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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

On January 25, 2010, Champlain Hudson Power Express, Inc. (CHPEI)1 submitted an application to 
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for a Presidential permit for the Champlain Hudson Power 
Express (CHPE) project (proposed CHPE Project)2.  An application for a Presidential permit is 
evaluated in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 10485, as amended by EO 12038, and the 
regulations codified at 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 205.320 et seq. (2000), “Application for 
Presidential Permit Authorizing the Construction, Connection, Operation, and Maintenance of 
Facilities for Transmission of Electric Energy at International Boundaries.”  The DOE Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, National Electricity Delivery Division (OE-20) is responsible 
for issuing Presidential permits.  The Presidential permit for CHPEI (OE Docket Number PP-362), if 
issued, would authorize CHPEI to construct, operate, maintain, and connect the U.S. portion of the 
proposed CHPE Project. 

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

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

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

                                                      
1 CHPEI is a joint venture of TDI–USA Holdings Corporation (TUHC), a Delaware corporation, and National Resources Energy, 
LLC.  TUHC, the majority shareholder in CHPEI (75 percent), is a subsidiary of Transmission Developers Inc. (TDI), a Canadian 
Corporation.  National Resources Energy is a wholly owned subsidiary of National RE/sources Group, a limited liability 
corporation duly organized under the laws of the State of Connecticut.  TDI’s lead investor is the Blackstone Group, an energy 
investment company. 
2 TDI submitted amendments to the proposed route in its original application on August 5, 2010; July 7, 2011; and February 28, 
2012.   
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Figure P-1.  Proposed CHPE Project Route  



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS 

U.S. Department of Energy  August 2014 
P-3 

This document constitutes the Final EIS Comment Response Document on the Champlain Hudson Power 
Express Project Environmental Impact Statement.  The Draft EIS and all other documents associated with 
the EIS are available on the CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org.   

1.2 History of Public Outreach and Comment Process 

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

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

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

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

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

Newspaper Area of Distribution Publication Date(s) 

Lake Champlain Segment 

The Press Republican Clinton and Essex counties November 5 and 6, 2013 

Lake Champlain Weekly Clinton, Essex, and Franklin counties November 6, 2013 

Overland Segment 

Albany Times Union 
Albany, Rensselaer, Saratoga, and 
Schenectady counties 

November 5 and 6, 2013 

The Chronicle 
Saratoga to North Creek (Washington 
and Warren counties) 

November 7, 2013 

The Daily Gazette 
Albany, Fulton, Montgomery, 
Schenectady, Saratoga, Rensselaer, and 
Schoharie counties 

November 5, 2013 

The Daily Mail Greene County and Catskills Region November 5, 2013 
Register Star Columbia County and Hudson Valley November 5, 2013 

The Saratogian Saratoga County November 5, 2013 
The Post Star Adirondack Region November 5, 2013 

Hudson River Segment 

The Journal News 
Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland 
counties 

November 4, 2013 

Rockland County Times Rockland County November 7, 2013 
Times Herald Record Orange and Ulster counties November 4, 2013 

Rising Media Group Westchester County  November 4, 2013 
Kingston Times Dutchess and Ulster counties November 4, 2013 

New York City Metropolitan Area Segment  

am New York 
Nassau and Suffolk counties, and New 
York City 

November 4, 2013 

New York Post New York City November 4, 2013 
New York Daily News New York City November 4, 2013 
 

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

Meeting Date Location 
Number of 

Attendees/Registered 
Number of 

Commenters 

November 18, 2013 
LaGuardia Courtyard by Marriott, 
Astoria, Queens, NY 

40/26 3 

November 18, 2013 
Stony Point Center, Stony Point, 
NY 

215/197 27 

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

November 20, 2013 
West Side Ballroom, Plattsburgh, 
NY 

41/39 4 
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The hearings provided the public with the opportunity to provide verbal comments in-person at the 
hearings, and their comments were transcribed by a court stenographer.  Transcripts of the public 
hearings are provided in Attachment 3.  In addition, DOE received written comment letters or 
emails from private citizens, government agencies, and nongovernmental organizations.  A copy of 
the comment letters received during the open comment period and written materials submitted for 
the record at the public hearings are also included in Attachment 3.  The transcripts and comment 
letters are also available on the CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org. 

