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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585
August 2017

Dear Sir/Madam:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Brian Mills

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

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

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

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

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

Telephone: (202) 586-8267

Brian.Mills@hq.doe.gov

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

Mr. Brian Costner, Acting Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, GC-54

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

askNEPA @hq.doe.gov

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

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

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



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

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

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




APPENDIX L
COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT




Attachment C.
Response to All Comments on the Draft EIS



Document Metadata:DOE-HQ-2016-0008-DRAFT-0001 0800

0800-1
Thank you for your comment.

Document Details

Docket ID: DOE-HQ-2016-0008 ©

Docket Title: Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Draft
Northern Pass Transmission LineProject; Public Hearings #*©

Document File: ;:J

Docket Phase: Notice

Phase Sequence: 1

Title: Comment on FR Doc # 2016-02111 @

Number of Attachments: 0

Document Type: PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS *®

Document Subtype: Public Comment ©

Comment on Document ID: DOE-HQ-2016-0008-0001 ©

Comment on Document Title: Environmental Impact Statements; Availability, etc.: Draft
Northern Pass Transmission LineProject; Public Hearings ©

Status: Pending Post ®
Received Date: 03/29/2016 *©
Date Posted: @

Posting Restriction: No restrictions @
Submission Type: Web

Number of Submissions: 1 =

Document Optional Details

Status Set Date: 04/07/2016
Current Assignee: Bacon, Cuttie (DOE)
Status Set By: Adams, Andrea (DOE)

(&)
)

Comment Start Date:

Comment Due Date: ®
Legacy ID:
Tracking Number: 1k0-8orv-clmu ©
Submitter Info
Comment: As a citizen that lives in an area where a large scale

0800-1



First Name:
Middle Name:
Last Name:
Mailing Address:
Mailing Address 2:
City:

Country:

State or Province:
Z1P/Postal Code:
Email Address:
Phone Number:
Fax Number:
Organization Name:

Submitter's
Representative:

Government Agency Type:

Government Agency:

Cover Page:

transmission line was recently built, I feel that this is

beneficial for the surrounding areas. The benefits that come
from the transmission line will not only make electricity
cheaper, but also have a greater reach. The Nevada One
transmission Line connected Las Vegas to northern Nevada, and
it has been benefitting the Nevada rate payers tremendously.
There was also an in depth Environmental Impact Statement to
ensure that the project would not harm the environment or
eco-system it would be living in. This is a project involves
multiple countries and states, where The NV One Transmission
line only involved the State of Nevada. That means there is
going to be more red tape and regulations that need to be met.
The State of New Hampshire and the rest of New England would
be able to take advantage of cheap and clean Hydro energy. In
my opinion this would benefit the New Hampshire and the New
England Area *©
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Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Apr 4, 2016
ID: 9195

Date Entered: Apr 4, 2016

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Alternatives, Viewshed/Scenery, Historic/Cultural, NEPA Process
Name: Rebecca Harris

Organization: National Trust for Historic Preservation
Title: Senior Field Officer

Email: rharris@savingplaces.org

Mailing Address: 7 Faneuil Hall Marketplace
Mailing Address: 4th Floor

City: Boston

State: MA

Zip: 02109

Country: US

Comment: Please see attached letter.
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April 4, 2016

Mr. Brian Mills, Senior Planning Advisor

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

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Washington, DC 20585

RE: Northern Pass Transmission Line Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (July 2015) and Supplement (November 2015), DOE/EOS-0463 and
DOE/EIS-0463-S1

Dear Mr. Mills:

The National Trust for Historic Preservation appreciates the opportunity to provide
these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Supplement for the
Northern Pass Transmission Line Project (DEIS) under the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA). As we stated in our November 5, 2013, comment
letter on the EIS Scoping, given the scale and scope of this project—involving at least
thirty-one towns, an estimated 192 miles, and potentially hundreds if not thousands of
historically and culturally significant resources—it is critical that the Department of
Energy (DOE) conduct the NEPA review process in a thoughtful and thorough manner.
The National Trust and other interested parties are deeply concerned about the
potential adverse effects of this project on New Hampshire’s historic and cultural
resources, the lack of completeness and accuracy of the cultural and historic resources
information in the DEIS, and about how the NEPA process has been conducted thus far.

Goals of the National Environmental Policy Act

Congress established the National Environmental Policy Act to ensure that federal
agencies consider the impacts of proposed federal actions on the nation’s
environmental and cultural resources when making decisions. Agencies are directed to
“use all practicable means” to ensure that federal actions “preserve important historic,
cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible,
an environment which supports diversity and a variety of individual choice.”* To satisfy
this obligation in the permitting review for the proposed Northern Pass transmission
line, the DOE must carefully consider the potential impacts of the project on historic

142 U.S.C. §4331(b).

1785 Massachusetts Avenue, NW Washington, DC 20036
P 202.588.6000 F 202.588.6038 E info@nthp.org www.PreservationNation.org



Brian Mills, DOE
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resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register. This requires
the DOE to consider potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on
historic resources in its NEPA review documents.? As described below, the DEIS has
information gaps and flaws in methodology that fail to satisfy the DOE’s obligations
under NEPA.

The DOE’s Purpose and Need Statement Fails to Identify the Need for the Project.

