal warming was ~ot real. Exxcn Mohll |s the orlgi nal Climate Denler.

At the zame tirme, corporations in the Enesgy Seekor redefined the real problem -
clalming that instead of excess greenhouss gas em'ssions, the probiem was an
Insufflzient armount of cnergy. T1is was an easy message fo- - e public to accept — after

all greenhousa gas emiszians are invisible, but we use energy every day. We now fighl I3Cantra Aue,

wars related to energy, and aur ene-gy companles a-e engaged N massive wmpaign 3 Flaar

to get usto be erergy volers, Fussll Ue coinpanies are baehing tois effort, Albany, MY 12210

B a resll, oo rany of eur elactan lesders have also bzcome climatz denfers. A few Tel [318] 462-332 5
actLally ba ievi that we are seeing the effects of gobal werming, But are se lncked Inta Fay. |518) 455 8349

Azing the bidding of large comporat ons that they wote against all effarts to actually

reduce preenhouse 2 miss ons gas, Conbned on page 3, t.mal!:

Leatan iR ore
W
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Txeclbve Conaeyr

In the fece of what I likely to be = conplately Inadeguate:
health impact assessment of Fracking by the NYS Depl. of
Health, we are warking hzrd ta dewelas sound pubdic health
recomnTEndatons ta protect the public frem the sarious karm
we have already seen in oltrer sates. Health profess pngls
hawa been lefi out of eritically impertant discussions, W wil
bring them intae bhe conversation and hold zovernment
aocountable fo- any Filunes In hezlth pratection. Until
fracking is stoppad, we desperately need your denaticns Lu
encure wa czn delver these needed protactions. we need
wnurnclo to mzke this & reality, In this vesr of ou- 30"
Paniversay, wil you gartasr with us Lo protoct public health.
mEw Yark and vl communities whare fracking is 2ccurring
aeadd lo lie protacted,

chvirenmental Legislation is arltically Important this year.
weurpa all aur members 1 road about the Environirental
Super Bills {on p.4] and contact Lhei) representatives,
particularly thair 3tabe 3enakzes, The Newr York Se1ats needs
1o stap stalling and blocking bills thal relstes to envronmenzal
pretection and puklic health.

Qur nadion ancd our state are headiag in the wrong diroclicn on
Climatz and Energy, heing led by areedy corporations in search
of ever-increasing prafits. Hur-icane Sandy had anarmauy
impacts on tha state preceded by conyidereble imeacts from
Irane, We are still recomering from Uhese wvents The Gowarmor
is direeling the state to dezl with ermengency preps edness and
“esponse, and this is irmportart. However, our skote had glso
dore condidurabie work to address climate change and raduce
greenhouse gases wy A0H by 2050 before Gov. Cuame, wie
balieve the Clirmale Actien Flsn was the first wviztim af tha plans
for Hyerefracking. The Sowernor simply coubd nok
simul@mneously advance Fracking and action on the cllmate
and he chose Fracking. /. state green hwuse gas inventary
lailed toidentity any emlssla~z fram i
development, putting 2 2era in the 2ocous

ng oil 5nd gat
g hewt, Ol and
g2t devalopment sontribute T3% of US. methane emissions.

‘s, Itls very towgh o reduce GHG smiszions by 80%, even
tougher when the stal's GHE inventory would need ta be
increased to zcoount far hydrafeacking. Yowewer. it is
essential for New Yerk ta be g leader on Climate Change, as
o yigke is partioulsrly vulnarzble. A good start would be ta
oxtend the moratordum on hydiafracking for another & yeas.

N previcus newslatters we aiso130d you that a nawr Energy
Plan would be relezsed In Septem ber of @012
awaiting the delivary of the Frergy Plan, but, 2long with the

ve are st

Allanze for a Greer Feonomy, we hawe 2680 consis lenlly
achvoreting a Sustainakle Encrgy Future with no mew nuelear
reactors, @ plan to eose vuisting nuclear reactars, no
harizoatz hydradlic T-azturing and dramztic expansion of
energy efficiency and reewals e energy In the stote to
displaca fossil lusls, Extreme Encrey iz a farus afthis
newslettar, a3 are [42 corporations that shresten cur future
and that of cur grandohildrer, Qur future snd that of the
planct cannot be suskai~es via estreme energy and the
sorperations that are reck!essly pursy ng erergy, no matter
the human and sodsl cosm=. Gevermment supmort 2nd collusion
with the: eriergy industries az wall as taxpaver subsidies for
fassll fuel and nuclear @nerpy are putting us e @ puth Lo self-
dastruction.

Wi take 2 lock at the mvriad ills Pandora ualeashed an the
world and strongly suspect that many of thece ills are directhy
assozioted with corporate behavior. We belisve Pandara rzaly
unleashed corporations. Fortunztely, we ea~ see hoge in the
graving mowlments of ardingry people in MY, e patian and
araund the world Fgrting for justice, the environmant 2nd
public hzalth. millians of people are engaged in Mo ¥ork
alona. The anb-fracking rmovement is the largest

enwiranmental movernant ia MY's history,

Taere bs always @ need to share Good New and celebiiale cur

victories, in light of sur difficult ztruggles. New Yorkers have o
Iong history of activiste; we ware leaders in abolishing slawery
and in achievng the right

to wote for wamen. We 1013 Board of Directors:
highlight scveral heroes Tom Ellis
Iim Travers

and heraincs in this issue

and thank thesn sincoraly Lou Ismay

i Gary tichael
for mzking the werld o S s
better place by teir Linca Ochs

gCtions,

Executive Director;
Sincersly, Barhora Warren

ﬁ"“"j‘"}rp Sk ) Adirinistrative Asclstant:

Jossica Rae Lewis
Barbara |, Wsrren 01z
Volunteer,
Canvmsser;
Cameron Sagan
Ed Pasliery
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' h
™., " I
Foul Hiwken 2002, Commencement speech kY CEC Misslon
"ihen ashed "f'“"_" pesdimistic or optimistic about the Citizens' Envirenrmental Coalition s Mew York's lcoding
;ufure, m: mﬂt:r;.:a;wap': the samer l‘,f"p'w :’“‘r "E:*" environmental health organization bringieg the
;z::.:fmmy;‘:d:‘:: uﬁ'::::f;:‘:g!;;u:;;u grasencots to the statshouse to advocate tor sate and
meet the people who are werking f restare His earth healthy communltiss.
and the Nves af the poor, and you aren’t optimistic, you
hoven 't got n":urse.I::’ha! hu\:anwywh:zm he wi-rd W vratk with loca| citizens ahd groups ta raduce txic
are ardimary peaple willing to confrant despalr, power, cherricals and erviremmenta hazards. We sppese
and incaiculeble edds in order ta restore some semblance polluting projecs and favilities. &1 the same tire we
of grace, justice, ond beouty to this workd, " wrk to advance a positive sgendi fona chean and

hcalkthy futurs by supperting projects Bl odwance
sustainability in 3 spheres aniranmentsl, social and

\aapmud B s fion Travors eeonormic, This includes green parchasing, Clean cnergy,
N rd Ty poliution prewen tom, green chemistoyg, zers wasle and
airel 2k Cucey preen jobs,

1 alure e abalkanys —_—

Lok bk 22 ek il ot
P yoan's ZILG Carkliens,

B, Eavth Diy i A:l.hﬂvbéj

Earth Day saw hundreds of environmental sts bresding the hellways of power urking sgaliloss Lo suppart Campalgh Foanee Refarme
and <y Environmental super Bills. [ super bill is one that envirenmer tal graups asseeisted with Farih Day Lokdy Day suppart
wholeheartadly.)

Environmental Educator § Hero

O Farth Dy, Law Ismiry wras conored wy Lhe NYS Acsernbly with & Proclamallon. Fe
is ere ef the aider statesmen of the eppital reglon's saviran mental comemunity, 2
lgng-time member of Save the PIas Bus " ard CUFTenth semves oh CEC'E Board. Asa
SUNY albary professor during the late 19605 end 1970, LoJ taught the
Enwironmental Famum sourse which influsnced many career ervirenmental

leades. Lou required each studsnt to come up witn a progset and canry b

chrovg~. The course was Intardisclplinary and open to other colleges, high sehools
and community members. Loy deve oped a |5t of 200 mentors whorm students Bl
could work wdth. Many whistle-Blowers fron the publle and private secter oiered Bl S
Lew bips o prijacts Lhal neaedes research, sibccale

illa = ok, Hght. sy e

At the first clzss each samaster, students were asked what t-ay wished 12 learn and then speakers/“zachers were sought who could
trach It. Studants fram the prior serresterwerz inwited ta 2tbend the tirst class the following serrester; thay tald the new students
about their projects and sometimes rew students picked vp and co-tinved a project, & few for seversl years s a series of students
worked on it Low has said the Envirenmantal Ferum "was inte nded to empewer peaple te parform high quality researdh, to da
samething usaful for society.” One praject led to the first wetlznds study of Alhany County that berame a template. Students

rezearched the General Electric fecilty in Selkick for sevaral yvea s, interviewing naarky farmers and trecking each amzulzncs that was
called ko b toctory, Another student made the first bicyd o path through Albeny.  Gnc stodent created the first land-ownershio map
atthe Fine Aush. Students wentout on Leke Ontario and took air and water samples. Students organized recycling programs on the
university campus and clezred trash frer the Pine Bush.
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L3
-+

TOP Legtslative Wereally peed |
ey Campaign Finance Reform is a Top Priorlty so we can have . tomake
Prigrities leatlers who represent the public Interast, and not just ampaign Flnance
monied interests. Reform
a Privrity!

Senate REpubyieans afe beacing the Fight Sgainst Fair Elections in Kew Yock STate. Ve real v reed Campaign Finance
Reform Instead they echeculed 2 ieeling and CLOSED the Cears - viglating Gpen Mestings Live nhY,

o Unea agzin, gocd ehvirenmantal kills are baing held ug in the State Senate. The Assembly passes many
¥ envirznrnental killz cvery yeer, only o heve thom deteated in the MYS Senate Call senatar
flark Grisarti and urge hien Lo suppart these bills, along Wit your owm State Senalor. Call an. Grisanti @

{514} 4553240

(D

Thres Super Bills nead your help.

1] Child Safe Products Act A6228A Sweaney/ 50514 Boyle This il would Eratzct N's Childre-
from Toxic Chemizals. Other states hawe zlready tekan 2etion to protect childven fram the most tosic
chemizals. Hew Yort ®ids eesd e ssme protacticn-- especia’ly tince kids zre still grewing and havs
Iess ability to eliminate tasl: chemicals ‘rom thelr bedlas. How goes oL SENETEr [ty not
supporting this bill? 1L was passed 'n the Stete Assembly and ~eferred to the Stzte Surie.

| Cail your own State Senator and Senator Grisanti and urge them ta L
pass the Child Safe Preducts Act.

2} Two-Year Fracking Moratorium and a Health Impact Assessmont A 54244 Sweeneyf 5.423568 Avalla

Tois bill is held up in the Senate Envirenmental Canservatlon Committee, Paszed In the State asser by
Risleired 10 Stete Senate.

_ _—
| Tell New York Sanate co-leaders Skelas and Klsin: Bring the fracking
maratorivm bill to the Senats fioor for a vote,

Y

3) Climate Protection Act: Would reduce greenhouse gases A 6327 Swaeney/ 5.735 Avella.
Passed in the S@te Asserrbly. The S1ale Senate is consigering a diffe rent version of bill.
Ask yo.r Senator to supgart this hill.

4} A Bill to Expand Solar Enargy £ 5060 Enzictrizht/ 5. 2522 Marlars was passed in both houses.
The orly Environmantal supe: Bill to be passed by the NY Senate,

Engage in your State Gowernment!

Hold yeur elucted leaders Aceauntable far Environmertal and Health protaction
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Continued dram P.1 EARTH's ATMOSPHERE REACHES 400 PP OF CARBON DIOXIDF

The Real Proklew i Corporate Power Obstructing
Aption on Clivate Change

We are now lecing 5 g 023l catastraghe cauzed primanly by comerat ons that operate with =o 2thleal ar maoral
standards. Corporations exst selely te make a prafit, Weak regulotions, wenk 12w aad wenk eversight ond

enfercamant all canteibvte ta corporate abuse af the @ renment, public health, and even our democrs
Paaple ane gow: raments nood 1o establish e clandurds “or corporations and e~farcother, [t should be

naled that not el corparations ane sociopashes, There is o growing orgaclzztion of buzitesses who stend for
bissiness inbegrity -- the Amarican Sustainghble 3usiness Councl (ASBC). We urge falks ta pay attertion to what
ASRC and its business part~ers are doing to contribote to 3 oettor werld for 21l of us. By fziling te have good
readlstions that are enforeed far all buzinesses across the boerd, wa create an unsqual playing Aald far thean
huzinesses thet commlt themaslies Lo highor cohical standacde,

INCENTIVIES SHOULD BE EXTREME Energy L

PROVIDED ONLY FOR THE . created] an
BEHAVIOR WE WANT T0 SEE. Zorparatians hawve now rushed to amibrace bxlrere Enargy. We T
witnessed Extreme Energy with to2 B Gulf dizaster, where Lne - .

technclogy for deeprwater crilllng hed inedeqate seleg ards. The fl::_ ::;:iu

carfy usc of dispersents was roally 8 publiz relzticns effart, since the sl action shauld be < eallent e il t:,sinesss-_-s

using booms and skimmers. Dispersing It 2ztualhy pravented the collctio: al the ail
r=cklezs s egard for th2 ersranment of an entra reglos and the people whe we

e lirmal by saw g

that commit
thermnselves to
hizher athical

standa-ds”

wposied b3 gnsing in

all as wall as milllons af g llens ol wery toxic chemica disaerones,

shell ruz~ed todiil 7o the Arctic with an abwicusly, poorly mnside-ed glan Ser this harsh 2nviranrent, thet
quickly fzllzd with 2 zedous accidents, growrdi
I additlzn toiradeguate cil sprll equiprrent, &

g ol ships, explision & fine, wnvironmentsl & safaky viglations,
el i mot plarming to retuen tothe Brctoie 20173
snoLo iy 20102 75 b ness e nergy -civiconmest/shell-sespends-arctic-drilling-for-2003. heml

bibbes s 1L

aftzr lwarning st hocizantsl -ydraolic fracturing was possible, camperations rush=d to drill and frackurs in shale rock To- mations in
iy slates in the US, witheut meking 2n 2f%or to ensure sefety, Their plan to cbtaln enar ous quantives of ~atiral gas had

rummae s prehlems:

+  Enormoud quanlities of waler used,

»  Highfzilure rete for well casings anc camenl,
rasulting I cantemination of drinking water
ecuiters that carnot oz flesd. This means
permancnt destructlon of 3 water sup ply.

= Large quencities of a vericty of tox ¢ chermical
anndidivie, wsed in the drilling or recturing process.

& Hazardous censtitu 2o1s ¢f shals tormations: heavy
rratals, 5208, ang radigactive clements,

& Lol cuttings, & hzzardoos wasle ~seding dispos
but lazd ed wath taxic additives ard 5 e
comatituents. (XY landfills recsived 100 million
Iba. o™ drill cullings in Lhe laxb 6 manths of 20103
freun FA. Drilt cuttings have triggered -adiation

alarmes 2t Pa lancills. |

Thouxands of gallons of f owzack and produced watar
Shalcannot be irealed snd retumed to the weter oyola
vig fCwe g reatment plants becguse these plants da nat
ueel tews chemicals.
Fimancizl evpense asineizled with the nead ta re-fracture
wel: and crill in mew locations to keep production up.
Air crrissicns of walatile organic cormpeunds, bydrogen
sulfide, nd razardods air pollutants.
Maiural gas |Wetharef emissions due to lzakogs.
Methane 'z 2n axplozive and powarful greenhauce gog,
Accarding ta NASA, It has 105 Tirmes Uk e glakal warming
potental of carsan signida over 2 20 voar period.
cantinued o p, 7
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This zormes fram Graak mythelogy. Pa<€ora was given a box or 2 Jar, wilh instructions not Lo op
Pﬁng{grﬁ's under any clrco rstance. Pond o, unable Lo contral he curiasity, apered it, and 3ll the evi
tharein wers ral=ased fo soread ouer the warld. Only o thing renained-- tha Spirit of Hape.

il

it i e

Box

Teutay, the phrage "tz open Pandera’s box" mzans ta perforn an action thet may scem small or
inmecucus, but Mak tuins oul Lo ~sve severa and far-7eaching conseyg. ences. (Wi <ipetla)

Corming to 2 Movie Serean nezrvaw, will suon be *Pandora’s Promise, ' a curfous mave ttle given <he story of Fandora,

Fandors's Promise, billed 35 5 ducureentary, omits ksy screetific fets in order to advance a premuc pad dgenda,

Nuclear
e |2 NOT Robert Store, the direclor, apprently selected his facts and seientisss wich care, o reflect his own Gro nusloir
e Anearen] pernt oF view. If you plan Lo see his film, we recommeand going srepared by reading the Mew Repart by Bsyone

huclear, Pandore's Fefee Promises, The pross release, the reportand a 2 page summary ca=~ be accessed hioree.
httpef A, sevondnuclear.o (g itoragerdocur ents Pandor %20 press 20 relezse. pdf

—
Mok to be Missed Mowies on Fradking

Gasland Part 1 by losh Fon, Everyoss wl'| be aexians t soe this new fi'm by Zow, wha has breome a leader in the znti-fra zking
mmovernenl. Screenings in lune in Naw yvork.

Bidder 70 is the story of Tim DaChristopher, a college k — prison, 2ven thuugh i evztualiy deterrined that
student, envircnmental activist and another hero, who ““]m:.“ the sale was nat a3l His actions actually prevanses

participated in s Federal auction of land zarcel T o m an illegal act, |a racant yesrs, we have ailed too many
ringral develaprrent in kah ane suscesstully o°d on i whisticblowers whe expose urwelcome trutis, rather
1705
'Ih-.

14 parcels, heping ta blocs et devglopmenrt. He was [ thzn the rzal cririnals. This film testifizs to thet realliy.
arrested, tried, convicted, nd sentenced w2 years ia .1*’“

URGENT APPEAL!  Public Health Summit to address Fraching FUNDS Neaded |

CEC e pnnsoricg 3 Working Summit of Health Enperts in the Fall af 2013, along with Dr David Carpanter, Director of the
Instituie For Hezlth and the Ervisnmment, SUNY bz .

in light of the tatzlly inadequate e nuiranmental lzas and Feguations for this incustry, the Goal is ke Pratect te Public znd
Prestent Bhe Hamm assadiabed with Fracking.

Conclusions and Public Haalth recommendalions will address yulnersbie papuiations and will b2 erbodied i & While Paper
producesd alter the Sumrit.

This w1 = atselutcly necessary B pratest the public, Your supcort 15 wigen: iy meeded to make thiz 2 reality. Please snonzider
apeednl Conztion at ths ima?

T learn mare visic cur seebsile: sy cactoicors
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Continuwd from P.5 Extrama Energy

The oll and g2z industry had lots of experience with
drilling anc well czslngs. They also knew that harlzonta
topdrafiracking would be far rrors expensive (-5 tmas)
than accessing normal reservoi-s with wertizal wells. The
solumon for this long list of oroblams was to obtain

el pla axemetions frem envirormants! laws Aher

ohtalning the:s exemptions, the industry deseended on
| states with a public ralatzions campaizn L assur e the gl how sals this iedustog would
b, 15 dibe ¢ dimed 1o bring energy indesar derce and to help with climate change becauze
ratural gas prediuces lass cachnen dioide thin coal a1 povess plants.

It Hydrfrz cking was real y Safe, the ndustry weuldn't have needad these bxemptians. If netural gas d-iling and frackingwerz goira to
lessen climate chz nge, it waouldn't res it in ermitting huge quantities af methane @ the aic I it wss about energy indeperdences, we
wiewldn b be planning multiple liqueficd natural g2s [LWG] facilities to export ba ether countres. In 1973 one of the werst industrial
disastars pres decuried in 8Y on Skaten sland, al @ LNE facility, killing A0 workays,

The SGEIS and the DEC regulations wan't protect us — essentiaiby, they wers witten by the gas industry ind
ils conzullants. The corseguenses of evading the fundamental protections contained b erarn aoe ntzl
lawrs willl s7ift the impacts o public health. Rzther than dezling with

cnvirenmental vielationz, the puzlic will bear the bu-den of frank health Burdens B Benefiis

elfects— porsenings, organ and o eurologizl darmage, eirdiore and

rezplratory problems and even premature dezth. We are 3 ready seelng’ Who bears the burdaen of

serious health effects in communities in other states here frecking has health affeets? Wa dol

Gween permitied. Wha receives the banefits?
Tha industry does.

tossil Fuels are alse directly linked o the groductien of an erormeus 2ray of chericals by the
chemical industry. Chemical companies are building new olants to e-able an coormous expansion of Join this effort by calling
chemical pradi COon, 3% divecl veiull of Lo inoessad naluel gis supply, prosiding i wilh mom
toxic che micals that pereade our envieanmenl, sapasag obd childeen aod Tolure geosralio=s o

Governar Cuomaol

unquantified hezards. Flastics are enother unsustainzble preduct created from naturz | gas, which end EIRE iz a8y Dl vy

up in ower Lo dfills =hifting the management purden onco the puklic Fracking
{518] 474-8350

w of Extrene Energly

After produeing enarpy for a few decadas, LS. nuclzar raactors have laft 2 mount2in of sxtremaly hazardous nozlesr wasts |ourrenty
70.000 tons of fuel rods), that will o= dengerous for millioas of years. Nuclesr energy 15 5o expanslve that, even If reacuzrs did not take
A decade (o build, they cannol provide 2 solwlion For climage change, Fortunately, we hase ezl alternatives swailable now-- energy
2ff clency and reneweables, Mumerasus rasarts hvve decumensed the feasibility of rapid mevement away fran fassil fues gad duclesr
s multancously with <he adopt on of clzan renewzbles and energy efflciency. To s2e the list of 120 argenlzabi ons supparting a clean
#rergy agenda go 1o g e americancl zanane-pyegznda.org/committes-4f CEC |5 @ supportdng organlization.

Continued on next page,

Fram fossil fuels snd nuckear
sl taneausly with the sdaption of
clean renewables and energy afficiancy.

Misivbe s reparts hve docimented P
the fzasibiliny af rapld moverent @y g
-

CECTORICE INYOOR COMMUNITY NEWSLETTER - SUMMER 2013 1S50E PAGET

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-443



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

Continuad Iram P.7 Muclear Energy

There are numersus sdvantages to adopt'ng a Yuclear- Free, MEVY Plan tor WUCLEAR Accidents
Carbon-Free Agenda— the pobli saves maney, it crestes far E
mara obs lecally and thers are sumereus im-nadizte healih Cutick 8 Dirky Clesars!
benefitz, partizularly rel:ted o ower mrissices of air
polluzants. In zedition, iz raduces tre riss of calastropiy o WHIIE HOUSE & EPA dramatizally
nuclzar accheents. Although greventiag harm is dilficult ta weaken Radia ior: Cleanup

= . . m— s siandards. The feder:
puantify, reducing the foture impacts ol slimate change

. . . governmant, rather than dosing
provides the maat significant lona tern benefits and Sost our aging and dangersus nuclesr

reductions. eacto-s Is fac litating their
continued aperation at every tusn,
The nuclear ind.stry has adopted the playbaa« and the antics of the fossil el irdustry ta bowing to the fu clear Ihduetn's
gdvance its own futsre, even if that nieans extenc’ng the lives of aging reschors tat are in rieed for profils, The NRZ regularly

FCnt o ruls agsinst safetel Mow the
i government i= clearky expecting
-ane ar mare nuclezr disasters to

need of a major overhaul, and cannot be made safe, no matter how much monay is

Erem. Unfsrtunstely, the fuclear Regulatory Cormmission (RAC) b
aut~ority over ssfety, making i very difficult for states and coe puslic o play sy reaning ol

T HNE

role.

ESummary of Mew Nuclear Developments

w2 have a petition along with maty other groups to oo all
the Mark | &l reactors {31 0n tre LIS, boeayse thisy cannnt

meet the raquiremant to contain radin ity n e esent of

a7 azcident The small cantainment is a flaw in thasa
reactors, known sinoe the T0s.

Thuee NEC e Le: MOT require ELTERS an the vante of the
Kark | & 'l Bolling Water Reactors.

These are rezctos lika the anes et FukLshimz. we have 3 o7
thase reactors In Gowego, NY.

Filters #re necessary in a severe accident becadss the small

SELrES

eantainment bolding cannel withsbane The high g
g et . Filters wiald then prevent sepesing the publc to
lorge amounts of radiation, Filters are raquired in the

Eurd i Lirlan sid mote alae in fapam,

Farmer Crairparzon of the MAL. Gregory Jaczka, hes callad
torths Clesurs of eIl L04 nucleor rescters in the LIS becase
thzy have safoty problems aad b= e curnent hand &id
approsches will nok be ensugh.

ocodr e knew e reamude of
harem that ean oeewr following 2
nuclear reactor ent. The US
has decided that it would ba
cheaper if they just don't clean up
the radigactive contaminatien,
and 50 they plan to allow much
higher radiation exposures to the
public, 25 high a5 2,000 millirems,
This wrooisld, in effiect,
lnngstangding standard of 10
10,00 porse coneor rate Lo J raks
of 1in 23 persons cxposcd over a
30-yaar period. Thic is a sharp
raversal far A, which greviously
slocd up for strorgly hezlt:
pratective radiation standards in
cundrast o alher agencies. Puklic
Errployecs for Envireament
Respansibility calls this new golicy,
"z puklic hazlth policy onky Br.
Strangelove could embraca,’

TLREANE A

littp S Ce e, Drgd new s, e

rel=2az2s/ 201308/ 08 white-house

approves-radical-reciation-
accerding to Southem Callfernda Edison ! Locatad on the dleanuperellsacs)

Calliforiz coastin 2 densely pepularea Just souks ot San

&  Bath 5an Onofre nuclear reactoss will permanantly close

Clermente, the plants faced soth earthguz ke and tsunam.
gk,

zaiologi “cias, w
This is 2 tremendous Wictary for Safety! and for all the ‘While geared to ragiological emergecies, we have

falks wha worked so hard to achieve this. major conca rs zhout the wezksmng of EPA's

standardz, in light of transpart accidants and the
need 1o zdequately cezr-up many exsting radiat on

contaminztad sitesin Y.
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MNugléqr Waste on the Move

* The U% s planning slorgge tor the highly radlazecie guckear uzl reds rom
nuglear reackors. Singe there is no sormanent repesitory, so- callee "larim
starage’ is retomme aded. Becertly, the Binghambzn area has been identlfiad by
the Federal government as & "suitabla site', fespiie freguent fecds in the
regic~, which wiould make this area veryill sJited,

v Ewen iFxew York is nol chosen as a site far "Inte rim storaga” of nuclaar fuel
v, our macs end rails canid be used for the transne o 1is e dicaclive
matenial Lhfougt our comrmunitlas

* Tosteis currently 2 plan toship High Les ! LIQUIE radioacsive Vs L Tem Canaga 1o Savannsh Livar on New York reads,
Tratrarsport ¢l liguid | 1igh Level waste in hundreds of shipments is unprecedanted and imdtes disastes,

mn our Reads and Ralls foreed to a5 "Mabile

of the rigks

M lear W

Chernobyl”, beca

A Neve York Herobne—
omausg Hamsister

: for Pe

I Wy, the Sierea Club Mizgara Sroup
awarded Jeanie Hamesler the 2013 Rlake
LS
af wark on the Wesk yalley N elzar Waste
Farility, lsarnais a stezdfast and tireless

w5 Leadzrship Award tor her gerades

leadar, worklng on the camplesities of &
radiaget vely contaminated site, and
fighting a fedaral cgercy that would like
nathing mers than to just wale away,
Fortunztaly, Inanne tays, * Yai simoly de
not give up, L We il hzve to |- fuse oo
dedicztion into future genvraions wo carry
an. That persistent dedication maghl He
our anly fegacy, " CEC works Cozely with
Josnna ang the Coalition ar West Yalley
huclear Weslas, and that persisbanze is
ey to gatting veest Valley ¢lugned up

Hundreds of Radigactive Wasts Sites need deanup serass
the County, but CLEANUP 345 are Limitad.

CASE in Point: Wast Vallay, NY

The Federal Government
While communities acrocs

tha caustey fight for
lirnited C#aup dallars to address ksaking,
spreating redicactive cont,

armination, the
faderzl govermmaenl belicees it can attenel
new partners willing to sign up tar Intar m
Conselidaled Storage sites.

la West Valley, WY, [Callaraugus Coutty) the
federal gavernmant peamated nuelear waste
repraceising. In just & years, this she was
massively cantarminated, end reprocessing
s halved.

Today, funds for West Valley cleanup are
at hall the |evel recommended by the
General Accountlng Office, 3
Cangressional rasearch and watchd oy
agenay.

Tglays in clean up could releasae radioactive
waske to the Greal Lekes - the source of
drinking water for milions of propls, A
ELrontiurm plume of contarination is
currantly maving off site.

reeds ta fully Rind the
cleanup of existing
contaminated waste
Sites and halt all
activitivs that produce
maore nudear waste,
We cannat have a
sustafnable future with a
growing pila of nuclear
wiaste that is hazardous
for milllons af yaars.
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s

Good Mews on Fracking
Corporations are not People, Furthermore thay have no
tlght to privacy

n Pennsybvesio, Judge TDell Seneca stuck down seoreoy
provisions relates be 8 court sattlement Detwaen a gas comoany
and #n impactad family, ruling that companias ~awe no privacy
rights. This mezns that informanen in the settla mant wil be
avdilzble to ather memkers of the publiz, including
anvironmential and gublic haalth groups. Even masc signifizent,
this ludge ruled that carpo-gtions are nat paogic undor the
Fannsylvania canstitution. This case has potentd a Ty fo- reaching
Traplications. » 5
zennsyhanis-court-des ls-blow-to-secrecy-obsessad-fracking.
ineustry

Local Meople dc Home Kafe Win in NY

i My, NV3's Appellate Court ugheld the right af tawnghips o
wretheir saning laws b ban gas dellling. This decigian b= 2 Dowld

v, Gnlath '.'irt.-ar"- wilh elivisdls wi

& derisinn agzinsk

muge Fossil Toel corporations seeking Lo deleal New York's hame

rule prowisions ol our conslilulio:,

bt uth out.ore e em f16 252 new warks-zenlng-ban-

mgwerrant frocks blg-gas

Corporations art reeklessly) endangering Seclety

Anti-Fraciking Herplne

Sandra Steingraber, Hersine and Movement Teader

Ironically on Earth Day, 1 Sandra Steingrabar was sitting
in lzil @n charges of trespassiog for non-viole ~t chil
dizecediencs. Sandrais 2 bislogist and the author of
several books high lighdng the toxle chemleal assault every
persan rece ivas dally Inour alr, Food and water from an
Inadesuate system of regulation for toee chemical,
sandra is ene af the farernost leaders In ealling for
Chertice, Pality Reform nd the use af the Preczutinnary
Principle in arder ta protect public health. A nationwide
nebweork of activists s mow fiying te fliminate The ase of
tae wnrst Lexic chamicals and substitute safer alternatives.
Irorivally fracking relies an the use of o chemical eacktall of
Lomic chermicals

The real crirme iz thet Sandra spent any tme in lall, while
e corporation, nergy. dalmad tha genlegy of the site far
nakural gas storage was aropristary or confidentiz]
business Informztien and could not be shared with thoss
concem e sbout the safeky of Its propesal to store natural
g25 In a zalt czwern ad|zcent and bereath Seneca Laka,

a source of drinking water. c-lnn E

Iy s

Pzopla can be crimingls and can commit harrendous acts- like
stealing, rzpe, murder. Peopls can ba tried and it tound guilty
can zlso be sentenced to serve tima i jail, Despite
increasingly serious wiolsticns of the law, corporations arc
escap ng similar punishment, Corporatons have ro socis!
attribubes. They arc established to make mancy for their
sharcholders, IF they dump toxic waste, iF they tail ke prasise
@ zafe workplace anc warkers are injured or killad, if they
cause calaslrophic wvenls or produse unsale pooducts,

this iz all purs of doing business, Such bahayior s
characleristic ol sotiepaths, those who have no

conscierce o functicon without etkics or sodal narers. WWe
socm mare able ta punisk peaale for their behavior than
punizt corporste mishehavior, cven it it ciminclly impacis a
tar greater parcent of the pogulztion.

Qur righkls have been g key focus of racenl nesws, particu aely
as thev relate to the 2nd Amendment, However. our rights
ara eanstanthy being eroded by corporations.

Taday, bahics are born with over 200 toxie chemnizals in theis
bodizs, because our nvironment and our food are ss
contarninated that the legacy of cantamination is passed onin
Labins ever befere they are botn, The chemical industoy
Tights any reasurabie regulation of thals mosk tasl o chamicals
o any action to prévent taxic shemiczl accaents.

While The fuerAge peraon pays fEvas, many corporatens hide
meney inefl-shore aeeounds B avoid thair tax obligations
These corporations don't pay far roads ar scheals o
rrucate thelr employees or e ergency responders to

sleenug o splll they caused. With a small tax bill, thay can

devate theirdollars to buying public officials, whe da their
bidding or 2Ry rules te prevent towie chammical acs dents,

Txxan Masll made extragrdlaary profs |~ recent years and
hirs wsed Bhem b ensure thal Lhe rath aboul global warming
did rot reach the public secepl as anissue dothed in
contraversy. Londinues oo nest oage,
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kil BT o -
SUPEArt U3 Alrong
evlzence of clinale

rhange, the pullic th nk:
priky S0 of
conzemes abeul Slirmate

Carporationy
the media anc the

o

IMESSAEES WE TECRIVE
daily!

niists arc

shinnge, This she he povesr of corparetions to control the

rradia and the e

srecive daity. Feenn Mokl even
funded taz Insepende-t Ol ane Ges ol shg's aduertsing
sampaign to promole frackisg.

rhc dacacss of delay inactuzlly frining in g ehal wirming

will ullimetely cost ti'lions of dollsr, cus vE 218 able now
s gy i dustry manegse e
srareote honronal hgdrefracking as the idesl solulion for
glzbal wea-ming and enerzy indepens oace, while provid -g
sennnmic banefits. Lell be-ind wre people poizsned and sick,
s wrell ws hormes g nd aroperty that are worknlese,

toack gqaickly. Boeet up, the o

Caar o azions Rave movad Iob: oversees for cheap labor, Cver
11¢
pravenlable accidact, After inspecting the ~uge cracks in the
d to gnoin. hut comgpe =y
guards zctually bazt the warders, forcing them inla the

Ervaileding wiheer

clething worke s were jud Killed in Rangladeshin g

Euilding, rmany workers hesit

whey liter dizd, H & Manc ot~er Evrapean
retailers have signed ar
cond ticms o0t U based Walmart and the Gap ars
resisting.

permenl La irmprove working
alill

The terribl e Faploics in West, Teses that killzs 15 coule have
been ruch worse 1Fschoals had beersic s

nowith ehilarea

P s il

Srewicea of taz destruct on By the
Chemical Szfety Doard:

b--ileases ¥ don
derurr enting-th z-zlast-damaca-a west

et ffwum. s gas

Lo

Pratestive haalth 2o sefety regulatio=: are in & regalalury
krnld wh the “ederal Office of infarrretion and Begulatory
Aralasis furandi reguliatery czar). vt 150 regulations
sreparad by agencios shaiged wWith ervirenmental, fend,
accupational hezloch ane safety, anc nboers are bsck ng;
some bar soveral yzars, when they should e peviewad and

ah

e 0 Lesirway T ust @ months, One BEA rale om Sosic
chamicals s been s luck for 2 pear This Ofer, anpulzated
prlmar by by nos-scientists s averrid ing the vaars of caneful
wark by Agznoy soicntists, The 2005 financial crizls was
canmed by linansiel glants, al el whor e deing we L These
A-andal garts ara now riuch blgger -- far toe bi
=1 el are suifering
have last the 1 jabz. their hameas, their per
brenhos e, Slates has oo halance budgass by outting
ermnployees S pubic nirasimelore - mads, bridges,

s AL T ITERLTIANT [ S0TE-- 0w 132 3 Do FAting 2y vl

L fail, Vel i o ol rezl

. Farni

engirasr s, B ruaany mgre Sridzes will collapse? Az ¢ rezwlt
a®thiz zeonemic erisis. seme in Congress wani to redueen aur
ned benefits, 2 progran thatis vzl funded
Far many years 1o curre-- Lhus puilicg Lhe true cosks of the
crisis en b ose who dee not causs Ik

il Serrily

Dereguiation has had a lengtive ane sordld historg, 1Lis
irnpeassahle gl for enluntary codes of corduct or etical
stzndards of behavior in the face of powert.. | ssrparatinns
thaboeng resord of akbusivs practices. Lavs, stringent
enforcezble regulat ons and serfous prnalt s incud ng jai
Gme must Bo the norm. PURSAment must Se appropiats
tha marm cawsed. Feilure tooe -torce strics regulations on

soclopathic corparabe Dehavion wil unhy oovide =enight

farinzrazzing atruzes.