1.3 Cooperating Agencies 

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

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

Comments are divided into separate categories, as follows:  

 Transcripts from the November 2013 Draft EIS public hearings (100 series; 45 comment 
documents)  

 Federal agencies (200 series; 5 comment documents)  

 Federal and state elected officials (300 series; 6 comment documents) 

 State agencies (400 series; 3 comment documents)  

 Local elected officials (500 series; 4 comment documents) 

 Local agencies (600 series; 2 comment documents) 

 Stakeholder groups (700 series; 22 comment documents)  

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

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

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

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

Table P-5 identifies substantive revisions made from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS due to agency and 
public comments. 
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Table P-3.  Draft EIS Commenters 

Commenter 
Number 

Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

Public Hearing Commenters 

101 Thomas Ryan 
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers 
(IBB) – Local Lodge No. 5 

102 Vincent Albanese New York State Laborers (NYSL) 

103 Richard Thomas 
New York Affordable Reliable Electricity 
Alliance (NY AREA) 

104 Douglas Jobson Rockland County Legislature 

105 Thomas Basile Stony Point Town Council 

106 Geoffrey Finn Stony Point Town Supervisor 

107 Annie Wilson 
New York Environmental Law and Justice 
Project 

108 Dean Tamburri 
Laborers’ International Union of North America 
(LIUNA) – Local 17 

109 Susan Filgueras 
Stony Point Action Committee for the 
Environment (SPACE) 

110 Frank Collier SPACE 

111 Stephen Reich LIUNA – Local 754 

112 Wellington Casscles Private Citizen 

113 Rebecca Casscles Private Citizen 

114 Hayley Carlock Scenic Hudson 

115 Laurrie Cozza Private Citizen 

116 Katherine Redmond Private Citizen 

117 Steven Ludwigson IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

118 Brian McPartland 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
(IBEW) – Local Union 503 

119 Mary Ellen Furlong Private Citizen 

120 Breda Beckerle Private Citizen 

121 Timothy Waldron Private Citizen 

122 Robert Knight Private Citizen 

123 Barry Brooks Sons of the American Revolution 

124 Richard Thomas NY AREA 

125 Stephen Beckerle Private Citizen 

126 Jacquelyn Drechsler Sierra Club 

127 Michael Diederich Private Citizen 

128 Alex Guarino Town of Haverstraw 
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Commenter 
Number 

Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

Public Hearing Commenters (continued) 

129 Jim McDonnell Town of Stony Point 

130 Luanne Konopka Town of Stony Point 

131 Anthony Fresina LIUNA – Local Union 190 

132 Carol Tansey Private Citizen 

133 Tom Ellis Citizens’ Environmental Coalition 

134 Paul Capel Hudson River Pilots Association 

135 Sandy Steubing Private Citizen 

136 Jessica Semon Private Citizen 

137 Steven Ludwigson IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

138 Lavar Smith IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

139 Jürgen Wekerle Sierra Club 

140 Susan Lawrence Sierra Club 

141 Phil Wilcox IBEW – Local Union 97 

142 Bill Wellman New York State Council of Trout Unlimited 

143 Jeffery Kellogg 
International Union of Operating Engineers 
(IUOE) – Local No. 158 

144 John Donoghue LIUNA – Local 196 

145 Ben Mainville LIUNA 

Federal Agency Commenters 

201 Andrew Raddant U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI)/USFWS 

202 Judy-Ann Mitchell USEPA 

203 W.A. Muilenburg U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 

204 John Bullard National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

205 Stephen Ryba USACE 

Federal and State Elected Officials 

301 Nita Lowey U.S. Congress – New York’s 17th District 

302 Annie Rabbit New York State Assembly – District 98 

303 David Carlucci New York State Senate – 38th Senate District 

304 William J. Larkin, Jr. New York State Senate – 39th Senate District 

305 James Skoufis New York State Assembly – District 99 

306 Kenneth Zebrowski New York State Assembly – District 96 

State Agency Commenters 

401 Brian Yates 
New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) 

402 Javier Bucobo New York Power Authority (NYPA) 
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Commenter 
Number 

Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

State Agency Commenters (continued) 

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

Locally Elected Officials 

501 Thomas Basile Stony Point Town Council 

502 Edwin Day Rockland County Legislature 

503 Howard T. Phillips, Jr. Town of Haverstraw 

504 Douglas Jobson Rockland County Legislature 

Local Agency Commenters 

601 Wesley O’Brien City of New York 

602 

Kevin Maher  
Six other comment letters only 
transmitting the 2012 Rockland 
County Legislature resolution 
regarding the proposed CHPE 
Project that was attached to the letter 
from this commenter were provided 
by the following private citizens: 
Frank Collyer 
Breda Beckerle (two different times) 
“Jillian and Sean” 
Jennifer Lima 
Stephen Beckerle 