The DEIS states that the “purpose of, and need for, the DOE’s action is to decide
whether or not to grant the requested Presidential permit for the Project at the
international border crossing proposed in the amended Presidential permit
application.”® A purpose and need statement in a NEPA document is intended to
describe what goal the proposed project is attempting to achieve, and an explanation
for why achieving that goal is necessary. Instead of addressing the need for the
Northern Pass project, the DOE’s statement of purpose and need erroneously focuses
on the bureaucratic task of making a decision on an application, without even
addressing whether or not the permit for the project should be issued, and what the
purpose of the project is in the first place. This is inappropriate, and as a result, the DEIS
fails to adequately explore whether there is an actual need for the project.

The DEIS Fails to Consider an Adequate Range of Alternatives.

The DEIS only evaluates alternatives that were presented by the project applicant.*
There is no assessment of alternative methods to supply the proposed amount of
energy (e.g. wind, solar, distributed generation, other transmission line routes, etc.). By
limiting analysis solely to the alternatives proposed by the project applicant, the DOE
has not satisfied its obligations under NEPA. Moreover, this focus on a limited range of
alternatives has limited the DOE’s ability to decide whether this proposed project is
consistent with the public interest, as is required by Executive Order 12038.

Before a Presidential permit may be issued, the action must be found to be consistent
with the public interest. The two criteria used by the DOE to determine if a proposed
project is consistent with the public interest are a consideration of the project’s
environmental impacts and the project’s impact on electric reliability. The NEPA review
process is the method that the DOE uses to consider the project’s environmental

240 C.F.R. § 1508.8.

3 DEIS, page S-4 of the Summary.

“See Table 1, page 2-3, in the Supplement: No Action, Alternatives 2, 3, 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a,
5b, 5c¢, 6a, 6b, and 7.

0808-1

0808-2
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0808-1

Thank you for your comment. Executive Order (EO) 10485, as
amended by EO 12038, "requires that executive permission be
obtained for the construction and maintenance at the borders of
the United States of facilities for the exportation or importation of
electric energy." DOE is authorized to "receive applications for
the construction, operation, maintenance, or connection, at the
borders of the United States, of facilities for the transmission of
electric energy between the United States and a foreign
country[,]" and "[u]pon finding the issuance of the permit to be
consistent with the public interest, and, after obtaining the
favorable recommendations of the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Defense thereon, to issue to the applicant, as
appropriate, a permit for [the] construction, operation,
maintenance, or connection." (EO 10485). DOE's purpose and
need reflects this limited authority. While DOE's authority is
limited to the approval or denial of the amended Presidential
permit application (August 2015) as requested by the Applicant,
DOE's policy is to analyze not only the proposed border crossing,
but also the alignment of new infrastructure required between the
proposed border crossing and connection to the existing U.S.
electricity system as a connected action. In keeping with this
policy, DOE analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the
alignment proposed by the Applicant. In addition, in response to
input from Cooperating Agencies, other agencies, and extensive
public comment, DOE analyzed a range of other alignments and
underground/overhead configurations between the proposed
border crossing and connection with the existing U.S. electricity
system. The EIS analyzes in detail the No Action Alternative and
eleven action alternatives. Additionally, seventeen alternatives,
including two alternative border crossings, were considered but
eliminated from further detailed analysis.

0808-2

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

There are Fundamental Flaws in the Methodology Used to Identify and Evaluate
Historic and Cultural Resources.

In our letter dated November 5, 2013, we urged the DOE to coordinate its review under
NEPA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Guidance for this
coordination has been developed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).> This guidance advises lead
agencies to ensure that they “Develop comprehensive communication plans that meet
agency outreach and consultation requirements to maximize opportunities for public
and consulting party involvement and minimize duplication of effort by agency staff.”
Agencies are also directed to “Use NEPA documents to facilitate Section 106
consultation, and use Section 106 to inform the development and selection of
alternatives in NEPA documents.”

This approach has not been embraced by the DOE in the development of this DEIS. At
this point in the review process, at least three different consulting companies are being
used to prepare materials for review under NEPA, Section 106, and the state’s Site
Evaluation Committee (SEC), resulting in an enormous duplication of effort and a lack of
standardized approaches to identifying historic resources and reviewing potential
impacts. This also creates a huge burden on the public, consulting parties under Section
106, and the participants in the state review process, as they must comb through
multiple data sets, not all of which are available to the public yet, to ensure that places
of concern are identified and analyzed. This is not a process that is designed to ensure
robust public participation, as required by NEPA; in fact it makes participation unduly
burdensome. Similarly, members of the public have been specifically excluded from
participating in the Section 106 process and much of the information produced under
Section 106 has been withheld from the public. This is directly contrary to the public
participation requirements in the NHPA’s regulations, 36 C.F.R. §§ 800.2(d), 800.3(e).

5 NEPA and NHPA: A Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106 (see
http://www.achp.gov/docs/NEPA NHPA Section 106 Handbook Mar2013.pdf).