BECONE A WMEMEBER OF CEC

12t P O Skl 10 e e
anil aclive metnhaip gives us the sirengs

b amr suprin ere b
'i ey Sz L

Rlcmlers receive = D vaar sniser peiom o270 s guarbe by g-nc
aulivites

nbly king acleambze af copem
1l b mambess we e L

U, grevicling the L envirenmemsal m

5 0 arMect B T

H

et

on FzEcarck, A

woeanrectoxicorg * 31E-402-3527
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80 Wodnosdw, Seporbor 18, 2013 « TIMES HERALD-RECORD

EUBLIC NOTICE
IN THE MATTER OF THE PLBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
PROCEEDING  [CaSE  12-T.0802) T EXAMING

ALTERMATING CURRENT m‘wsmssn:m T.I'PGR-\DES -
FILINGOF INITIALSUBMISSION MATERIALS B

MOHAWE PGWER CORPORATION DFB.'ANAT[O!ML GRI]J
NEW YORK STATE ELECTRIC & GAS CORPORATION,
THE MEW YORK PUWER AUH{ORITY,CDN‘SOLLD&TED
EINSON COMPANY OF NEW YOREK, N0, OHANGE &
ROCKILAND UTILITIES, NC., alND CE."I'I'RAL HLUTHEON

GAS  AND FLECT!!I!'J CORPORATION FUR  THE
PROPOSED CONMSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUCTION OF
TRANSMISSION FAC[LITLES

TO WTIOM IT MAY TONCERM: PLEASE TAKE NOTICE
THAT Miagnra Mohewhk Power Corpocotion dib'a MNattonal Geld
("Martinnal Grid™), New York State Electric & Gas Corparation
“NYSEG", the Mew York Pawer Authority (“NYPAR),
Caonsididated Edison Company of New York, Inc, ("Con Edison'},
l.'hange de Rockland Utlitiey, Dz, (*C&R*), and Central Hudson
Ciug Elezle Cm'pnmlinn (*Ceoiral Hudson™) (collectimely,
the “New Yok Tranamlssion Cmners" or WYTLET), will ﬂb
indiial i " Inds 1 Materials™)

ihe abovo coiithd marter with H Nw Yack EIata Pubihic Suvlcn
Commision {"Commission’”) pursuant to Arflcle M1 of the Public
Servios Law of the Stare of New Yaork and the Commision’s Apeil
22, 013 -owder issued in Casc 12-T-0502, E‘:md.lnz_nu_.‘;lmmu

Esrabl.lqhing Procedures fue Juing feview uinder Anticle \'IIo{lhe
Pubii:‘ie.mwldw ond Approving and dea proposed
bssued by the Codcnsied on wo blay 28, 2003

A copy of tha Tnjdal Submlaslon ‘Materlaly filsd with the
Catnmigsdun will bie serred upon W chicl maeculive oficea of
Broome, Chenange, Delaware, Oneida, Herkimer, Montgemery,
- fchemectady, Albany, Rensselacs, Columbia, Sullivan, Ulster,
Intchesy, Oronge, and Rochland Countles; the Towns of Afon,
BumhrLdgc. Barker, Clhenanps, Coventry, Dilbl,  Franklin,

Gireene, Flamden, Maine, Masonville, Sidney, Unisn, Waltan,
Marcy. Decrficld, Schuyler, Frankfort, German Flatty, Stark.
Danule, Minden, Colchester, Ricklaml, Canajoharie, Root, Glen,
Charlestam, Flocida, Deanestarg, Princetawn, Guilderfond, MNew
Seotland, Bethlehem, Cocymans, Schodack, Stuyvesant, Stack port,
L hene. Claversck, Livingston, Gallatin, Clermont, Milan, CHnton,
Plenannt Valley, Ramapo, Chester, Blooming Grove, New Windsor,
el Hamptonburgh; dhe Cidy of Littl Falls; and the Village af
Voorheesville{the municipalifies maversed by the proposcd raotek

COMERAL INFORMATION

“The project tal is being proposed by the NYTOs (the "Pm]ient"‘}-
will suldress persisient congesiion on portions of the New York
State electrde iransmission system. Twncompenents of the Projec
have cither already received Article YT siting approval o do nol
need Article VII siting approval. The Project 13 comprised of e
following components: (i) constriondt an approsimately 156-mile
345k¥ overhead elevitic tronsmission line from Edic Subswation
to Pleasant Valley Substation {(“Peopossd EdicPleasont Valley
Line™}; (1§} construct an .:pwm;nm.:m.l ST-mile MIkY overhead|
choctric transmission line Jmm DakA;aJu Substation to Frasger
Substacion {“Progrwed Qabkdybes Frser Line™X (il add two new
switchable sedes copocltor baoks, one adjsccnt fo (he Marcy
Substarlon and ore udjuceat tn the Fruger Substubon (NTPAS
purtion of the “Marcy South Secles Compensation” or "MSSC"),
wiich does not ne=d an Article VL eertifivatey (iv) add another new
switchable series capacitor bank adjacent to the Fraser Substatlon
and reconductor 2R miles of an existing overhesd electric
YSEGY 345 kY Line 413 (FCC-44) rusning
to Canpers Corners Subst: [MYSEGS
ud (v peonsiruct an 1 LB mile segment nf
the approcdmately 27 e 3431y werhend electric transmission
line hetween the Ramapn Substaben 1 il Rock Taverm
Substation (“Propoesed Second  Rama) ock Tavern Line™),
which hag already ceceived ity Article VIL siting cortificate,

tramsimission line N
from Fraser Sulbwsta
portinn of the “M3S

Comment 712 Comment 712 was submitted by Jirgen Wekerle (Sierra Club) at

DESCRIFTION OF THE FROTECT
Propused Edic-Pleasant Yalley Lioe, The Proposed Edle-Pleasant
Walley Line will run from X stional Grids Edic Substation inOneida
County, Mew Vark to Con Edison's Plasant ¥alley Substation in
Dutehess County, New York, a total distance of approximatdy 156
miled. This new Iraasmission line will be designe: rfn uperale at a
oAl systen e of 345 KV altemtating current (" AC™), and
thn valtage at inleiil operation will alio be 345 kK. Preliminarily,
roposed condustor type for the line is twin bundled 1590
MC 54/19 ACER “Faleon,

The Propossd Edic-Pleasant Valley Line willshare existng electric
transmissbon corridors thar are cocupied by other Narlonal Grid
lines znd in seme locations lines owned and operated by NYPA;
howewer, some new dghi-of-way (“ROW™) acquisition will be
required,  The cxisting transmission rights-of-way range from
appraziately 1060 Feel to 6IHb fert wils. The existing Natbonal

Girid electslc mamaninlon corrldors that comprise the primary |

route for the Edic-Pcassnt Valley Line traverse (from
wcd 11 m-t_) ihe coupHes of Cnebda, Herkdmer, Montgemery,
Alany, R lacr, Columbla and Duotchesd,

The Propased Edic-Pleasant Valley Line component of the Project
also Inclivden comsruction of three new substation:s (1) Princetown
Subtation In the Town of Princerowngd i) Knidierbocker Substation
in the Town of Schoduck: and (iif) Churchbuwe Substation In the

Town of Claverack.
Ad pact of the ooty By Bmx.lm S mikes of the emding
#NpForue-R.othmn 230kY Oote agd 5 onlleg of tha #31 Porrer-
Rotterdam 230 bV Hne will be rebudlk baioeen priped
Princetovwn - Substatlon and the Rotterdam Subatetlon within
exlsting ROW. These lines will be desi to opernte at a nominal
systemn vabtage of 230 bV AC, and ctheir voltage of initial operation
will also be 730 kY. Prelminarily, the proposed conductor type for
The rebulli
MR 51
lime and #31 line: nnt rebnilt, fram Prirter S
Prisicetown Substation, will be ratieed.

Propugal Oakdabe£raser Line, The Pro
in & secomd 345k electric line that would run paratlel to NYSEG™
exlstlng Line 32. The Proposed Onkdale-Fraser Line mims hebacen
the dale Substation in the Taewn af Unlon, Broome County,
and the Fraser Substotion in the Town of Delhd, Dedaware Coonty,
a distancs of approxdmately 57 nallze.

The Proposed Oakdale-Braser Line will be comstructed along the
existing NYSEG Line 32 ROW; hawever, additional rights may be
acqured for construction, vey Iaﬂml clearlng, andfor danper tree
Tl B4 meeasary for che

WW&WIMHWWM The MEEC would
increase the dransfer limit acrosy the Tutnl-Bast intecfaes by 444
MW, NYPAS parilon of MSSC conststa of constrociing one serics
L.épﬁL"Jl.l]r hank adjacent to the Marcy Substatlon and another
adjacent to the Fraser Substation, and connecting these scrics
capracitor binhs do U oo Marcy Suath tranandssion loes owoed
by NYPA known as Marcy to Coopers Comer (UCC2-41) amed
Edic v Framer (EE2-40)NYSEGY purlivn of MSSC, consiste
of constructing a series *.ag.u:llw hank adjicent (o the Fraser
Substatlon and connectlm ta the Fraser ta Coopers Comers
(RCC33) Moe owoed by NYSEG, A serles o
structure approcimately 28 feet tall conddsiing of capaciions which,
when connected to an AC tranamission circlit, increases power
e 'l‘h:u switchable scrles capaclrar banks will Increase power
irpmsfer by reducing sedes impedines over the exislin kv
Barcy South Hnes omned By NVSEG and MYEA The MSSC will
imprave power How awer these exisling aseds by inlling chis
:ecﬁm]ogy with minlmal eonstructlon and dlsruptlan. Conirolled
by the ew York Indeperctent System Operatr (4N TIS0M), Hie
awltchable sceles capacltogs wilk ellow the ) O to vary the
puwer Ihriwy acpess the bulk power tCtemisdun sysfem tn betjer
respumd e changlog syaren cond oo,

ACSR YFalen.” The mma}nln‘i portlons of the #33
statinn Bn [IEnpHase

citor bank is a

tlons of the #30 Une and Y31 line will be single 1530

ed Oakdale-Fraser Line |

the Public Hearing on the proposed CHPE Project Draft EIS in
Albany, New York, on November 18, 2013. See Comment 139 for
Jurgen Wekerle’s (Sierra Club) comments from the Public Hearing.
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Wethaadsy, Seplehbgr 18, 2013 & TIMES HERBLD-RECORD &1 . |

NYSEG's pwtinn af ME3C alio copslsts of reconductoriog 1.8
wllea nf NYSEG's FCE-33 line in the Fovwna of Delhi, Hamden,
Colcheaier antl Buckbmed, bcated im Delyware ang Solliven
Coarstiese Soma aructure alang the exdacig BOW. will be reploced
with subatantinlly similor sfructurce.

Yroposed Sicod Ramape-Rock Tarem Line,

The Py ol Second Ramapy-Hipck Tavers Lina will exiend from
L'on Edison's Eamaps 345kY Substntion to Central Hudsoo®s
Rock Tavern M5V Substabivn. Tl Line will be tnyLallml o
Lhe gxisding owers of the feal 345 kY clecult cxtending from
the Ramapa Subsredon o the Rock Tavern Sobstation that wos
<ompleted in 1974,

The Commussion has previously issavec i certificate for sstruction
sl operadion, putsuant to Adticle VI of the Publlc Service Law,
of two 345 k¥ circuits from the Ramape Subsiation, o the ka
Tavern Substatlon. The Commizslon has alsa previoushy approved
Environmental Management & Copetruaction Plans (PEMAELCEY)
Tar the firg clrcuit from Bamapa ta Reck Tavern snd for & portion
of the scoond cireuit extending from the Ramapo Substation tw
lIIE smmmm {a dlztance of 15.6 miles), Conametien

m.m Con Edison mow {ntende fo seck

Lan appnwnl ul'm .EM&CP For thee halasg e uf Hw scond
cm:mt from Sugarivaf te the Reck Tavern Substation (a distance
of 11.8 mlles}

The Proposed Secend Bamaps-Rock Tavern Ling wll.t cnm.sin tha
Tuthbow ing tloen elrments;

L Instatlativn of e bulaoee of a previvus) aspnwed
aecond 345 KY circuik, e, n'ppm.glma 4 miles
extending from ugarlnef o the Rock Layern huu,l.lnn. on
the existing strwchires that apport the fing 365 K cioouly

. Modificativnof the Hamape and Reck Torern Substalions
tir comrpet. the secind 345 k¥ eircuit o these subslations: and
kX Installation of & new 345/138 KV step-down transformes
and assoclated pment in the vicinity of the existing 138
k¥ Sugarloaf Sul pn that will provide for co
of the D4R system to tha Proposed Second Ramapo-Rock

Tavern Line.
LOCATION OF THE PROJECT
Pro Em:kflemm?alley Llua. The Propuséd Edic-Plensant
Valley Line will mun from Mationnl Gridy Bdie Substatin in

Cmeida Coooty to Con Edl.-ml'h Pleasant Valley Subsmation Io.
Drutchess Connty, The line willl be bl primarily alung i existing
RUW pwrmed by the Co-Applicants,

The Proposed Edic-Pleasant® Valley Ling staris at the Edic
Substation in the Town of Mascy, Oncida County. It woudd traverse
the short distance (less than 200 feet) o the Porter Substation o
Join the Porier-Rotterdam £30 and #31 230 kV ROW, which alsa,
includes the NYPA Marcy-Coopers Corners and the Bdic-Friser?
345 KV llnes. These factlites are located on adjacont duuble-
circuit strucmires within this shared 200- to 350-foct-wide ROW
for a tural ditanes of approcimaldy 12 miles, Headiog southenst
past Parber Substaton, the Hoe coosecs State Boure Lnta the
Tawn of Deecfield and continues st and tn the nerth of the Utica
Teeservoit. Afber crvasing into Herkimer County, the line turns
south and crossea the Mew York State Throway (1-90), the Erie
.‘;Wt’alm the Mohawk River within a distance 4f approximateby
cet

The Proposed Edle-Pleasant Valley Line condimes in a south-
siithessterly direction for n%gruummlg 8 miles Im Herkimer
Lunty at which podnt the #31 230 kW line separates from the ather
three cireitits and continues to the cast along a separate ROW. The
line follows the alipuneat of te 830 230 kY loe which continues to
share the ROW with the two NYPA 345 kY lines for approximaiely
1.7 miles. The two MYPA 345 kY lines diverge souch from the #30
T30 kW line and the #30 line contnoes within it own ROW o

& souilieastesly and then casturly dircction for approximately
2.9 milea. nt which paine 0 reloing the t31 281 kY lioe, The line

ool in 2 southeasterly-easterly directlon along the 200-toot-
wide ROW of the 420 and #21 lines through Herkimer County. The
line eravels through the Towns of Schuyler, Frankfort, Geomany
Flaniy, Liithe Falla, Stark, amd Danube in Heckimer Couny.

Tha Proposcd Bdic-FPleasant Valley Ling continues o follvw the
alignment af the M3l and d31 230 bV lines in 8 southeasterly
direcoon thra Mnmgmwrytnunrr.mmng anafobaraCrock
im the Town of Cunigjehirie. In the Town of C I]aJMurb.Jh.latwwtuf
Stale Roure SUA tha #30 and #21 lines separaca wit #51 line
heading n.arthenst befare turning o the southeast and rejo the
H30 line justwest of Schoharie Crock. The line continuss o follow
thi alignment of the #30 line duc cast through this area, across
Schoharie Creek, before continuing into Schemectady County,
“The line rravels through the Towmna of Mloden, Cangjeharic, Ko,
Glen, Chodesoo, and Flunda in Munlgemecy Tomty,

Prw:md Edic-Pleasant ¥alley Line continwes due gaxt -Imla
whe LBOW of the #20 and #31 Lnes in Sdmuecml_vc H}pasu
the proposed Princetown Substaton near the
intersection of the ROW Tar tha d!D and Hl lmu and the ROW,
for the Marcy-New Scotland #14 345 kV line and the I.'.dl.o-Nm
Scarland 814 395 kY lina.

The Propnsed Edic-Pleasant Valley Lme conliniiey b the guurhnasl
aloop the 3T0-foot-wide ROW for tho 3 Iow Seotlsnd 413 |
145 E\" lie and the Edle-New Smﬂand Wrd 145 bV lind The Ine |
crossca Iobersiate 83 (1-88) wbaut 5 milea south of the proposad
Princetnem Subataidom, Just west of where [-A2 ends at the New
York Stute Thowway (-, About L mile sooth of the 1B cussing,
Ll #13 115 ki-"l.lm]mlm thi 5940-feot-wide ROW and the line turns
due south and conkinues into Albany County, The line travels |
throuigh the Towns of Duanesburg and Princatown o Sthemctady |
annbe

|

T isthany Crury, L Proponed Belice Flesant Valley Line crosm
U.5. Ronie 20 [o the Town of Guilderland, confinuwes due smith just |
ko the wade of the Orchatd Croske Colf Club, then tuene shuthesst
anued continues aloag the vxisli.lgf 345 k¥ corridor, whichis reded |
to & 450-foot-wide WOW for a distance of. ‘i'i imately 2 miles i~
the Town af Cuildertand. The line fllows this corridor oo the New
Scotland Substation in the Town of MNew Scotland. The line by-
pagsed the Mew Seotland Substatlon and heads east for a distance
af | pﬁum:dmal:i}l 3.4 milez along the corridor that Includes several |
115 kY lines and the New Scotland-Alps #2 345 kY line, This
section of ROW ranges between 400fect and 6208cetwide, The line
turns south contingdng along the exlating 250-foat-wide 345 kY
ROW, crossed a major rallroad corridar and CSX siding complex, |
then crosses .S, Route 9% and the New York State Thraway |
{147} jist west of the Hudsan River. ‘Lhe line travels throogh the |
Tewng of Guilderland, Mew Scotland (which inchades 4.9 miles in |
the i!'ll.lagond".-’m-‘hmvllh;}.mlhl:hum. and Doy tacd it Albsay
uuntj.

Eosﬁlﬁdbﬂuml'b’all Line follows the Mew Scailand-
A.lpal’.! 45 kV alignment acmoss the Hudson River into Rensselaer
Cuouniy, parallel and i the souih of an exdsting C5X railroad

and the New York Thruway-Berkshire Connector brid

m“hllicmm tha Hudaca River is approximately 1,8
ﬁ:u wite, On the east sids of the Hudson River ihese three facilitics
continue an aerial crossing of the Schodack lsland State Park for |
a distance of approximately 1,200 feet, From the Hudson River
the lina continues enst for ap) mnnﬂr 1.6 miles o the proposed |
Kaoickerbocker Substaiion, be [ocated af the intersection
of ihe New Scdland-alps 42 3-4\! I‘.V lina.and the Schadack-
Churchiown #14 and the Gressbavih-Huodson 415 115 k¥ Goes in
the Towi of Schodack.

Tha u Bulic-Bleasan] Yalley Line dapants from the priquel
Knickerhocker Substaiion and preceeds to the south along the
1M findwide ROW of the da el Sehrimbusck-Churchloro

14 and Creenbush-Fludson #15 115 kV lines, Approximately 2.2

miles south of the proposed Knickerbrcker Substation, the line
Fmen into Columbia County and contnues in a nearly sivaight
Ine. due sauth through the Town of Shopvesant for & distance of
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roximately 8 miles, After crossiag inte the Tuwn of Shoskpaort,

the: line turns o the sontheast, crossea ULS, Route 9 and Kin
Ureek, and again turns dise south. The ling continues ina sowtherly
direetion penerally parallel to and approximately 1 mile to the east
of 1.5, Route 0. live crosses a small portion of the Town of
(ihent less than 1 mile west of the Columbis County Airport. The
line continues to fellow the 115 kY ROW through the Town of
Claverack, pissing about 2 niles (o the east of the City of Hudson,
Afler erossing Rowte 9H the double-circuit #8 and #T7 115 kY lines
oin the ROW fust north of the Churchtown Substation. The 150-
pot-wide ROW the ling is in remains with this configuration of
arallel double-cireuit 115 k¥ lines for the pext 12 miles through
he Tewns of Livingston (8.3 miles), Gallain (1.2 miles), anad
Clermont (0.7 mile). The total distance in Columbda County is

approximately 34 miles

The Proj Edic-Pleasant Valley Line continues south into the
Town of Milan in Dutchess County, and approximately 1 mile
south of the ummg line the ROW s [oined the west by the
Leeds-Pleasant Valley #91 and #92 345 kV lines in a poralled,
aingle-circuit configuration, The line continues along this 400-foat-
wide ROW for aproximately 6 miles, at which point the two 143
KV linea leave this joint ROW o the west: the IIne contlnues due
south song the Ilgmll’ ROW, running cast of Silver Lake in the
Town of Clinton. The line continnes south in the Town of Clnton
and continues along this {50-foot-wide 115 k¥ -ROW In the Tows
of Pleasant Valley ‘o the Plepsant Valley Substatdon.  The llse
travels through the Towma of Milan, Clnton, and Pleasam Yalcy
i Dustchess Couniy- .

Sonth of Clurchtown Substaton, the Proposed Eclle-Pleasant
Valley Line roughly parallels the Taconle State Parkway which
is located approximately 2 to 3 miles to the east. A portion of
this ROW in which the line |3 located in Columbia and Dutchess
ennitles 19 ales occupled by the Troquis Pipellne.

Proposed_Oakdale-Fraser Line. The Propased Oakdale-Fraser
Line beging at the Oalkdale 345 k' subststion in the Towns of Unlon
In Broome County. It leaves the substation, heading in a northern
directine for approximately 16 miles. The line then crosses into
the Town of Muoing and ¢ontlmmes In & northeast direction for
roximately 3 miles, The [ine then trossed into the Tosm of
"""E‘F' continuing fot approcluately & miles before crossing
into the Town of Barker. &mﬁnuiﬂ; nowtheast the lne crosses
State Highway 79, followed by Conklin Hill Road amd enters inlo
Chenango Coumty, Town of Gresne.

Within the Town of Greene, the Praposed Cakdale-Frascr Ling
continues in an ensterly direction for approximately 7.5 miles and
then crosses Into the Tows of Coventry. In the Town nanvenn:T.
the line travels in a northeast direction for 7.5 miles after which It
croases Into the Town of Affw Tha Lina crosses Simie Highwine
41 and State Highway 7 followed Elzuﬂ-n Defawars and L]
Railroad, After crossing Into the Town of Belnbridge, the line
cantinues for eﬁgm:imnml-imm heforeenoaalng inio Delaware
County, Town of Masonville.

The Proposed Oakdale-Fraser Line continues in an easiecly
ditection through the Town of Masonville Eb\raa)plmlmar:ly P miles
hefore crossing into the Town of Sidoey, Continuing in dn easlerly
ditection for 2.3 miles, the line crossea into the Town of Franklin
anil then continues for approximately 2 miles befure crossing Inta
the Town of Walton, After crosing into the Town of Walton, the
line continues In an zasterly dircction for 2.5 miles before crossing
Into the Town of Hamden, The Hne continues through Hamden for
sippeoniearady 1.5 nulles and then crosses imto the Tewa of Delbi,
cl?bging ot the Froser Substation.

Proposed Marcy South Series Compensation, Three parccls,
approximately 2 acres each and adjacent to existing substativm v
land aiready owned 3y elther NYPA or NYSEG, weuld be axal

sites For the proposed serles eapacitor hanks. One series capacitor
bank would be constructed adjacent to the Marcy Substation in the
Town of Marcy on NYFA-owned property. The and third
serles capacitor banks would be constructed adjacent to the Fraser
Suhstation in the Town of Delld on NYSEG-owned properiy.

Tha 21.E-rudla l\en:mdm:tnring of NYSEGE FCC-33 line
COnumeness Ak i puing alung NYSEG' ealstiug ROV in the soulh-
caniral portion of the Town of Delbi, approximately 45 miles
of the Fraser Substation, The reconductoring route
passes through the Town dﬂm“hamﬂlydhm&nhu'
oxlmately 3 miles and condones in & southerly direction
through the Town of Colchester for o) ximately 12 miles. While
in the Town ef Dn'lchme;,r:;fmnn ctoring :'I.Ui?h above
approximately (.64 milea Fce walker comprising PEm:hm.
1I'r}:m:l. l:&umudi:ht:l] theseafier, pu::uglhm the Caiskill

Park. reconduclo Tore through approximated
12 miles of Catslclll Parle Eg.llﬂ uﬂmnt the Hozel Suhﬂtﬁﬂl&{
Incated approximabely 4 milken sanch of Colchester, I the Tawn of

Rocklaod, Sullivan County.

The existing ROW for the FCC-33 ling is approximately 150 feet
wide, Construction as well as access will occur exclusively in this
existing ROW and al-ongqcxisﬂ.ng acoens rosdy; acquizsidon of
adcitional ROW will oot be required.

Pruusey, Sevond Bsmapo-Beek Tavern oe,

The Proposad Second Ramape-Rock Tavern Line will be o
structed ulifising the slyting cransmizslon tawers slong the ROW
hatween Sugarloaf amd Eock Thvem, )

The proposed work will be done between Sugarloaf and the Rk
Tavern Substation within the fevwms of New Windsor, Hamptonbueg,
Blaaming Grove, and Chester, and at the three affected substations
(Ramapa, Sugarioaf and Rock Tavernh

DATE OF FILING

The NYT0Os expect o file the [nitial Submission Materials with |

the Commisston on or before Octaber 1, 2013, Copies of the Initi
Submisabon bMaterials will be available for public inspection on the
Project wehsite (wownytranseo.com), In addition, copies of the
Tnitial Submission Materials will be available for public indpection
at the Depariment of Publlé Service Ofces in Albany (Office o

E,i:al;;l iles, 14th Flaor, Three Empire State Plaza, Albany, NY
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712-01: The following Sierra Club, Atlantic Chapter letter,
comments, and map are from the 2010 EIS scoping period and do
not reflect the currently proposed CHPE Project as was analyzed in
the Draft EIS. The proposed CHPE Project would be a merchant
transmission facility that would provide electricity, generated in
Canada primarily from hydroelectric and wind sources, to the New
York City metropolitan area market. See response to Comment
139-06 regarding a potential converter station in Albany. The other
components of this comment letter are noted. As stated in the
response to Comment 139-18, these scoping comments were
considered during development of the EIS. The comments raised
have been either addressed in Section 2.5 of the EIS (Alternatives
Analysis) or regard use of conservation, demand management, or
other power generation sources; and development of other in-state
electric power sources or other transmission lines, which are
outside the scope of the EIS.
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i3 S l E]_‘]‘:{{J]‘:g\ STERLING FOREST/HIGHLANDS COMMITTEE
EEL_“!_ﬁﬁﬁnzﬁTﬁa CONTACT PERSON: Jlrgen Wekerle
. P. 0. Box 287
ATLANTIC CHAPTER Waldan, NY 12586

Tel.({B45)744-5118

August 2, 2010

offica of Elactricity Delivery and Energy Rellabllity
DE-20

U. 5. Department af Energy

1000 Independence Ahvanue, SW

washington, DC 20585

Attn: Dr. Jerry Pell

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERCY
OE DOCKET ND. PP-362
DOE/EIS - 0447

SCOPING COMMERTS FOR ENVIROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)
RE: CHAMPLAIN HODBON POWER EXPRESS (TRANSMISSION
DEVELOPERS, INC.)} APPLICATION FOE A PRESIDENTIAL PERMIT,
AND AFPLICATION FOR AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT
ACT FUNDING TG CONSTROCT AND CPERATE A 1,000 MGW
ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION CARLE FROM QUEBEC, CANADA, TO THE
HEW TORK METRO REGION.

Dear Dr. Pell:

Tha following written comments are toa supplement the Slerra Club
comments made at the July 13, 2010, Scoplng Meeting held In Hingston,
NY¥. This also suppléments testimany provided by other Atlantic
Chapter representatives of the Slerra Club, a national,state, and
lacal grassroots sembershlp organization committed to protecting

the natural and human environment which we share.

OVERVIEW

To be funded with American Recovery and Relnvestment Act subsldies,
the Champlain Hudson Power Express transmission project (the
Project), was proposed to the US Departwent of Energy (DOE) on
January 27, 2010, as a 420 mile-long submarine power cable from
tha Hertel Substation in Quebec, Canada, running under Lake
Champlain and the Hudson River to the NY Metra region. The cable

353 Hamilton Street » Alhany, NY 12210 » tel, (518) 426-9144  fax (518) 426-3052
web: bttp:/inewyork sierraclub.org T 100% recyded paper
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DOE/EIS - D447, ATLANTIC CHAPTER, 8/2/2010, PAGE 2.

gystem was to have had the capacity to deliver 2,000 megawatts [MOW)
of powar to ba ganarated from new, cowpanion wind and hydro sources
in Canada which were to be congtructed at gome future date. AL a
stated cost of %3.8 billiom, the Project would have been able to
tranaport 1,000 MGW to tha NY Metro reglon, and 1,000 MCW to Naw
Engiand. During July, 2014, the Project surprisingly eliminated the
Naw England component. The Froject, thus has been reduced In half.

Two primary reasohs are noted in the Junme 16, 2010, Federal Regiater
for conducting this EIS: 1) the necesslty of the Project to obtain
a "PFresidential Permit" since both the cable and electric powaer are to
crogg the lnternational US-Canada border; and, 2Z) the EIS will also
be used to satlafy NEPA requirements regarding the Project's
application to obtaln Awerican Recovery and Relnvestment Act funding.
Eligibility for that subsidy require development of renewable energy
gggrcasr and a constructlon start date commencing by September 30,

1.

Remarkably, the Project seeks to entar an energy market that already
has an oversupply of eleactricity at a time of contracting economic
activity and in a bualness climate fostering energy efficiency and
conservation initiatives that <collectively are reducing the demand
for existing supply.

The Froject devwelopment appears to be dependent not on current or
projected market conditlons, but rather on federal loan guarantaas

of at least $1.52 bllllon pursuant to provislions of the Energy Pollcy
Act af 2005 (EPAct), and porsuant to the American Recaovary and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the Recovery Act, bettar Xnown as the
Fedaral Economlc Stlmulus Package...}. Thoss federal subsidies would
undarwrite at least 80 percent of the Project's cost. Additionally.
the Project would be elliglhle for a plethora of other federal-state-
local subsldies and business Incentlwves such as state and county
Industrial Development Agency sales tax exemption, properkty kax ababe-
meént, IRS accelerated and bonus depreciation allowances, job creation
credits, brown field redevelopmant grants, ete... It 1= posslble that
the collective publie subgldy way ®egual or even exceed the total cost
of the Project, all of which must ke detailled in the ERIS.

DETERMINATION OF NEED

Before the apeclfics of the Preoject are even considerad, the EIS

mugt astablish the need for such a new source of long-distance power
supply to the NY Metro reglon. NEPA regquiras a declaratien of public
naad and the taking of a "HARD LOOK" at new proposals as well as at

a full range of alternatives and strategles that could alse satisfy
the Project's stated purpoae,

And, New York State regulations require an evaluatlon of {mpacte on
the use and conservation of energy includlng a demonstration that
the Project will satisfy generating capacity and other electric
system needs in a manner congistent with the state energy pian. It
does not matter 1f the proposal is for "green and clean" power, or
for *dirty* fossil fuel power. It does not matter if the proposal
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DOE/EIS - 0447, ATLANTIC CHAPTER, 8/2/Z010, PAGE 3.

18 funded by private investors or if the faderal subsidies will fund
a2 propogal with "free meney." If there 1s no need, tha "na action”
option prevails.

Further, any proposgal should serve the transmlissicon/distributicn
raguirements of the power grid which sarves the sntire state. The
Project as proposed, however, will for the most part bypass exlsting
power lines and interconnection pogsibllities, and will not intagrate
itsalf into the existing state-wlde grid. Nev York power producers
will effectively be excluded from use of the cable which will not
modernize the existing state transmiasion infrastructure.

Naw Terk and New Jersey officlals, regulatory agencies, distribution
marchants and industry oversight antities like the New York Independent
Systems Operator (NYISO), all clearly state that a lack of additional
long-distance transmission is not an lsesue. The critical Metro NY-NJ
concern 1s maintalning and upgrading local and nelghborhoed transformers
and substations and power lines that interconnect with all generation
f=luidayat: -

Thera are always new demands for more or different sources of supply,
espaclally for retiring and replacing existing power planks. But,
there are always splutions antlcipating those needs that are being
prepared in an ongoing planning cycle of ten or more years cut inte

the future. The state and NY Metro problems involve aging distribution
infragtructure which causad the Queens, NYZity power outage crisis
during the summer of 2006. WNo ameunt of extra, outside supply could
have changed thosa avants.

Currently, the Audson Valley hae gix mafor power plants in addition ko
those in New York City and in North Jersey. They use a mix of gas,
oi1l, eoal, hydre and nuclear fuel. Two north-to-south long-distanca
transmisslon systems also serve the reglon. The NYS Fowar Authority
Marcy-5South power line from the EDIC/Utlca substation to the Rock
Tavern substation in Orange County ils located wast of the Husdon River.
The Central Hodsen to Con Bd complex from the Albany area to the Bronx
ie located east of the Hudson. All aystema interface with the

Metro NY load zone which s alse supplled by transmission cables from
Connecticut and New Jersey.