Stony Point Town Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Private Citizens 

Stakeholder Group Commenters 

701 Eric Johansson 
Maritime Association of the Port of New York 
and New Jersey – Tug & Barge Committee 
(MAPNYNJ-TBC) 

702 Stephen Reich LIUNA – Local 754 

703 Thomas Ryan IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

704 Steven Ludwigson IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

705 Joe Mirabile NYSL 

706 Vincent Albanese NYSL 

707 Paul Steidler NY AREA 

708 Arthur Kremer NY AREA 

709 Steven Ludwigson IBB – Local Lodge No. 5 

710 Albany Laborers’ Union Albany Laborers’ Union 

711 Tom Ellis Citizens’ Environmental Coalition 

712 Jürgen Wekerle Sierra Club 



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS 

U.S. Department of Energy  August 2014 
P-11 

Commenter 
Number 

Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

Stakeholder Group Commenters (continued) 

713 Timothy R. Muller IUOE – Local 825 

714 Garry Douglas Plattsburgh North Chamber of Commerce 

715 Brian Buel IBEW 

716 Eric Johansson MAPNYNJ-TBC 

717 Edward Kelly MAPNYNJ 

718 Tim Waldron Ba-Mar Community 

719 James Slevin Utility Workers Union 

720 Mike Winslow Lake Champlain Committee 

721 Haley Carlock and Phillip Musegaas Scenic Hudson 

722 John Harms American Waterways Operators 

Other Groups and Members of the Public 

801 Roger Jennings R. Jennings Manufacturing 

802 Kathi Ellick Private Citizen 

803 Susan Filgueras SPACE 

804 Rebecca Casscles Private Citizen 

805 Stephen Beckerle Private Citizen 

806 Sandy Steubing Private Citizen 

807 Jim Fitzgerald Private Citizen 

808 Carolyn Stuetzle Private Citizen 

809 

Diane Reichert  
A similar form letter was provided 
by 14 other commenters:  
Jeanette Strassburg 
Carolyn Stuetzle 
Paul Tirc 
Felipa Watts 
Lilly Ann Wilson 
Celia Velez  
Joe Velez 
Jean Bellon 
Ann Sheridan 
Marguerite Rogers 
Elsie Nissen 
Anna Crispino 
Joyce Robinson 
Thomas Robinson 

Private Citizens 
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Commenter 
Number 

Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

Other Groups and Members of the Public (continued) 

810 Wellington and Rebecca Casscles Private Citizens 

811 Nicolas Graver Private Citizen 

812 Jason Wisneski Dann Marine Towing 

813 Bryan LaVigne Private Citizen 

814 Todd Jones Private Citizen 

815 Sylvain Clermont HydroQuebec 

816 Wellington Casscles Private Citizen 

817 Lael J. Paulson American Sugar Refining 

818 Laurrie Cozza Private Citizen 

819 Susan Filgueras Private Citizen 

820 William Hurst Entergy  
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Table P-4.  Summary of Agency and Public Comments on the Draft EIS 

Subject Area Comment Summary 

NEPA Process 

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

Proposed 
Project 

Burial Depths.  Burial depth of the proposed CHPE Project should be revised to match 
those identified in the USACE Public Notice. 
Additional Information.  Comments requested additional information and analysis of 
impacts from blasting, use of concrete mats, backfilling, construction schedule timing, 
and construction vessel speed and draft in aquatic portions of the proposed CHPE 
Project route. 
Project Route Alternatives.  Many comments, especially from those in Stony Point, 
New York, questioned why the proposed CHPE Project route was removed from the 
Hudson River and moved onto land in the Hudson River Segment, and suggested 
moving the terrestrial portion of the proposed CHPE Project route in this segment back 
into the Hudson River.  Some comments stated that the impacts of the terrestrial route 
in the Hudson River Segment were not analyzed in the EIS.  Other comments stated 
that the proposed CHPE Project route changed and these portions of the route were not 
analyzed in the EIS. 
Other Alternatives.  Several comments stated that instead of the proposed CHPE 
Project, energy conservation and efficiency measures should be implemented and the 
power should be produced locally in New York State through renewable energy 
projects, distributed generation, existing power plants in upstate New York or in the 
Hudson Valley Region, or by constructing new power plants in New York State.  
Another comment suggested an alternative to keep the proposed CHPE Project outside 
of the Federal navigation channel in the Hudson River. 
Elimination of Alternatives.  One comment stated that previously proposed 
alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project were eliminated due primarily to cost as 
compared to other merit-based factors. 
Discrepancy with Previous Information Provided by the Applicant.  Several 
comments noted that information presented in the EIS was different from information 
previously provided by the Applicant. 
General Opposition/Adverse Effects.  Many comments were generally opposed to the 
proposed CHPE Project.  Many of these comments expressed specific opposition to the 
terrestrial portion of the proposed CHPE Project in the Hudson River Segment, and 
thought it would have adverse environmental effects.  Other comments in opposition to 
the proposed CHPE Project stated that it would not be beneficial to the New York 
State energy grid/infrastructure or consumers. 
General Support/Beneficial Effects.  Some comments expressed support for the 
proposed CHPE Project, primarily due to jobs created in New York State during 
construction and operation of the transmission line. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