0808-2
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0808-3

Thank you for your comment. The federal NEPA review, the
federal Section 106 process, and the NH SEC process are
separate, independent processes, each with its own schedule.
DOE is coordinating its compliance with Section 106 and the
applicable NEPA requirements in a manner consistent with 36
C.F.R. Section 800.8 and, to the extent practicable, NEPA and
NHPA: A Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106.
DOE's final EIS contains the appropriate level of information on
cultural and historic resources, informed by DOE's Section 106
process to the extent possible, for the proposed Northern Pass
project. Both the NEPA review and Section 106 process inform
DOE's decision whether or not to issue a Presidential permit for
the proposed Northern Pass project. In implementing these
federal processes, it is the federal agency's responsibility to
balance the sensitivity of certain information, e.g., individual's
personal information or the specific locations of resources that
could be damaged by looting, with providing public access to
information. Additional information has been added to Section
3.1.8 of the EIS regarding the sensitivity of information about
historic and cultural resources. The draft Project Area Forms
("PAF") were developed in response to NPT's 2013 Amended
Application and finalized in accordance with the NH Division of
Historical Resources' Determination of Eligibility committee
review process. DOE supplemented the final PAFs to reflect
NPT's further amendment to their Presidential permit application
(August 2015). The information from all of the PAFs prepared is
incorporated into the EIS, as appropriate, as well as the
Technical Report. Additional information has been added to the
Section 3.1.8.3 of the EIS to clarify the methodology for
identifying historic properties. The methodology used in the
preparation of the draft EIS was correctly described in Section
2.4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Technical Report, which
indicates that additional investigations were recommended to
determine National Register of Historic Places eligibility and that
these investigations will be conducted in accordance with the
Section 106 programmatic agreement developed for the
proposed Northern Pass project. Cultural landscape studies are
being conducted through the Section 106 process in accordance
with guidance from NH DHR regarding how cultural landscape
studies should be identified and documented. For more
information on cultural landscapes see Sections 3.1.8 of the EIS
and 1.4.7 of the Technical Report. These studies will evaluate
the significance, integrity, and National Register eligibility of any
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cultural landscapes that exist within the Pemigewasset River
Valley and the Suncook River Valley. In light of these studies,
NPT will also determine whether additional cultural landscapes
are present in the Great North Woods Project Area or other areas
in the vicinity of the proposed Northern Pass project. NH DHR's
guidance is based on California's General Guidelines for
Identifying and Evaluating Historic Landscapes.
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While we understand that the DOE ultimately declined to use an integrated NEPA and
NHPA review process, the DEIS and associated Cultural Resources Technical Report (July
20, 2015) still refer to and purport to rely on the cultural resources information
prepared for the Section 106 consultation. For example, the DEIS states that, “The
information gathered during the Section 106 process is being used to inform the draft
EIS...”® However, as a consulting party participating in the Section 106 review, we know
that, at the time the materials were prepared for the DEIS, the draft Project Area Forms
(PAFs) prepared for historic resource identification under Section 106 were in the early
stages of revision based on extensive comments from the New Hampshire Division of
Historical Resources and were far from complete. As of today’s date, they are still not
finalized. The draft PAFS are also based on Alternative 2 in the July 2015 DEIS, and not
the new preferred route described as Alternative 7 in the November Supplement.
Additionally, the individual survey forms have not even been initiated yet. Much of the
historic resource information included in the DEIS and the Supplement, and the
conclusions that are drawn, are based on the consultant’s evaluation of the information
in the draft PAFs. Therefore, it is simply impossible for the analysis related to historic

properties included in the DEIS and Supplement to be considered adequate or complete.

Furthermore, the methodology that the DOE used to determine how many historic
resources might be affected by the project is wrong. For example, on page 85 of the
Cultural Resources Technical Report, three historic properties are removed from
consideration because “they have not yet been evaluated for NRHP eligibility.” That
approach is incorrect. Just because a property has not been evaluated for historic
significance does not mean that it is not significant or eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places. It means that the property must be evaluated
under the National Register’s criteria 36 C.F.R. § 800.4(c). Then, if the property is
determined to be National Register-eligible, the potential effects of the project on the
property must be considered in the Section 106 consultation process and the NEPA
review. This same faulty logic is used elsewhere in the DEIS, and it serves to
dramatically underestimate the number of historic properties that would actually be
affected by the project. This systematic attempt to limit the scope of the review of
cultural resources is contrary to the requirements of NEPA and Section 106.

Moreover, the DOE failed to evaluate large, landscape-level resources. There is virtually
no mention of potential rural historic districts, cultural landscapes, historic landscapes,
traditional cultural properties or historic trails or byways. Given the expansive scope of

5 DEIS, page 3-31, Section 3.1.8.

0808-3
Continued

0808-3 cont'd
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the project, the DEIS should have had an equally expansive identification and evaluation
of historic and cultural resources beyond archaeological resources and historic
structures listed on or already determined eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places.

The vistas from historic properties, state and federal scenic byways, waterways, and
recreational hiking trails (many of which are likely eligible for the National Register),
should also have been evaluated. The historic resources throughout this region include
the specific environmental context of rural historic landscapes and the cohesive
character of the natural and built environment that shapes them. These landscape
characteristics are key to understanding and interpreting the centuries of human use of
the land in this region, such as agricultural and recreational development patterns.”
Also, unaltered natural landscapes can hold deep cultural significance to Native
American tribes and other communities. While tribal resources are mentioned in
passing in some places (e.g. page 3-31), there is no substantive discussion of identifying
or evaluating the impacts to places that might be of importance to Native communities
or other cultural groups.® All of these resources, regardless of whether an area has
already been listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register, should
have been explicitly included. It is difficult to believe that a project that would bisect
192 miles of New Hampshire would impact only 75 potential architectural resources in
the direct APE and 264 in the indirect APE for the preferred alternative, and even harder
to believe that the project would have no adverse effects on any historic districts or
significant landscapes (e.g. see Table 13 on page 14 of the Supplement; Tables S-11 and
S-12 on page S-27 of the Summary, Table S-13 on page S-28 of the Summary; page 4-130
of the DEIS). The methodology that has been used to identify historic resources is
clearly flawed.