Most of the above planta are operating below capacity and have reserves
immediately to ramp up productieon to meet seasonal peak demand.
Further, seven propcsals in reacent years for new generating facilities
in Rockland and Orange Countles alone never materialized due to
unfavorable market conditions that did not justify the return on
investment because of competition from exlsting sources including
Demand Sida Managemenk achlevements, and because additional supply
could not be abeorbed by the market.

As late as April, 2014, the NYISO, which manages the supply/reliabiiity
of electricity produced and traded ameng NYS merchants, hae stated

that there is no existing or anticipated need for additicnal power

in N¥S during the next 10-year planning cycle. In fact, the use of
electricity in NYS starting in 2008 has dropped aignificantly. The
NYISO has reaffirmed that the top priority in NY3S is to modernize
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the local utility distribution systams znd the reglonal grid.

The EIS must evaluate the total consumption patterns within the state
and tha capacity of all supply sources, especially those that are
within the NY Metro region inciuding the Following:

-~ the instatlatlon of the Crose Sound cable from New Haven,
Ct., te Shoreham, Long Taland;

-- the installatlon of the Neptune caklae from Sayraville,
N.J., to Lewittown, Long Ieland:; and,

—— the Ilmplementatieon ef the State energy plan which promotes
efficiency, conservation, improved building codes and decentralized
golar and wind net-metering applications.

The EIS must evaluakte the supply projects that are nearing appraval
and construction such as:

== the Cross-Hudson cable from Rldgefield, W.J., to the
49th Street substation In Manhattan which will 1ink Con P4 with the
existing NJ PSESG/PTM power syatems Iin place west of the Hudason River;

—-- the Tranaco Gas plpeline extenzion through MNorth Jersey
to lower Manhattan;

-— the 1,000 MOW Cricket Valley Fower Plant in the Town of
Dover, Dutchese County, that will conneckt dirsctly te the Con Bd
tranemission line to the Bronx:

== the 630 MGW Competitive Power Ventures Power Plant 1n the
Town of Wawayanda, QOrange County, that will connect directly tao the
Marcy-South power line; and,

== the 63 MGW hydro profects to he generated from exlsting
New York City reservoir spiliways in the Catskill Mountalns that
will connect directly to the Marcy-South power lins,

Tha above generating facilities will use existing transmission
infrastructure that will aveid coste for any nev traznamisaion 1lina
conatruction.

If there is increased demand and a need for additional supply., many
alternatives axist beyond the reflaxive response to increase
generating capacilty. The EIS must evaluate the impacts of the full
range of alternatives that would obviate the stated purpose and need
for the Project. The EIS must evaluate ecompeting proposals/
technologles; efficiency and conservation initlatives; changing
development/construction trends; and, changing economic/consumption
conditiensa.

- The ETE must consider the exampla of efflclency represented
by the Lavett power plant that demonstrates the importance of the
NYS priority to modernlze the local grid/distribution syatem.
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During 2007, the Mirant-owned Lovett coal-fired power plant, located
an the Hudson Biver Iin Rockland County, was undar a congent decree
to upgrade lts emisslon aystem. Instead, Lovett petitioned the

PSC to be decommissioned. Due to OKR Ttility reconstructlon of a
mafor substation and local power lines, efficiencies were created
which made up for the loss of the Lovett powar production, The
request was granted by the PSC, the plant has since been demalished,
and no new power generatlon was needed as 2 raplacament far Lovetk,

- The EIS muat evaluate the full range of Demand-5ide-Management
{DsM) strategles and technologies ranging from dynamic time-of-day
pricing te wvarieua digital metering systems within a home that
regulate appliance on and off cycles and segquential usa, to grid-hased,
gystem-wlde centrels. The radlo-controlled thermoatats for ceoling
systems in large bulldinga that were activated by Con Ed to raduce
NYC peak load during the July, 2010 heat wave iz a good example of a
relatively lov-tech, lov cost solution,

- Tha EIS must include the findings of the January 9, 2003,
DOE report which shows that implementing the system-wide technology
of digltal time-of-day temperature and price metering could raduce
peak electrle loads by up te 15 percent a year and thus save over
$70 billion no longer needed to bulld new power facilities such as
the propesed Champlain Hudson Power Express Project. Such a strakegy
would simultanecusly remedy pollution, eclimate change emissions,
EUpply concerns, and reduce CoONSUmMEr EXDENSES.

= The EIS must evaluate the unused, avallable reserve capaclty
of all power plants suppl¥ing the NY Metro reglon. For example, the
Bow Lina power plant on tha Hudson River 18 producing minlwum power
due to low demand and high costs. Hawever, RBow Line can quickly
generate its maximum capacity 1f needed at peakx locad times.

- The EIS must evaluate the New York Clty regulations that
require the ability to produce 80 percent of peak load from generating

facllities located within the Clty.

= The EIS must evaluate all of the alternate supply, efficiancy,
and conservation programs conducted by the N¥YS Energy Ressarch and
Development Authority (NYSERDA) which make the Project unnecessary.

- The EIS must examine the impact on reduced power consumption
due to atate and local improved bullding construction codes and
code enforcement. A recent example was O & R Utilities contracting
with Bechtal Carp.ta construct thrae power plants in anticlipation of
population grawth in Orange County, the fastest growlng county in the
State. The population estimates were correct but the expected energy
consumption per household plummeted due to improved building insulation
practiees. Those power plants, as a conseguance, ware naver bullt.
0 & R, however, had to sue in State Suprems Court to have the
contracts with Bechtel rescinded.

- Tha EIS must examina the impact of the Recovery Act's Ffunding
weatherization and othar energy efficient programs designed to reduce
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and conserve energy which conflict with the Project's application
rar funding from the same [federal economic stimulus source to
increase energy consumption.

-~ The EIS must evaluate the impact of a2ll the solar enercgy
products which are replacing traditlaonal electriec generation use
and which also reduces the need for new transmission facitities.
The Salar Enargy Consortium Iin HEingston, NY., has created over 400
production jobs during 2010 alons. Commerclal and residential
net-metering programs, Eolar-thermal hot water systems, solar powered
LEI street and bullding lighting have not only produced remewable,
rglean" power, but also have removed those sources from the power
iine, thus making more grid capacity available to other merchants.

- The EIS must evaluate the impact of decentralized, land-hased
and off-shore wind power which is close to polnte of eonsumption, and
which uses existing transmissien/distribution infrastructure.

- The greatest gain In energy supply In recent years has bheen
through the development of "negawatts," the freelng up of existing
power through reduced congumptlon supported by the State energy plan.
The FIS8 must conzlider those coat effective ocutcowes in 1ts full range
of alternatives which support the "no action™ or "no bulld" optian,
and which may demonstrate the Project to be unnecessarcy.

- one half of the original Project proposal, the 1,000 MGW cable
to Bridgeport, CT, intended to aupply the New England IS0, was
aborted at the last moment due to the lack of need Ffor that power.
Tha EIS must examine the clrcumatances that caused the Proeject
reduction and determine if those circumstances and lack of need algo
apply to the Wew York State portion of the Froject.

UNIQUE TRANSMISSIUON-ONLY FUNCTICN

The Project stands apert from traditional power merchants since it
provides a speclalized long-distance transmission-only functlen which
is peparate from but totally depandant on bulk powar producers at the
cable entry peint, and on wvhelasala utility consumers at tha cable
exit point. The transmission cabla is just 1ixe a giant household
extenslon cerd with pluga at aach and.

The Project doea neot generate slsctricity nor doss it serve as a
utility which distributes electricity to retall customers. It has no
control over the scurces or the price or the end usa of the power

to be transported. The Project can take no responsibkility for the
fuel or metheds needed to generate the electriclty; for the conduct
of the suppliers or of the consumers) for the rellability or need for
the electriclty; or, for the price of tha electricity and tax costs
which are pagsed on to the retall consumer.

The Project function ls identical to that of the failed New York
Reglonal Interconnect (NYRI) transmigslon proposal which was diemissed
with prejudice on April 21, 2009, (Came No. 06-T-0630), by tha New
York State Publie Servica Commission (PSC). NYRI is the model for this
Project with three differences: NYRI wasg an above-ground power line.,
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wag located wholly within Neaw York State, and wanted constructieon
costs agsessed to ratepayers; while this Project 18 a subparine/
underground cable, le located in both Canada and New York State,
and wante construction costs supported by US taxpayers through
government suhesldies and American Recovery Act guaranteed loans.

Poeth NYRI and this Project pose classic cases of segmentation within

a deregulated energy market For the EIS process. Although treated as

a geparate entity, the transmisasion Froject 1s totally dependant upon
and cannot exlet without production/supply and distribution components.
The EIS, therefores, wmust consider in an egqually thorough mannar, all
components as a singla conjoined entecprise.

Further, the EIS must examine how the Project will Intarface wlth the
reglonal tranemisslon grid serving the entire state.

PROJECT SEGMENTATION AND RECOVERY ACT FUNDING

Nelther the Project's transmisslon cable ner tha Canadlan hydro power
facilitiea currently exist. BHoth are to be constructed when funding
ls secured. Although legally compartmentalized into transmission

and hydro generatlon companenta, the Project's transmiasicon functilon
is inseparable from the Lower Churchill Falls damfartificial
impoundmant construction and supply functicon. The £lnancing
considerations are equally conjoined. Purther, the generation
component in Canada way not bhe finalized without the transmission
Project first bhefng approved for American Recovery Act funding.

Since the funding streams for each component may be segregated for
accounting purposes, and since each component supports the total
funding required to develop the enterprise in commen, the EIS should
evaluate the cumulative impacts of both transmissien and generating
components as twe ataps of the same action, not as dlsconnected,
unrelated actions.

Further, the EIS should evaluate the funglbility of all funding from
all public and private sources, and detail how Amerlcan Recovery Act
subsidies will support construction of the underlying generation
facilities in Canada, and how those faciiities will compete with
generating facilities in Wew York State.

FROJECT HASE WO ABILITY TO PRODUCE "RENEWARLE™ ENERGY

The Project has applled for $1.52 biilden Iin Recovery Act 1pan
gquarantaas, and states that it will transport the prersguiszite
renevable wind and/or hydro power Iinto Mew York from facllities at
Lower Churchill Falls, Canada. Those facllities are still to be
conatructed,

If and when nev renewable energy becomes avallable, that electricity
could enter the NYIS0 market via the exlsting transmisslonm grid
without this Froject.
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The proposed "renewable" supply will be transported from Lower
Cchurchill Falls over the existing grld to the Hertel substatlon for
conversion to the D¢ cakle. That same electricity could connect with
the Mew York and Naw England grlds right now without any need for the
cable at all.

The constructlion of the cable, however, would provide an exclusive
route for any and all electricity that reachsd Hertel to be
leap-frogged to the NY Metre reglon which would give that supply 2
speclial advantage over renewabla and other power produced wlthin NYS.

If the intent really is to promote renewable energy throughout the
U8 and Canadian service areas, thesn future Canadian renewable anargy
ghould enter the US market wvia tha convantional grid shared by all
suppliers, and should compete on egual footing with NYS renevablae

energy producers.

Central to the promotlen of the Project is the promise to import "green”

renewable enargy into the NYISO servlce arsa. But as 2 transmimssion-
only facllity, the Project ham no abllity to create/produce renewable
ar non-renswable snargy, and has no control over the sourde or guality
of the commodity it transporta.

Further, the Project has never asserted that 1t will only transport
renewable wind and hydro power over the uszeable 1ife of the cabla.

It has not said that 1t would not transpork non-cenewable powar frod
coal, nuclear or tarfoll sand sources, or that it may transport fram
all sources In some combination. It is unlikely that the Project can
legally refuse to deliver energy from any source, a clrcumstance
germana to its subsldy appllcation.

The EIS must @valuate the delivery potential of all pewer from all
gources and from all locations for cumulative environmental impact
reasona, and for Recovery Act subeldy eligibility reascna.

TS CHURCAILL FALLS HYDRO POWER “RENEWABLE" AND REALLY
BLE FOR AMERICAN RECOVERY ACT SOBSTDIES?

all hydro power is not the same. "Renewable" hydro power is generally
defined ag power from free-running rivers such as that from Nlagara
Falls and the St. Lawrence River.

The Project has stated that the antlecipated Hydro power would be
from the Lower Churchill Falls project which may not be developed
should the Champlain Hudson Power Express cabla not first be approved.

Dama at Churchill Faills are yet to he built, and forests are yet to
be cut down and flooded., What effect will the loss of forests and
habitat have on the wildlife to be displaced, and on a net increase
of greenhouse gases? wWhat is the chance that methane and other
climate changing chemicals will be introduced into the atmosphetre as
a result of the proposed [looding?
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The hydro powar 1s to be generated from artificlally created
impoundments, not from free-runnlng streams. What effect on energy
reliabiiity wauld impoundment-generated power have during high heat,
summer drought conditions causing high rates of evaporation and low
watar flow at thea same time New York consumer demand For electriclty

1s the highest?

The EIS must detall the sources and gquallty of the hydro power that
ig promisaed by the Project and evaluate whether or not those Canmadlan
sources are really renewable and eco-friendly, both from an
anviromental perspective and as a pracondition for Federal Recovery

Act fundlng.

EXCLOSIONARY DESIGN AND ANTI-COMPETITIVE NATURE OF THE PROJECT

The Project 18 a 355 mile-leng Direct Current {DC) tranamission cable
starting at tha Hertel suhstation in Canada, 35 miles north of tha
Quebec-New Yotk State (NYS)} border. The cable rune the entlre north-
south length of NYS, tarminating at a specialized converter station in
Yonkera. At that polnt, the power la tranaformed from DC back to
Alternating Current {AC), and enters the conventlonal distribuotien
grid.

Tranamisgion-only facilities 1ike that of the Project are to transport
power from all suppliars over the same shared line or cable. AC power
mllawa antry/exit hookups throughout the grid., However, this DC cable
has ho access connectlons along the 355 mile intervening length, and
eggentlally is a separate DC system from the existing AC grid. Further,
tha entry point at Hertel appears to be reserved to transpert supply
only from Lower Churchill Falls if and when that Canadian genecation
ever comes on line.

Most troubling 1s the Project deslign that blockes cable access to
competing US/NYS power merchants who are prevented from using the
cakble to transport electricity generated and distributed within the
atate. Likewlse, atate producers are denled the ability to trangsport
and sell NYS generated power wvia the cabie into the Canadian market.
The Project effectively i= a one-way monopoly that channels trade-
protacted Canadian powear lnto the hlgh-use but already well-suppllad
NY Metro market at a disadvantage to NYS merchanta,

It aprears that the exclusionary dealgn of the Project wilclates both

the purpose of the Recovery Act to support US/NYS enterprlse, and the
priorities of the NY3 energy plan, mapscfally the task te upgrade the
exlsting transmission/distribution grid within the NYIZ0 service area.

The unfair trade advantage glven to Canadian power producers by the
Project design also is in conflict with DOE policy that reguires
cross border trade in electric energy between Canada and the USA to
folleow the same comparable open access and non-diserimination
principies that apply to interatake electric transmission within the
USA.
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The EIS must evaluate the antl-competitlve, monopoly aspects of the
Project as they relate to DOE open access and non-discrimination trade
policies, and to the related funding requirements of the Recovery Act.
Further, the EIS must reconcile the policy contradictions and finanecial
absurdity of Recovery Act funding that willl promote competition with
tha existing grid rather than aselet to upgrade that grid; that will
give an advantage to Imported "remewable" energy at the expense of
domestically produced renewables; and, that will underwrite a very
axpensive transemission cable that NYS energy producers cannot uge.

UNREALISTIC MARKET ANTD PROJECT EXPECTATIONS

The Project's claims defy market realities which demonatrate on a
dally basis that a plentifol supply of power exists within the NY Metro
region and throughout NYS. Tt takes no account of the collective
actions by power merchants which continue to diminish a need for long-
distanca and local suppllies. It ignores the grid modernization and
afficlency priorities of NYISQ and the State epnergy plan. It remaina
oblivious to a contracting economy and declining trends in overall
anargy use in NYS. The Project is cost prohibitlve and cannot compete
with existing merchante wha can provide the same ar more net alectric
power through a much lower cost structure. It cannot ba constructed
and import Canadian electricity without massive US and Canadlan public
subsidies. It would gain an incredibly unfair business advantage over
its US market competitors who do not recelve the same government
gubsldias.

The greatest business threat to new and exlsting energy merchants,
however, is not the result of competition or faveritlem among power
marchants, oF from revolutionary teachnologies, but from an economy
in recession and the related steady reduction 1In energy consumptlon
across all commerclal sectors. Anmual statewide use of electricity
has declined during the past three years. Even then, seasonal splkes
in usage wlll continue such as that currently being experlenced
throughout NYS due to the unusually high summer temperaturas. NYS
has set an all-time monthly record for electric consumptlon during
July, 2010. No adverse delivery or supply problems have been noted,
reaffirming the existence of sufficient supply and system capacity.

Mot only are jobs and whole industries vanishing from the region,
raplacement jobs and replacement bulldings are anticipated ta use
far le=s power than thelr predecessors., And, the new jobs that are
being developed are In the decentrallized solar and wind power fields
vhich will further drive dewn the need for traditional electricity
sources and transmission 1lnes.

The lack of need for long distance power esurely influenced the
Applicant to reduce the Project in half by cancelling the New England
segment durlng July, 2010.

The current economlc and financial conditiona are just like those
faced hy the NYRT transmlssion-only power line project during 2007,
2008, and 2009, NYRI btanked an government stimulus subsldies and
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special conslideration that totally would have misapplied federal
programe for fundlng. The plan was to protect investors by artfully
shifting construction costs from investors to ratepayers via a
specilal surcharge/fee rather than to pay from customery but doubtful
revenue. The resulting delivery and total costs to customers would
have sky=rocketed. when denled, NYRI's lack of a credible business
plan n¢ longer could be masked. Investors refused to risk thelr own
money, and the NYRI tranemission project folded.

YIABILITY OF FROJECT AND MBS EALTSTIC BODS 5 PLAN

The Project states that at a cost of $1.9 hillionm, 1t would bhe one

of the largest energy "investmenta" in NYS. It would cost twice as
much to construct than that of a local power plant that could add the
same amount of slactrlicity lnto the NYISD service area. For instance,
the Oricket Valley Power Plant will cast half ae much to construct,

iz located 300 mlles cluser ta the NY Metro ragiom, will produce the
game 1,000 MGW, and can connect to the existing Con Ed transmission
lines at no extra construction cost. BAdded to the cost of the Project
is the uncertain cost and oneertaln completion date of the proposed
Canadian power supply, a= well as the uncertain eligibility of that
powar as a ‘renswable' source. The total costs very socon ascalate
e¥er upward.

The chicken-and-egqg relationship between the transmission Project and
the Lower Churchill Falls generating project must be evaluated in the
EIS since the cable would not connect to an existing supply source.
Is the construction of the cable really a device to justify
construction of Canadian dams and artificial impoundments wlth U3
subsidias?

The lack of an avallable, legitlmate renewable supply, and a lack of

a demand for a new supply from any source at a reasonable price

raises doubts about the viablllty of the Projsect with or without public
subsidies.

It appears that market forces cannot justify this transmission-only
Project. Just as with NYRI, private investore are unwilling to risk
thelr own money on this power cable wenture. The Project <an go
forward only with uncritical public incentives and funding. To that
end, the Project is seeking fast-track approval for a Presidential
Permit and related congtructlon permits. Such aunthorization, in turn,
underlies a second, more signlficant application for iwmensa loan
guarantess by the American Recovery and Relnvestment Aot which reguires
both renewable energy production, and a conatruction start date by
September 30, 2011. The loan guarantees by themzelves would cover

B0 percent of the Project cost and would axpose the 05 taxpayer to at
least $1.52 billion in Project cbligaticns.

The EIS must evaluate the risk of financial default requiring a US
Government financial rescus. Is the Project cost-effective and viable
at all In today's market? WI11 revenue be sufficient and sustainable
to cover debt service and operating expenses without additional public
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subsidies? Tf the Project ia sound apd such a emart plan, vhy da
the investors need government guaranteed funds at 2117 What risk
and exposure would the investors have Iin the event of dafault and

bankruptey?

The EI5 must evaluate the total cost of the Project, the total coat

of the tandem generating project wpen which it depands, and the total
public subsidies for which both projects are ellgible. The EIS shauld
consider the {mpact that the failurs of either project would have on
tha ather.

Further, the EIS must detail how subsidies awarded to this Project will
absorb available finite public rescurces that will displace and/for
delay renevable energy pricritiea of NYISO and job creation in solar/
wind/smart grid programs promoted by the State energy plan.

NEGATIVE GROWTH ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The EIS must evaluate the effect of the economlc recession on energy
trends and on the traneformation of industry and lifesstyles that need
laas, rathér than more, energy. Wit a protracted economic downturn in
place, the EIS ghould add a "nagative growth action alternative" as a
companion scenario to that of the standard "no actien" alternative.
Such a scenaric would address practical raesponses requiring system-wide
adjustments to an economy having excess capac{ty and under-utilization
of power in genaral. In fact, on May 14, 2010, the NIS PSC directed
all utllity companies to prepare austerity plana should the recession
linger or even worsan,

An honeat public poliecy reality check must take place throughout the
elactric powar Industry and must conzider which facilities to close

or to consalidate much liks the reviaw of unused military bases or

of the elimination of excess hospital beds. 1In the case of this
Project, If the reguired "hard look" 1m not taken, Racovery Ack
subsidies may be misallocated and lost whils forfelting the opportunity
to fund more worthwhile snergy Inltiatives that are in tha pubklie
intareat.

Respectfully submitted,

Jirgen Wekerle

Chair, Sterling Forest/Highlands
Committee, Sierra Club, Atlantic

Chapter
Jw/idl

August 2014
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controversial clectrle power

transmissinn proposal, the

Champlain Hudson Power Ex-
press (CHEE), 13 rmclng toward cegur
latory approval even thowgh icis un-
necded, will vndermine genuine re-
112wt chetyy, and wnsik envimon-
menital bavoc on the Hudson River
and virgin Canadian forests,

CHEFE i3 pressing for Bsttiack
apprpoval from the 1.8, Depantment
of Energy (DOE} and the NYE Pubiic
Serviee Commission {PSC)  suc-
ceostul, the boondoggle will quality
for $1.52 bilkkon in 118 Recovery and
Reinvestment Act kan gdiinbecs
which neguire both the transmission
of remewable clectricity and a con-
sernction stare date by September;

The project 15 2 35%-mile, 1,000
megawatt, direct current (OO0 sub-
marits power cable to begla at the
Hertel Substation In Queber, Canada,
This cabbe & tr croas the fntearns-
thopal border into MYS wnd will be
buricd under Lake Champliin and
rhe Hudsot Biver, cauaing dredeing,
PCH and other toxic disturbance and
cmvimnmental damage in iy wake.

It wroukl surfacs In Yonkets ard
substalion oext to 2 new civic cenper
and the MTA Huwdson Tne rileoad

strion Thar prized locadea i incoom-

pratible with the best use of the crtl-
al tivedimnt redevelopment diseriser,
and conflicts with existing cfforts
that are key o e revitalization of
downtown Yonkera,

Tu be able to recelve federal subs-
dics, the CHPE proposal s belng
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able energy source that will trans-
port rphus Quebec wind and hydoo
power to mect MY demand and
renewable enetgy mrgets Cuebee,
hoarver, has no surplus green en:
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sources do not yet exist They are ta
be buikt in the same emvironmentally
destructive manner 21 previous James
By propogals by Hidro-Qucber.,

Virgln Canadian forest lardy muag

firse b cleas-cut and Aooded, and 2
complex of dams and dnpoundments
is tor b constructed at Lower
Churchill Falls on the Queber/Labrg-
dq_:urhonler 1,240 mdTey away.
Clhmrchill Falls generation atul
CHPE cable tranamissisn are sepacaie
but companisn projects owrmually
dependent on each othet ad on U5,
subakdies without which neither will
e budlt, T those loan guasantees ar
appeoved, U8, taxpayers will be pay-
ing fur the devastation of habitat and
wildlifc in Canadk, and o the collat-
ceal release of methane amd
emisaions which poliuee air, baed and
wakes fesoutoes on both sides of the
Moreover, the proposed hydro-
pomner mod b pencrared from low
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Flow, artificial impoundments, not
from high-volume, free-running rivers,
and thus does not even qualify as
renewable energy pursudnt tw NYS
renewable energy policies.

The CHPE promise to impert Ca-
nadian wind power into NYS is just
as concrived a3 the James Bay-type
hydro boondoggle The proposal
would actualty divert Great Lakes and
Tug Hill wind power generaced In
western N5 from the existing state-
wide market. Tt would re-toute thist
power via the existing grid north
across the border and east into the
Hertel Substation in Quebec, would
rebrand that same NYS-criginaed
POWet a5 a new source of renewable
Canadian. electricity, and Uven woulkd
ce-import that powrer south into the
Y metro market. -

Currently, all wind power pro-
duced in NYS is already available o
the NY metra reglon (and oo 2l cus-
tomers throughout NYS and sur
rounding SEAbes) via & mone direct
atid much shorter route provided by
the open aocess terwork of the exlsé
ing grid. What CHFE is proposing is a
badt-andswirch scheme (o create the
ilusion of renewability In onder to
claim eligibility for the coveted fed-
eral loan grarantees and other subsl-
dies, such as the Westchester County
Industrial Development Agency (INA)
tax cxemptions.

Mot only is the CHPE project a
Hlaring example of greenwashing at
its best, it sutisfies na public nead or
benefit, defles market conditions,
vonsiraing other power merchants,
undermines the genuine rencwahle
solar and wind indusery which I cre
ating veal, permancot jobs in NYS,
and conflicts with the state energy
Pplan,

. There just i3 no markee demand
for additonal long-distance power,
bt should such demand oecur, exiat-
Ing plans and the conventlonal grid
can respond and Lrensmit puwer
from Canada or elsewhere weithout
the construction of the CHPE cahte.

Paradoxically, a wave of new gene
erilon and supply sources is pust
coming on line ut the same fime that

overall consumption of power in
NYS is declining, In April, 2010, the
New York Independent System Op-
cratos (NYTS0), which manages the
supply relisbllicy of electrichy pro-
duged and traded among NYS mes
chants, stated that there |9 0o cxisting
or anticipated need for addidonal
power in NYS during the next 10-
yeir planaing cyce, In fact, the wse of
electricily in the state has dmpped
significantly each year since 2008.48
& consequence, the Public Setvice
Commission (PSC) has ditected utill-
tica 1 prepane austerity plans to ad-
just generating capacicy/production
scrordingly,

" While pawer supply is nat an I
sue, upgrading the delivery spsiem is,
The NYISO, PSC und the state cocrgy
plan all reaffirm that the wp energy
priorities are to modernize the loeal
ntility Infrastructire and the reglonal
geld, to maximize eficiency and to
SUpply getuine enewahle sources
throughwut the discribution system.

The CHPE cahile would accom-
plish none of those objectives. Tn-
stead of contrbuting new intercon-
nections along ics 355-mile route and
Integraring itself with the exlsting
grid as roquired by dustry stan-
dards, the cable would bypass mnd be
independent of the grid,

The cable’s closed DC design pre-
wents its use by NYS merchants to
transport and distribute electroty
within NYS, and also from selling into
the Canadian marker. It is an anti-
competitive, one-aay mooopoly that
would channel trade-protected Que-
bew power into the high-use but al-
ready wellsupplied NY metro market
at & dlsadvantage Lo NYS merchants,
customers and the environment.

Further, the CHPE cable atanca
apart from traditional power mer-
chaats, since it provides 3 specialized,
long-distance, transmission-only func-
ton, fust like the Eiled New Yark
Regional interconnect (NYRI power
line proposal. It neither generates
electriclty nor does It serve as a urdl
ity which distributes clectricicy w
retail customers. It has no connml
over the saurce, the price, of the end-
use of the power it would transmit, It

Cannot Promise O GUATANIe: renew-
able souroes just as it cannut deny
diery fosall fucl or nuclear sousces. It
15 Just like a giant howsehold exten-
ston cord with phugs only at cach
etid: an entry plug ln Quebec and an
cxlt phog it Yonkers, with no accesa
points in between,

Unfornenstely, the permit reviews
by the Dept.of Energy and PSC are
belng limited only to the portion of
the cable on the NYS side of the bor
der, Incxplicably, studles of the con-
struction snd generation contingen-
cies on the Canadian side and their
cumulative inpracts, which give bicth
to CHPE, are being cmitted.

With oo mucket need and ao pub-
He economic benet, die project has
lircle hope of making a proflt
through actal old-Fashioned earn-
Ings. CHIEE, however, is a high-f-
nance venture—the object ls more
to capiure the subsidies than 1o pro-
vide renewable energy. The hedge
funds will not be placing thelr owi
mancy at rlsk since the billons of
dallars in public subsidies provide
for an overly generous, government-
guaranteed profir—even If CHFE
gocd bankrupt and cven If no elec-
tricily is ever transpored.

Ultimetely, the nation muse focus
oft Ways to reduce energy consump-
tlon, rather than contnue to foster
cxponendal consumption to stime
late the economy at a price that can-
not be repadd. The best and fastest
wiy to provide clean, renewable,
cost-effective encrgy 18 to promote
Grv-site solar and wind generation,
coupled with assertive demand-side
reduction, conservathon and energy
cificlency measures—not the pet
verse tansmission-only shell game
heing perpetrated on unwitting 1.5,
taxpayers by CHFE,

For more information, visit
www, AskPSC com, with links o
DOE for detills, current status, Atlan-
tic Chapter testimony, uril scoping
comments {re: Champlain Hudson
Pomver Express - PSC case 4100134,
Jergen Weberde pivs or tbe Chapler s
Cllean Water and Emergy committess.
Staffer Caltlin Fixhy s the Atlanac
Chngier's Conseneiinn Avsocle

U.S. Department of Energy
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713-01: Comment noted.
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Comment 714

MNovember 21, 2013

Mr. Brian Mills

Office of Eleviricity Delivery and Enerpy Reliability (OE-20)
PraTTssURGH TS, Department of Inergy

Nomratounrey 1000 Independence Avenue, SW

TR COMVERLE Washington, D.C, 20585
Re: CHPE Draft EIS Comments
Dear My, Mills:
Howe of
Nerth Country ‘The North Country Chamber of Commerce is the largest business and ceonomic
Samall Buslcss development organization in northern New Yok and one of the four largest
Cans chambers in the state. We represent more than 4,200 member employers across five

counties.
Adirondnek Crast
Vit . . " iy .
tars & Comvention g olay g leading role in strategic econemic development, ineluding the facilitation

Burezu oo -
and support of the growing connectivity belween Quebec and New York.
..:T.T:,:’;'E::,ﬁ" With the foregoing in mind, we want to take this opportunity to express our full

support for approval of the Champlain ITudson Power Express project, seeking to - 714-01  714-01: Comment noted
e VOTT construci, operate, maintain and connect & new eleclric ransmission line across the ’ '

Corridor Caalition U.8.«Canada bordér through vur region, -

Fow York's Accessing the abundant, clean, renewable hydropawer in Ouebec for the current and
Tech Valkey Tulure energy needs of New York in particular and the U.S, in general is, in our
opinion, pure common sense. They have il, They're a neighboring, friendly, secure
source. And we need it In this context, we broadly support eftforts and investiments

S.C0RE.
to take advantage of this power.
Essex County
Umsiness Councll A challenge, of course, is the actual transmission, with understandable reluctance in
most areas to host and sce above ground transmission infrastructure. Therein livs (he
Platisburgh- altractiveness of this venture -- tapping the norih-soulh waterways between Montreal
I‘i::': ;'E':I'I? ) and New York Cily (o invisibly and safely carry most of the line.
The outcome will be increascd supply of exactly the kind of electricity we most want
S s to utilize, helping to meet the needs of the New York Cily region while actually
Clinton favorably impacting the entire New York State murkel through the relief of pressutes
Essex on upstate sources and the simple introduction of a new source of " competition” in
frauklin the energy market,

Hamilton
Seuthern Quétee— jy g nulshell we need multiple sources of clean clectucuy and the most amnple

access to supplies as can be achieved. .This furthers that aim, and represents a
Jwelcome commitment of private investment and leadcrship whichi we must
mcaumge and ﬁnpp-on if we wnsh Lo pmmpf other such potential private ventures.

A Strong Tartwer for Streng Business fn the North Country

Urien fra s ke o Cosuikc

ACCREDITED

* W Wk

PO, Box 310, 7061 Rt 9, Platishurgh, WY 12901.0310  Tal: $18-563-1000  Fm
Emati- chamber(@westeleon.com  Web Siter northeountryehamber.com

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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We have worked closcly with Transmission Developers and CHPE from the early
stages of their concept. They have been open, accessible, sensitive and responsive,
and have worked cooperatively with responsible envirommenlal interests and others
in the design and refinement of their project. We are fully comforiable that the
project as now designed is environmentally sound and the business case in terms of
helping to address our future energy needs is exceedingly strong,

We seek and encourage the earliest possible approval of the Energy Department, and
look forward to the full construction and implementation of this imaginative and
welcome project.

Respectfully, o

ﬁZugIas

President and CEOQ

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 715

From: Brian Buel [mailto: briannedie@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, Novernber 25, 2013 3:25 PM

To: Millg, Brian

Subject: Champlain Hudson express transmission line project

Please review the enclosed attachment which illustrates rmy chjection as an IBEWY union
member to this project.

. Brian Buel
&nb sp; 19 Tuscany Meadows
East Durham, New York

&nb sp; 12423

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-470



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

Conclusion

* New York State is finally poised to address its aging energy infrastructure, and this will
create opportunities for our unionized construction and utility workers.

¢ The governor’s “Energy Highway” calls for tapping cheap, upstate generation to meet
expensive, downstate dermand which is consistent with the New York Transmission
Owner’s STARS report.

* The Champlain Hudson Express DC line does:

© Not alfow for increases in upstate renewable goals and does not create
renewable construction and utility jobs;

o Not allow for future expansion at the Oswego Energy Complex prohibiting the .
creation of more construction and utility jobs; 715-01: See response to Comment 101-02 and Sections S.8.18 and

o Not allow for existing upstate generators to compete, ultimately leading to their -715-01  5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jObS.
dissolution, and the termination of existing utility jobs;

o Connect Canadian generatioh to New York loads:

@ Drain jobs and revenues from NYS and provides jobs and revenues to a foreign
country.,

» Upgrading AC transmission lines on existing ROWSs [STARS) allows:

o For more construction and utility jobs to increase the capacity of the existing
lines;

o For the increased development of renewable resources which means NYS can
achieve its ambitious renewable goals, and more unionized construction and
utility jobs;

o For future expansion at the Oswego Energy Complex which means more
unionized construction and utility jobs;

o For upstate power plants to continue to partner with communities, providing
millions of dollars for local communities;

o For relief of congested transmission lines, allowing upstate generation to flow to
NYC loads, maintaining existing utility jobs at upstate power plants;

o Construction and utility jobs to stay and grow in New York State — Homegrown,
New York solutions for New York's energy prohlems.

10

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 716

[ e
THE MARITIME ASSOCIATION _‘(‘ =
OF THE N Commitice  NWars

PORT OF NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY ”t o $~
Tug & Barge Committee - f'
=777

NAN-2009-01089-EYA
December 11, 2013

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing on behal{ of the Tug & Barge Committee (TBC) of the Maritime
Association of the Port of New York and New Jersey to strongly request that the
Champlain Hudson Power Express (CHPE) cable route application as proposed in the
Hudson River be denied.

