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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/nepa/eis-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. 
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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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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. 
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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 Iona 
Island during installation of the proposed CHPE Project. 
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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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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. 
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819-17:  See response to Comment 105-06. 
 
819-18:  See response to Comment 105-06. 
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819-19:  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 for the proposed transmission line crossing of the 
U.S./Canada international border.  Transactions in the New York 
State electricity market are regulated by the NYSPSC and the 
NYISO and are outside the scope of the EIS. 
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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.   
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819-21:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-22:  Access roads would be sited to the extent possible within 
existing road and railroad ROWs, 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 ROWs, 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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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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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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819-29:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
819-30:  See response to Comment 105-06 and Section 5.3.18 of 
the EIS. 
 
819-31:  See response to Comment 121-03 and Section 5.3.10 of 
the EIS. 
 
819-32:  See response to Comment 803-04 regarding the proposed 
CHPE Project route near developable areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
819-33:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
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819-34:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-35:  See response to Comment 803-04 regarding the proposed 
CHPE Project route near developable areas, and response to 
Comment 105-04 regarding the use of eminent domain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-36:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
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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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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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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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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 
therein.  Crossings of wetlands located within SCFWHs 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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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 
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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820-10: As indicated in Section 3.3.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE 
Project would transect SCFWHs along the Hudson River; however, 
the proposed CHPE Project would not impact any wetlands 
contained therein.  Impacts on wetlands in SCFWHs have been 
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 
SCFWHs 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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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-AIM 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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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 
quantitative 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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820-19:  See response to Comment 820-08. 
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820-20:  The transmission line route that transects five SCFWHs 
(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 BOD5, 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 2012oo) 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 
Article VII 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 VII 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 2012oo) 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.  
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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. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-595 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
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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. 
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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 SCFWHs.  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. 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-599 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-600 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 
SCFWHs.  The NYSDOS and the NYSDEC have approved the 
proposed CHPE Project installation in the SCFWHs 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 SCFWHs 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. 
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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. 
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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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