Secrecy is Undermining the Public Process and Impeding Meaningful Consultation.

One of the factors that has been a source of confusion and frustration for many parties
has been the DOE’s focus on secrecy. Examples of this unnecessary focus on secrecy
include the fact that attendees at the Section 106 consultation meetings in the summer
of 2014 were informed that the content of the meetings was secret and not allowed to
be shared with anyone other than “official” consulting parties. The draft APE document

Id

7See NPS Bulletin 30: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Rural Historic
Landscapes.

8 See NPS Bulletin 38: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural
Properties.
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DOE is committed to conducting a thorough and open review of
Northern Pass's Presidential permit application under Section
106. Participants in the Section 106 process include DOE and
other federal agencies, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), Section 106 consulting parties, and the
public. DOE considers the views of the public to be essential for
informed decision-making by DOE about identification of historic
properties for the proposed undertaking and consideration of the
effects of the proposed undertaking on historic properties.
Comments from the public regarding historic and cultural
resources have been accepted throughout the process, including
in conjunction with NEPA comment periods. In implementing the
NEPA review and Section 106 process, it is the federal agency's
responsibility to balance the sensitivity of certain information,
e.g., individual's personal information or the specific locations of
resources that could be damaged by looting, with providing public
access to information. Additional information has been added to
Section 3.1.8 of the EIS regarding the sensitivity of information
about historic and cultural resources.
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discussed at the meetings included a heading in red letters at the top of every page,
which reiterated:

“...NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE**
FOR SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTY REVIEW ONLY”

This veil of secrecy also persists in the monthly email updates, which, until the
December 30, 2015 message, specifically stated:

“REMINDER: Throughout the Section 106 process, the information shared
with consulting parties regarding historic and cultural resources is not to be
shared with non-consulting parties or made publicly available, including
through public comment submissions (e.g., during the NEPA review).”
(emphasis in original).

While the December 30, 2015 email and subsequent emails used less strident
language, this focus on unnecessary secrecy has not only been intimidating to the
consulting parties, but it fundamentally violates the whole spirit of the Section 106
regulations. There is simply no support for this secretive approach under applicable
federal law. Instead, “The views of the public are essential to informed Federal
decision making in the section 106 process.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(d)(1)-(2) (emphasis
added). It is impossible to solicit public opinions effectively using the secretive
process that has been pursued by DOE to date.

The imposed secrecy related to the Section 106 consultation is mentioned here because
the DOE’s constant secrecy warnings also have the effect of intimidating and inhibiting
public input under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DOE’s explicit
directive is that information “regarding historic and cultural resources” may not be
“made publicly available,” “including through public comment submissions (e.g., during
the NEPA review).” (emphasis in original). In other words, the Section 106 parties are

”u

repeatedly being warned not to discuss issues regarding historic and cultural resources
in their NEPA comments. This warning is simply bizarre given that NEPA regulations
require that impacts to historic properties be taken into account during NEPA review.’
Energy’s approach to integrating NEPA and NHPA is fundamentally flawed.

The Department of Energy’s instruction to consulting parties to refrain from discussing
historic and cultural resources in their NEPA comments is contrary to federal law

9 Council on Environmental Quality and ACHP, NEPA AND NHPA: A MANUAL FOR INTEGRATING NEPA
AND SECTION 106, p.12 (March 2013).

0808-4
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requirements. Interested parties who are not also consulting parties are at a distinct

disadvantage by not having access to the cultural resources information provided to
consulting parties.

Additional Specific Concerns

By evaluating tourism, recreation, land use, scenic resources, visual impacts, and
historic resources as separate sections, the DOE fails to understand the inherent
integration of these elements and how they relate to and impact one another.

The Indirect APE used in the “Description of Direct and Indirect Areas of
Potential Effects for the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) and Its Alternatives
(Alternatives 3 through 6b)” on Table 2, beginning on page 16 of the Cultural
Resources Technical Report, does not accurately reflect what was agreed upon
by the Division of Historical Resources (DHR) and the Department of Energy. In
the letter from DHR to DOE, it specifically states that the Indirect APE can be
wider than the one mile on either side of the center line where the particular
topography would cause the project to be visible for a larger area (see
http://media.northernpasseis.us/media/nhdhr _concur_ape 3-28-13.pdf). The
narrowness used in this Table limits a full assessment of the potential effects.

The list of “Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures”
in Appendix B of the Cultural Resources Technical Report and Appendix H of the
DEIS should be expanded in consultation with Consulting Parties and members
of the public.