716-01  716-01: Comment noted.

“the Applicants recognize that there is signilicant waterborne commerce on the Hudson
River, with the majority of the cargo originating {rom the Ports of New York and New

Jersey.” !

The Maritime Industry feel that vessel safety has been dismissed in this process and that .

safe navigation will be compromised. A vast and powerful river, the Hudson has long } 716-02 716-02: See response to Comment 701-02.
been a vital piece in our nations Marine Transportation System (MTS) serving New York

State and our Nation connecting cities/ports world-wide with numerous ports along the

Hudson including the State Capital Port Albany

STATE POLICY 3

“T h e installation and operation of the transmission cables may afTect navigation or
future dredging activities which may, in turn, afTect the operation of port facilities in New
York City and Albany. However, the applicant has consulted with appropriate port

facility operators and agreed to site the project in a manner that would not hamper or
interfere with port activities.”™

:HDR Letter October 18, 2010, Sean Murphy
“NYSDOS Letter June 8, 2011, Signed by Daniel E. Shapiro, First Deputy Secretary of
State

"It is the mizssion of the Tug & Barge Committee to promote and represent the inferests of hug boat
operators and harbor carriers tn local issues relevant to the hug and ba rge industry in the New Yo rk/New
Jersey Fort area and approaches

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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The mission of Harbor Safety, Navigation and Operations Committee of the Port of New
York and New Jersey is: “To develop non-regulatory solutions to operational challenges
in the Port of New York and New Jersey. " The Energy Sub-Committee has worked
closely with numerous Alternative/Conventional Energy proposals to develop workable
sensible proposals and met with the CHPE consultants on March 16, 2011 to discuss
cable routing. At that meeting the Energy Sub-Committee raised several concerns
regarding the proposed cable route and installation. The consultant informed the Energy
Sub-Commutiee that they were negotiating with the New York State Department of
Conservation (DEC) to route the cable outside the channel in shallow water and that the

route would not be the same as presented; however, the recently approved New York 716-03 716-03: See response to Comment 701-03.

State DEC proposed CHPE route is very similar though not identical to the first proposal
and therefore the Applicant has met but NOT consulted with the appropriate port facility
operators.

STATE POLICY 2

“Should the bi-pole occupy any federally maintained navigation channels it will be buried
at least 15 feet below the authorized depth in a single trench within those channels. In this
matter, the siting of the cable at these depths will minimize conflicts with water based
navigation by substantially avoiding anchor strikes and potential future navigational
improvements.”

Anchors vary is size and use but regardless have long been a staple of the shipping
industry performing many functions for vessels including anchoring, docking, and
emergencies and while docks and anchorages are predictable, emergencies are not. The
Hudson River varies in channel width and depths is primarily rock and can narrow to 400
feet in width. The primary tool to mitigate non-conirollable factors is the anchor. Non-
controllable external factors include diminishing visibility (fog, snow, and
thunderstorms), Ice, or other vessels or internal casualty factors (loss of engines or
steering). As non-controllable factors can occur anytime and anywhere in any navigable

channel, anchoring must be a primary factor in considering proposals in navigational }?16-04 716-04: See response to Comment 701-04.

waters that may impact anchoring.

Risk of fouling an anchor on a cable has many impacis to include but not limited to loss
of assets, supply chain schedules, asset/human casualties, and/or environmental damage.
Vessels transiting the River trade in various liquid products including Albany exports of
crude oil and ethanol.

}IBID

It is the mission of the Tug & Barge Commiltee to promote and represent the imterests of hug boat
operators and harbor carriers in local issues relevant to the tug and ba rge tndustry in the New Yo rk/New
Jersey Port area and approaches ™

U.S. Department of Energy
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716-05: See response to Comment 701-05.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 717

THE MARITIME ASSOCIATION
OF THE
PORT OF NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY

NAN-2009-01089-EY A
December 12,2013

[ am writing on behalf of the Maritime Association of the Port of New York and New
Jersey to strongly request that the Champlain Hudson Power Express (CHPE) cable route 717-01  717-01
application as proposed in the Hudson River be denied.

“the Applicants recognize that there is significant waterborne commerce on the Hudson
River, with the majority of the cargo originating from the Ports of New York and New
Jersey ™"

The Maritime Industry feels that vessel safety has been dismissed in this process and that } 717-02  717-02
safe navigation will be compromised. A vast and powerful river, the Hudson has long

been a vital piece in our nations Marine Transportation System (MTS) serving New York

State and our Nation connecting cities/ports world-wide with numerous ports along the

Hudson including the State Capital Port Albany

STATE POLICY 3

“T he installation and operation of the transmission cables may affect navigation or future
dredging activities which may, in turn, affect the operation of port facilities in New York
City and Albany. However, the applicant has consulted with appropriate port facility
operators and agreed to site the project in a manner that would not hamper or interfere
with port activities.™

The mission of our Harbor Salety, Navigation and Operations Committee of the Port of
New York and New Jersey is: “To deve lop non-regulatory solutions to operational
challenges in the Port of New York and New Jersey.” Our Energy Sub-Committee has
worked closely with numerous Alternative/Conventional Energy proposals to develop
workable sensible proposals and met with the CHPE consultants on March 16, 2011 to

"HDR Letter October 18, 2010, Sean Murphy
*NYSDOS Letter June 8, 2011, Signed by Daniel E. Shapiro, First Deputy Secretary of
State

: Comment noted.

. See response to Comment 701-02.

U.S. Department of Energy
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discuss cable routing. At that meeting the Energy Sub-Committee raised several concerns

regarding the proposed cable route and installation. The consultant informed the Energy

Sub-Committee that they were negotiating with the New York State Department of

Conservation (DEC) to route the cable outside the channel in shallow water and that the

route would not be the same as presented; however, the recently approved New York 717-03  717-03: See response to Comment 701-03.
State DEC proposed CHPE route is very similar though not identical to the first proposal

and therefore the Applicant has met but NOT consulted with the appropriate port facility

operators.

STATE POLICY 2

“Should the bi-pole occupy any federally maintained navigation channels it will be buried
at least 15 feet below the authorized depth in a single trench within those channels. In this
matter, the siting of the cable at these depths will minimize conflicts with water based
navigation by supslanlially avoiding anchor strikes and potential future navigational
improvements.”™

Anchors vary is size and use but regardle ss have long been a staple of the shipping

industry performing many functions for vessels including anchoring, docking, and

emergencies and while docks and anchorages are predictable, emergencies are not. The

Hudson River varies in channel width and depths is primarily rock and can narrow to 400

feet in width. The primary tool to mitigate non-controllable factors is the anchor. Non-

controllable external factors include diminishing visibility (fog, snow, and

thunderstorms), Ice, or other vessels or internal casualty factors (loss of engines or

steering). As non-controllable factors can occur anytime and anywhere in any navigable

channel, anchoring must be a primary factor in considering proposals in navigational 717-04 717-04: See response to Comment 701-04.
waters that may impact anchoring.

Risk of fouling an anchor on a cable has many impacts to include but not limited to loss
of assets, supply chain schedules, asset/human casualties, and/or environmental damage.
Vessels transiting the River trade in various liquid products including Albany exports of
crude oil and ethanol.

“Another condition requires that the applicant verify the transmission cables' burial depth
on a periodic basis so that they do not become a hazard to navigation or marine
resources.”™

Our Energy Sub Committee and Tug and Barge Committee have serious concerns with

the proposed cable routing and burial depths for this project and strongly object to burial . 05" _
depths as proposed. Burial depths should be analyzed, verified, and certified by the 717:05  717-050 See response to Comment 701-05.

applicant and MUST be for ALL navigational channels maintained or not maintained.

New York is our home. Over 31,000 New York City residents earn their livelihood in the

*IBID
*IBID
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gl/a3/2al4  21: 68

Comment 718

B454294514 BROOK

PAGE 8

US Depary
Ment
December 14, 2013 ) of Ene"gy
Mr. Brian Mills N 3 2013
Soctiom Eloctrioity pejyyq
Office of Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability (OE20) hergy Hﬂﬂabﬁﬁf "

U.8. Department of Encrgy
1000 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, DC 20585
Re: Champlain Hudson Power Expiress

Dear Mr. Mills:

The Ba-Mar C umity Org is greatly ned with this project. The CSX
Railway is ouly a good stone’s throw away so this projeet s very close to where we live and
will have a great impact on us. The Ba-Mar Maunuf; ed Co ity to date has
received no outreach from Champlain Hudson River Express, Inc,, New York State, or
New Yaork City, apparently the only beneficiary of this power line. No correspondence in
English or Spanish has been received yet as Ba-Mar hag a significant Spanish speaking
population, whose first language is Spanish.

Our community was hit hard by Hurricane Sandy just over a year ago which has left us
with a lot of uncertainty. Now we learn we have more uncertainty placed upon ws. This
thnne it come in the form of a man made storm,

The high voltage power line that is set to be placed so close to us is extremely troublesome
to us and hopefully all of Stouy Point and Rockland County, if not all, along its path,
Currently Ba-Mar property may have little impact, as one map shows, but there is no
guarantee here. The path may change. As it stands now, the line will disrupt the Stony
Point Battlefleld, a State Historie Site, the Historic Waldron Cemetery and a pumber of
homes here in Stony Point where good decent people live. Let it be said now, people are no
hetter than second on the protection line. The Sturgeon of Haverstraw Bay come first,
which is why the line comes out of the Hudson into the battlefield and runs along the CSX
line right of way and alse will run through Stony Point’s wetlands. Nonae of this sounds

718-01

F718-02

}?18-03
}?18-04

718-01: DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public
about the availability of the Draft EIS and the planned public
hearings. No special accommodation requests were submitted in
advance of the hearings. DOE conducted public outreach to all
communities along the proposed CHPE Project route. Public
notification of the public hearing in Rockland County was provided
through various methods including on the CHPE EIS Web site and
notices published in the Federal Register; USACE public notice,
and newspaper notices (Rockland County Times on November 7,
2013; Journal News on November 4, 2013; and the Times Record
on November 4, 2013). More than 400 paper copies of the EIS, or
copies on CDs, were also mailed out to people who signed up to be
on the EIS distribution list during the EIS scoping period in 2010 or
were added to the list through a variety of other avenues. Appendix
P of the Final EIS identifies all the public comment period and
public hearing notifications associated with the Draft EIS that were
provided by DOE.

718-02: The World Health Organization, DOE, and National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) have not
identified any known health effects from the level of
electromagnetic field (EMF) exposure that would be associated with
the proposed CHPE transmission line; therefore, impacts from
magnetic fields are not expected from operation of the proposed
CHPE Project. The Draft EIS addresses potential health and safety
impacts associated with the installation and operation of the
transmission line (see Sections 3.1.14.1, 5.1.14, and other similar
sections of the EIS).

718-03: See response to Comment 121-03 regarding the cultural
sites and response to Comment 105-04 regarding the transmission
line crossing properties with homes.

718-04: The Haverstraw Bay alignment, under which the
transmission line would have been installed in the Hudson River
through Haverstraw Bay rather than on land, was initially proposed
by the Applicant in its 2010 Article VII application to the NYSPSC.

U.S. Department of Energy
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al/a3/2814  21;688

3454294514 EROOK PAGE B2

very good for Stony Point families, the Battlefield, the Waldron Cemetery, our wildlife and
our environment. Along with the real possibility of the line that already traverses the
tracks covld end up on the east side of the tracks to disrapt Ba-Mar causing great risk to its

718-04

- residents.,

Therefore, the Ba-Mar C ity Or fon must Iy, loudly and cleardy call for
an end to this project. If there is no way to stop it, then put it in the river,

Ba-Mar says.......... People over Sturgeons.

Timothy F. Waldron,

ijimm ) {Q WQ Co{’uvr\

Chairperson, Ba-Mar Community Organization

Based on consultations with regulatory agencies and various
stakeholders, including the NYSDEC and the New York State
Coastal Zone Management Program, a modified route was selected
for approval as part of the NYSPSC Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need and the Coastal Zone Management
Consistency Determination issued for the proposed CHPE Project.
Therefore, this previously proposed component is not part of the
proposed CHPE Project route as approved in the NYSPSC
Certificate, and was not analyzed in the Draft EIS.

The plan to limit underwater installation activities to certain times
of the year is designed to avoid life-cycle or migratory impacts on
aquatic species in the project area. At the Town of Stony Point, the
proposed CHPE Project would exit the Hudson River for
approximately 8 miles (13 km) in Rockland County to avoid
impacts on Haverstraw Bay and the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH. The
intent was to have no underwater installation activities in
Haverstraw Bay at any time of the year.

U.S. Department of Energy
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719-01: Installation and operation of the CHPE transmission line
is directly aligned with the goals outlined in the New York Energy
Highway Blueprint. Implementing the project would mean that
New York State would have a greater percentage of its supply
capacity from clean energy sources. Also, the increase in power
supply (i.e., approximately 1,000 MW and 7,640 gigawatt hours
[GWh] per year added to the New York City metropolitan area
market) would help satisfy the growing demand for electricity in
the state. More details on the benefits associated with the proposed
CHPE Project are provided in Sections 5.4.12 and 5.4.16 of the
EIS. Construction of new power generating facilities is not within
the scope of this EIS. See response to Comment 101-02 regarding
jobs.

719-02: As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the economics of the
proposed CHPE Project and potential impact on ratepayers was
evaluated as part of the NYSPSC Article VI review process.
Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that
ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total
approximately $405 million to $720 million per year.

The New York State electricity market is regulated by the NYSPSC
and the NYISO. The pricing mechanisms for power purchases in
the New York State electricity market are not the subject of this
EIS. Cost-benefit analysis conducted by the Applicant determined
that residents and businesses would experience cost savings from
the annual reductions in wholesale energy market prices that would
occur throughout the state as a result of the proposed CHPE
Project’s impact on electricity rates. See Section 5.1.18 of the EIS
for additional information.

U.S. Department of Energy
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- 719-02

- 719-03  719-03: See response to Comment 719-02.

August 2014
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720-01: As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and
need for the DOE’s action is to decide whether or not to issue a
Presidential permit for the proposed transmission line crossing of
the U.S./Canada international border. Continued operation of, or
development of, other new in-state power sources or transmission
lines is not the subject of the application for a Presidential permit
and is outside the scope of this EIS. In addition, as presented in
Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation, demand management, or use
of other power generation sources by themselves were not
considered reasonable alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project
and were not evaluated in detail in the EIS.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Scenic Hudsan, Ing,
i Cvi Cenler Fae
Snite 200
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Scenic Hudson and Riverkeeper Intervention in PSC Process

Scenic Hudson and Riverkeeper intervened in the New York State Public Service Commission
(“NYSPSC”) Article VII transmission siting proceeding for this project in 2010 with serious
concerns about the impacts of installing a cable within the sensitive Hudson River estuary.
However, after achieving significant improvements to the route through nearly two vears of
settlement negotiations and the commissioning of an expert report by ESS Group detailing
potential environmental impacts of the project, we concluded that the impacts to the estuary
would be minimal and were outweighed by the benefits of the project if certain conditions were
met.

Environmental Impacts
River

As a result of the long negotiation process, the project route was changed to avoid especially
sensitive habitat areas in the Hudson River, including Haverstraw Bay. The route avoids directly
transiting twelve of the seventeen Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats in the estuary.

In areas where the line will be transiting through the Hudson River, “exclusion zones™ of
particularly sensitive areas where cable installation will be avoided have been delineated by the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (“NYSDEC™). To avoid potential
impacts of heat emanating from the transmission cables and the limited magnetic field produced,
particularly on sensitive migratory species, the cables would be buried to the maximum depth
achievable, which is expected to be at least six feet below the sediment-water interface, except in
limited areas of bedrock or debris where the cable may have to be covered by concrete matting.
Further, the bi-pole will be buried in a single trench, with the cables installed vertically on top of
one another, which results in the magnetic lield from each pole essentially cancelling the other
out, minimizing any magnetic [ield to the greatest possible extent. Underwater cable installation
activities would be limited to certain times of the vear to avoid life-cycle or migratory impacts to
Adtlantic sturgeon, American shad, winter flounder, striped bass and other anadromous fish
populations as well as resident species such as shortnose sturgeon using the aflected areas. These
“exclusion zones”, increased burial depth and construction windows will avoid or minimize
impact to sensitive aquatic species.

There will be continuous monitoring of suspended sediments, turbidity and water quality during
cable installation, and mitigation strategies will be implemented. There will also be pre and post
installation benthic and sediment monitoring, bathymetry, temperature and magnetic field

U.S. Department of Energy
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studies, and pre and post installation sturgeon tracking studies, all of which will work to ensure
that construction is not impacting water quality and aquatic species.

In addition, a substantial Environmental Trust Fund to benefit the habitats and ecosystems of’
Lake Champlain and the Hudson River will be established. A number of priority studies and
projects that will minimize, mitigate, study and/or compensate for the short-term adverse aquatic
impacts and potential long-term agquatic impacts and risks to these water bodies from
construction and operation of the project have been developed. These projects include Hudson
River fish habitat studies, restoration of spawning and refuge habitat for migratory and resident
fish in the Hudson River, habitat restoration in the Bronx Kill, oyster bed development and
restoration, contaminated sediment modeling in the upper Hudson and New York Harbor, and
many others. Additional projects will be proposed and implemented over the life of the Trust,
expected to be at least 35 vears, and a third-party foundation will administer the Trust. This
funding will significantly benefit the water bodies potentially impacted by the project.

The project’s converter station, originally slated to be constructed in a location on the Yonkers
waterfront currently experiencing a renaissance, has been relocated to an industrial area in
Queens, where the converter station would be more consistent with the character of surrounding
land uses. In addition, by siting the converter station in close proximity to the terminus of the
line at the Astoria substation, the need for the installation of a bundle of six alternating curren
cables in the Hudson, Harlem and East Rivers {rom Yonkers to Queens is obviated

Land

While Scenic Hudson became involved in this project primarily due to concerns about the
potential impacts to the Hudson River, we carelully evaluated the impacts of undergrounding the
line on land before advocating for this option to avoid especially sensitive habitat, such as
Haverstraw Bay.

The vast majority of the 8 mile terrestrial route in Rockland County is within the railroad right-
ol~way, with about .5 miles along Route 9W. There would be some temporary disturbances lor a
few days up to 2 weeks during construction, but no permanent impact to these previously
disturbed areas.

In the limited distance traversed under Stony Point Battlefield State Park, Hook Mountain State
Park and Rockland Lake State Park, horizontal directional drilling (“HDD™) techniques will be
used which allow installation of the transmission line without disturbing the surface of the parks.
While construction equipment will be visible for a very limited time, this is a temporary impact.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Scenic Hudsen, Inc.
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As discussed above, there would be no electrical fields and small magnetic fields that dissipate
very quickly with distance from the direct current line. Even directly over the line, the magnetic
fields will not exceed regulatory standards. No health effects have been identified by any
organization from this level of exposure. Overall, the impacts of the underground upland portion
of this line will be temporary and small.

Conclusion

While Scenic Hudson and Riverkeeper approached this project in 2010 with deep concerns about

its environmental impacts, through our own careful study, the expert report we commissioned,

and significant changes to the project achieved by a negotiation process involving numerous

stakeholders, Scenic Hudson believes that environmental impacts from this project will generally} 721-01  721-01
be temporary in nature and overall represent a negligible impact to the Hudson River.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Havley Carlock/
Hayley Carlock, Esq.
Scenic Hudson, Inc.

/s/Phillip Musegaas/
Phillip Musegaas, Esq.
Scenic Hudson, Inc.

: Comment noted.
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722-01: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be
buried to a depth of at least 7 feet throughout the Hudson River, a
depth the USACE has identified in their Public Notice for the
proposed CHPE Project that substantially reduces the risk of
anchor snags.

722-02: The Applicant estimates that approximately 1.5 percent of
the length of the aquatic portion of the proposed transmission line
route, or 3.0 miles (4.8 km), would require the use of articulated
concrete mats to cover the transmission line where it cannot be
buried due to presence of exposed bedrock or utility line crossings.
See response to Comment 134-01 regarding anchor snags and
concrete mats.

The Applicant considered a number of alternatives for the
transmission line route as described in Section 2.5 of the EIS, and
the aquatic route proposed reflects a 2-year negotiation process
with settlement parties through the NYSPSC Article VI
certification review process, as discussed in Section 2.3 of the EIS.

722-03: The proposed transmission line avoids all portions of the
maintained (i.e., dredged) federally designated navigation channel
in the Hudson River. In unmaintained portions, the depth is
already great enough such that maintenance dredging is not
required.

722-04: Comment noted. See responses to Comments 722-01
through 722-03.
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Comment 801

US Department of Energy
TENNINGS 0o
e M 2 le I FNSFALLS, 518.798-2276
C‘Darrm
en
October 24, 2013 tof gng
Cepartment of Energy ;
Office of Electricity Delivery, CE-20 R 8
1000 Independence Ave. SW fsci‘r:c;t
Washingten, DC 20585 Ene;gj, Re| H'Ir’e.ry ng
ol ‘3blffry

Re: Champlain Hudson Power Transmission Line
Dear SirfMadam:

Qualifications to Speak Over more than 30 years my Company designed and supplied over
4000 high voltage elactrical substations and fransmission projects. Projects near the
proposed transmission line include [EM at Essex Jct (115kv), Plattsburgh Municipal Lighting,
Green Mountain Power, Central Vermont, Rouses Peoint, NYSEG, Niagara Mohawk, Central
Hudsen and Con Ed, and many more customers in this region, plus all over the United States.
| am nolonget in this business and therefore do not have a cenflict of interest, -

Cost cf Power All power is produced at low voltage and used at low voltage. Most of the
cost comes from stepping up. the voltage for transmission and then stepping the voltage down
at the destination.” Power is less expensive to.transmit wheir at higher voltages” However,
‘the electrical substations to change the voltage, plus the transmission towers, and land”
require substantial investments. Transmission also results in line loss of power, and power
transformsrs lose some of the poiver, if the objeetlue is to provide low cost power, the

solution comes from producing and using powcr in the same locale rather than bullding :|~3[)1 -01
transmission lines. .

Monopoly When the electrical industry was f|'rst developed in the Llnited States to provide

power for farms, homes and business, only large companies could afford the investment.

Government protected that investment by granting moncpolies. Since that time, our

population has increased and citizens have access to many ways of generating power.

However, ancient laws prevent neighbors from selling power across the public street to each

other without paying a “wheeling charge.” The wheeling charge has no justification in cost,

and can only be described as a way of enforcing the monopoly. In Warren County, for

example, the County installed a co-gen facility fo support the Gounty nursing home and

County offices, A new office building was conslructed on the other side of State Roule 9.

There is a conduﬂ under Rt. 9 that could be used to provide power to the new cffices, but the

rmonopoly requires the County to connest to the public ulility and pay the wheeling. t,hdrgl.

So the co-gen has been pamallv shut . dowr‘ and is costing Warren Gou nty taxpayers whlle the

Lounty buya power for the new bLj|dlng from the. publlc utility.

The & Cent Mandate Dunng the term of President Carter there was an energy crisis. FERC
mandated that the uliliies would have to pay anyone who sould produce power 6 cents per
KWH. That seemed to the investor owned utilities like a numbear that entrepreneurs could not

801-01: Comment noted. The Applicant’s objective for the
proposed CHPE Project as merchant transmission facility would be
to provide electrical energy, primarily hydroelectric and wind
energy generated in Canada, to the New York City metropolitan
area, which the Applicant states would result in lower wholesale
electric power prices, reductions in emissions, greater fuel
diversity, and increased energy supply capability and system
reliability.
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Department of Energy Page Two

achieve and still make money. However, people started burning trash, developing abandoned
hydro sites, and installing turbines from old jet engines run by natural gas to produce power.
Then came solar, wind, waste heat recovery and numerous other innovative ways to produce
cheap power. There was, in fact, so much of this so-called “cheap power" that the investor
owned utllities had to purchase that they could not sell all the power their high cost plants
could produce. In New York, the independent power market was wiped out with the stroke of
a pen. The plan was called Power Choice. That plan effectively re-imposed the monapoly.

Con Ed Experience During the 8 Cent Period, a shareholder at the Con Ed Shareholders'
Meeting asked the Chairman of Con Ed in an open forum when Con Ed would build another
power plant. The Chairman replied that Con Ed sent out RFQs for 6 cent power, and
received so many proposals that Con Ed would not have to consider building another plant for
at least 50 years. Then Gov. Pataki signed Power Choice into law and destroyed the free
market. There is no incentive to invest in power when there is only one potential customer.

Low Cost Solution to Our Power Needs Allow anyone who can produce power to sell to
anyone who wants to buy power at the price the two parties agree upon. The telephone and
gas transmission industries have already gone though this change, and reduced costs
dramatically to the public. Only power is delivered by an ancient business model.

Benefits Changing from a central power plant design to a locally produced power plan will
reduce power costs to consumers by 50% or more. Thousands of jobs will be created
building co-generation, waste heat recovery and other power projects. Jobs will be created at
home rather than being exported to Canada. Environmental issues will be avoided. Qur
national security will be improved by reducing the chance of black outs and cyber invaders
from infiltrating the computer systems that control power. A local market will be created for
gas from the Marcellus field. Innovative peaple like Blacklight Power in NJ who can produce
power from water will finally have a market to propel their business. The potential for
innovation and lower costs will be unlocked.

Given the changes tﬁal have already occurred in technology, another large, expensive
transmission project cannot be justified. No Action should be taken on the Champlain Hudson
Power Express Transmission Line Project.

Very truly yours,

F\'/olggt(eﬁn ings

President

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Comment 802

October 24, 2013

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: The U.S. Department of Energy ( has prepared a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Email: Brian.Mills(@hg.doe.gov

Dear Mr. Mills:

I was notified that written comments could be submitted via email, and
so here are my comments, as a resident of the Hudson Valley in
Cornwall, NY.

The analysis considers the potential environmental impacts from the
proposed Federal action of granting a Presidential permit to Champlain
Hudson Power Express, Inc. to construct, operate, maintain, and connect
a new electric transmission line across the U.S.-Canada border in
northeastern New York State. I believe many items need evaluation.

During construction and maintenance of the above ground towers,
aesthetic impacts have been identified, I believe below ground facilities
can produce visual and aesthetic impacts, as well and should be
identified and evaluated.

in a release of sewage, such as through inadvertently fracturing a

In the event that construction or operation of the CHPE facilities r::sulls}ao;2 02

802-01: Construction of the proposed CHPE Project would result
in temporary and negligible visual impacts or impacts on aesthetic
resources from the presence of construction equipment. Because
the transmission line would be buried underground, no
aboveground towers are proposed for the proposed CHPE Project.
Following construction, up to 16 cooling stations may be
constructed at various intervals along the terrestrial portions of the
route and would be visible; however, the cooling station buildings
would be small (i.e., footprint of 128 square feet each) and would
not change the existing character of the viewshed. The Applicant
would install the transmission line via HDD techniques in certain
terrestrial portions of the route, which would help maintain the
visual integrity of the landscape.

802-02: There are two identified wastewater lines in the vicinity of
the project route. One line has been identified at MP 297.3 and one
line has been identified at MP 326.4. HDD techniques would be
used to cross underneath both of these wastewater lines; therefore,
no impacts are expected. If unknown sanitary sewer lines are
discovered during construction activities for the proposed CHPE
Project, appropriate BMPs and protocols would be used, including
use of protective covering when installing the transmission line
over existing infrastructure. Infrastructure owners would also be
contacted during planning activities. Cable repairs would occur, as
necessary, in one of two ways, depending on if it is an aquatic
transmission cable repair or terrestrial transmission cable repair.
Repair personnel for both situations would be preselected to save
time, per the development of the ERRP. For more information on
aquatic and terrestrial transmission cable repair see Section 2.4.13
of the EIS.
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pipeline, what could be done if it was to produce substantial
environmental impacts?

How will the cable be repaired if necessary?

The DEIS must address the potential for re-suspension of PCBs and
other contaminants in the Mid and Lower Hudson River, due to the
burying of cable in contaminated sediment. Some areas of cable may
be buried by being mechanically plowed or dredged, this would increase
the risk of of re-suspension. Resuspension of PCB's would impact
wildlife and aquatic species. It would also impact many people that
enjoy swimming, boating and fishing.

There are many endangered species that live in the area including bald
eagles that breed near the Hudson. If there is a potential of disturbance
to the nesting grounds or clearing of land in order for the route to be

installed I hope that special attention is given to the evaluation of these

} 802-02

- 802-03

- 802-04

impacts. .

Sincerely,

Kathi Ellick
Cornwall, NY

802-03: Resuspension of PCBs as a result of the proposed CHPE
Project was addressed in Section 5.3.3 of the EIS. The analysis
includes modeling information that indicates a maximum
concentration of PCBs for all Hudson River sections at 0.1
microgram per liter (ug/L). This PCB concentration would fall
below the 0.5 ug/L threshold established by the USEPA.

802-04: Bald eagle breeding habitat has the potential to occur in
Dutchess and Ulster counties along the Hudson River. Impacts on
bald eagles are not expected to be significant because the aquatic
route for the project would occur within the Hudson River, which is
used extensively for shipping and recreational activities, and any
on-land portion of the project would occur in existing ROWSs. It is
expected that nonbreeding bald eagles in the ROI have been
habituated to disturbance and noise from existing noise sources.

U.S. Department of Energy
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803-01: See the response to Comment 101-02 regarding jobs, and
the response to Comment 708-02 regarding public interest.

803-02: See response to Comment 105-04.

803-03: As stated in Section 5.3.15 of the EIS, the Applicant
would conduct pre-installation chemical sediment sampling in the
Hudson River for use in post-installation monitoring, as specified
in the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project. In
terrestrial portions of the Hudson River Segment, soil sampling
would be conducted in areas where visual or olfactory evidence
indicates the potential for elevated levels of contaminants in soil or
groundwater. If contaminated soils are detected, the soils would be
transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations and standards (see Appendix G of the EIS).

803-04: Although the transmission line ROW could impact the
margins of the developable areas, the proposed CHPE Project
would not prevent the development of waterfront properties in the
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment. Property owners
would receive just compensation for use of a portion of their
property for the transmission line ROW. It is anticipated that
easements negotiated with private landowners would be bilateral
easements in which the Applicant and landowner mutually agree to
the easement provisions. See Section 5.3.18 of the EIS for the
discussion of property values within the terrestrial portion of the
Hudson River Segment. See response to Comment 708-03
regarding the Lovett and Bowline power plants.

803-05: Other transmission system projects and the potential
cumulative impacts from the proposed CHPE Project are discussed
in Section 6.1 of the EIS.

803-06: See response to Comment 105-04.
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Stoay Point, New York fuly L 2015
DECLARATION QF INDEPENDENCE
FROM FOREIGIN POWER

W, the gathered, do hereby and unanimously concur in our opposition to the Champlain Hudson Power
Express power line and call upon the United States Cowmgreess and Ay Corps of Longineers, for both historical
and economic reusons, woreject this 330-nile electricity transmission hne from Quebec to Queens, New Yok

On behalf of out fellow Ameticans and New Yorkers we oppose the expartation of jobs, economic development
and the resulting long-tern reliance on foreign sources for nur encrgy supply, We furthet strongly oppose the
seizure of American propetty for the benefit of foreign intetests and vehemently oppose the desceration of oar
historic area where laid to rest are American Patrints who died for out great nation io the Revolutionary War and
War of 1812,

Dring the American Revolution, controlling the Hudson River was scen by the British us critical to dominating
the American territoties. Rockland, New York was alio the site of the ficst fomnal recopnition of the United
Siates of America by the British,

The Bartle of Stony Point took place on July 16, 1779 as 1,350 of General George Washington's Contincntal Army
twoops under the command of General Anthony Wayne defeated a British garrison at Stony Poine. The British
suffered heavy Josses in g baide dial was considered a huge victoty in terms of morale for the Continental Anmy.
The fort at Stony Point and Hudson River eressing site waa critical in the colonies victory over Britain,

Oun Muay 5, 1783, General George Washington received British Commuandert, Sir Guy Carleton, in Rockland to
discuss the teems of the peace treaty. Then vn May 7, 1783, Site Guy Carleron received General Washington
aboard the British vessel Petaeverance.

Rockland County played a eritical role again in the War of 1812 against the British, tuming out more soldiers in
proportion than any other county in New York, including producing four generals and four Medal of Honor
recipienis.

We, the people of Mew Yok, find the proposed Charnplam Hudson Power Express power linc provides no |

Jy-di

economic oppormnity for New Yotk power g It Rarly (lose b d in ecowemi
upstate communitics, which need to supply electticity w0 olhe: parts of the state in order to mamtam jobs and

keep our likcal ecomoinies viable,

The Champlain Hudson transmission line bypasses the entire New Yurk State transmission system with a ane-
wily, one-custownet power line prohibiting any access and opportunity to other New York generators and the
tens of thousands of workers they employ.

Recause the project is un-coonomic by design, it can only move forward with New York taxpayer and ratepayer

suhgidized power purchase agreements that put New Yorkers at a disadvantage in a onc-way “energy highway™
relationship created only to benefit foreign imvestors, foreign workers and their greedy Wall Sieet financers.

We, New Yotkers, do heteby demand our elective leaders in Washington D.C, and the United States Acmy Cotp
of Engineers take immediatc action to reject this project which will infringe on the landscape of our
communities, desecrate sacred and historic communites, while devastating oue ccotomics, jobs and future,

This Canadian power and the exportation of New York jobs and economic development that it stands for must
be eeevaluated and rejected.

803-07

- 803-08

803-07: Comment noted. The proposed CHPE Project would not
directly outsource any jobs to foreign countries. See response to
Comment 121-03 regarding the Stony Point Battlefield Historic
Site and Waldron Cemetery.

803-08: The New York State electricity market is regulated by the
NYSPSC and the NYISO and, therefore, the pricing mechanisms
for power purchases in the New York State electricity market are
outside the scope of this EIS. NYSPSC identified in their
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that
“the Project would serve the public interest, convenience and
necessity” and “increase the reliability of the Bulk Power System in
New York City [and] reduce wholesale market prices.” Residents
and businesses would experience cost savings from the annual
reductions in wholesale energy market prices that would occur
throughout the state as a result of the proposed CHPE Project’s
impact on electricity rates. See Section 5.1.18 of the EIS for
additional information on this topic. Also see the response to
Comment 708-03.
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A DVD was submitted as part of this comment. This DVD is available at request from the
Department of Energy.
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804-01: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line was
originally slated to be routed through the Hudson River in
Rockland County, New York. The Applicant completed and
submitted the Coastal Consistency Assessment Form to the
NYSDOS on December 6, 2010, for concurrence on their finding
that the proposed CHPE Project would be consistent with the
policies of the New York State CMP. On June 8, 2011, the
NYSDOS issued a Conditional Concurrence with Consistency
Certification to the Applicant. In its concurrence, NYSDOS
developed conditions that, if met, would allow the project to be
consistent with the New York State CMP. Two of these conditions
were that the transmission line not occupy any area within the
Hudson River north of the southern boundary of the Inbocht Bay
and Duck Cove SCFWH and that the transmission line be in a
terrestrial, buried configuration around the Haverstraw Bay
SCFWH. The Applicant incorporated these and other changes into
the project and resubmitted an amended Presidential permit
application to DOE in July 2011.