Land Use 

Encroachment Outside of Right-of-Way.  Comments expressed concern that portions 
of the proposed CHPE Project route would be outside of the existing road and railroad  
ROWs in deviation areas, which would require the taking of private property, 
including residential and commercial properties, through eminent domain.  Some 
comments also expressed concern that the presence of the transmission line could limit 
use of some private property. 
Forever Wild Clause.  One comment stated that the proposed CHPE Project would 
violate the “Forever Wild” clause by crossing through Adirondack Park and other New 
York State parks. 

Transportation 
and Traffic  

Navigation.  Several comments expressed concern that the proposed transmission line 
would be installed within the Federal navigation channel in various locations, which 
could prevent some vessels from deploying anchors due to risk of anchor damage, or 
could result in anchor snags on the transmission cables or concrete mats used to cover 
portions of the transmission line that cannot be installed underground. 
Anchorage Prohibitions.  Comments noted that vessel anchorage prohibitions over the 
aquatic transmission line ROW should not be part of the proposed CHPE Project and 
should be removed from the EIS. 
Effect on Dredging.  Comment expressed concern that the presence of the 
transmission line would prevent dredging of the Federal navigation channel or other 
locations along the Hudson River, such as a new port or industrial facility. 

Water 
Resources and 
Quality 

Water Resources.  One comment noted that after 2.5 years of study, it found the 
proposed CHPE Project would have minimal impact on lakes, rivers, and waters. 
Water Quality.  One comment expressed concern that installation of the proposed 
transmission line would resuspend polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the Hudson 
River. 

Aquatic and 
Terrestrial 
Habitats and 
Species 

Aquatic Resources.  One comment stated that beneficial effects on aquatic resources 
would result by avoiding Haverstraw Bay.  Additional impacts would be avoided by 
complying with construction windows and exclusion zones. 
Concrete Mats.  A few comments requested discussion of potential impacts from 
concrete mats on Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats (SCFWHs) and 
invasive species. 

Aquatic and 
Terrestrial 
Protected and 
Sensitive 
Species 

Species Proposed for Listing.  One comment stated that it would be beneficial to add 
species proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act (e.g., northern long-
eared bat) in the EIS. 

Wetlands 
Wetlands.  Comments expressed concerns for wetlands along the proposed CHPE 
Project route, particularly in the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment, and 
stated that impacts on wetlands were not sufficiently analyzed. 

Geology and 
Soils 

Seismicity.  Comments questioned the impacts of a potential seismic event on the 
proposed CHPE Project, and noted that the transmission line would cross the Ramapo 
Fault. 

Cultural 
Resources 

Cultural Resources.  Several comments were concerned that the proposed CHPE 
Project route would cross and disrupt the Waldron Cemetery and Stony Point 
Battlefield Historic Park. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

Visual 
Resources 

Visual Impacts.  Comments expressed concern about adverse visual impacts from the 
proposed CHPE Project, particularly in Stony Point, New York, and New York State 
parks, during construction and operation of aboveground facilities. 

Infrastructure  
Utility Pipelines.  Comments expressed concern that installation of the proposed 
transmission line could damage existing wastewater or natural gas pipelines. 

Recreation 
Recreation Impacts.  Comments expressed concern about adverse impacts on New 
York State parks from the proposed CHPE Project, and possibly recreational uses of 
waterways during CHPE Project installation activities. 