The overall format of dividing the identification and assessment of cultural
resources into four sections, and each section into each of the 11 Alternatives, is
cumbersome. The intent may have been to mirror the geographic sections of
the Project Area Forms, but the use of this format means that reviewers must
sort through hundreds of pages and cross-reference information contained in
separate sections, appendixes, the separate Cultural Resources Technical
Report, and the Supplement. Furthermore, having all of the cultural resources
information collected in one section would help the reader to assess the route
as a whole.

Thank you again for the continued opportunity to comment on the draft NEPA
documents. The National Trusts looks forward to continuing to participate as the review
process moves forward and we appreciate your consideration of these comments.

0808-4

0808
0808-4 cont'd
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes 12 alternatives,
14 different resources, and four geographic regions. These
variables present a large number of potential combinations of
discussions in which the information could be presented. The
organization of the EIS follows a traditional structure based on
geography and resource subject areas to facilitate a clear review
process for the public and agency officials. In forming their
decisions, the responsible officials for the DOE and USFS will
consider all impacts, including their inter-relations.

0808-6

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.1.8.2 of the EIS has
been revised with additional information regarding the definition
of the APE. Table 2 in the Cultural Resources Technical Report
has been revised to reflect the agreement between DOE and the
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (DHR).
Additionally, Appendix B in the Technical Report has been
revised to summarize the stipulations of the Section 106
programmatic agreement that address amendments to the area
of potential effects (APE).

0808-7

Thank you for your comment. Appendix H of the EIS includes a
list of Applicant-Proposed Impact Avoidance and Minimization
Measures (APMs) considered in the EIS process. APMs are
submitted by an applicant through the NEPA process. DOE
considers APMs to be part of "the project” for purposes of
determining the environmental impact under NEPA and any
adverse effect under Section 106. APMs do not represent agreed
upon measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects
related to Section 106, but may help inform discussion during the
Section 106 process about resolution of adverse effects.
Additional mitigation measures related to cultural and historic
resources may be developed through the ongoing Section 106
consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Office
and Consulting Parties.

0808-8

Thank you for your comment. The comment regarding the
organization and format about the EIS is noted. Many options
exist to present this large amount of information, each with
benefits and drawbacks. The geographic division was intended to
provide more localized information to residence and interests
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along the Project corridor. Analysis of alternatives is required
under the EIS process and, therefore, is a critical tool in the
eventual selection of an alternative should the Project be
approved.
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Respectfully submitted,

i ®
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Elizabeth S. Merritt Rebecca A. Harris
Deputy General Counsel Senior Field Officer
cc: Jennifer Goodman and Maggie Stier, New Hampshire Preservation Alliance

Charlene Vaughn, Brian Lusher, and Reid Nelson, Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Elizabeth Muzzey and Richard Boisvert, New Hampshire Division of Historical
Resources

Tiffany Benna and Tom Wagner, U.S. Forest Service, White Mountain National
Forest

Martin Honigberg, Public Utilities Commission

Pamela G. Monroe, New Hampshire Site Evaluation Committee
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Good evening. My name is Alex Richie, and | am here on behalf of Cate Street Capital. Cate Street Capital
is the developer of a 75 megawatt biomass facility in Berlin, known as Burgess Biopower. We oversaw its
development, construction and now we manage its operations. We have seen firsthand the positive
impact that a large scale project can have on a region. Having been a part of the North Country and
throughout our efforts at Burgess BioPower for over 8 years now we feel we have an obligation and
responsibility to the region, its livelihood and its success. As a result, Cate Street Capital is an intervenor
in the Northern Pass docket, and | am here to testify that we do support the approval of Northern Pass's
application by the New Hampshire SEC. Given the many measures the developer has taken in order to
minimize the significant adverse impact, we believe that this project and the region can both succeed in
harmony. More so, we are here to support the approval of the Northern Pass Project as we believe it is
critically important to the region's overall energy forecast. AlImost 50 percent of New England's
generation is currently being produced from natural gas, as Mr. Quinlan spoke to earlier this evening.
Additionally, approximately 8,000 megawatts of capacity is scheduled to be retired from now to 2020.
We are in imminent need of significant diversification of New England's overall energy supply, and we
believe that the Northern Pass project is needed to help bridge both of these fronts. Further, Northern
Pass will bring a large and much needed investment to the North Country's tax base. This investment
will help lessen the burden on existing taxpayers and provide new revenues for local and county
services. Having developed the Burgess BioPower project facility, we have seen the meaningful impact
that an anchor tenant, if you will, can have on a community. The property tax agreement that Burgess
BioPower and the city of Berlin was able to negotiate has allowed the city to strategically plan for its
future as a community over the long-term, knowing that this tax base will be available. As part of the
Northern Pass's proposal the project has proposed an upgrade to a portion of the Coos County loop
which Burgess BioPower uses to transmit its power to the grid. This portion of electric infrastructure is
critical to those of us that operate energy generators in the region, and, unfortunately, this transmission
line is currently limited and the ability to transmit power is restricted on many days, sometimes
significantly. Very often, Burgess BioPower and other New Hampshire electric generators face significant
curtailment because of these ongoing issues, which has had and will continue to have a significant
economic impact on anyone affected. We do believe that the proposal put forth by Northern Pass to
upgrade a significant portion of the loop is meaningful and is a much needed near-term solution to this
problem. In closing, let's be honest. There's no perfect project. | saw that firsthand 7 years ago. There is
no pleasing everyone 100 percent of the time, but | have to compliment Eversource and their Northern
Pass team on the painstaking effort they put into the development of this project. They listened, they
engaged with surrounding communities, they explored alternatives. They worked with neighbors to not
only try and find a way to bring this critically important product to New Hampshire, but to do so in a
responsible and collaborative way. So | thank you for your consideration of our comments and |
encourage the Committee's support for the Northern Pass. Thank you.