804-02: See response to Comment 105-04.

804-03: The siting of the transmission line in the State of New
York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within the
purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New York State
Public Service Law. The NYSPSC has authorized the use of
eminent domain for the Applicant to obtain limited easements or
leases for the transmission line ROW in areas outside of the
roadway and railroad ROWs if negotiations with private
landowners are not successful.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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804-04: For a response on potential impacts on landowners, the
Town of Stony Point, and Rockland County, see response to
Comment 810-08.

804-05: Comment noted. The goal of the CHPE project is to
provide 1,000 MW of electricity to New York City, which will
improve the stability of the electrical grid serving New York City.
Also see response to Comment 810-09 for more information on the
electricity market.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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804-06: See response to Comment 501-07.

804-07: The Applicant would locate the transmission line within
the Canadian Pacific (CP) and CSX ROW and work with those
organizations to minimize the chances that a derailment would
impact the transmission line. The underground nature of the
transmission line provides a high degree of protection and hiding
that is not associated with aboveground transmission systems. In
the event of a serious derailment, 1,000 MW of electrical service
might be temporarily lost in the New York City metropolitan area
from the proposed CHPE Project. See EIS Section 5.1.14 for
discussion on public health and safety and potential train
derailments.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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804-08: For information on job creation, see response to Comment
501-07. No new power generation facilities would be constructed
as a result of this project because the proposed CHPE Project
transmission line would span from Canada to New York City to
provide 1,000 MW of power to the New York City metropolitan
area market. The siting of the transmission line in the State of New
York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within the
purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New York State
Public Service Law. The NYSPSC has authorized the Applicant
the right to use eminent domain for this project, if required.

804-09: Impacts for terrestrial installation within Rockland County
can be found in Sections 3.3 and 5.3 of the EIS. For information
on recouping lost tax revenue, see response to Comment 113-02.

804-10: Comment noted.
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Comment 805

11-°10/2013 §3:55 FaX Eignmnsonol

Copmends  fove fhe CHre ©I9

Stony Foint Puillc Hearing 11718413
Thank you to The Army Catp of Engineers and the DOE for hosting ths Public Haaring,

I'am Stephen Begkerle, Farthe purpose of this Public Hearing | will be weatlng two Mats,

A ftesldant Hat and & Business Ownaer Hat.  Lel's <130 wilh my Resident Hat,

My address (343 fieach Road Stony Palnt NY, My property line bordmes the C3X AOW.

The houge was bullt In 1835, The hause has survived the Civil Waz, the bullding of Uw railroad, 805-01 805_01 See response to Comment 501_04
and mare recently i has survivad super sterm SANDY. | fear fowill NOT survive the Champlain Hudson
River Express Projecl, Thig project |5 NOT good for the resldants and tha tax payers of Stohy F;}h‘lf.
Mo | will put on my Business Hat., Fwork $or & Samily business that was started n 1940,

Backerle cumber curce r-.liy employs 90 people in four locations in Rockiand County WY,

feckere Lumber [n 2012, pafd more than LY miillon (n kesi Lstote & Salas taxes. This 1,7 miilion
Boes MOT ingluce, Payrall , Income, FICA, 55, Medicare, Weorkmen's Comp, State, Cliy, anc

the dreaded MTA tax, This 1.7 miiinn ALST does NOT Include any of the taxes our workforee

parys Lo Ive and woek here. Why am | Bringfng this ap?

The Charglain Hudson Power Express e will be running right alonpside aur 5.0 gcre praperty

[ Haverserawy. | koow 1.7 million 1sn't 2 lot when compf}ren‘l o the 2.2 Bl'flfon project preposed by

TRE WS even leys when compared to the, 4 tellllen dullar, for-profit-project-backer, Blackrock.
Blackrock Lhe prlmary backer of this project had net incame of 2.4 billion h 2012,

| helieve this project [Fallovred ta procesd wrill just ba the skart of eur focal community balng

Owverrun by the "BIGS",

Recent U.5 Treasury estimatas shaw $400-5500 billlan 1s avallable In uncommitted cagltal In the US
Investrent cxmmunity. We don't want cur commumity to beceme g blight su the “For profit”
transrission nighway Industry can prosper ab our expanse,

Dur governmant officials are swcrn to pratect our Aghts. Do yoor job. T@ank el

Beck ek, {umie?
TG rareidtndy A M e sPRas A S FL T
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805-02: The transmission line itself is expected to remain in the
transmission line ROW along the property discussed in the
comment. The extreme northeast corner of the property is
identified as a potential deviation area and does not appear to be
occupied by a structure. Any required easements would be
negotiated with the landowner. It is unlikely that there would be a
substantial impact on a business as any potential impact would be
limited to the extreme corner of the property.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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806-01: Comment noted. In issuing its Certificate, the NYSPSC
determined that the proposed CHPE Project was needed and found
that “... as an additional transmission interface into the City of
New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing transmission
constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission network, (3)
enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel diversity.” The
source of the electrical power to be transmitted through the
proposed CHPE Project transmission line is outside the scope of
the EIS.

806-02: See response to Comment 133-10.

806-03: Comment noted. Energy-efficiency and conservation
measures were considered but eliminated from further detailed
analysis because DOE determined that these measures alone were
not a reasonable alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see
Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

806-04: The potential for intentionally destructive acts, such as
terrorism, was analyzed in Section 5.1.14 of the EIS, but is
unpredictable. Although the Luyster Creek HVDC Converter
Station would be aboveground, the risk from terrorism activity
would be no greater than similar infrastructure associated with
aboveground transmission lines or other energy facilities.

806-05: Comment noted. The source of the electric power to be
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project transmission line is
outside the scope of the EIS.

806-06: Comment noted. DOE determined that evaluating
potential impacts in Canada is considered outside the scope of the
EIS (see Section 1.7.3 of the EIS). See response to Comment 133-
01 for more information regarding the analysis of potential impacts
in Canada.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Comment 807

From: Jim Fitzgerald [mailto fitzgerald@ okonite.com
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2013 12:51 PM

To: Mills, Brian
Subject: CHPE DRAFT EIS Comments

Mr Mills,
Re the Draft
1. The selection of XLP as the cable insulation and the stated temperature
ratings should be reviewed. The ratings stated as 90C normal and 130C }80?'01
Emergency should be 75C Normal and 90C Emergency. XLP goes through a
phase change at 103C becoming soft, If operated at the stated
temperatures, the cable can go out of round presenting higher stresses to
the insulation leading to failure, The suggested revised temperature ratings
in turn lower the power ratings.
2. At the transition from the river installation to the land(terrestrial) how will

the cable transition from water to land? Is the intention to use a buried - 807-02
manhole or an above ground switching station. =
3. Isthe land cable construction the same as the water cable design? [ 807-03

4, The land cable is planned to be direct buried. It would better serve a
reliability characteristic if the land cable is installed in underground
duct/conduit. This will permit simple excavation along the route and an
efficient closing of the trench. The cable lengths can then be installed more
at the projects convenience as opposed to leaving long lengths of trench
open and waiting to close the trench at the completion of the circuit's

| 807-04

system test, The manholes can then accommodate the necessary splicing of
cable lengths. Having the cable installed in underground conduit should also
provide the cable a better sense of physical protection along the RR right of
way and minimize the significant vibrations generated by the freight train
traffic.

5. What happens to the cable route in the area of the Tappan Zee Bridge
construction. At the present time there are a considerable number of
construction barges anchored along the northern side of the existing bridge| g47_ g5
Many of these barges will move along as the construction progresses.
Burying the cable 4 feet below the river bottom does not seem to be
adequate in this major construction lay-down areas. .

6. How many factory splices are expected during cable production? How many | g57 g
land splices are planned for the terrestrial installation.

Jim Fitzgerald
Retired Engineer-The OkoniteCompany

807-01: Asa HVDC transmission line, the proposed CHPE
Project’s proposed normal and emergency operating temperatures
are far below the 194 °F (90 °C) and 266 °F (130 °C), as mentioned
in the comment (note that temperatures for an alternating current
line [HVAC] are 194 °F [90 °C] and 221 °F [105 °C] respectively).
The proposed CHPE’s HVDC cables would be designed to operate
at normal temperature of 158 °F (70 °C). Under limited durations
(i.e., maximum of 2 hours) of emergency overload conditions, the
temperature would be limited to 176 °F (80 °C). These
temperature limitations are set to limit the electric stress across the
insulation of HVDC cables. The operating temperature statement
was clarified in Sections S.6.2 and 2.4.9 of the Draft EIS.

The conductor temperatures under normal and emergency
operating conditions would be below the 217 °F (103 °C) level
cited in the comment. Although cross-linked polyethylene (XLPE)
cables go through a “phase change” at 217 °F (103 °C), it is
important to mention that its mechanical properties remain
unchanged. Based on the April 2012 CIGRE (International
Council for Large Electric Systems) Technical Brochure 219
(Recommendation for Testing DC Extruded Systems for Power
Transmission at Rated Voltages up to 500 kV, April 2012), HVDC
XLPE insulated cables can adequately perform at temperatures up
to 203 °F (95 °C).

807-02: At each transition from the river (aquatic) to upland
(terrestrial) portions of the route, buried transition vaults would be
employed. Transition (or splice) vaults at these water-to-land
transition points are typically 35 feet (10.7 meters) by 9 feet (2.7
meters) by 8 feet (2.4 meters) segmental precast reinforced
concrete assemblies installed to facilitate splicing. After splicing is
completed, the vaults would be filled with sand or fill that allows
liquid to flow through.

The transition vault would house the transition joints (from aquatic
to terrestrial cables) and the anchoring system of the aquatic cables.
Transition vaults are similar to all the regular “joint bays” used to

U.S. Department of Energy
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house other cable joints along the upland portions of the line. They
are buried below grade and covered with concrete slabs. Their
locations would be clearly identified to ensure public safety.

807-03: As described in Section 2.4 of the EIS, the terrestrial and
aquatic cables are of different design.

807-04: Comment noted.
807-05: The Applicant would coordinate cable installation
activities within and around the Tappan Zee Bridge project with the

NYSDOT.

807-06: An estimate of the number of terrestrial cable splices
(more than 400) is provided in Section 2.4.10.2 of the EIS.
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Comment 808
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Sioay Potat, New Yook july 1, 2003
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE
FROM FOREIGN POWER

We, the pathered, do heteby and unanimously comcur in our opposition to the Champlain Hudson Power
Express powet line and call upon the United Stater Congress and Army Corps of Engineers, for hoth historical
and econumic reasans, (o reject this 330-mile electricity transmission line from Quebec to Queens, New York,

On behalf of our fellow Amcricans and New Yorkens: we appose the exportation of jobs, economic development
and the resulting long-term reliance on forcign sources for our enwergy supply. We further strongly oppose the
seizure of American propetty for the benefit of forcign intcrests and vehemently oppose the desecration of our
historic arca where Jaid to rest are American Patriots who died fot our great nation in the Revolutionary War and
War of 1812,

Dwuring the American Revolution, controlling the Hudson River was seen by the British us ctitical to dominating
the American teeitories. Rockland, New York was also the site of the first formal recognition of the United
States of Amcrica by the British,

The Battle of Stony Point took place on July 16, 1779 an 1,350 of General Geotge Washington's Continental Army
teoops under the command of General Anthony Wayne defeated a British garrison at Stony Point. The British
suffered heavy losses in a battle that was considered a bugc victory in terms of morale for the Continental Anny,
The fort at Stony Point and Hudson River crossing site was critical in the colonies victory over Britain,

On May 5, 1783, General G Washinglon ived British C der, Sir Guy Cardeton, in Rockland 1o
discuss the terms of the peace teaty. Then on May 7, 1783, Sir Guy Carleton received General Washingfon
aboard the British vessel Perseverance,

Rockland County plaved a critical role again in the War of 1812 against the British, turing out more soldiers in
proportion than any other county in New York, including producing four gencrals and four Medal of Honot
recipients. )

We, the people of New York, find the proposcd Champlain Hudson Power Express power line provides no
cconomic oppormnity for New Yode power generators, particulardy those located in coonomically-distressed
upstate communitics, which need to supply electricity to other parts of the state in order to maintain jubs and
Leep out local economies viable.

The Champlain Hudson transmission line hypasses the entire New York State transmission system with a one-
way, one-customer power line prohibiting any acvess and oppottunity to other New York gencraturs and the
tens of thouzands of workers they empliy,

Beeanse the project is un-economic by desig, it can only move forward with New York taxpayer and ratepayer,
subsidi that put New Yorkers ai a disadvantage in a onc-way “cnergy highway™
relationship created only Lo benefit forcign imvestors, foreign workers and their greedy Wall Sweet financers,

d
power |

W, New Yorkers, do hereby demand oue elective leaders in Washington D.C, and the United States Army Cotp
of Engi take i di action to reject this project which will infringe on the landscape of our
communities, desecrale sacted and historic oo ities, while d ing out ¢en ies, jobs and furre.

‘This Canadian power and the exportation of New York jobs and economic development that it standy for must
be reevaluated and rejected.

808-01: See response to Comments 105-04, 501-07, and 501-12
gos-01 for information on eminent domain, job creation, and economic
impacts, respectively, regarding this project.

gos-02 808-02: See response to Comment 501-04 for economic impacts
related to this project.

808-03: Comment noted. The Final EIS addresses the potential

]—aoa-os environmental impacts on visual resources (see Section 5.3.11),

socioeconomics (see Section 5.3.18), and cultural resources (see
Section 5.3.10) in Rockland County.
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Comment 809

Nir. Brian Mills US Depart,
ment of
Department of Energy Energy
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20) prCc-g 2013
1
U.S.Department of Enargy Electricity Delivery angd
1000 Independence Ave, SW Energy Reliabliity

Washington, DC 20585
Can be submitted via email to: Brian Mills@hg.doe.gov
Request to the DOE and USACE for extension of comment period, “Draft EIS Comments”

Mr. Mills,

This letter serves te reiterate the multiple requests at the Public Hearing on Nov 18, 2013, in the Town of Stony :I_ 809-01

Paoint for a reasonable extension of 180 days for the comment period. In NYS the Developers for proposed power
plants are required to provide intervener funds for the inipactéd communities. In this case there are no intervenar
funds from the developer which would ‘allow the residants, business owners and other stake holders lo hire experts
to review and respond adequately to the "Draft EIS Comments! to both the DOE and USACE.

The venue for the Hearings in both Stony Point and Giiéens were hot tHe most appropriate. The Hearing in-Queens
was not within the impacted comimunity.* Th Hearing in Stony-Point would have been better held in the local Middle
Sehoal, more seating and better parking,.residents who came and could not get through the "orange shirts” in the
hallway would not have left. -
Public Notice in Rockland County was not adequate, For example, when'the Stony P6ifit Center, was called they
could not confirm the Hearing on Monday Nov 18, 2013, was for the Champlain Hudson Power Express, DOE
Hearing. Apparently the Hearing Motice distribution within Rockland Codnly was inconsistent; some received a
simple sheet of paper with a sficker, easily lost in the general bulk mail,

— 809-02

— 809-03

There was no outréach and translated information for our Hispanic population. :I— 809-04

Stony Point was promised by CHPE that they would not go through the Waldron Revolutionary and War of 1812
Cemetery, the maps in the DEIS show differently. There are many contradictory installations issues, that require
due diligence. There is also the Army Corps of Engineers filing, where do we find that? The instructions did not
specify that in fact there are two responses required, one for the DOE and one for the USACE. The documents that
were supplied at the meeting did not constitute the entire filing, only a certain segment of the DOE DEIS? Are the

— 809-05

- 809-06

USACE documants different than the DOE documents? -

| have sent the attached request to the New York State Public Service Gomiflssion, tegarding the new trajectory of
the CHPE project. (See attached)

We are respectively requesiing the exténsion based oh the above reasons.
Resident:. i Jrane é;ZJQﬁ o y Phond:_§ i g LG S

Address: _ 33 Sehig g E-mail;

ac i
SHeny P WY 1097D

The Just Say NO! to the Champlair Hudsoir Power Exp Committee

Susan Filgueras 87 Mol FAfmRd  Tomkins Covie, NY 10986 845-420-3220 SFIL GUERASEIOE TONLINE NET
Laurrie Cozza 205 Wayne Ave Slony Point, NY 10880  B45-288-3878 corzafesia@optonline net
Rebecca&Wellinglon Casscles”- 88 Beach Rd * Storiy Point, NY. 10880 8.415-7‘86-5416 casscleselec@aol.com
Annie Wilson 351 Broadway , 3" .+ New York, NY 10043+ 212-388-9870 awilsoneneray@amail.com

809-01: See response to Comment 303-01. The availability of
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this

EIS.

809-02:

809-03:

809-04:

809-05:

809-06:

See response to Comment 703-06.
See response to Comment 703-07.
See response to Comment 109-03.
See response to Comment 121-03.

See response to Comment 703-10.
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810-01: See response to Comment 303-01.

810-02: Comment noted. See response to Comment 703-06 for
information on the hearing location criteria and an explanation of
why Stony Point Center was selected as a hearing location. Any
comment that was not submitted at the public hearing could be
submitted via other means as identified on the CHPE EIS Web site
and other media.

810-03: Comment noted. The practice of keeping verbal
comments limited to 3 minutes is commonly used at public
hearings and is intended to ensure that the hearing continued at an
appropriate pace, giving all people who wanted to comment on the
project an opportunity to do so. Due to the number of people who
attended the meeting, it was appropriate to have such a time limit
on each speaker. Speakers were offered another chance to speak
again toward the end of the hearing after all those who signed up to
speak had been heard once. All verbal comments were recorded by
a court reporter and all meeting attendees were encouraged to either
submit their written comments at the hearing, by mail or email, or
submit their comments online through the CHPE EIS Web site.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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810-04: In 2010, the proposed CHPE Project transmission line was
proposed to be routed in the Hudson River through Haverstraw
Bay. Through its CZMA Consistency Review, NYSDOS
developed conditions that, if met, would be consistent with the
New York State CMP. One of these conditions was that the
transmission cable would not be routed through Haverstraw Bay,
but routed instead in the terrestrial area around Haverstraw Bay to
protect SCFWHSs. These changes were incorporated into the
proposed CHPE Project design and were resubmitted with an
amended Presidential Permit application to DOE in July 2011. The
Joint Proposal was issued in 2012 with these design changes to the
route alignment. Notification of the Joint Proposal was provided
via the CHPE EIS Web site, Federal Register notice, and the email
distribution list.

810-05: Comment noted. The siting of the transmission line in
New York State, including the possible use of eminent domain, is
within the purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New
York State Public Service Law. The NYSPSC has authorized the
Applicant the right to use eminent domain for this project, if
required.

810-06: See response to Comment 105-04.

810-07: The deviation zone, or deviation area, is an area where the
transmission line can deviate from the existing railroad ROW if
engineering constraints or some other form of obstacle dictates.
The deviation area is approved by NYSPSC. The Applicant would
negotiate with landowners regarding just compensation (see
response to Comment 105-04).

810-08: Private landowners would be compensated for the use of
their land to bury the transmission line and, if appropriate, to offset
a potential reduction in property values. It is possible that
municipal tax revenues from property taxes could also change;
however, such changes would be expected to be

minimal. Increases in wages and taxes and purchases of goods and
services in the project area would be expected from workers
employed for maintenance and repair activities. Municipalities

U.S. Department of Energy
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would not collect real property taxes on any portions of the
proposed CHPE Project that would occur on state lands. Residents
and businesses in the Hudson River Segment would also
experience cost savings from the annual reductions in wholesale
energy prices associated with the proposed CHPE project.

810-09: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would
deliver 1,000 MW of electricity into the New York City power
market, which would save ratepayers in this area approximately
$405 million to $720 million per year. It is also estimated that
power being delivered would be of lower cost than other available
sources, thus leading to competitive pricing among electricity
providers.

810-10: See response to Comment 121-03.

810-11: Comment noted. Construction of new power-generating
stations is not within the scope of this EIS. See response to
Comment 501-07 for information on job creation as a result of this
project.

810-12: See response to Comments 501-04 and 810-08 for
information on potential socioeconomic impacts on Stony Point.
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810-13: Comment noted. This language was not found in the Joint
Proposal.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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810-14: See response to Comment 501-03.
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Comment 811

Nicolas Graver
Skidmore College

815 North Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
ngraver@skidmore.edu

Thank you for taking public comment in regards to the Draft EIS on the CHPE Transmission Line
Project. | am writing to support the "No Action Alternative,” as the impacts of increased population and 811-01
energy demand in Southeastern New York are much better addressed by conservation strategies than
by the massive disruption of aquatic ecosystems that this plan represents. The Draft EIS dismisses this as
a goal which would not be completed within the State of Mew York's energy efficiency plan, but does not
acknowledge the opportunity for New York City and the surrounding region to take additional action
and conservation measures. Increasing energy demand and conservation in this part of the state should
be tackled by the consumers themselves in terms of conservation efforts and increased energy costs,
thereby reducing demand, and not subsidized by environmental destruction elsewhere in the state. A
balanced energy plan should absolutely require all new sources of energy to be not only sustainable in

terms of greenhouse gas emissions, but also environmentally responsible in terms of land impacts.

The DEIS also dismisses several alternate routes which prevent environmental destructionon 7|
the scale of the proposed project, largely due to the additional project expenses associated with each of
these projects. These projects are not considered practical alternatives by the applicant, but this
assessment is done entirely based on the increased expense of the projects and not based on the
relative merits of these options, which are immense. The alternatives described in Appendix B do - 811-02
represent a significant increase in cost (ranging from a 15% to 42% cost increase for the project), but are
hugely advantageous in that they reserve environmental impacts to existing developed land and do not
disrupt important aguatic ecosystems in the Hudson River and Lake Champlain, not to mention
disruption of PCBs that have settled in the riverbed substrate. These are key waterways in the northeast
and incredibly valuable for protection, well worth the additional cost of alternatives. B

Increased energy costs to be borne by the consumer may also be a necessary partof a
responsible energy plan for the state and the NYC downstate region, and should be considered first as
an alternative to destruction of the natural environment. These costs should be transferred directly to
the companies supplying power and correspondingly to power users, instead of allowing valuable
habitat and ecosystems in Lake Champlain and the Hudson River to be sacrificed as a cost saving

- 811-03

measure. =

The principles which caused public objections when the NYRI project was originally proposed
remain true; the notion that the people and environment upstate should bear the costs of increased

- 811-04

power use in the NYC area is inherently objectionable and unjust. Instead of addressing the fundamental
tenet of this objection, the new CHPE proposal hides the impacts from the immediate public gaze while
simultanecusly magnifying the environmental and social impacts of the project, creating more
destruction but hiding it from the public gaze in order to reduce opposition.

811-01: Comment noted.

811-02: The current proposed CHPE Project route was the result
of negotiations between the Applicant, NYSPSC, NYSDEC,
USACE, and other agencies. The impacts that the transmission line
would have on aquatic ecosystems in Lake Champlain and the
Hudson River were discussed in EIS Sections 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.3.4,
and 5.3.5. The impacts associated with PCBs in Lake Champlain
and Hudson River substrate were discussed in EIS Sections 5.1.3
and 5.3.3. For information on the presence of PCBs, see response
to Comment 802-03.

811-03: Increasing energy costs to help meet the electricity
demand for New York City is not within the scope of this EIS.

811-04: Impacts as a result of the proposed CHPE Project in the
Lake Champlain, Overland, Hudson River and New York City
Metropolitan Area Segments are expected to be negligible.
Appropriate BMPs and mitigation measures would be applied,
where appropriate. Therefore, upstate New York State would not
be impacted negatively from either a cost or environmental
standpoint.
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812-01: See response to Comment 701-01.

812-02: See response to Comment 701-02.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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812-03: See response to Comment 701-03.

812-04: See response to Comment 701-04.
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812-05: See response to Comment 701-05.
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Comment 813

From: Bryan and Doddy [mailto: bbcd@verizon.net
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2013 8:16 PM

To: jun.yan@usace.army.mil
Cc: Mills, Brian
Subject: CHPEI

under Lake Champlain and the Hudson River. It will do nothing to help the people of New York. We nee
to upgrade our existing lines and to look for local generation such as wind power and small hydros.

Dear Sir, | am writing to state my opposition the the proposed underwater transmission line to be run
9t 813-01

Importing more power from Canada will do very little to help New York's power problems. Thank you,
Bryan J. LaVigne

813-01: The proposed CHPE Project would be a merchant
transmission line that would provide electrical energy to the New
York City metropolitan area market, which would result in lower
wholesale electric power prices, reductions in air emissions, greater
fuel diversity and increased energy supply capability, and improved
system reliability. The upgrading of existing electrical transmission
lines and local electrical generation are not within the scope of this
EIS.
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Comment 814

Fram: wehewi@aol.com [mailto:wehew@aal.cam]
Sent: Sunday, December 15, 2013 1:48 PM

Ta: Mills, Brian

Subject:

Duar Mr. Mills

T am writing to expross my opposition to the proposed Champlain Hudson Power Bxpress
(CHPE} high voltage direct current line proposed to carry 100G mepawalts of clectricity from
Cunada to New York Ciry,

According o information obmained from CHPE's website and United Statcs Geological Survey |
maps, this transmission line witl cross the LS border into the most seismically active region of
NY. The proposed northemmost converter station for this line also lics within this region. This
converler and the eable would be susceptible to damage from scismic activity.

Asthis is a two pole DC line, it is not computible with NY's current three phase ALY based
clectrical grid, and we CAN NI tie into it in the event of a regionalized failure. A failure along
any point of this line effectively removes the entirs line [rom service.  Tosing 1000 MW of
power during a periad of peak demand with no means of replacing jt may have catastrophic
consaquences Tor the end users in NY Cily and Long Island. Furthermore, a DC line will do
nothing to strengthen the electrical backbone of NERC’s Northeast Power Coordinating Coungil
region. The CHPE project umounts w lidle more than extending a very larpe extension cord

—814-01

-814-02

fram Canada directly to New York Cily.

[n addition to these concemns, Lhis line also reliss an the presumption of continued aricability
from a foreign country. In the event that Quebee manages to achieve ils longslinding ambition
of independence, this relationship muy be called inte question.

The salution to meeling New York City's electrical needs lies in upgrading our cxishing
transmission [acilities to provide power from generators tn westerny, cemtral, and nortiern New
York.

Thank you [or your alicalivn 1o this impostant issue.

Wery truly vours,

Todd Jones

Sent from Windows Mail

814-01: Each segment of the proposed CHPE project has a
different range of seismic hazard rating. The highest seismic
hazard rating is between 12 and 30 percent g (peak ground
acceleration as a percentage of the force of gravity) in the Lake
Champlain Segment. Higher seismic hazard ratings are closer to
the Canadian border. Soils in this segment have a 10 percent
chance of liguefaction from a seismic event with a ground shaking
rating of 15 percent g (see Section 3.1.9 of the EIS). Though this
area has a potential for low to moderate damage during seismic
event, the overall probability for seismic activity is low. See
Section 5.1.9 of the EIS for more information related to geologic
hazards in the Lake Champlain Segment. The other three segments
(i.e., Overland, Hudson River, and New York City Metropolitan
Area) have seismic hazard ratings of 8 to 12 percent g, 8 to 12
percent g, and 14 to 18 percent g, respectively. These ratings
represent an even lower potential for damage due to a seismic
event. All cooling stations would be constructed to conform to
seismic hazard standards appropriate for the area. For more
information relating to geologic hazards that could pose a risk to
the transmission line and the cooling stations, see Sections 5.1.9,
5.2.9,5.3.9, and 5.4.9 of the EIS.

814-02: The proposed CHPE Project is designed to deliver up to
1,000 MW of electric power to the New York City metropolitan
market from renewable power sources in Canada. As an HVDC
transmission line, efficiency and cost benefits are gained from
reduced transmission losses and low magnetic fields when
compared to an HVAC transmission line. HVDC can carry more
power per conductor than HVAC lines. The buried HVDC line
associated with the proposed CHPE Project would terminate at the
Astoria Converter Station site, where it would be converted to be
compatible with New York City’s three-phase, alternating current-
based electrical grid. Once converted to HVAC, the line’s energy
is indistinguishable from other electrical service. As an
underground line, it is markedly less prone to the types of damage
that an overhead line would be, including those due to severe
weather such as ice, wind storms, and lightning. Consequently, the
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transmission line represents a reliable and durable source of power
to New York City and the North American Electric Reliability
Corporation’s (NERC) Northeast Power Coordinating Council
region. NYISO stability studies have demonstrated that loss of the
proposed CHPE Project transmission line, operating at 1,000 MW,
would not adversely impact the stable operation of the NYISO
system, including New York City and Long Island. Existing New
York City and Long Island peaking plants, which have significant
capacity, would be called on less once the proposed CHPE Project
is energized and would continue to be available in the unlikely
event of a disruption of service from the proposed CHPE Project
transmission line. The proposed CHPE Project’s HVDC line could
have “black start” capabilities similar to that of the nearby Cross
Sound Cable. This feature makes it possible to deliver 1,000 MW
of electricity to New York City in case of a major blackout. The
Cross Sound Cable brought 330 MW to The Long Island Power
Authority during the August 2003 blackout.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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815-01: The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised
per comment.
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815-02: The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised
per comment.

815-03: The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised
per comment.

815-04: The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised
per comment.
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815-05: The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised
per comment.
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Comment 816

12/30,2013

Mr. Brian Mills, NEPA Document Manager

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (QOE-20)
U.5. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue,SW

Washington, DC 20585

Draft CHPE EIS COMMENTS

USACE NAN-2009-01089-EYA

Mr. Mills,

Thank you for extending the comment period for 30 days and also for hearing our concerns at the Now.
18, 2013 meeting.

Attached is a list of areas that | think need to be looked at.

Mr. Mills | would like to mention that as far back as | can remember when a candidate was running for
President for the first time or was seeking reelection they all used the We need to make the U.S. less
dependent on Foreign Energy campaign platform. What happened to this Goal? By allowing CHPE to run
from Canada to Mew York City (bypassing a number of power plants) does not seem to follow this Goal.

As stated by CHPE in section 5.3 Therefore it is possible that the proposed CHPE project power would
be purchased first and DISPLACE NATURAL GAS & OIL FEULED SOURCESOF ELECTRICAL GENERATION
SUPPLYING THE REGION i.e. CLOSE POWER PLANTS. Section 5.3 also states REDUCE AIR POLLUTION
AND GHG EMISSIONS WITHIN NEW YORK CITY BY ALLEVIATING THE NEED TO OPERATE ONE OR MORE
EXISTING FOSSIL-FUELED POWER PLANTS WITHIN THE REGION DURING PERIODS OF TRANSMISSION
CONGESTION.

All this comes down to is:
Close Existing Power Plants
Eliminate Jobs

Weaken our already weak economy

-816-01

Reduce Blue collar work force and add to the Unemployment figure.

816-01: See response to Comment 101-02.
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How many KW or Mw will we be losing verses the 1MW they say they will supply (SOUNDS LIKE A LOSS
TO ME).

}816-02

Please look at all our Items. | feel as a state we would be better to invest in STATE OF THE ART Power
Plants which will create jobs and boost our economy. The U.S. has the Technology to build the BEST &
SAFEST power plants and generate our own power IN State by State Workers for the People of this
state.

After Sandy the state of NJ used the saying STRONGER THAN THE STORM why cannot NEW YORK State
say OUR POWER IS PRODUCED BY THE PEOPLE FOR THE PEOPLE.

Thank You,
Wellington & Rebecca Casscles 69 & 71 Beach Rd. Stony Point, NY 10980

TDI has had (4) sets of maps each showing different Proposals and Deviation zones, Row's & Routes not
to mention that if you look at the C5X Row maps they are also different. | would suggest that CHPE 816-03

supply you with their latest maps.

Attached are pages S-3, 5-4, 5-6,5-11,5-12,5-13, 5-14, 5-15,5-16,5-34, 5-35, 5-37, 1-16,2-13, 2-21, 2-28,
2-32,2-33, 2-35, 3-107, 3-112.

5-3 CLOSEING POWER PLANTS

5-4 CLOSEING POWER PLANTS

S-6 S.6.1 STATES TO BE BURIED IN Railway ROW (most will be Eminent Domain) 7

Cooling stations will be needed- Mr. Jesome says they will not be needed WITCH IS IT. | 816-04
Hudson River Segment states that in Stony Point the line would be in the CSX ROW of 2.2 miles it

would be in ROW about .7 miles. _

5-1156.2 Under water installation activities would be limited to certain times of year WHY CANNOT __ 816-05
THIS BE DONE FOR HAVERSTRAW BAY. |

5-12 Where will Splice vaults be located, how many, what are the sizes of vaults. ]

Where are the staging areas & how large are they,(ROW NOT LARGE ENOUGH) __ 816-06
5-13 Additional Engineering Details-HEAT how will it affect surrounding vegetation and soil temps. } 816-07
$-14 Magnetic Fields how is this going to affect the use of the land. } 816-08

Trench would be 9’ wide at top and 3' wide at bottom, if in the slope of the rail bed would this be 816-09

STABLE if on the flat part of ROW this would be out of ROW.

816-02: The proposed CHPE Project would add an additional
1,000 MW of capacity and provide approximately 7,640 GWh per
year to the New York City metropolitan area electricity market via
an HVDC electric power transmission line system. This would
help satisfy the growing demand for electricity in New York State,
which is currently projected to increase at a greater rate than
current capacity growth.

816-03: The latest maps provided by the Applicant, dated
September 2013, are consistent with those shown in the Joint
Proposal and the Draft EIS.

816-04: The Draft EIS did not identify the length of the
transmission line in the CSX ROW in Stony Point as indicated in
the comment. The proposed route of the proposed CHPE Project
within Stony Point would be in approximately 1.1 linear miles (1.8
linear km) of railroad ROW and 0.9 linear miles (1.4 linear km) of
deviation zone approved by NYSPSC. As proposed, approximately
2.3 acres (0.9 hectares) of the 20-foot (6-meter)-wide permanent
transmission line ROW would occur within railroad ROW, and up
to 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) would occur outside the railroad ROW in
Stony Point. In Haverstraw, the proposed CHPE Project route
would be in approximately 3.2 linear miles (5.2 linear km) of
railroad ROW and 0.6 linear miles (1.0 linear km) of deviation
zone approved by NYSPSC. Approximately 7.3 acres (3.0
hectares) of the permanent transmission line ROW would occur
within the railroad ROW, and up to 1.5 acres (0.6 hectares) would
occur outside the railroad ROW in Haverstraw. See response to
Comment 105-04 regarding the ROW and the use of eminent
domain. Information on the installation of cooling stations along
the transmission line to disperse accumulated heat in long cable
segments installed by HDD techniques was provided to the DOE
by the Applicant for incorporation into the Draft EIS. Therefore,
the EIS addresses the potential impact of installing cooling stations
along the terrestrial portions of the transmission line route in
certain locations. Eliminating the cooling stations is not part of
what is being proposed for the CHPE Project.

816-05: See response to Comment 718-04.