0814-1

0814-2

0814-3

0814

0814-1

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 1.4 of the
EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of project objectives and
benefits in its permit application. DOE and the cooperating
agencies reviewed this documentation and determined that the
project objectives include addressing three primary needs
concerning New England’s electricity supply: diverse, low-carbon,
non-intermittent electricity.

0814-2

Thank you for your comment. Socioeconomic impacts are
addressed in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS, including impacts on
property taxes, by geographic section.

0814-3

Thank you for your comment. To accommodate the Project,
portions of the existing 115 kV transmission line presently within
the Project corridor would be relocated. As an incidental benefit
of the Project, Northern Pass plans to upgrade the capacity of a
portion of this 115 kV line in the North Country (also known as
the "Coos Loop") by up to 100 MW. While this capacity upgrade
is not necessary for the implementation/operation of the Project,
Northern Pass has determined that upgrading the line would be
an incidental benefit to surrounding regional generators. Under
the No Action Alternative, this upgrade would not specifically
occur.



Northern Pass EIS Website Comment Receipt

Refers to Comment placed on Nov 19, 2015

ID: 8530

Date Entered: Nov 19, 2015

Source: Website

Topics: Purpose and Need, Health and Safety, Quality of Life, Other

Name: Michele Robertson

Organization:

Email: jakay78@aol.com

Mailing Address: 384 Perley Ave

City: Pembroke

State: NH

Zip: 03275

Country: US

Comment: As a registered nurse for over twenty years, | can tell you that the need for reliable
electricity in New Hampshire is higher than ever. With the closure of Vermont Yankee and the
pending closure of Plymouth Pilgrim, our electricity grid and its capacity will not be enough to meet
the demands that our businesses, medical facilities and residencies need each day for electricity. By
supporting Northern Pass’ Forward NH Plan, we’re bringing cleaner electricity to New Hampshire
communities. We're also providing reassurance to our local hospitals, who are some of the larger
facilities in the state that have high demands for electricity, that black outs like the one that happened
in 2003 in New York, won'’t reoccur.

It is no surprise that our state’s hospitals and medical facilities rely heavily on consistent electricity to
perform life-saving procedures and to treat ailments of all kinds. Generators can only go so far. As a
supporter of the Forward NH Plan, | look forward to bringing more electricity to our state while

lowering the rates for not only our most vital facilities, but for our residential neighborhoods.

Michele Robertson, RN

0816-1

0816

0816-1

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 1.4 of the
EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of project objectives and
benefits in its permit application. DOE and the cooperating
agencies reviewed this documentation and determined that the
project objectives include addressing three primary needs
concerning New England’s electricity supply: diverse, low-carbon,
non-intermittent electricity.



My name is Alex Richie and | am here on behalf of Cate Street Capital, Inc.

Cate Street was the developer of a 75 MW biomass facility in Berlin NH known as Burgess BioPower. We
oversaw its development, construction and now manage its operations. We have seen first-hand the positive
impact that a large-scale project can have on a region. Burgess Biopower represented hundreds of jobs
over its two and a half year construction period, and currently employs approximately 30 individuals on-site;
while also representing an additional 250-350 local jobs in the woods associated with the supply of biomass
to the plant.

Having been a part of the North Country through our efforts at Burgess BioPower for more than 8 years, we
feel an obligation and responsibility to the region, its livelihood and its success.

As aresult, Cate Street is an intervenor in the Northern Pass docket, and | am here to testify that we do
support the approval of Northern Pass' application by the NH SEC. Given the many measures that the
developer has committed to in order to minimize significant adverse impacts, we believe that this project and
the region can both succeed in harmony.

Having the first-hand knowledge and experience of developing a project in the North County, Cate Street
understands the importance of bringing economic development to the region. We support the economic
benefits that we believe the Northern Pass will bring to the State of New Hampshire and specifically Coos
County. While there will be direct employment opportunities relating to the construction of NPT, the indirect
impact will be felt throughout the region, through hospitality outfits and restaurants, vendors, and a variety of
other local services.

More so, we are here to support the approval of NPT as we believe it is critically important to the region's
overall energy supply. Almost 50% of New England's generation is currently being produced from natural
gas - additionally approximately 8,000MWs of capacity is slated to be retired by 2020. We are in need of
significant diversification in New England's overall energy supply. The NPT project is needed to help bridge
both of these fronts.

Further, Northern Pass will bring a large, and much needed, investment to the North Country's tax base.
This investment will help lessen the burden on existing taxpayers and provide new revenues for local and
county services. Having developed the Burgess BioPower facility, we have seen the meaningful impact that
an anchor tenant, if you will, can have on a community, The property tax agreement Burgess and the City of
Berlin negotiated has allowed the City to strategically plan for its future, as a community, over the long-term,
knowing that this tax base will be available.