816-06: The locations of construction staging areas would change
as the installation progresses southward along the transmission line
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route. Information on staging areas that would be required to
support aquatic installation was provided in Section 5.3.2 of the
EIS. Information on staging areas along the terrestrial portion of
the installation route was provided in Sections 2.4.1.1, 5.2.2,
5.3.18, and other similar sections of the EIS. See response to
Comment 807-02 regarding splice vaults.

816-07: Operation of the transmission line would increase the
ambient soil temperature within 3 feet (0.9 meters) of the
transmission line by 2 °F (1 °C). It is possible that this temperature
increase could affect vegetation growth in the immediate vicinity of
the installed line; however, the temperature would quickly dissipate
as distance from the transmission line increases. Additionally,
cooling stations would be constructed to serve the HDD-installed
segments and excess heat would be removed from the underground
conduits through the cooling station chiller equipment.

816-08: The potential impacts associated with magnetic fields
associated with the transmission line were described in detail for
each segment of the proposed route in Section 5.1.14 and other
similar sections of the EIS. Specifically, the proposed transmission
line ROW within the railroad ROW would be 20 feet (6 meters)
wide, and access to the railroad ROW would be limited in some
areas by fencing and entry restrictions. Table 5.1.14-1 and Figure
5.1.14-1 of the EIS present the magnetic field levels associated
with the transmission cables. The magnetic field levels at the edges
of the 20-foot (6-meter)-wide transmission line ROW for the
Overland Segment were calculated to be 24.8 milliGauss (mG),
which is well below the 200-mG magnetic field strength interim
standard established by the NYSPSC. Land use restrictions are not
expected as a result of magnetic fields.

816-09: The width of the trench that would be excavated for the
transmission line would vary based upon topography and soil types.
The transmission line would be constructed at least 10 feet (3
meters) away from the railroad tracks in generally flat areas away
from the raised bed of the tracks, and the railroad ROW in most
cases is wide enough to accommodate the transmission line. If
these requirements put the transmission line outside of the railroad
ROW, negotiations with adjacent landowners are planned (see
response to Comment 105-04).
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5-15 Permanent ROW this would have to be Eminent Domain. :’_ 816-10
5-16 Cable Repair would create more Splice Vaults.

5-34 & 35 EMINENT DOMAIN WILL BE NEEDED.

5$-37 Converter Station will be in flood plain has this been updated with new FEMA maps. :I— 816-11
1-16 this project is inconsistent with Governor Cuomo’s ENERGY HIGHWAY. :’— 816-12
2-13 Construction Corridor 48" EMINENT DOMAIN AGAIN.

2-21 2.4.5 Cooling Stations Chiller units noisy and 8x8x16 structure Esthetic :l— 816-13
2-28 Aquatic cable installation GRAPPLE RUM. :’— 816-14

2-32 Supplies and Equipment would be transported over local roads,(can roads handle this weight :l_ 816-15
and who will repair them.

CSX ROW MAPS these maps need to be looked at to determine if this can be done. SEE 2-33.

2-35 Cable support facilities, EMINENT DOMAIN

PRIOR to the DOE’S issuance of its FINAL EIS.

3-107 " The Boundaries of the Waldron Cemetery would be determined during the survey of this Dortr'oril_ 816-16

__ When is this going to happen and will we be notified.

3-112 Contaminated Soils

816-10: Installation of energy transmission lines in the United
States must occur within a permanent ROW to ensure the lines,
land, and support equipment can be maintained and protected for
the life of those uses. Sections 2.6.1 and 5.2.1 and other similar
sections of the EIS describe how the transmission line, in most
cases, would be installed within existing road and railroad ROWs,
but in some locations would deviate outside of these ROWs.
Deviation areas refer to alterations of the transmission line route
from the established road and railroad ROWSs to bypass features
such as bridges, roadway crossings, and areas where the existing
ROW is too narrow to permit cable installation while meeting
established clearance criteria from infrastructure, such as railroad
tracks and edges of roadways. Deviation areas are identified in the
maps provided in Appendix B of the Joint Proposal. Some
deviation areas will overlap with privately owned lands. In these
instances, it is anticipated that bilateral easements with private
landowners would be negotiated such that the Applicant and
landowner mutually agree to the easement provisions. Such
agreements ensure that the landowner would be provided financial
compensation for providing the Applicant with the right to bury the
transmission line on their property and for future access to the
property to conduct maintenance, inspections, and emergency
repairs should such actions be necessary. Use of eminent domain
would be avoided to the maximum extent practical. However, it is
possible that limited use easements or leases for the transmission
line ROW would need to be obtained through eminent domain, as
provided for through the NYSPSC Avrticle VII approval process.
This would only occur in the event a property owner and the
Applicant are unable to reach a mutually acceptable agreement.

816-11: As discussed in Section 5.4.3 of the EIS, the Luyster
Creek HVDC Converter Station would be constructed and operated
within the 100-year floodplain of the East River (see EIS Appendix
A). Based on the Preliminary Work Maps prepared by FEMA as
part of an evaluation of flood hazards following Hurricane Sandy,
the converter station site would be designated as Base Flood
Elevation (BFE) Zone AE at an elevation of 14 feet (4 meters)
above mean sea level (MSL), which has only a 1 percent (100-year)
chance of inundation.
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816-12: The New York Energy Highway Blueprint is a broad and
encompassing plan that provides recommendations intended to
unify New York State’s efforts to create an energy infrastructure to
serve residents and businesses for years to come. It was developed
in response to the existing uncertainties that affect New York
State’s existing energy infrastructure. Private developers, investor-
owned utilities, the financial community, and others were actively
engaged to identify options for bolstering the aging infrastructure
while promoting the supply of clean energy, jobs, and economic
growth. The four main areas of focus and goals in the Blueprint
are expanding and strengthening the Energy Highway, accelerating
construction and repair of electric and natural gas delivery systems,
supporting clean energy, and driving technology innovation.
Installation and operation of the proposed CHPE Project
transmission line is directly aligned with the goals outlined in the
New York Energy Highway Blueprint.

816-13: The cooling stations would be designed so that noise
levels meet state standards at the property line. The stations would
be small in size and resemble other similar utility structures such as
fiber optic amplifier units or wastewater pumping stations.

816-14: The first step in the cable installation would be to tow a
hook-type device, or a grapnel, along the underwater transmission
line route (“a grapnel run”) to clear debris from the path of the
cable installation plow. The grapnel run operation is subject to the
same environmental conditions as the cable installation with
respect to time of year restrictions and turbidity levels.

816-15: The number of construction vehicles required to install the
transmission line at any one location is limited. To ensure that
there are no impacts from large construction equipment using roads
designed for lighter vehicles, the Applicant would restore access
roads to preconstruction conditions as required. A project
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) Plan would be
developed and implemented by the Applicant in consultation with
local government transportation agencies to minimize impacts on
traffic and the transportation network. Therefore, transportation of
materials for the terrestrial portion of the CHPE Project is not
anticipated to result in significant impacts on the existing
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transportation network. See Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the
EIS for more information on potential impacts on transportation in
terrestrial portions of the proposed CHPE Project route.

816-16: It is expected that the CRMP, which would contain
measures to minimize impacts on Waldron Cemetery, would be
made available on the NYSPSC Web site for the CHPE Project
(http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMast
er.aspx? Mattercaseno=10-T-0139) upon completion, although
specific locations of any cultural resources information would
likely remain confidential. Also see response to Comment 121-03.
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817-01: Disturbance of recreational and commercial activities
would be temporary and localized at the work sites in the Hudson
River. As stated in the EIS, approximately 1 to 3 miles (2 to 5 km)
of transmission cable can be installed per day, so the worksite
would not remain at any one location for a long period of time. For
more information addressing Hudson River access during
construction and maintenance of the transmission line, see EIS
Section 5.3.2 (Transportation and Traffic).
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Comment 81

—-—--Original Message--—

From: cozzafesta@optonline.net [mailto:cozzafesta@optonline.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 2:54 PM

To: Mills, Brian

Subject: comments: CHPE EIS

Mr. Mills,

| have spent an enormous amount of time researching the proposed CHPE project, as have others, and
have not heard anything at meetings or hearings or have found anything in the paper work that
addresses the serious consequences of allowing a transmission line to run through wetlands, a super
fund site, a brownfield and sewage piping in the towns of Stony Point and Haverstraw. Also of concern is
the close proximity to United Water's proposed Desalination Plant, CSX Rail Extension project (which
comes first?), Indian Point Nuclear Power Plants, the Ramapo Fault and the Spectra Natural Gas High-
Pressure Main. In the event of a serious accident who will pay for clean up and damage? and has any
evacuation route for the towns of Stony Point and Haverstraw been established?

I'would ask that all decision makers walk this route to get a complete understanding of the predictable
catastrophe that Rockland County will experience should the CHPE project be allowed to go forward.
Thank you.

Laurrie Cozza

205 Wayne Ave.

Stony Point, NY

845.265.3979

8

}818-01
}818-02

}818-03

818-01: Impacts on wetlands as a result of this project are
provided for each segment of the transmission line in EIS Sections
5.1.8 (Lake Champlain), 5.2.8 (Overland), 5.3.8 (Hudson River)
and 5.4.8 (New York City Metropolitan Area). There are two
identified wastewater pipelines in the vicinity of the project route.
As stated in Section 5.3.15 of the EIS, one line has been identified
at MP 297.3 and one line has been identified at MP 326.4. HDD
techniques would be used to cross underneath both of these
wastewater lines; therefore, no impacts are expected. For
information regarding impacts on Superfund sites, see Sections
3.3.15 and 5.3.15 of the EIS.

818-02: See Chapter 6 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIS for
information related to potential impacts related to the United
Water’s Desalination Plan, CSX Rail Extension, and Indian Point
Nuclear Power Plant. See EIS Section 5.3.9 for information
relating to the Ramapo Fault. The Spectra-Algonquin Incremental
Market (AIM) Natural Gas Pipeline project description has been
added to Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS, and the cumulative
impacts analysis in Section 6.1.2 of the Final EIS.

818-03: The responsible party for the accident would be the one
that is responsible for any damage caused to the transmission line.
See Sections 5.1.14 and 5.3.14 of the EIS regarding responses to
transmission line problems during operation.
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“CHPE Draft EIS” Comments [ Fublic Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

“CHPE Draft EIS” Comments/ Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

Mr. Brian Mills

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

1000 Independence Avenue, SW,

Washington, DC 20585;

vig e-mail to BrianMillsi@hg. doe.gov;
by facsumile to (202) 586-8008;

Please mark envelopes and e-mail subject lines as *CHPE Draft EIS Comments.”

Written comments must be receved by January 15, 2013, Comments submitted after that date will be

considered to the extent practicable.

Please Title vour response: USACE: Public Motice # NAN-2009-01089-EYA & DOE: “CHPE Draft EIS Comments™

Your e-mail or phone call or fax_or e-mail can be sent tor

Mr. Brian Mills

Department of Energy

Office of Electricity Delivery&Energy Reliability (OE20)
U. S, Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave, SW

‘Washington, DC 20585

Phone:  202-386-8267

Fax: 202-586-8008

Brian,Mills@ hq.doe.gov

Susan Filgueras
&7 Mott Farm Rd
Tomkins Cove, NY 10080

845-429.3229

SFilgueras@optonline. net

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express,

Jodi M. McDonald

USACE Chief, Regulatory Branch

Mew York District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

26 Federal Plaza, Room 1937

New York, NY 10278

Q17-790-8002

212-264-4260
jun.yan@usace.army.mil

Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229
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“CHPE Draft EIS” Comments [ Fublic Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

Table of Contents

BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
STATE OF NEW YORK

1-16-2014 Case 13-ET
Venfied Petition Of Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. And CHPE Properties, Inc,
Requesting A Declaratory Ruling That The Companies Are Subject A Lightened Regulatory Regime,
And A Dedaratory Ruling That A Prior Transfer Of Ownership Did Not Require Commission Approval
Or In The Alternative Approving Such Transfer

VERIFIED PETITION OF CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS, INC. AND CHPE FROFPERTIES,
INC. REQUESTING A DECLARATORY RULING THAT THE COMPANIES ARE SUBJECT TO A
LIGHTENED REGULATORY REGIME, AND A DECLARATORY RULING THAT A PRIOR TRANSFER
OF OWNERSHIF DID NOT REQUIRE COMMISSION APPROVAL OR IN THE ALTEENATIVE
APPROVING SUCH TRANSFER

Rockland County Resolution

2010-Public Hearing Notices

2012 Public Heaning Notices — Apnl 12, 2012

Ownership Documents, verification of Canadian ownership

2-27-2012  CSX Design and Construction Standard Specifications ( Joint Proposal exhibit)

3-6-2012 Preferred Alternative Trajectory- e-mal William S. Helmer to Dr, Pell

G-14-2012 -USACE to Brian Mills DOE- how many other ransimission nes on row?

6-19-2012 Rockland County Resolution —Opposmg CHPE

7-2012- CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS PROJECT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

ASSOCIATED WITH ROUTING PROPOSED IN JOINT PROPOSAL
Case 10-T-0139 Joint Proposal Hearing Extubit 121, Page 1 of 503

CSX claims to offer a right of way on property they do not own

9-12-2012-  E-mail (2} to Bnan Yates — New York State Historic Preservation —regarding Waldron
Revolutionary War and  War of 1812

9-12-2012 Letter to Jeffery Earle for injunction against CHPE to save the Waldron Cemetery
10-23-2012  NYS Senate Heanng on Energy & Tedecommumcations
4-18-2013 NY'S Order Granting Certificate of Environmental for Compatibility and Need - pgs 31 to 36

4-18-2013 NY'S Order Granting Certificate of Environmental for Compatibility and Need -=- pgs 83 to 85

Just Say Nol to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229
U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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“CHPE Draft EIS" Comments /| Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

Table of Contents

7-1-2013 Congresswoman Lowey- Requesting a DOE Heanng in Stony Point

11-18-2013 - Capitol News- Scott Waldman — 11-18-13 Hydro Quebec recently requested access to state
money to help fund the $2 Billion project. The states pot of money to support renewable
energy projects, currently comes from a utility bill surcharge on New York State residents,

Community Reconstruction Zone Program —Fact Sheet

JP Exhibit 117 List of Cooling Equipment

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-540



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

“CHPE Draft EIS” Comments /| Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

Background January 15, 2014

Mr. Mills,

cards at the DOE’s Public Hearing in November, so | have never had her contact information. [ find it very difficult to even

I have repeatedly tried to find a reply portal or person for the Army Corps of Engineers. Jodi McDonald ran out of business
819-01
find her listed at the USACE’s headquarters.

I am somewhat confused as to the process, | had thought | had found all of the documents and then stumbled onto the
USACE filing on the Champlain Hudson Power Express and they are a whole set of additional documents. They were not
filed on the USACE’s web site the maps were but not the documents. Is it usual for the USACE to file their DEIS
documents on the applicants web site? | want to note that on this response.

}819-02

The Champlain Hudson Power Express (aka “CHPE") proposed 333 mile transmission line has been a roller coaster of
incorrect information, deliberately misled, and in some cases a study of totally incorrect information. To the novice trying
to navigate State and Federal procedures this is simply overwhelming. When I began to research the Champlain Hudson
Power Express (aka "CHPE") application three years ago | did not believe it had any value to New York State,
espeaally Rockland County. All along the route, are abandoned Power Plants, tax challenges on these plants,
their owners claiming the property no longer has the value, unemployment from Plant closures, the projected
trajectory heavily residential and well established.

The mam points | would like to make are:
1- You do realize that the route 1s not settled, and the delivery end point may very well be the Ravenswood
Plant m Queens NY, owned by Trans Canada. There has been little envirommental review on that end | but
as 1t 15 simply an attachment to the Joint Proposal was it evaluated fairly and equally along with all other

819-03

}819-04

parts of this proposal? This delivery pomnt is not mentioned in any of the documentation with the
exception of Attachment J to the Joint Proposal.
- The Desecration of the Stony Point Battlefield, where we know that soldiers are buried where they fell.
- The Destruction of the Waldron Revolutionary War and War of 1812 Cemetery.

[P

a. Con Ed I believe accidently purchase the land and then built a sub-station on the outer fringes,
b. 1 have spoken to them about the Cemetery but they were embroiled in their own debate with
CHPE over the Luyster Creek site.
4- Eminent Domain- C8X row 1s not big enough in Rockland has anyone really checked the rest of NYS, :'— 819-05
5- Mo Jobs- Jomt Proposal, Order Granting Certificate of Environmental for Compatibility and Need, DOE
DEIS all agree MIMINUAL JOBS.
a. Each of these documents state but do not expand that CHPE may be given a higher ranking in thc} 819-06
electric pool that 1s purchased, thereby cutting NYS production , closing NYS Power Plants .
6- Savings- cach of the controlling documents show a significantly “LESS™/ different savings than CHPE, it} 819-07
15 not quantified clearly- the JP and Order state the savings are Production area savings not Stake Holders,
7- Mo Environmental Impact Statement done on the Rockland County Land Installation :I— 819-08
I really do not want to be disrespectful to the fish but... .. what about the humans who live on the line, don’t we
count?

Just Say Nol to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-01: Jodi McDonald, Chief of the USACE New York District
Regulatory Branch, can be contacted at 26 Federal Plaza, New
York, NY 10278-0900.

819-02: The EIS was developed cooperatively among multiple
Federal and state agencies to address the potential impacts of
issuing the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.
Two of the agencies involved in the preparation of the EIS are the
DOE, the lead Federal agency, and the USACE, a cooperating
agency. The EIS for the proposed CHPE Project and related
documents are available for review in the Document Library on the
CHPE EIS Web site (http://www.chpexpresseis.org), and a subset
of the EIS documents are available on the DOE NEPA Web site
(http://energy.gov/nepaleis-0447-champlain-hudson-power-
express-transmission-line-project-new-york). The Draft EIS was
not available on the USACE and Applicant Web sites.

In addition to being a cooperating agency for the preparation of the
EIS, USACE is responsible for reviewing the Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the CWA
permit applications submitted by the Applicant for the proposed
CHPE Project. As such, the USACE’s Web site for the CHPE
project (http://www.nan.usace.army.mil/Missions/
Regulatory/RegulatoryPublicNotices/tabid/4166/Article/18814/
nan-2009-01089-eya.aspx) consists of documents related to their
review of the Applicant’s Section 10 and Section 404 permit
applications.

819-03: See response to Comment 109-04.
819-04: See response to Comment 121-03.
819-05: Yes. The maps provided as Appendix B to the Joint

Proposal show a number of deviation areas along the terrestrial
portions of the route outside Rockland County.

U.S. Department of Energy
P-541

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

819-06: The New York State electricity market is regulated by the
NYSPSC and the NYISO and, therefore, the pricing mechanisms
for power purchases in the New York State electricity market are
outside the scope of this EIS. As presented in Section 1.2 of the
EIS, the purpose and need for DOE’s Proposed Action is whether
or not to issue a Presidential permit for the proposed transmission
line crossing of the U.S./Canada international border (i.e., proposed
CHPE Project). Continued operation of other in-state electric
power sources is not the subject of the application for a Presidential
permit and, therefore, is outside the scope of the EIS.

819-07: See response to Comment 803-09.
819-08: Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the

potential environmental impacts associated with installing the
buried transmission line on land through Rockland County.
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“CHPE Draft EIS” Comments / Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

1 object to CHPE’s portrayal of the CSX ROW within Rockland County. Except for a few small areas it
does not exist. See attached 10-23-12 Presentation to the NYS Senate Energy and Telecommunications
Committee, Hearing held in Stony Point NY. The majority of CHPE's proposed trajectory within Stony

. S . 819-09
Point and Haverstraw is Eminent Domain,
CSX claims to offer a nght of way on property they do not own,

Case 10-T-0139 Joint Proposal Hearing Exhibit 121
Page 1 of 503

CHAMPLAIN HUDSON POWER EXPRESS PROJECT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
ASSOCIATED WITH ROUTING PROPOSED IN JOINT PROPOSAL

Comment: Page 2- last pp- CSX installation Guide lines for HDD drilling- the installation must be 25 ft

from the centerline of the outside rails

1.1 Overland Installation Methodology

For the overland portions of the Facility route, the cables will be buried via excavated trenches or trenchless
technology (e.g.. Honzontal Directional Drilling (“HDD™) or Jack and Bore (J&B)) methods. For underwater
cable mstallation, the primary methods utilized for installation will be water jettmg, jet plowing, plowing, and
dredging, with shoreline crossings completed by HDD. Further details of the cable installation methods and
equipment are described below. The majority of the overland portion of the Facility route is located withm or
mmmediately adjacent to the existing CP, CSX Railroad (“CSX7), and NYS Route 22 rights-of-way. A minimum
separation distance 1s required from the rails to the cables by each railroad; CP requires a minimum separation of
10 feet from the centerline of the outermost track to the cable trench, and CSX requires a minimum separation
of 25 feet from the centerline of the outermost track. The typical and preferred layout is to have the bipole (2
cables) installed on one side of the railroad tracks. With this layout, the Inmits of construction activity extend 40
feet beyond the required mimmum setback of the railroads. This 40-foot area will include the area needed for
excavation of the trench, installation of erosion and sediment control measures, mstallation of the two cables and
stockpiling of excavated material. Along the railroad, the construction corridor will generally be 40 feet wide on
one side of the track. There are areas that will require different configuration and pose additional engineering
challenges, such as steep slopes, environmentally sensitive areas, and existing structures. These areas will be
identified and site-specific engineermg solutions will be developed as part of the EM&CP. A minimum
construction corridor of 25 feet will be required along the edge of Routes 22 and 9W for installation of the
HVDC bi-pole cables, although a wider width may be employed to allow for more efficient
construction and quicker completion of the work m these areas

5-6.2 Proposed CHPE Details page S-12
Comment: Donald Jessome, Vice president CHPE and Board Member of TDI-Canada, specifically
stated in the June 26,2012 Stony Point Meeting that there would be no cooling stations, simply more
misdirection- apparently he did not expect us to have read the actual documents.

Volume 1 lmpact Analysis

Cooling Stations. In certain situations where there 1s a long segment of cable installed by HDD, heat can
accumulate in the HDPE conduit and reduce the performance ofthe transmission system. The Applicant
has identified 16 sections of underground cabling where the potential for heat accumulation could require
that a cooling equipment station be mstalled at each section. Each of the 16 coolimg stations would
consist of a chiller unit and pumping system withm a building and this equipment would circulate chilled
water through ubing in a closed-loop system alongside the HVDC cable to cool the cables,

-819-10

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-09: See response to Comment 816-04 regarding transmission
line lengths in ROWs in Stony Point and Haverstraw and Comment
105-04 regarding the ROW and the use of eminent domain.

819-10: Cooling stations are proposed and are discussed in detail
in Section 2.4.5 of the EIS, and an impact analysis for construction
and operation of such is included in resource areas in Chapter 5.

U.S. Department of Energy
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3.3.15 Hazardous Materials and Wastes

Section 3.1.15 Page 3-111  pp-2

Comment: There is a cursory glance at the sites mentioned below; shouldn't CHE have mentioned the
285ft. coal ash pile that is leaching into our ground water? It is mentioned prominently in the DEC letter
dated 11-5-201 1 Is this what passes for an Environmental Review, | have many of the records for 3 of the
4 sites listed below and the blithe fashion that CHPE has addressed these sites is appalling. Where does the
Haverstraw Land Fill stand? What happens if CHPE starts HDD drilling, are there gases trapped? Is
there chemical waste intermingled with the debris? If CHPE start HDD drilling will contaminated waste
escape out into the Hudson River? The Temeo site is in a heavily populated residential area, if they
disturbed that area will the gases become air borne? How will that affect the Health of the residents?
Isothere a plan in place to evacuate in case of a disaster? The same questions will apply to Kayfries.

-819-11

I think we can say there has been NO Environmental Impact Statement for the Rockland County Land
Installation.

1- Letter dated 11-5-2011 DEC to town of Stony Point concerning the Lovett Power Plant Site
(attached)

2- The Haverstraw Landfill is a Brown field at the very least

3= Temco Uniform Factory

Regarding the terrestrial portions of the Hudson River Segment, as noted in Section 3.2.15, railroad ROWs are
areas with high potential for environmental contammmation, Additionally, environmental contamination 1s possible
in the vicinity of railroad and roadway ROW's from adjoining mdustrial and commercial faciliies. Examples of
adjacent facihities where soil and groundwater contamination 1s present or potentially present i this segment are
the former Mirant-Lovett Electric Generating Station, Haverstraw Landfill, Kay-Fries National Pronties List
Superfund site (USEPA ldentification Number NYD980534564), the former Temco Uniform Factory site, and
automobile repair facilities located along U.S, Route 9W m Clarkstown, The former Temco Uniform Factory 1s a
NYSDEC Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste Site located at MP 298.4 ofthe proposed CHPE Project
transmission e route m West Haverstraw. This site currently 1s being investigated by the NYSDEC for
environmental contamination resulting from industrial uniform manufacturmg, washmg, and dry cleaning that
occurred from 1985through 2002 (TRSA 2012),

What they are not mentioning is the

See cover Picture in front of my reply it shows all of the projects in this area of 7.2 miles.

SPECTRA AIM Project- a 42in High Pressure Gas Main being fracked across the Hudson in the Ramapo
Fault. CHPE’s plans are to lay their “HOT" Transmission line on top of the 4 2in High pressure gas main. 819-12

Then the West Point power Express will do the same thing as it comes out of the ground at Indian Point.
Are you nervous yet?

The worst is — is that they are | believe 3 existing and 1 new (42ine.) Natural Gas High Pressure Mains that

cross to Westchester in front of the Lovett site, mile marker just north of mile market 2955

lona Island

lona Island 1s an American Eagle sanctuary. CHPE will need to blast ledge along lona Islands nverfront to

proceed, Has anyone told CHPE that this island was once used as an ARMORY and there may stll be ordnance 819-13
on the island ?

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-11: See response to Comment 819-07. Section 5.3.15 of the
EIS addressed the potential impacts of constructing the proposed
CHPE Project in the vicinity of the former Mirant-Lovett Electric
Generating Station, Haverstraw Landfill, the Temco Uniform
Factory, and Kay-Fries National Priorities List Superfund site.
During construction and operation of the proposed CHPE Project,
the Applicant would implement environmental and construction
management procedures and plans included in the EM&CP and
other Applicant-proposed measures to minimize potential impacts
during construction. Other plans, such as the Health and Safety
Plans and the Emergency Contingency Plan, would also be
implemented to ensure construction activities are conducted in a
safe manner.

819-12: A description of the Spectra AIM Natural Gas Pipeline
project has been incorporated into Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS.
The West Point Transmission Project is discussed in Section
6.1.1.4 of the EIS. The Applicant would design, construct, and
install the proposed CHPE Project to be compatible with existing
utilities, including natural gas and electric power system
infrastructure, in both aquatic and terrestrial portions of the route.
The Applicant would consult with utility owners prior to
construction to design protection measures and specifications to
account for existing utility facilities. The Applicant would also
implement various additional BMPs to minimize potential impacts
on utilities (see Appendix G of the EIS).

819-13: Blasting would not be conducted in the vicinity of lona
Island during installation of the proposed CHPE Project.

U.S. Department of Energy
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War Battlefield, where we know there are soldiers buried where

Desecration of the Stony Point Revolutionar

they fell.
Waldron Revolutionary War and War of 1812 Cemetery
819-14

The final insult to common decency, Donald Jessome, Vice President of the Champlam Hudson Power Express’s
utter contemnpt for the Waldron Revolutionary War and War of 1812 Cemetery, stated at a June 26, 2012 meeting
m Stony Point, don’'t worry we will shoot a bullet through the Cemetery, how deep will your bullet be- Jessome
“oh about 3f7. 1 puess they bury Canadians i shallow graves.

The final loss of all common sense 1s that the New York State Public Service Commission approved a project to
........ WHERE? In an e-mail from William Helmer to Dr. Pell dated 3-6-2012, he states that the preferred route
15 the one that was submitted with the Joint Proposal. You need to read ALL 5000+, pages to know that on

Volume 1 IMPACT ANALYSIS, Page S-17

5.7 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Detailed Analysis

Several technology, alignment, and construction alternatives were considered but eliminated from further
detailed study for various reasons, Altermatives considered but dismissed are discussed in the following
paragraphs, along with the reasons for dismissal.

5.7.1 Alternative Upland Transmission Line Routes

The Applicant considered a range of terrestrial routes for the transmission Ime. These altematives meluded
consideration of transmission line alternatives that would have been mstalled either on overhead structures or
buried within a new or existing terrestrial ROW, rather than m Lake Champlain or the Hudson, Harlem, and East
rivers, An alternatives analysis report documenting the evaluation of altemative routes was submitted by the
Apphcant to the USACE in July 2013 as part of the Applicant’s Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permmit
application. This report is included m the EIS as Appendix B. DOE determined that these altemative
transmission routes were not reasonable due to engmeenng feasibility, cost, and logistical considerations (e.g..
legal Innitations ), and, therefore, they have been eliminated from further consideration m the EIS.

Altematives considered included the following:

# Constructing the ransmission line in and along existing electrical transmission lme ROWs from
the U.S./Canada border to New York City

2 Constructing the ransmission line in and along existing highway and roadway ROWs

2z Constructing the transmission line within existing railroad ROWs beyond those identified as part
of'the proposed CHPE Project

2 Using combinations of railroad, electrical, and roadway ROWs

2 Development of a new electnical transmission line ROW

Comment:

Proposal, CHPE once again has mislead the Stake Holders in this case, he had promised our Supervisor

All of these documents finally hint at it will be the route as stipulated within the Joint

that the Cememtery would not be invaded.

Just Say Nol to the Champlain Hudson Power Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-14: See response to Comment 121-03 regarding details about
the installation of the transmission line under the Stony Point
Battlefield Historic Site via HDD, the siting of the transmission
line at Waldron Cemetery, and the CRMP that would manage such
(also see EIS Section 5.3.10).
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CHPE's Environmental Trust Fund http=/fwenw.chpexpress .com/environmental-trust-fund. php

Comment: 2003 to March of 2007- the Blackstone Group was the fmancial manager for the Mirant —
Bowline and Lovett Power Plant bankruptey they had plenty of time to study the
mteraction of the various groups of the Hudson Valley (while Rocklanders paid them to
decimate our towns with the closure of the Power Plants) once again Blackstone found a
weakness and exploited it. Blackstone, offered the Riverkeeper, Scemie Hudson and the
NYS Council of Trout Unhmited an Environmental Trust Fund.

When the people along the trajectory of this transmmission line begin to develop diseases and die, just like they did
m Buffalo at the Love Canal, do vou think that these groups will say at least we protected the fish?

Public Notice
As hard as 1t 1s for the layperson to understand the process, it 15 even more difficult for me
to believe that the DOE, the USACE, and the NYS PSC, simply skipped over the Towns of
Haverstraw and Stony Point during their public mput sessions in 2010, The one meeting in
2012 held m Haverstraw was poorly attended. 1 cannot find where the meeting was
publicized in the Local paper, | only knew because my Dad went into the Haverstraw
Town Hall. There has been no local outreach,

Bilingual Populations

819-15

We have two communities that have a bi-lingual population vet no outreach has been d(mc]_ 819-16

for those communities,

Congresswoman Lowey
Had 1t not been for Congresswoman Lowey’s letter of July 1, 2013 requesting that the
Department of Energy schedule a hearing here in Stony Point, our voices would never have
been heard.

What CHPE tells to the Stake Holder
Rockland County was introduced to the Champlain Hudson Power Express the hard way, the
deal was already done. We have been defending our Town from CHPE for almost three years,
CHPE has come to Stony Point three times and each tume the story changes. On June 6, 2012
Donald Jessome, Vice President CHPE-US A and Board Member of TDI Canada, came with
s team, and stated for the record,

Add ressed by one or the other or All 3-

CHPE’s Marketing Claims DOE- DEIS/, Joint Proposal- Order Approving

No Eminent Domam States clearly Emment Domain will need to be used

Each of the documents state clearly — Production Area

Savings, Savings, not rate payers
NO JOBS- DEIS 1s clearest — 26 jobs, Construction-
Tabs labor would be imported due to specialization of work-

Order Approving- states —applicant’s submission was

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-15: As stated in Section 1.7.1 of the EIS, DOE conducted
seven EIS public scoping meetings in 2010, although none were in
Haverstraw or Stony Point. DOE’s 2010 Scoping Summary Report
is in Appendix D of the EIS. DOE did not conduct separate
scoping meetings after it published an amended Notice of Intent in
April 2012, but it did accept scoping comments. DOE’s 2012
Scoping Summary Report Addendum is in Appendix D of the EIS.
The NYSPSC held six public statement hearings on the Joint
Proposal in April 2012, of which one was held at the Haverstraw
Town Hall. DOE reviewed the public statement hearing transcripts
from the NYSPSC public statement hearings and considered them,
in addition to scoping comments submitted directly to DOE on the
EIS, as potential scoping comments for purposes of the EIS. The
public hearing for the Draft EIS held in Stony Point in November
2013 was attended by over 200 people.

819-16: See response to Comment 109-03.

U.S. Department of Energy

P-546

August 2014



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

“CHPE Draft EIS" Comments / Public Notice NAN-2009-01089-EYA

wholly madequate in this area

Support Local Economies CHPE devalues ALL of the properties it crosses, - 819-17 819-17 See response to Comment 105-06
the taxes collected wll be a Utility formula as1s
standard 1 NYS -will be far less tl hat | —819-18 .
Taxes e lose as CHPE crosses multple properties. 819-18: See response to Comment 105-06.

This project was not mentioned i the * Order
Instituting Proceedmg and Soliciting Indian Point
Contmgency Plans™ — until the correct infrastructure 1s
m place in WESTCHESTER Indian Point carmot be
closed for good, short term outages work but stress the

Will help close Indian Point GRID- CHPE does nothing to address that stress

Submitted on Nov 18, 2013 to Brian Mills, and to be made a part of this testimony:

Ownership
The "NRE Transaction " (200%9),

1 day after all comments are due to the DOE and USACE, CHPE has filed, with the NYS PSC
“Requesting A Declavatory Ruling That The Companies Are Subject A Lightened Regulatory
Regime, And A Declaratory Ruling That A Prior Transfer Of Ownership Did Not Require
Commission Approval Or In The Alternative Approving Such Teansfer ™. {Case 13 -IT) This sale
took place in 2009 The “NRE Transaction™ (2009), has been in all of the financial documents that
CHPE has submitted to the FERC and the NYS PSC. What 15 the importance of this filing, who
will it impact, does it have any fmancial, integnty or lability 1ssues?

(Attached 15 the Ownership documentation submitted to the PSC by CHPE for their application )
Department of Energy web site- Document Library http: /'chpexpresseis org/library. php— Bottom of page (the
Presidential Permit document 15 too big to attach)

For verification purposes — the Champlain Hudson Power Express 15 a wholly owned Canadian Company,

“UHPELD is a joint venture of TIN-USA Holdings Corporation (TUCH), a Delaware Corporation, and National
Kesources Energy, LLC (NRE)L TUHC, the majority shareholder in CHPEL is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Transmission Developers Inc. (TDI) a Canadian Corporation. NRE is a wholly owned subsidiary of National
REsources Group, a limited liability corporation duly organized wnder the state of Connecticut,”

Presidential Permit, bottom of page 2- states
1.4 Foreign Ownership and Affiliations

Neither the applicant not its proposed transmission facilities are owned wholly or in part by any foreign
government or instrumentality thereof.

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power res. Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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819-19: As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and
Has the Department of Energy verified that CHPE’s relationship with Hydro —Quebec will need for the DOE’s aCtlon |S Whether or not to |Ssue a Presldent'al
simply be that of a shipper? That Hydro-Quebec has no other ties to the Blackstone Group [-819-19 permlt for the proposed tl’ansmISSIon Iine CI’OSSIng Of the

that will allow them to influence the transactions on this transmission line, . . . .
U.S./Canada international border. Transactions in the New York
Financing State electricity market are regulated by the NYSPSC and the
Repeatedly CHPE has said that they will not take public money to build this transmission )
line. As reported by Scott Waldman in Capitol News,11-18-13 *Hydro-Quebec is a Canadian NYISO and are OUtSIde the SCOpe Of the EIS-

state-owned utility that has received approval to sell power through the Champlain Hudson
Power Express a 330 mile long transmission line, It recently requested access to State money
to help fund the $2 billion project. The states pot of money to support renewable project’s,
currently comes from a utility bill surcharge on New York residents....”

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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Volume 1 Impact Analysis

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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SUMMARY

Someone said to me have you followed the process. Yes we ha ve, please note these are not the original Public
Hearmg dates, Stony Point nor Haverstraw was on the list. We were behind before we got started.

July 8, 2010 City Hall. Brndgeport, CT 10

July 9, 2010 Federal Building, Manhattan, New York City 25

July 12, 2010 Roval Regeney Hotel, Yonk ers, NY 27

July 13,2010 Holiday Inn, Kingston, NY 28

July 14, 2010 Holiday Inn, Albany, NY 31

July 15,2010 Ramada Inn, Glens Falls, NY 18

July 16, 2010 North Country Chamber of Commerce, Plattsburgh, NY 28

Table S-1 Summary of Potential Impacts Associated with the Proposed CHPE Project page
S-21

(middle of page) Impacts on Resource areas form Construction and Operations, Maintenance
and Emergency Repairs of the Proposed CHPE Project

Comparison Factor/ Lake Champlain Segment Hudson River Segment
Resource Area
Land Use Construction: Temporary, Construction/Q perations:

non-significant merease in
limitations on water-based
uses,

Operations: *Potential for
future limitations on water
based uses or access during
Inspection activities; use
limitations from mamtenance
and emergency repairs would
be shorter-term and more
localized than for construction

Same temporary use and
access imitations or
disruptions and potential future
land use restrictions as Lake
Champlam and Overland
segments.

Comment: 1 believe that this is the first hint that Rockland County and New Yorkers in General will
have limited access to the Hudson River along the trajectory of CHPE. If approved CHPE, a wholly
owned Canadian Corporation can use our property as a high voltage “Hot * electric transmission line
corridor creating a CANAL of transmission lines (1 believe that CSX and CHPE have an agreement to
solicit more transmission lines for this row) to one of the world most lucrative electric markets NEW
YORK CITY.

]- 819-20

In essence reducing our majestic Hudson River to a flowing waste land of leaking fluids from these
transmission lines, making this route the “LOVE CANAL” of the 21" CENTURY!

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-20: The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent, prohibit,
or inhibit access to the Hudson River in Rockland County. As
discussed in Section 5.3.1 of the EIS, short-term, water-based
limitations in the Hudson River would occur in areas directly
adjacent to transmission line installation activities, and would
include temporary localized limitations on boats entering a work
area during periodic inspection and emergency repair (if necessary)
for vessel safety reasons.

U.S. Department of Energy
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Impacts from Operations, Maintenance and Emergency Repairs Po-S-34&5-41

Impacts on land use would result from operation ofthe proposed CHPE Project because future use of the land
within the transmission line ROW would be limited for the lifespan of the transmission line. The Applicant
would be granted either exclusive control of (via fee or easement for private property), or other approprate
mterest or rights to use (via revocable consent or use and occupancy permit for public ROWs such as roadways
or state land or lease for the railroad ROWs) a 20-foot (6 Fwide tra line ROW. Property
owners granting the use of portions of their lands as the transmission line ROW would be prohibited from taking
any action on that land that would damage or mterfere with the Applicant’s mamtenance, mspection, and
emergency repair activities with the ROW. It 1s anticipated that easements negotiated with private landowners
would be bilateral easements i which the Applicant and landowner mutually agree to the easement provisions.
While use of eminent domain would be avorded to the maximum extent practicable, lnmted easements or

leases for the transmission line ROW in areas outside of the roadway and railroad ROWs might need to be
obtained via emment domam as part of the NYSPSC Article VII approval process. However, property owners
would receive just compensation for this loss of use.

Comments: _Within Rockland_ Coun
CSX does not own the land it is offering for the ROW!

¢ the amount of ROW is questionable, sim

15 what CSX proposes to do Legal?

Can CSX offer land for a ROW that they do not own? - 819-21
Frankly this is simply a *Land Grab™ by both CSX and the Blackstone Group, so that they may have
enough land to lease on the row to other transmission lines per the USACE letter dated June 14, 2012,
“how many other transmission line will fit on this row?"

Impacts from Operations , Maintentaince and Emergency Repairs S-34 pp2

Activities impacting transportation and traffic operations along the terrestrial portion of the proposed
CHPE Project route would include those associated with operation, regular inspection, mamtenance, and
possible emergency repairs of the transmission line. Regular inspection of the terrestrial portions of the
transmission line and aboveground infrastructure (1.e., cooling stations and converter station), and routine
preventive maintenance of the aboveground mfrastructure would generally be non-intrusive and not
disrupt (i.e., delay, temporanly cancel, or otherwise change) transportation operations or traffic, If
necessary, emergency repairs of the ransmission line or aboveground infrastructure would be expected to
result in temporary construction-related disturbances (e.g., temporary lane rerouting or closures from the
presence of emergency repair activities) that would impact transportation uses along the proposed CHPE
Project route.

they justify the so called access roads as, needed for inspections and maintenance, then they state there is

Comment: CHPE also down plays their request for access roads, which will become a “LAND GRAB"
819-22
little to no maintenance.

S.8.7 Terrestrial Protected and Sensitive Species

Impacts from Construction S-45 pp2

Transmission line construction in the Overland Segment would directly impact approximately 67 acres
{27 hectares) of wetlands within the construction comridor. The Hudson River Segment of the proposed CHPE
Project would have an 8-mile (13-km) terrestrial segment that would cross three additional wetland areas

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-21: See response to Comment 105-04.

819-22: Access roads would be sited to the extent possible within
existing road and railroad ROWSs, and would be limited to the
minimum space necessary. Where practical and with landowner
and NYSDPS approval, existing private roads, driveways, and farm
lanes would be used. If access roads would be required outside of
the existing road and railroad ROWSs, the Applicant would obtain
authorization (e.g., leases, easements, construction permits,
revocable permits/consent, highway work permits, use and
occupancy agreements/permits, or other agreements) from the
public or private landowners. See response to Comment 803-02
regarding use of eminent domain.
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in Stony Point and Haverstraw totaling 0.8 acres (0.3 hectares). The transmission line would cross a 0.03-
acre (0.01-hectare) wetland in Haverstraw; the other two crossings would be by HDD. No delineated
wetlands are present in the construction corridor of the New York City Metropolitan Area Segment.

Comment: What will happen to the Stony Point Trunkline Sewers within this rajectory
which have not been identified within the DEIS by CHPE.
We have two —

Just north of

- 819-23
MILE MARKER 296.5,

Between MILE MARKERS 297.3 and 297.4

Stony Point is part of Governor Cuomo's Community Reconstruction Zone Program, and this area figures
heavily into storm mitigation. The CHPE transmission line is in direct conflict with Stony Peints
participation in the Governors Community Reconstruction Program.

CHPE has not addressed the new FEMA Flood Zones and how will their proposed trajectory disables

t's ahility to develop a plan for Resiliency when CHPE negates all that we can or could do. - 819-24
CHPE is taking ownership of a 20ft ROW smack in the middle of the Community Reconstruction Zone,
NOW WHAT! -

S 8.10 Cultural Resources Impacts from Construction

S47 whole page
Ground-disturbing activities associated with construction could damage archaeological features and would
disturb the context of artifacts of terrestnal archacological sites, underwater sites, and historic cemeteries. In the
case of terrestrial and underwater archacological sites that are listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP, this could
constitute an adverse effect under 36 CFR 800.5(a)( 1) and, therefore, require mitigation. Because the
transmission line would be underground or underwater and would avoid any standing structures, the adverse
effiects from construction on the NRHP-listed and —eligible architectural properties in the APE would be limited
to exposure to temporary noise, dust, and vibrations and short-term visual effects from the proximity of
construction activities and equipment, The effects would not require mitigation,. HDD would be used to install the
transmission line under Stony Point Battlefield Histonic Park, As specified in the conditions

Comments: 1 cannot under any circumstances condone this leg of the project- within the

Battlefield there are soldiers buried where they fell on the property, THIS 1S DESCREATION of a burial |- 819-25
ground and a National Treasure. It is offensive to me as a Catholic, and to my Native American Heritage!

1 personally hold Governor Cuomo responsible for this desecration. 1 will consider this a personal

challenge to make sure that | communicate the fact that Governor Cuomo has approved and supports a

project that totally dismisses and dishonors our the very soldiers who died for his right to be elected! 1

have to ask myself the question — does NYS need a Governor whe has no respect for our Veterans?

Impacts from Oparations, Maintenance, and Emergency Repairs

2™ pp S-49

Where the proposed CHPE Project route would cross aesthetic resources such as Stony Point Battlefield State
Park and Rockland Lake State Park, the Applicant would use HDD techniques, which would allow mstallation of
the transmission line without disturbing the surface features of the parks. This would eliminate any potential
mmpacts on these aesthetic resources from construction activities. Construction equipment would be visible during
construction at the HDD stagmg area sites.

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-23: The referenced infrastructure is identified in Section
3.3.12 of the EIS, which identifies a storm water drainage pipe at
approximate MP 296.6 and a sewer line at approximate MP 297.3.
Section 5.3.12 of the EIS states that there would be no impacts on
the storm water drainage pipe or the sanitary sewer line because
both would be avoided by using HDD technology. See Appendix
G of the EIS and the response to Comment 102-010 regarding
additional impact minimization measures applicable to utility
infrastructure that would be implemented during construction.

819-24: The Floodplain Statement of Findings appendix in the
Final EIS (Appendix S) reflects the best available FEMA-approved
flood zone data. See the response to Comment 803-04 regarding
the proposed CHPE Project route near developable areas.

819-25: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield
State Historic Site (see EIS Section 5.3.10). The proposed route
would be installed under the railroad ROW using HDD through the
battlefield. No cemeteries or gravesites have been identified along
this portion of the railroad ROW, and the transmission line would
be installed via HDD at such a depth under the battlefield that any
features near the surface would not be disturbed.
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Comment:
for truck storage) and within a r e of the installati There are no roads within the
Battlefield -Park. How does the DOE and USACE foresee managing the issue of CHPE wanting to cut in
aceess roads, which would be HIGHLY DETRIMENTAL an d destructive to the Battlefield-Park. Worse
they will want to keep their access roads for the life of the transmission line, appox 30 vears.

=th

5 PP

Cooling stations would be present along the proposed CHPE Project route within aesthetic resources, such as
Saratoga Spa State Park and Spensient Park. However, the cooling stations would not result insignificant visual
mmpacts or would have impacts on aesthetic resources because the coolng stations would be small and only
minmnally change the character of the existing view shed

First there has to be a staging area (a fairly large installation with fuel, tools, parking

hle di

819-26

Comment: Donald Jessome said and 1 quote *there would be no cooling stations™
How does CHPE propose to go from a submarine cable to a land cable in the Stony Point Battlefield
without a cooling station? The transference of HEAT will be enormous!

SEE BELOW COMENT

S-8.13 Recreation page S-50, pp6
Use of HDD would avoid adverse impacts on recreational users by allowing installation of the transmission line
without disturbing the surface features or uses of park lands. Staging arcas for HDD would be outside of park
boundaries, though equipment could be visible duning construction; however, no permanent impacts on
recreational resources would be anticipated. No cooling stations would be constructed on park lands
or in recreational areas, and access to recreational areas would be maintained during
construction

Comment: Within the Joint Proposal and the Order Granting Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility and Public Need issued- 4-18-13, they state clearly there will be cooling stations placed
within the Battlefield-park. I believe that it will be a physical necessity that a cooling station be built on
Park property as CHPE will be transitioning from submarine cable to land cable- there will be an

enormous transfer of heat. How does the DOE and USACE plan to make sure that enormous

- 819-27

damage is not done to the Battlefield with this installation?

.5.8.14 Public Health and Safety
Comment:
the 5000 plus pages, (and the USACE file on CHPE’s web site) and frankly the entire proposal makes me
ill. 1 do not believe that any Government Agency has really looked at the Health and Welfare of the Stake
Holders. 1 believe Governor Cuomo has allowed the Canadians to New Yorkers as guinea pigs.

pp-1

page 51

This is a difficult topic to address, especially as | have tried to read the majority of

—-819-28

page 55 pp-3
Construction and operation of the proposed CHPE Project would require relatively few specialized
workers and laborers over the lifetime of the project. Project requirements for non-specialized construction
workers and local housing units along the CHPE Project comidor should be adequate to meet labor demands
associated with the project. Tax receipts and revenue associated with construction expenditures would increase
for local municipalities and an annual reduction in wholesale electrical energy market prices would oceur.

S.8.18 Socioeconomics

Just Say Nol to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 8B45-429-3229

819-26: The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield
State Historic Site. No staging areas, including those for the HDD
drilling rig, or access roads would be constructed within Stony
Point Battlefield State Historic Site.

819-27: The NYSPSC Certificate does not state that there would
be a cooling station in Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Site,
but rather indicates that Exhibit 117 of the Joint Proposal includes a
list of cooling equipment at locations along the proposed CHPE
Project route. Exhibit 117 identifies that a cooling station might be
required at MP 296 for the portion of the proposed CHPE Project
route installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point
Battlefield State Park. The cooling station would be located
outside of Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Park. Section
2.4.5 of the EIS states that a cooling station would be installed at
approximate MP 296.

819-28: Comment noted. Sections 5.1.14, 5.2.14, 5.3.14, and
5.4.14 of the EIS address potential impacts of the proposed CHPE
Project on public health and safety.
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Comment: Once again CHPE has managed to misinform the Stake Holders, jobs if any will be
minimal due to the specialization needed for the installation. That means NO JOBS

under any scenario.

If in fact your document is correct, then that makes CHPE’s assertions about Jobs, 819-29 819'29
false, how does the USACE and the DOE reconcile this fact, one of you

(DOE&USACE or CHPE) has to be wrong.

CHPE states ratepayers will receive significant savings, HOW. The Devaluation of 8 19-30 .
our personal properties as CHPE crosses them, fear of a 1,000 MW transmission line - 819-30

will prevent residents from selling their homes, essentially reducing the homeowner’s
net worth and overall wealth by ......... Would you buy a home with a 1,000 MW
transmission line on the property, especially if you had children, Ummmm I don*t
think so.

Would you buy a home in a Town that allowed a foreign nation, for self-serving profit to totally obliterate 819-31
a Revolutionary War Cemetery?

to their transmission line and Stony Point will lose access to the shore line and the last bastion of hope for

The prof 1 CHPE tr: ion line will take over our shore line and then claim National Security due
819-32
economic development within Stony Point.

Stony Point is part of Governor Cuomo’s Community Reconstruction Zone Program- specifically
developed for those communities that Hurricane Irene and Sandy battered. It is an opportunity fora $3
million dollar grant to Build Back Bigger and Better with more Resiliency.

It has enabled Stony Point to work with “AKRF, INC. Environmental, Planning, and Engineering
Consultants™ as part of the program. To develop a flood mitigation plan, and at the same time develop an
economic plan for community growth.

I guess you need to be a New Yorker to see the irony in Stony Point belonging to such a program, what
Governor Cuome gives to Stony Point CHPE will come in and tear it asunder.

Page §-55
Impacts from Construction

Over the approximated 4-year construction period, the proposed CHPE Project would result in an
Estimated average 300 direct construction jobs. Additionally produced indirect and mduced jobs would be
assoctated with supplying matenals and providing other services for construction of the proposed CHPE Project.

Comment: Once again CHPE has managed to misinform the Stake Holders, jobs if any will be minimal due
to the specialization led for the install That means NO JOBS under any scenario. See below they
tell you in section 5. 8.18 Socioeconomics, there are minimal jobs. This entire paragraph is delibera tely
misleading.

819-33

USEN Socioeconomics

Construction and operation of the proposed CHPE Project would reguire relatively few specialized workers and
laborers over the lifetime of the project”

Page 5-56

Non-specialized workers would be hired from the existing construction workforce along each segment of the
proposed CHPE Project corridor. Therefore, 1t 1s unlikely that large numbers of workers would permanently

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

the EIS.

819-31:
the EIS.

819-32:
CHPE Project route near developable areas.

819-33:

See response to Comment 101-02.

See response to Comment 105-06 and Section 5.3.18 of

See response to Comment 121-03 and Section 5.3.10 of

See response to Comment 803-04 regarding the proposed

See response to Comment 101-02.
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migrate to the area to meet the labor demands of the project. The few specialized workers travelling to the area
for construction of the proposed CHPE Project would likely be housed either in local hotels or other short-term
boarding units, Given the low number of specialized workers required for construction, existing housing options
along each segment of the proposed project corndor should be adequate to meet the temporary merease m
demnand.

Comment: NO JOBS< NO JOBS< NO JOBS< NO JOBS< NO JOBS- what
are we missing I think it is clear one of the entities is wrong, CHPE, DOE or the
USACE,

Spending associated with construction (e.g., purchase of buildng matenals, construction workers” wages, and
purchases of goods and services) would temporarily increase tax receipts and revenue for local economies,
Building materials required for the proposed CHPE Project would be purchased as needed from local sources,
Construction activities within roadways could interfere with access to local businesses. However, construction
zones vmuld bL. u:tdbllshod n a given I<mt'|011 ibr 2or Iu.s \WLL ata timt. and a Maintenance and Protection of

819-34 819-34: See response to Comment 101-02.

Easements “()Llld be dc,qulmd by the .*\ppllf.,.mt, \hhm dpproprldu., dl(l‘lb ﬂ'll. propo.t;bd CHPE Project cornidor
and the Applicant would pay for any associated land restoration costs following construction activities in these
areas. Since construction activities would be temporary and property would be retumed to pre-construction
conditions once completed. it i1s unlikely that property values would be mpacted.

Comment: This is EMINENT DOMAIN-, as for the properties being impacted — again 1 ask
would you purcl a home with a 1000 MW transmission line buried under your back yard, drivi
The CHPE transmission line has the ability to erush North Rockland and surrounding communities, as
this is not about | transmission line but several. (USACE Ltr dated 6-14-12) CHPE will be a legislated
maonopoly and Rockland will be forced to allow (EMINENT DOMAIN- really no choice at all) additional . H

transmission line installations creating a * LOVE CAMAL" area within Rockland County. 819_35 See response to Comment 803_04 rega’rdlng the proposed
DEMOLISHING Stony Point and Haverstraw’s access to the Hudson River, CHPE’s exit strategy is } 819-35 CHPE PrOjeCt route near deve|0pab|e areas, and response to

abandonment, with no thought to what the environmental impact will be. . . .
o gretomhe e Comment 105-04 regarding the use of eminent domain.

Page 5-56
Impacts from Operations, Maintenance, and Emergency Repairs
Approximately 26 direct, full-tnme employees would be hired to operate the proposed CHPE Project; of this total,
21 emplayees would be located in the New York City metropolitan area. A neghgible number of ndirect jobs
could also be created for mamtenance inspections and possible emergency repairs that, if needed, would be
conducted by contractors, Considermg the low number of jobs that would be created, the existing workforce
withm the project area would be able to meet the employment and housmg demands of the proposed CHPE
Project. The Applicant would pay fees, as appropriate, to New York State agencies for use of state lands occupied
by the proposed CHPE Project. Some elements of the proposed CHPE Project transmission system facilities
would be taxable as real property. Local municipalities would impose a tax on the es and the Applicant
would pay the tax, Tax receipts are estunated to be 2 percent of the annually assessed municipal property value;
this percentage 1s caleulated per New York State tax regulations and 15 subject to change.

Comments: I challenge CSX's st nt of ROW, it is not big enough for CHPE to be installed on the

ROW. Though the majority of Rockland the ROW is 50t wide, 25ft from the center line of the rail . The _ _ - .
minimum construction guidelines for installation on CSX ROW is 25t from the centerline of the rail. -NO 819-36 819-36: See response to Comment 105-04.
ROW OUT OF PROPERTY_ CSX DOES NOT HAVE the PROPERTY.

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229
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age 5-58

Tappan Zee Hudson River Crossing Project, and possibly the Grande Isle Intertie across Lake Champlam and
the West Point Transmission Project in the Hudson River (though the iming of these projects are unknown).
Multiple activities occurring at the same time and vicinity would have greater nmpacts than just one project. If
construction activities overlap i this area, then the construction-related impacts, such as disturbed substrate,
temporary water quality degradation, sediment redeposition, increased turbidity, increased noise and vibration,
and the potential for spills could be greater than for just one project. However. construction of the proposed
CHPE Project would not affect any one area for long (1.e., no more than 2 weeks), so the short temporal overlap
would limit commulative impacts, Construction activities along terrestnial portions of the proposed CHPE Project
route could result mvegetation cleaning, disturbances to wildlife, localized degradation of wildlife habitat,
possible

Comment: The following installations are ongoing and will converge on the Haverstraw/ Stony 7]
Point  Boarder:

1- SPECTRA AIM Project

2- West Point Power Express

3- Haverstraw Desalization Project

4- (CSX %26 Million dollar expansion

5. CHPE

- 819-37

To an extent each of the above mentioned projects will at any one point in time be dregging, fracking and
performing construction activities within the Hudson River and on land in Stony Peint and Haverstraw.
The cumulative effect of these projects is not addressed with any of the documents. CHPE just ignored all
and when SPECTRA applied to FERC and received approval for their project CHPE was not thought of.
(SPECTRA s a 2 phase project, we are in the second phase)

Per the Picture on the cover page, Please note that both CHPE and the West Point Power Express will lay
on top of 3 if not 4 High Pressure Natural Gas Mains. The newest of them will be SPECTRAAIM’s 42 in
High Pressure Natural Gas Main. -

What is especially disturbing shouldn’t CHPE have known what projects are being installed along the

trajectory. Yet if they didn't, then we really nee d to ask ourselves if th the type of company we want
dragging a “HOT” extension cord behind them. If they knew and deliberately left it out of the application,
that is a whole differ issue, so which is it frankly neither answer is a good one.

A decision needs to be made, depending on how much you are willing to turn a blind eye on CHPE's

ledge of the tr

professionalism, their intelligence, their ki line b and the area in which

they want to install their transmission lines,

Rockland County really needs to know if we can trust CHPE to install a high tension transmission line.
The absence of these High Pressure Natural Gas Mains especially the SPECTRA AIM, 42 ins pipeline,
CHPE should have known about them, , do we really want to see how high a pipe like that go blow?
All of the attachments and referred to documents will be mailed tomorrow on a disk as they were to large to
attached.

Thank You

Susan Filgueras

Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429-3229

819-37: Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative
impacts from other past, current, and foreseeable future activities,
including the West Point Transmission Project, Haverstraw Water
Supply Project, and CSX Track Expansion projects, when
combined with the proposed CHPE Project. A description and
analysis of the Spectra AIM project has been incorporated into
Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS.
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87 Mott Farm

Tomkins Cove, NY 10986 Ph: 845-429-3229
Just Say No! to the Champlain Hudson Power Express, Susan Filgueras, 845-429.3229
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820-01: Comment noted. The analysis of impacts on the
environment from implementing the proposed CHPE Project
provided in the EIS is based upon best available information which
includes, but is not limited to, the documentation submitted as part of
the CHPE Article VII siting proceeding. Other recent, relevant
sources of information used in the analyses included the Tappan Zee
Hudson River Crossing Project EIS, the USACE Environmental
Assessment for Maintenance Dredging of the Hudson River Channel,
NMFS’s Biological Opinion on the effects of the continued operation
of the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3, the U.S.
Department of Interior Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcement study on the Effects of EMFs from
Undersea Power Cables On Elasmobranchs and Other Marine
Species (Normandeau et al. 2011), and numerous other technical
studies.
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820-02: As noted in the EIS, work in the proximity of any single
location along the segment would likely last no more than a few days
to up to 2 weeks. Measures would be implemented to ensure that
construction vessels avoid impacts on vessel traffic along the
construction corridor. Further, construction activities would not
preclude access to or from the federally designated Safety and
Security Zone at Indian Point, and no dredging activities associated
with the proposed CHPE Project are proposed in this location.

820-03: As indicated in the EIS, the Applicant calculated thermal
impacts on water quality from operation of the transmission line
based upon a burial depth of 4 feet (1.2 meters). The source
methodology for this analysis was provided by Worzyk, T. 2009.
Submarine Power Cables: Design, Installation, Environmental
Aspects, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, as cited in Exhibit 24 of the 2012
CHPE Joint Proposal. At a burial depth of 4 feet (1.2 meters), the
predicted increase in temperature at the sediment surface directly
above the cables, with no cable separation, was estimated to be 1.8
°F (1.0 °C), and the temperature change in the water column would
be less than 0.01 °F (0.004 °C). Based upon this analysis, impacts
are expected to be negligible because this very small temperature
change would be quickly dissipated in the water column. Further,
the transmission line would be installed at revised depths prescribed
in the October 2013 USACE New York District Public Notice
(NAN-2009-01089-EYA) for the proposed CHPE Project, which are
greater than the depths assumed in the EIS. Therefore, the heat that
would be emitted into the water column would be less than that
analyzed in the EIS. The burial depth information has been clarified
in Sections S.6.2 and 2.4.10.1 of the Final EIS.
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has no intermediate access points in New York — ie., “on ramps” — it is designed and intended
to inject Canadian power directly into the New (ork City load pocket.”

C. Construction Methodology

The aspects of the Proposed Project requiring underwater cable installation activities
would be undertaken 24-hours per day/7-days per week in mosl areas, with nighttime shutdowns
occurting only in select sensitive recepior areas. The continual construction schedule would thus
result in the operation of heavy machinery and equipment (e.g., generators, water pumps, and
vessel engines) during all hours of the day and night. See Supplement to Dec. 10, 2010
Application & Responses to Additional Information Request for the CHPE Project
(“Supplemental Application™), Appendix (*App.”) A-3, pp. 9-10, 15,7 The primary method for
laying and burial of the underwater HVDC cable would be by jet plowing — a process that can
simultaneously trench, lay and embed the cable with one device. This process is used in areas
where the sediments are sufficiently soft, without significant rocky material. Id, pp. 16-18. For
sections where jet plowing is not possible, “plowing” and “dredging” of the lake and/or river bed
would be necessary. T, p. 19, The decision regarding the type of equipment necessary to lay
and bury the cables underwater would depend on precise field conditions that are unknown at
this time. Id, p. 15.

The application shows that installation of the submarine portions of the HVDC Line
would cumulatively affect as much as 347 acres of USACE jurisdictional waters of the United
States. October Notice, p. 6. Additionally, in areas of hard substrate on lake and river bed, and
in instances where the HVDC Line would cross over existing underwater utility infrastruciure,
the record shows that work crews would lay the cable on the bed underlying the applicable water
hody and cover it with concrete mats, Supplemental Application, p. 21. CHPE only recently
acknowledged the precise locations of these concrete mats and the fact that such matting would
cover approximately 4.45 miles of the II¥VDC Line. Moreover, while the October Notice
specifies that the Proposed Project would permanently affect 10.5 acres of forested and non-
forested wetlands and temporarily affect 67.4 acres of such wetlands, October Notice, pp. 7-8,
the application shows that the impact would be much greater. Indeed, as explained in the

© After the conclusion of the Proposed Project’s State level Article VIT proceeding, the New York Public Service
Commission (“NYPSC™) initiated a new proceeding, the purpose of which is to examine AC upgrades to New
York's Bulk Transmission System that would relieve existing transmission constraints affecting electric mansfers
between New York's “Central East™ and “UPNY-SENY" electrical interfaces. The reliel ol such constraints is
intended to increase the flow of electricity from upstate and western Mew York into the New York City lvad pocket.
NYPSC Case 12-T-0502, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine Alternating Curvent Transmission
Upgrades, “Order Instituting Proceeding” {(issued Wovember 30, 2013). Numerous overland AC alternatives have
since been filed and are under active consideration in that proceeding, See generally, NYPSC Case 13-E-0488, In
the Matter of AC Transmission Upgrades — Comparative Proceeding.  In essence, those newly propoesed AC
projects serve exactly the same function, from a transmission system perspective, as the Proposed Project.

T Although the Supplement is not dated, it appears that it was provided to USACE via a letter from [IDR
Engineering, Inc., dated February 29, 2011. DBased on the information in the Supplement, however, the date
specified on the letter must be incorrect; it should be dated 2012, not 2011, Of note, USACE has not posted any of
CHPE's application documents on its website, or provided an appropriate website link to the application documents.
In its October Notice, USACE provided a link to DOE's website bur that website does por provide any information
related to the application with USACE.

* See Supplemental Application, App. A-3, Table 5-1.4.

ST
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820-04

820-05

I

:I— 820-06

820-04: Subsequent to their initial filings with the USACE and the
October 2013 Public Notice, the Applicant has continued to provide
more detailed information concerning transmission line burial
depths, the equipment and methodologies that would be used as part
of the cable installation process, and the locations and extent of
concrete mats that could be used to cover the transmission line where
full burial is not possible. The environmental analyses contained in
the EIS are based on reasonable understanding of the likely
construction methods to be employed in the installation of the
transmission line.

820-05: Based on refined analysis of concrete mat requirements
provided by the Applicant (see response to Comment 820-04), up to
approximately 3.0 miles (4.8 km) of the transmission line,
representing approximately 1.5 percent of the aquatic portion of the
entire route, may require the use of concrete mats to cover the
portions of transmission line that could not be buried.

820-06: The USACE Public Notice Web site for the proposed CHPE
Project (http://www.nan.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/
RegulatoryPublicNotices/tabid/4166/Article/18814/nan-2009-01089-
eya.aspx) provides information on the CHPE Section 404 Permit
Application.
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annexed Expert Report, the application appears to show that approximately 25.4 acres would be
permanently impacted and 168 acres temporarily impacted in the Hudson, Harlem and Easl
Rivers. See Expert Report, Table 1. The record needs to be clarified for a better understanding
of the extent to which wetlands would be impacted by the Proposed Project. However, given the
discrepancy in impacts to wetlands, the compensatory mitigation identified in the October Notice
appears to be far too minimal and needs to be supplemented.

I The Proposed Route for the HVDC Line Does not Comply with the Rivers
and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899

Section 10 of the RHAA prohibits “the creation of any obstruction not affirmatively
authorized by Congress, to the navigable capacity of any of the waters of the United States.”
33 U.8,C. § 403. Section 10 also provides that it shall be unlawful to (i) “build or commence the
building of . . . structures . . . in any . . . navigable river, or other waler of the United States,” or
(ii) “excavate or fill ., . . the channel of any navigable water of the United states, unless the work
has been recommended by the Chief of Engineers and authorized by the Secretary of War prior
to beginning same.” Jd. Three aspects of the submarine routing of the HVDC Line included in
CHPE’s application are prohibited under in this provision: (a) 9-miles of cable that would run
coincident with federal navigation channels in Lake Champlain and the Harlem River; (b} a 4.45-
mile portion of the cable that would be anchored to the Hudson River sediment by concrete
matting: and (c) all aspects of the transmission cable to be routed under Lake Champlain to the
extent (i) the HVDC Line is to be surfaced laid with no covering at depths of greater than 1507;
and (i1} the burial depth is less than four feet elsewhere in Lake Champlain.”

A, Aspeets of the Proposed Project Route That Coincide with Federal
Navigation Channels Are Prohibited Under REHAA § 10

Attachment 3 of the October 2013 Notice provides a detailed map-set of the underwater
aspects of the CHPE’s proposed cable route. The map-set shows that the proposed cable would
be located directly within Federal navigation channels or their side slopes in the [ollowing areas:
(i) mile markers 98 through 101 — in Lake Champlain near the Town of Dresden; and (ii) mile
markers 324-30 — which correspond to the entire Harlem River. Attachment 2 of the October
2013 Notice provides a proposed cable roule description table, which also indicates that the
aspects of the cable route identified in (i) and (ii) above would be located within Federal
navigation channel or side slopes.

Stacey M. Jensen, USACE Section Chief of the Eastern Permits Section, provided a letter
to CHPE, dated Tuly 5, 2011 (“July 2011 Letter”), in which she explained that construction of
permanent structures, such as a transmission cable, linearly within a federal navigation channel is
prohibited under RITAA § 10:

The Corps of Engineers does not permit permanent structures with the
length of the right of way, including side slopes, of a Federal navigation

” An affiliate of Fntergy’s raised the legality of these aspects of the Proposed Project in the proceedings held before
the NYPSC. The NYPSC specifically deferred to LUSACE. See NYPSC Case 10-T-0139, supra, “Order Granting
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Need,” at p. 72 (*IL is simply premature to guess the cutcome
of USACE’s review.™),

820-0

820-07: Comment noted. As indicated in the 2013 USACE Public
Notice for the proposed CHPE Project and Section 5.2.8 of the EIS,

" the proposed CHPE Project would directly impact a total of 77.7

acres (31 hectares) of wetlands, including temporary impacts on 67.4
acres (27.2 hectares) and permanent impacts on 10.3 acres (4.2
hectares). In reference to Table 1 in the comment, areas designated
as SCFWH might contain a range of habitats, including wetlands,
that support fish and wildlife; however, SCFWH areas are not
synonymous with wetlands. Although the proposed CHPE Project
would transect SCFWH areas (as noted in Section 3.1.4.1 of the
EIS), the Project would not cross or impact any wetlands contained

-820-08 therein. Crossings of wetlands located within SCFWHSs have been

clarified in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIS.

820-08: Installation of the transmission line within federally
managed navigation channels was and continues to be coordinated
with the USACE and is addressed in the USACE Public Notice. A
total of 3.0 miles of the transmission line (representing
approximately 1.5 percent of the entire aquatic portion of the
installation route) would be covered by concrete mats. The extent to
which concrete mats would be used has been clarified in Section
2.4.2 of the Final EIS. The Applicant continues to coordinate with
the USACE on burial of the transmission line.
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Law (“CCL™ § 11-0306(1). The purpose of the Act is to “protect, preserve and, where possible,
restore and enhance the Hudson River estuarine distriet,” id § 11-0306(2). Since enactment of
the Act, five sites have been designated as part of the Hudson River National Estuarine Research
Reserve.  Additionally, included within the Hudson River are numerous areas that have been
[ormally designated as SCFWHs, several ol which would be adversely affected by the HVDC
Line. CHPE’s failure to appropriately consider the Hudson River as a “special aquatic site” in its
permit application is grounds to deny the application. Moreover, as shown below, CHPE has
failed to show why practicable measures are not available to aveid both the wetlands that would
be impacted by the Proposed Project, as well as the Hudson River.