As part of Northern Pass' proposal, the project has proposed an upgrade to a portion of the Coos Loop
which Burgess BioPower uses to transmit its power to the grid. This portion of electric infrastructure is
criical to those of us that operate energy generators in the region, and, unfortunately, this transmission line
is currently limited and the ability to transmit power is restricted on many days. Very often, Burgess and
other NH electric generators face significant curtailment because of these on-going issues; which has had,
and will continue to have a severe economic impact on anyone affected.

We do believe that the proposal put forth by Northern Pass to upgrade a significant portion of the Loop is a
meaningful and a needed near-term solution to this problem.

In closing — let's be honest — there is no perfect project. There is no pleasing everyone 100% of the time.
But | have to compliment Eversource and their NPT team on the painstaking efforts put into the
development of this project. They listened; they engaged with surrounding communities; they explored

0819-1

0819-2

0819-3

0819-4

0819-5

0819

0819-1
Thank you for your comment. The commenter's opinion is noted.

0819-2

Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic consequences
of the Project are analyzed in detail in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS.
The analysis presented in the final EIS was updated to reflect
current market conditions and inputs.

0819-3

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 1.4 of the
EIS, Northern Pass set forth a range of project objectives and
benefits in its permit application. DOE and the cooperating
agencies reviewed this documentation and determined that the
project objectives include addressing three primary needs
concerning New England’s electricity supply: diverse, low-carbon,
non-intermittent electricity.

0819-4

Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.2 of the EIS addresses
the anticipated impacts of the Project on adjacent properties,
property values, and current/future tax assessments/payments.
An exhaustive literature evaluation was undertaken to identify
peer-reviewed studies which specifically assessed the potential
impact of transmissions lines on adjacent real estate values. This
information is presented in the Socioeconomic Technical
Resource Report for the final EIS and in the EIS (Section 4.1.2).
As a result of comments on the methodology and assumptions
provided on the draft EIS, adjustments to the original analysis
have now been updated in the final EIS. As these details are far
too complex to be summarized within this response, the
commenter is referred to both the Socioeconomic Technical
Resource Report for the final EIS, and Section 4.1.2 of the final
EIS.

0819-5

Thank you for your comment. To accommodate the Project,
portions of the existing 115 kV transmission line presently within
the Project corridor would be relocated. As an incidental benefit
of the Project, Northern Pass plans to upgrade the capacity of a
portion of this 115 kV line in the North Country (also known as
the "Coos Loop") by up to 100 MW. While this capacity upgrade
is not necessary for the implementation/operation of the Project,
Northern Pass has determined that upgrading the line would be
an incidental benefit to surrounding regional generators. Under
the No Action Alternative, this upgrade would not specifically
occur.
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alternatives; they worked with neighbors to not only try and find a way to being this critically important
project to New Hampshire, but to do so in a responsible and collaborative way.

So, | thank you for your consideration of our comments and | encourage the Committee’s support for the
Northern Pass application.



William Clewes from Littleton. | started out by saying | wasn't going to speak, but there's so much more
going on than just Northern Pass. If we look at our overall energy situation in the United States, we've
becoming foreign owned. We look at the hydro stations that are on the Connecticut River. They were at
one time a domestic asset. They are now a foreign owned asset. The profit goes offshore. We look at the
windmills that we bought. We paid them a very preferential rate to encourage the industry. The profit
goes offshore. We have a electric utility and gas company in the State of New Hampshire that is a
Canadian company. Liberty Energy. They're owned by Canadians. It’s a good company but the profit
goes offshore. National Grid which is a large utility in the New England area is owned by the Brits in the
UK. The profit goes offshore. Just think how much better our international balance as payments would
be if we could keep some of that money within the country, encourage building something here. Now, |
know if we went down to Fitchburg, Mass., where | think there's a terminal for Northern Pass, someone
built a nuclear plant to take the place of it, I'd have another fight, but we have become a "no" nation.
No, you can't do this and no, you can't do that and no, you can't do something else, and in life we have
choices. They're not all that we're always going to like. Now, I'm not in favor of Northern Pass, but I'm
not adamantly opposed to it either. All of these plants are going off line, Brighton Point which is 5000
megawatts. That's five Northern Passes. And that plant is running, and the power coming out of that
thing is being sold and consumed. When it shuts down, something has got to take its place. Vermont
Yankee and Pilgrim are both of about 600 megawatts, one Northern Pass. Vermont Yankee is down,
Pilgrim is going down in the next couple years. That’s a Northern Pass right there. That energy was put
out into the grid and sold and consumed. So something has got to take its place. There’s another site, |
think Fitzpatrick over in New York. 800 megawatts. Eighty percent of another Northern Pass. And | don't
like the idea of Northern Pass, but right now, | don't see something to take its place. You walk into the
room and you flip the light switch on and you expect the lights to come on. If they don't, call up the
power company and say how come | don't have no lights. You know. To do this thing | hear people
telling me that New Hampshire is a net exporter of power, and that is true some of the time, but let a
large unit such as Seabrook go down, New Hampshire now is a consumer of power and it has to borrow
from the grid. The grid operates like one of these mutual aid fire packs. You've got a fire that's bigger
than you can handle, I'll come and help you. That's what the grid does. |don't like the idea of all these
towers up here in New Hampshire, but | also, if you take a ride over to Vermont, in the Essex Junction
area, head south toward Bristol, there's a gas pipeline going in over there and you'll see a lot of orange
tapes alongside of the road where they have mapped out the route of it. It's not all that good to look at,
and there are some people who own property there who are probably going to have to sacrifice some of
their property that they can't, you know, they can't build a house on it or they can't drill a well there or
whatever, they lose some of the use of their property. It's unfortunate, but sometimes that's necessary
for the larger good. So | would hope that we would start trying to get our arms around the entire
energy situation and keep some of the money within the United States and help with our balance of
payments. That’s what | have to say. Thank you.

0821-1

0821

0821-1

Thank you for your comment. The analysis of electricity system
infrastructure in the EIS and Socioeconomic Technical Report
considers the most up-to-date information about energy supply in
the ISO-NE region, including scheduled retirements (see Section
4.1.2 of the EIS). The project objectives are outlined in Section
1.4 of the EIS, and include addressing three primary needs
concerning New England’s electricity supply: diverse, low-carbon,
non-intermittent electricity.



Testimony before the NH Site Evaluation Committee
In Docket 2015-06 (Northern Pass)

Concord, NH, March 10, 2016
State Rep. Howard Moffett
Merrimack District 9 (Canterbury and Loudon)

First, thank you for the time and attention you are giving to this docket.

Shortly before 4 pm on Monday, | passed through Franconia Notch on my
way to the Colebrook Elementary School. As | went by Profile Lake, I looked up to
my left (as I always do) to the spot where the “0Old Man” used to be. The cloud cover
was low, but not too low: I could clearly make out where that 40-foot rock face once
kept proud watch over the Pemigewassett River Valley.

And it reminded me of something Daniel Webster once said:

"Men hang out their signs indicative of their respective trades; shoe
makers hang out a gigantic shoe; jewelers, a monster watch, and the
dentist hangs out a gold tooth; but up in the Mountains of New Hampshire,
God Almighty has hung out a sign to show that there He makes men.”

We lost the 0ld Man in 2003, but he still serves as the symbol of the Granite State,
and I'd like to think he still watches, though now from high above the cloud cover.

So what would he think of Northern Pass, which now proposes to hang out its
own signs—two chains of steel towers 100 feet high, strung with wires from
Pittsburg to Bethlehem and from Bristol to Deerfield—to show that there, acress 4/ g4 =bave
some of New Hampshire’s most storied landscapes, Northern Pass wants to transmit
high voltage electric power (made somewhere else), for the benefit of consumers in
Massachusetts and Connecticut, and for the profit of Eversource shareholders? |
believe | know what he would think.

Need: The first thing to be said about Northern Pass is that it’s not a
"reliability” project. Itisn't needed to keep the lights on. Rather, it's an “economic”
project, proposed primarily for economic benefit rather than need. So I ask you to
scrutinize carefully the alleged benefits to the public, and weigh them carefully
against the costs—because [ believe if you do that, you will conclude that the
benefits to the public are modest compared with other alternatives, while the costs
to the public would be incalculable, « /g5 ¥le fime iv bupiecd.

Benefits: Mr. Quinlan has told you that Northern Pass hydropower would
displace higher-cost generation in the ISO-NE “bid stack,” resulting in $800 million
in annual savings for New England, and that New Hampshire’s share of those

0822-1

0822

0822-1

Thank you for your comment. As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS,
the purpose of the Project is to build and operate a
participant-funded electric transmission line. Section 4.1.2.2 of
the EIS further states: "Future system reliability and impact
studies would be conducted according to ISO-NE parameters in
order to determine the effect of interconnecting the Project into
the ISO-NE grid. The Project has not been identified as a
reliability project, although the Applicant addressed reliability
issues in their Amended Application (Northern Pass 2013a)." In
deciding whether the issuance of a Presidential permit would be
consistent with the public interest, DOE assesses the
environmental impacts of the proposed project and reasonable
alternatives, the impact of the proposed action on electric
reliability, and any other factors that DOE may also consider
relevant to the public interest. The EIS analyzes potential
environmental impacts to the electricity system in the
socioeconomics section (see Section 4.1.2 of the EIS). The
reliability study, completed in cooperation with ISO-NE, provides
a separate analysis of impacts of the proposed federal action on
the electricity system. Potential impacts to electricity prices
resulting from the Project are described in Section 4.1.2 of the
EIS.



savings would be 10%--or $80 million, based on our 9% share of New England'’s
electric load. He calls this the “market suppression effect.”

What he didn't tell you is that Hydro-Quebec expects to sell Northern Pass
power at “prevailing market rates,” meaning it will charge as much as the market
will bear. So yes, Northern Pass could in theory displace the most expensive 1000
MW of the 20,000 MW needed to serve New England on an average day, but that
doesn’t mean electric rates paid by New Hampshire ratepayers would be cut by 5%.
The effect of Northern Pass on the average ratepayer’s monthly electric bill will be
measured in cents, not dollars—and that’s if you credit Eversource analysts’ guesses
about what the bid stack will look like if and when Northern Pass comes on line
several years from now.

Mr. Quinlan also mentioned a "beneficially priced” Power Purchase
Agreement with Hydro-Quebec for 10% of Northern Pass's power., But Eversource
has been talking about that for several years, and we have yet to see the contrac