B. CHPE’s Application Fails to Show That The Proposed Project is the
Least Environmentally Harmful Practicable Alternative

1. The Proposed Project Constitutes the Most Environmentally
Harmfid Aliernative

CHPE has selected the most environmentally harmful alternative from among the range
of alternatives. Deeming alternatives that avoid the [Hudson River Estuary as “not practical”
climinates them from further consideration in the alternatives analysis. Thus, according to
CHPE, the only remaining practicable alternative was the submarine route through the Hudson
River Estuary, The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives are therefore not
considered as part of CHPE’s alternatives analysis in making this selection, and a full
environmental cost benefit analysis was not performed as it would be for a water dependent use
project to monetize the value of the aquatic resources affected as both direct use and non-use
benefits (and costs). DBy default, the submarine alternative appears to be the “least
environmentally damaging™ merely because it is the only remaining alternative. However, the
404(b)(1} guidelines stipulate that the project proponent must demonstrate there is no
“practicable alternative . . . which would have less adverse impact on the aguatic ecosystem™ and
“does not have other significant adverse environmenial consequences.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)
(emphasis added).

There is simply no way for CHPE to meet this standard. CHPE'’s application advances
the claim that no other reasonable, non-water dependent alternatives to the Proposed Project
exist, when in fact numerous examples of such altermatives are currently under active
consideration by the NYPSC in the AC Transmission proceeding (NYPSC Case 12-T-0502,
Case 13-I-0488, supra). At the least, CIIPLV’s Section 404(b) application, and the DELS, must
be supplemented to include a meaningful consideration of these alternative means of meeting the
overall DOE goal of relieving congestion in the New York State bulk transmission system.

2. CHPE Has Failed to Make the Requisite Showing that Each of the
Alternatives i Rejected is Impracticable

An alternative is practicable where “it is available and capable of being done after taking
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”
40 C.F.R. § 230,10(2){2). Here, CHPE has essentially acknowledged that each of the overland
alternatives it evaluated is feasible, See “Updated Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative Evaluation,” dated July 3, 2013, attached as Att. I to Application (hereinafter,
11
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820-09: As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and
need for the DOE’s action is whether or not to issue a Presidential
permit to the Applicant for their proposed transmission line crossing
of the U.S./Canada international border, not to identify methods of

}329—99 relieving congestion in the New York State bulk electric power

transmission system. Continued operation or development of other
new in-state power sources or transmission lines is not the subject of
the Presidential permit application and is outside the scope of the
EIS.
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against NEPA’s exacting standards.”’ The CHPE project is of unprecedented scale in New York,
and proposcs to convert more than 80 miles of the Hudson River — a critical natural resource —
inle @ transmission cable right of way approximately 30 feet wide. Whether viewed in the
context of impacts to fish (including ESA-listed sturgeon), and/or their habitat from cable
construction, which will be significant and long-lasting, or the impacts to recreational and
commercial use of the Hudson River caused by a new, 88-milc long “no anchor” zone that will
render 320 acres of river hottom unavailable for anu:h-:irage,22 the CHPE project requires the
utmost in environmental scrutiny, not a rehash of insufficient and outdated studies generated for
a State-level siting proceeding, which is all the DFEIS contains, See Klamath-Siskivou Wildlands
Center v. Bureau of Land Management, 387 F.3d 989, 998 (9th Cir. 2004) (“A non-NEPA
document — let alone one prepared and adopted by a state government — cannot satisfy a federal
agency’s obligations under NEPA.™).

A, The DEIS Fails to Take a Ilard Look at the Proposed Projeet’s
Potential Environmental Impacts

The tidal Hudson River possesses regionally and globally rare communities in one of the
largest freshwater tidal river systems in the northeastern United States. The Hudson River
Estuary contains about 130 species of fish, and supports nearly 100 species of special emphasis,
including federally and state-listed endangered or threatened species of fish, birds, and plants. Tt
provides habitat for spawning and nursery of commercially and ecologically important fish and
shellfish species such as Striped Bass, American Shad, Alewife, Blueback Herring, and Blue
Crab. In addition, it hosts two federally listed endangered fish species, the Atlantic Sturgeon and
Shortnose Sturgeon, and an expanding population of nesting bald eagles.

Within the Hudson River Estuary are several SCFWHs designated under the federal
Coastal Zone Management Act and New York Coastal Management Program, and an additional
five sites constituting the Hudson River National Estuarine Research Reserve.”® The proposed
CHPE Project route within the 88-mile Hudson River Segment will directly intrude upon several
of these SCFWHs, yet the direet and indirect impacts of selecting the submerged route through

' gee Normandeau Associates, Inc., Technical Review of Environmental Impact Asscssments of the Hudson River
Scgment of the Champlain-Hudson Power Express (dated January 15, 2014), Exhibit 1 hereto.

* The DEIS indicates that *[v]essel anchorage would he prohibited in the transmission line ROW,” which is lurther
described as being “approximately 30 feet (% meters) in width in most underwaler areas,” See DEIS, p, §-34, 2-31,
Thus, the gereage amounl is bused upon 4 simple conversion of area to acreage: 88 miles x 5280 feet/mile x 30 feet x
1 acre/43,560 feet’. Additionally, the DEIS (at S-34) recognizes that “local authorities” would be relied upon “te
prevent the possibility of anchor damage™ to the ITVDC Line. It seems entircly inappropriate and unreasonable for
a safety issuc of this dimension to be based upon local enforcement shared between the numerous municipalities
having jurisdiction along the 88-mile Hudson River route,

* In a combined Article 78/declaratory judgment action currently pending in the New York State courts, affiliates of
Entergy have challenged the designation of the four-mile stretch of the Hudson Highlands SCI'WII adjacent to
Indian Point as a Habitat. That challenge, which does not pertain to the entirc Hudson Highlands SCFWH, was
denicd by a trial court judge on November 20, 2013, The appeal of that decision was filed on December 26, 2013,
raising multiple grounds why the Maw York Appellate Division should reverse or vacate the decision of the trial
court, and nothing in this letter or the annexed Expert Report should be deemed a waiver of the position taken in that
proceeding, Importantly, even if the particular portion of the Hudson Highlands SCFWH challenged in that
proceeding should be dedesignated, the points made above in text remain in forcs with respect to the balance of the
Hudson Highlands SCFWH and the other Habitats mentioned,

L5

820-1

820-10: As indicated in Section 3.3.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE
Project would transect SCFWHSs along the Hudson River; however,
the proposed CHPE Project would not impact any wetlands
contained therein. Impacts on wetlands in SCFWHSs have been

O clarified in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIS. Sufficient analysis of

impacts on SCFWHs is otherwise provided in EIS Section 5.3.4 and
other similar sections. The transmission line route that transects five
SCFWHSs was approved by state agencies (including NYSDEC and
NYSDOS) during the NYSPSC Article VII process culminating in
the issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate in April 2013.
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the sanctuary and these SCFWHs is inadequately addressed in the DEIS and CWA § 404(b)
Application. For example, the CHPE Project route intentionally selected an overland route to
avoid the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH, but failed to afford the same protections for other SCFWHs
(Catskill Creek, Esopus Estuary, the Kingston-Poughkeepsie Reach, the [Tudson [lighlands, and
the Lower Hudson River Reach). Because reasonable alternate overland routes along existing
utility and transportation corridors are both available and obvious, prudent management practices
warrant avoiding the uncertaintics of an underwater route to protect all SCFWHs within the
Hudson River Estuary.

The DEIS does not adequately address the cumulative environmental impacts associated
with the Hudson River Segment of the CHPE Project, when combined with other, reasonably
foreseeable construction projects affecling the Lake Champlain and [ludson River environments,
Other projects proposed coincident with the CHPE Project include the West Point Transmission
Project (77.6 miles of underwater buried cable) and the TDI New England Clean Power Link
Project (100 miles in Lake Champlain, apparently on the same route as CHPE), yet the
cumulative impact of these projects when combined with the CHPE have not been adequately
addressed in the DEIS* This can be demonstrated by comparison to another massive
construction project, the Tappan Zee Bridge Construction Project, the impacts of which will
overlap with those of the CHPE, The impacts from the CHPE Project are spatially extensive and
of a similar magnitude of disturbance (185 acres) compared to the spatially and temporally
restricted Tappan Zee Project (246 acres), yet the l'appan Zee project has undergone, and will
undergo, far more detailed cnvironmental study, analysis and mitigation than is offered in the
DEIS, Further, new information arising [rom studies of endangered species and their habitat use
required by the Tappan Zee Project must be considered in the DEIS here to adequately assess the
incremental and cumulative impacts of the CHPE Project, when added to the Tappan Zee Bridge
Project.

There is also a convergence of existing and proposed projects in the Hudson River near ™|

Indian Point that warrant a more thorough cumulative impact analysis than is found in the DEIS,
The Hudson River near Indian Point is an area of a high level of anthropogenic use, including the
existing Spectra gas pipeline and proposed expansion, and the proposed underwater West Point
transmission cable that would exit the river at Con Edison’s Buchanan North Substation, located
adjacent to the Indian Point Energy Center. These existing and proposed uses are all within the
recently (August 2012) expanded lower reach of the Hudson Highlands SCFWH, which
extended the former Hudson Highlands SCFWH from Hudson River miles (HRM) 44-56 by four
miles downstream to Stony Point and by an additional four miles upstream to Denning Point to
now encompass [IRM 40-60.>* The CHPE Project will bisect this newly designated SCFWH for
several river miles.

* As reported on the website established by TDI New England, the company proposes to construct & 1,000 MW
HVDC transmission to Vermont and the New England marketplace by, in part, routing the line under Lake
Champlain,  Sge hipi/necplink com/does/Mew_England Clean Tower Link_Map.pdf.  Upen information and
belief, TDI New England is a sister-company to CHPEs parent, TDI.

# As noted in footnote 23, nothing in (his Tetter or the annexed Expert Report should be deemed a waiver of the
position taken in the court proceeding related to the designation of the four-mile sireleh of the Hudson Highlands
SCFWH adjacent to Indian Point as a Habitat.
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820-11: The West Point Transmission Project is already addressed in
Section 6.1.1.4 of the EIS and in the cumulative impacts analysis in
Section 6.1.2. The New England Clean Power Link Project is now
addressed in Sections 6.1.1.2 and 6.1.2 of the Final EIS. Section
6.1.2 also includes a consideration of the potential for cumulative
impacts in the Hudson River from the USACE Hudson River
maintenance dredging project, the Spectra-AlM Project, the West
Point Net Zero Project, the Tappan Zee Hudson River Crossing
Project, among others.

820-12: Analysis and development of the Draft EIS was based upon
best available information, and EIS Chapter 6 presents an analysis of
the cumulative impacts of the proposed CHPE Project, the Tappan
Zee Bridge Project, and other projects in the vicinity. In addition,
DOE has prepared a BA in consultation with NMFS and USFWS,
and this is included as Appendix Q of the EIS. Among the sources
used in the preparation of the CHPE BA were the BA and the
Biological Opinion issued by NMFS for the Tappan Zee Project.
DOE and the Applicant continued coordination with NMFS and the
USFWS to address potential impacts on protected species.

820-13: The potential impact to the Hudson Highlands SCFWH are
addressed in Section 5.3.4 of the Final EIS.
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The organic fraction of the sediments that will be redistributed by dredging will likely be
transported even further than the inorganic fraction, polentially exacerbating the spread of anoxic
or low oxygen concentration waters that are in violation of numeric and narrative water quality
standards for waters of the Hudson River Estuary. Blasting, HDD activities, and the use of
drilling fluids have the potential to increase turbidity and contaminants in nearby groundwater
wells due to bedrock fracturing and an increase in pore volume. Due to a slow rate of
groundwater exchange, these alterations to groundwater quality are rarely “temporary” as
described in the DEIS and CWA § 404(b) Application. Furthermore, the Spill Prevention,
Controls, and Counlermeasures ("SPCC™) and/or an  Environmental Management and
Construetion Plan ("EM&CP") proposed in the DEIS rely on subjective visual and operational
management, and not on quantitative best management practices like volume or pressure metrics,
and thus are inadeqguale for a project of this magnitude and potential impacts, While the DEIS
provides rudimentary information on the heat dispersion properties of the HVDC cable at depth
and in varying types of sediments, there is insufficient information to determine whether this
thermal input to the Hudson River will have no significant individual or cumulative impact on
the Hudson River Estuary or on the permitted existing permitied uses.

The annexed Expert Report also demonstrates how the DEIS’s evaluation of magnetic
fields and induced electrical fields is incomplete, particularly regarding the potential effects on
two federally-listed endangered [ish species, Atlantic Sturgeon and Shortmose Sturgeon.  These
are both bottom oriented fish species that spawn over the soft substrates, use the near botlom
areas as nursery habitat for their larvae and juveniles, forage for benthic invertcbrates, and in
general spend nearly all of their estuarine life within 3 feet of the Hudson River substrate and
therelore in close proximity to the CHPE transmission cable whether buried or covered by rip
rap mats. Studies of other sturgeon species suggest that these two endangered species may be
sensitive to both magnetic and induced electrical [lelds and avoid contact with these fields.
Recent (2012-2013) Hudson River Biological Monitoring Program trawl catch data from 2012-
2013 demonstrate relatively high abundance of juvenile Atlantic Sturgeon and Shortnose
Sturgeon caught directly on the proposed cable route in the upper portion of the Hudson
Highlands CHPE. As noted in the Report, a concentration of Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon
overwintering in the expanded northern portion of the Hudson Highlands SCFWH was recently
revealed through analysis of fisheries monitoring data from August 29, 2012 through August 29,
2013 and reported to the National Marine Fisheries Service. Displacement of sturgeon from this
habitat was not addressed in the DEIS or CWA § 404(b) Application, and must be adequately
addressed to determine the impacts of the proposed CHPE cable route for these two endangered
species. Furthermore, the evaluation of fish exposure to magnetic fields generated by the AC
cable and to induced electrical fields, although superficially addressed in the DEIS for
electrosensitive species, 18 incomplete hecause it does not eonsider species other than those with
documented electrosensitivity,

B. The DEIS Fails to Take a Hard Look at All Reasonable Alternatives

As previously stated, an EIS must assess, inter alia, “alternatives to the proposed action.”
42 U.B.C. § 4332(2)(C). An agency’s assessment of alternatives “sharply defin[es] the issues
and provid[es] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public.”
40 C. IR, §1502.14.  Agencies must “[rligorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives,” fd., § 1502.14(a). Although apencies have discretion to identify the
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820-14: As noted in the EIS Sections 2.6.3, 5.2.3, and 5.3.3, impacts
on groundwater quality could occur from HDD and drilling fluids
and if blasting of bedrock is required. These impacts would be short-
term in the sense that the potential exposure period would only occur
during construction activities. As explained in Section 5.2.3, there is
a low likelihood of groundwater impacts from drilling fluids due to
the characteristics of the fluid and natural soil filtration processes,
and any groundwater impact would be localized to the area
immediately adjacent to the construction area. Blasting activities
would be performed in strict adherence to all industry standards
applicable to control of blasting and blast vibration limits as
specified in a blasting plan to be developed by the Applicant as part
of its EM&CP. The Applicant is also developing a private well
response plan to address relevant impacts (see Section 5.2.9 of the
EIS).

820-15: As identified in Joint Proposal Appendix F, Best
Management Practices (see EIS Appendix C), a Drilling Fluid
Management and Disposal Plan would be developed as part of the
EM&CP. This plan would establish the procedures to be used during
HDD operations and include, for example, both visual and
guantitative monitoring of the drilling fluid. The Applicant would
also use sheet pile cofferdams at the HDD exit points in waterbodies
to minimize the risk of a drilling fluid release to the aquatic
environment. Such measures are described further in Sections 5.1.9
and 5.1.15 and Appendix G of the EIS.

820-16: See response to Comment 820-03.

820-17: Impacts on sturgeon species that overwinter in the expanded
northern portion of the Hudson Highlands SCFWH is sufficiently
addressed in the BA included as an appendix to the Final EIS. Also
see response to Comment 204-28 regarding how construction
windows for the project were developed to minimize impacts on
overwintering and spawning grounds.

820-18: As addressed in Section 5.3.4 of the Final EIS, the present
state of knowledge about the impacts on fish from magnetic and
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electric fields emitted by underwater transmission lines is variable
and inconclusive. The analysis of impacts of exposure to magnetic
and electric fields on aquatic species was based upon best available
information and covered a range of species on which scientific data
were available, including sunfish, minnows, bass, sturgeon, flounder,
sharks, and eels. This analysis demonstrated that the potential effect
of magnetic fields or induced electric fields on fish or their prey
would not be significant.
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range of “reasonable”™ alternatives, they must “include the alternative of no action” Jd.,
§ 1502,14(c)-(d}. As DOL noted in the DEIS (at p. 8-3}, “[ijn determining whether a proposed
action or a reasonable alternative is in the public interest, DOE considers the potential impacts of
the proposed action and any reasonable alternatives on the environment pursuant to NEPA, the
Proposed Action’s impact on the reliability of the U.S. clectric power supply system, and any
other factors that DOE considers relevant.” The ostensible justificalion for the Proposed Project
is to by-pass existing system congestion problems and inject presumably lower-cost Canadian
power directly into the constrained New York City load pocket. Jd A fundamental flaw in the
DLIS®s altemmatives analysis, however, is its sole focus on alternative means of sourcing
Canadian power to achieve that purpose. As evidenced, apain, by the NYPSC's ongoing AC
Transmission proceeding (NYPSC Case Nos. 12-T-0502 and 13-E-0488), there are numerous
other more local and potentially less environmentally harmful means of relieving those system
constraints and increasing the deliverability of power to the New York City load pocket, yet the
DEIS impermissibly fails to consider them as alternatives to the Proposed Project. It also fails to
consider those projects as part of the “no action™ alternative, i.e., the likelihood that, should the
Proposed Project not be authorized, congestion relief could still be accomplished through the AC
transmission projects.  In other words, the Proposed Project may be unnecessary and redundant
of other projects.

C. The Proposed Project Does Not Serve the Public Interest

“Applications lor Presidential Permits are evaluated based on the polential impacts thal a
proposed project could have on the environment, the operating reliability of the 1.5, electric
power supply, and any other factors relevant to the public interest.” DEIS, at p. S-3. With a
project of this magnitude. the possibility that New York consumers will be forced to subsidize
the Proposed Project’s costs, directly or indirectly, is a matter directly “relevant to the public
interest.” Here, although denominated a “merchant” transmission project (DEIS, at p. 8-3),
i.e.,onc in which the project’s investors assume all financial risk, it is now quite clear that
CHPE's business model will impose at least some of the Proposed Project’s costs on New York
consumers.

On May 30, 2012, CHPE (by and through their affiliate TDI) and Hydro-Quebec
separately submitted their respective responses to Governor Andrew Cuomo's “Energy Highway
Initiative™ (“Energy Highway™) Request for Information (“RFI"')‘26 The first proposal contained
in Hydro-Quebec’s EHI submission is titled “Hydro-Quebec participation in Champlain Hudson
Power Express.” The accompanying text states, inter alia, “[Hydro-Quebec] proposes to become
the ‘anchor tenant’ for the [TDI] project by committing up to a 40-year purchase of 75% of the
transmission rights, effectively paying for the construction of the line.™ I'DI’s companion LIl
subrnission states, “TDI will enter into a 35-40 year Transmission Scrvice Agreement with
[Hydro-Quebec] or other entity for 750 MW ol transmission capucily.‘é“v‘

* A true and correct copy of CHPE’s and ITydro-Quebec’s Energy [Tighway submissions are annexed hereto as
Exhibit 2,

" 1d., Hydro-Quebee EHI submission at 3 of 13 (footmote omitted).
¥ 1d,, TDT EHI submission at 11 of 26,
18

820-19 820-19: See response to Comment 820-08.
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820-20: The transmission line route that transects five SCFWHSs
(and that avoids the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH) was approved by state
agencies as identified in the response to Comment 820-10, and the
EIS analysis on impacts in SCFWHs is considered sufficient.

820-21: The Final EIS included an evaluation of the potential
impacts in the Hudson River that would be associated with the
planned jet plow method for installing the transmission line.
Information related to water quality and sediment transport modeling
efforts and compliance with water quality standards is located in
Section 5.3.3 and information concerning the potential impact to
aquatic species is presented in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the Final
EIS, Section 5 of the BA (EIS Appendix Q), and Section 4 of the
EFH Assessment (EIS Appendix R).
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820-22: Section 2.5 of the Final EIS presents the analysis of
alternatives considered while Sections 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5, and 5.3.8 of
the Final EIS identify that the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the transmission line in the Hudson River would not
have significant environmental impacts on water quality and
SCFWHs.

820-23: Comment noted. See EIS Section 2.5.2 for an explanation
of why the alternative upland transmission line routes were dismissed
from further evaluation.

820-24: A list of measures to minimize potential impacts is
presented in EIS Appendix G. The Applicant continues to coordinate
with agencies, as appropriate, to ensure the proposed CHPE Project
design and associated mitigations are in accordance with regulations
and that the analysis addresses not only individual impacts, but also
cumulative impacts of the Project along the installation route.

As indicated in Section 5.3.8 of the EIS, 0.03 acres of wetlands
would be temporarily impacted by the proposed CHPE Project in the
Hudson River Segment. A Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan has
been prepared by the Applicant and is available for review on the
CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org.

Analysis provided in the Draft EIS on the impacts of the proposed
CHPE Project on endangered species and their habitats was based
upon best available information. Additional details on the impacts of
the proposed CHPE Project on endangered species are included in
the BA. The Applicant continues to coordinate with the NMFS and
the USFWS regarding impacts on endangered and otherwise
protected species and their habitats.

The proposed CHPE Project combined with other reasonably
foreseeable projects, including the Tappan Zee Project, are
sufficiently addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter
6 of the EIS. The West Point Transmission Project is already
addressed in Section 6.1.1.4 of the EIS and in the cumulative impacts
analysis for each resource area in the same section. The New
England Clean Power Link Project is now addressed in Sections
6.1.1.2 and 6.1.2 of the Final EIS.
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820-25: As indicated in the EIS, water quality impacts would be
within regulatory standards as estimated through water quality
modeling processes. See Sections 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5, 5.3.9, and
5.3.12 of the EIS for more information on the analysis and impacts of
the proposed CHPE Project on water quality, aquatic species,
sediment quality, hazardous wastes, and public health in the Hudson
River Segment.
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820-26: The quantities of suspended material generated and its
distribution in the Hudson River Segment is addressed in Section
5.3.9 of the Final EIS. The potential sediment concentrations and
impact on the water column are presented in Section 5.3.3.

820-27: The CHPE Project would involve HDD operations at four
locations along the Hudson and Harlem Rivers where the cable
would transition between land and water. As cited in Section 2.4.3
of the EIS, the drilling process would use bentonite clay as a
lubricant. A monitoring program would be established to determine
whether this drilling fluid is leaking from the borehole, and if so,
whether any response action is needed. Due to the limited area that
could potentially be impacted, and the low likelihood that the
bentonite clay could flow to a nearby drinking water well, the EIS
concludes in Section 5.3.3 that significant impacts on groundwater
quality are not anticipated.

820-28: As stated in Section 2.4.3, “The monitoring program would
consist of visual observations in the surface water at the targeted drill
exit point and monitoring of the drilling fluid volume and pressure
within the borehole. Visual observations of drilling fluid in the
water, or excessive loss of volume or pressure in the borehole would
trigger response actions by the HDD operator, including halting
drilling activities and initiating cleanup of released bentonite.”
Monitoring the borehole pressure and measuring the amount of
bentonite are quantitative measures used to identify when losses are
occurring and are standard industry procedures. Detailed plans and
procedures for monitoring, agency notifications, and remedial actions
would be developed by the Applicant as part of the EM&CP.

820-29: See response to Comment 820-18.

820-30: See response to Comment 820-17.
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820-31: Given the short term nature of the transmission line
installation process, the water quality analysis focused on acute
rather than chronic effects. Impacts to dissolved oxygen levels are
typically assessed using the biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5)
parameter, which assesses the impact on oxygen levels over a 5-day
period. Measurement of total suspended solids (TSS) includes the
organic materials that would contribute to BODS5, and assessing and
controlling TSS levels is an accepted method of managing the
potential impact on dissolved oxygen levels for construction projects.
See EIS Section 5.3.3 for a discussion on the TSS analysis for the
proposed CHPE project.
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820-32: The Applicant’s Water Quality Modeling Report for the
Hudson, Harlem, and East Rivers (CHPEI 201200) provides the
inputs for the DHI MIKE3 model and reports the results by CHPE
Project route mile. According to the Applicant, the model and its
inputs were calibrated and verified and was approved by the USACE,
the USEPA, and an independent panel of experts as part of the
USACE Harbor Navigation Study in 1995. In addition, the
methodology for the water quality modeling was reviewed by the
NYSDEC. This report was provided as Exhibit 85 to the NYSPSC
Acrticle VI application and is available at http://documents.dps.
ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=
10-T-0139.

820-33: As stated in the response to Comment 820-32, studies of
sediment suspension and dispersion during the transmission line
installation process in Lake Champlain, and in the Hudson, Harlem,
and East rivers were completed by the Applicant and provided to
NYSDEC for review during the Article VII process. These analyses
specifically evaluated the release of sediment to the water column
during the transmission line installation process and concluded that
construction activities would comply with the identified guideline of
200 milligrams per liter (mg/L) of TSS. On the basis of this
evaluation, and in turn accepting its parameters and results, the
NYSDPS and NYSPSC issued the Section 401 Water Quality
Certificate and the Article VI Certificate respectively for the
proposed CHPE Project. The NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed
CHPE Project limits the potential for the project to exceed TSS
concentrations by requiring CHPE to conduct test trials to
demonstrate its ability to achieve TSS standards before using the jet
plow or shear plow.

820-34: As cited in the two previous responses, the Mike3 model
was selected and set up for analyzing sedimentation impacts in the
Hudson River on behalf of the USACE and USEPA. The results of
the analyses, which are reported in EIS Section 5.3.3, have been
accepted by NYSDEC and NYSDOS as part of the NYSPSC
Certificate and the Section 401 Water Quality Certificate issued for
the CHPE Project.
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820-35: The particle size and density distribution of the sediments
used in the model were based on actual core samples obtained along
the transmission line route. See Section 5 (Pages 20-21) of the
Water Quality Modeling Report (CHPEI 201200) for these
parameters.

820-36: The transmission line installation would be carried out by a
jet plow, not by dredging as stated in the comment. The water
quality impacts presented in the EIS were based on the use of the jet
plow, which limits the release of sediment to the water column,
relied on site-specific physical and chemical sediment quality data
and were based on an agency-approved water quality model. In
addition, a Section 401 Water Quality Certificate has already been
issued for the proposed CHPE Project.

U.S. Department of Energy
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820-37: See response to Comment 820-25.

820-38: While page 3-111 of the Draft EIS stated that “some of the
sediment samples included contaminants above remedial action
levels”, it is not apparent from the comment where in the EIS it is
acknowledged that cadmium levels in sediment would be above
remedial action levels. With respect to cadmium, the water quality
modeling evaluated the potential release of cadmium into the water
column during cable installation and found that cadmium
concentrations would remain well below the NYS cadmium water
quality standard. The analysis concluded that there would be no
exceedances of New York State water quality standards for arsenic,
cadmium, mercury, benz(a)anthracene, pyrene, 4,4-DDE, copper,
lead, phenanthrene, naphthalene, fluorine, nickel, dioxin,
acenaphthene, or PCBs established for protecting aquatic life from
acute toxicity.

820-39: The EIS conclusions regarding the potential impact of
Project-related turbidity on fish is based on analyses presented in the
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment contained in Appendix R of the
Final EIS. This evaluation was prepared in consultation with NMFS.

820-40: As noted in the Section 5.1.3 of the EIS and other similar
sections, the impacts of suspended sediment deposition would not be
significant because suspended sediment concentrations well below
thresholds (based on accepted suspended sediment modeling) in
average waterbody currents and tides of less than 3 miles (5 km) per
hour would be redeposited immediately upstream or downstream of
the site of sediment disturbance. In Lake Champlain, the model
results show higher deposition values in areas of the lake where the
bathymetry has local depressions. At no point does the depth exceed
3 millimeters (mm). Sediment deposition in the southern part of Lake
Champlain would be substantially lower than the rest of the lake
because the sediment resuspension caused by shear plow installation
would be lower than by water jetting installation. Therefore, such an
additional level of analysis is not warranted. Impacts of
sedimentation on the aquatic community are summarized in EIS
Section S.8.4, and are provided in greater detail in EIS Sections
5.1.3,5.3.3,and 5.4.3.

820-41: See response to Comment 820-03.
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820-42: Based on comments received on the DEIS, additional
analyses of the potential impact of magnetic fields and induced
electric fields on aquatic species including Atlantic and shortnose
sturgeon have been included in Section 5.3.5 of the Final EIS and in
the BA included as Appendix Q. These analyses demonstrate that the
potential effect of magnetic fields or induced electric fields on fish or
their prey would not be significant.

820-43: See response to Comment 820-18.
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820-44: The comment is speculative and the analysis in Section
5.2.3 of the EIS is considered sufficient. Also see response to
Comment 820-14.

820-45: As cited in the Draft EIS, the HDD operations would use a
non-hazardous bentonite clay mixture during the drilling operations,
which would be conducted in accordance with the terms of the
NYSPSC Certificate, the Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
and the USACE Section 10/404 permit.

820-46: See response to Comment 820-28.

820-47: The comment uses the phrase “hazardous materials and
petroleum products such as gasoline, diesel, oils, hydraulic fluids,
and cleaners” out of context. The Draft EIS only used this phrase to
indicate that these materials would be used during normal
transmission line installation activities, such as in the operation and
maintenance of equipment and vehicles. The Draft EIS did not
suggest that these hazardous materials would be released into the
cofferdam during HDD operations. It is anticipated that only drilling
mud and sediment from water-to-land HDD transitions would be
released into the water column. As per industry BMPs, and in
accordance with NYSDEC and USACE guidance, a full cofferdam
enclosure would be constructed around the drill exit point to contain
any release of mud and sediment. In addition, a floating silt curtain
would be employed around the cofferdam to ensure that any releases
of mud or sediment that escape the cofferdam would be contained to
the work area. These BMPs are appropriate for preventing drilling
mud and sediment releases, and would avoid and minimize any
potential impact during HDD operations.
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820-48: EIS Appendix G includes BMPs and mitigation measures
that were incorporated into the EIS analysis and that formed part of
the basis for the finding that no significant environmental impact
would occur during construction or operation of the proposed CHPE
Project. Additional detailed construction and operational BMPs
would be developed prior to construction by the Applicant when
more site-specific information is available, and made available to
regulatory agencies and the public for review and comment as part of
the EM&CP. Also see response to Comment 820-15.
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820-49: Such reasoning is sufficiently provided in the alternatives
analysis from the Applicant’s CWA Section 404 Permit Application.
The analysis is also provided in EIS Appendix B.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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820-50: See response to Comment 820-10.

820-51: See response to Comment 820-10.
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820-52: Potential impacts to the five SCFWHs cited were addressed
in EIS Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5. As noted in these sections, the
potential for impact to each SCFWH would be minor, and the
transmission line installation has been approved by the New York
State agencies with jurisdiction over SCFWH areas. The NYSDOS
and the NYSDEC have approved the CHPE Project installation in the
SCFWHs through the issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate for the
proposed CHPE Project, the Coastal Consistency Determination, and
the issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

820-53: As described in EIS Section 5.2.4, the crossing of Catskill
Creek and its associated SCFWH by the transmission line would be
accomplished by HDD and no impact to the SCFWH would occur.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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820-54: As noted in the comment and in EIS Section 5.3.4, the
potential for impacts to the Esopus Creek SCFWH would be minor,
and the proposed CHPE Project has been approved by the New York
State agencies with jurisdiction over SCFWHSs. The NYSDOS and
the NYSDEC have approved the proposed CHPE Project installation
in the SCFWH areas through the issuance of the NYSPSC
Certificate, the Coastal Consistency Determination, and the issuance
of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

820-55: See response to comment 820-54, which also applies to the
Kingston-Poughkeepsie Deepwater SCFWH.
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820-56: As documented in its BA and in EIS Section 5.3.5, in
consultation with NMFS, DOE has concluded that the proposed
CHPE Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the
shortnose sturgeon or the Atlantic sturgeon. DOE has also concluded
that an overland route avoiding this area of the river is not a
reasonable alternative (See EIS Section 2.5.2).
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820-57: As noted in the comment, the potential for impact to this
SCFWH would be minor, and the transmission line installation has
been approved by the New York State agencies with jurisdiction over
SCFWHSs. The NYSDOS and the NYSDEC have approved the
proposed CHPE Project installation in the SCFWHSs through the
issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate, the Coastal Consistency
Determination, and the issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality
Certification.
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820-58: The Applicant has consulted with the NYSDOS, NYSDEC,
and NMFS, and has agreed to conduct aquatic activities only during
certain time periods to prevent impacts to fish spawning, planktonic
eggs and larvae, juvenile fish, and fish migration. The evaluation
presented in EIS Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 considered the
implementation of these construction windows (identified in Table 2-
2 in the EIS) and other BMPs in reaching the conclusion that
installation of the proposed CHPE project would not result in
significant impacts on the environment.

820-59: See response to Comment 820-58.
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820-60: See response to Comment 820-39.

820-61: See response to Comment 820-39.
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820-62: See response to Comment 205-03.

820-63: Impacts on fisheries in the Hudson River are addressed in
the EIS using best available information. The EFH Assessment,
included as Appendix R to the Final EIS, provides an analysis of
impacts on Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management
Act (MSA)-protected fisheries.

820-64: See response to Comment 204-16. Maps of the SCFWHSs in
relation to the transmission line route have been added to the BA.

820-65: See response to Comment 204-15.
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820-66: The Tappan Zee Bridge Project Endangered and Threatened
Species Mitigation Plan has not yet provided data that are useful to
the proposed CHPE Project analysis in the Final EIS. Also see
response to Comment 820-15.

820-67: DOE, in consultation with NMFS, has determined that the
available data on the presence of Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon,
and their use of the area is sufficient to reach a conclusion that the
proposed CHPE Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect, the shortnose sturgeon or the Atlantic sturgeon. See response
to Comment 820-66 regarding the mitigation plan.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
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820-68: Comment noted. The EIS cumulative effects analysis is
considered to cover the updated information sufficiently for the
proposed West Point Transmission Project. Also see response to
Comment 820-11.

820-69: See response to Comment 820-11.

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014
P-609



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document

820-70: As presented in EIS Section 2.5 and in the LEDPA analysis
included as Appendix B in the EIS, the Applicant considered a
number of factors, including cost, in developing their proposed
project. DOE reviewed and independently analyzed the LEDPA
analysis and other documents to arrive at its determination that
certain overland and overhead options are not reasonable alternatives
to the Applicant’s proposed project. Project development costs were
just one factor among many considered.
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820-71: Until such designations are made by the appropriate
agencies, the EIS analysis cannot assume such considerations. Also
see responses to Comments 820-07 and 820-10.
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