Public Health 
and Safety 

Security.  Comments questioned the adverse security impacts from an increased risk of 
terrorism associated due to the presence of the proposed CHPE Project. 
Public Safety.  Comments expressed concern about the proposed CHPE Project being 
adjacent to railroads that transport hazardous materials, and where trains could derail 
and affect the transmission line. 
Magnetic Fields.  A few comments questioned the impacts of magnetic fields resulting 
from the proposed transmission line. 

Hazardous 
Materials and 
Wastes 

Hazardous Wastes.  One comment expressed concern about the proposed CHPE 
Project’s proximity to the Kay-Fries National Priorities List Superfund site and 
brownfields and other industrial sites in Stony Point and Haverstraw. 
Contaminated Soil.  Comments expressed concern that installation of the proposed 
transmission line would encounter contaminated soil within terrestrial portions of the 
route. 

Air Quality 

Air Quality.  One comment stated the proposed CHPE Project would use clean, 
hydropower that would reduce air emissions; however, another comment stated that air 
quality impacts are unknown because impacts in Canada and the impacts of 
hydropower on climate change were not analyzed. 
Calculations.  One comment noted a possible error in calculation of emissions factors 
for proposed vessels and equipment. 

Socioeconomics 

Employment.  Some comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project would result in 
additional local employment and other economic benefits in New York State, while 
other commenters expressed concerns that the project would outsource jobs from New 
York State to a foreign county, lead to the reduction of in-state employment (including 
some due to closing of existing power plants), and increase the U.S. dependence on 
foreign energy.  Comments stated there would be no long-term socioeconomic benefit 
from the proposed CHPE Project because minimal permanent jobs would be created. 
Property Value.  Comments expressed concern that the proposed CHPE Project would 
decrease property values, including residential and commercial properties, and reduce 
revenue from taxes to local jurisdictions. 
Utility Savings.  Comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project would not benefit 
rate payers and consumers, but would increase utility costs to consumers. 

Mitigation/Best 
Management 
Practices 

Aquatic Best Management Practices (BMPs).  One comment noted that pre- and post-
installation monitoring would ensure aquatic resource protection.  Another comment 
suggested use of mid-line buoys in instances where anchors are deployed by 
construction vessels to prevent anchor sweeps. 
Environmental Protection.  One comment noted that the environmental protections 
included in the proposed CHPE Project appear to be sufficient and comprehensive. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Additional Cumulative Projects.  Comments suggested that the proposed CHPE 
Project would inhibit future economic development projects such as redevelopment of 
the Stony Point waterfront.  Comments requested analysis of additional cumulative 
projects, including the redevelopment of the Stony Point, New York, waterfront, 
Spectra-Algonquin Incremental Market Natural Gas Pipeline project, New England 
Clean Power Link, and the U.S. Military Academy West Point Net Zero Initiative. 
Other.  One comment suggested that the proposed CHPE Project would be the 
precursor to other linear transmission projects using the same ROWs, which would 
result in the expansion of the ROW. 

Other Issues 

New York State Energy Grid.  Comments stated that the proposed CHPE Project 
would not be in the National Interest and would be detrimental to the existing energy 
grid in New York State because existing power plants and renewable energy projects 
would not be able to connect to the transmission line, and it would not strengthen the 
New York State transmission system.  Existing energy capacity is not being effectively 
used, and addition of the proposed CHPE Project would not improve this situation.  
Instead of implementing the proposed CHPE Project, existing energy infrastructure 
should be upgraded and other projects developed.  Comments expressed concern that 
the proposed CHPE Project would prevent proposed energy projects in New York 
State, such as renewable/green energy projects, projects at the Bowline and Lovett 
power plant sites, and the New York City Solar Roofs program. 
Energy Policy.  Comments stated the proposed CHPE Project should be analyzed 
within the context of state and regional energy policies, including the New York State 
Energy Highway Blueprint. 
Impacts in Canada.  Comments stated that impacts in Canada should be addressed in 
the EIS, and without this analysis the EIS does not address potential impacts of the 
entire proposed CHPE Project. 
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Table P-5.  Summary of Substantive Revisions to the Draft EIS 

EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS 

Volume I: Impact Analysis 
Front Matter  Updated cover sheet and table of contents. 

Summary 
 Updated the Summary to be consistent with the Final EIS, including 

updated information on the proposed CHPE Project, figures, and 
summary of impacts, including Table S-1. 

1. Purpose of and Need 
for the Proposed Action 

 Added 2013 Draft EIS public hearing locations to Figure 1-1.   
 Clarified the anticipated allocation of transmission capacity of the 

proposed CHPE Project between hydropower and other sources.   
 Updated information on public participation and public involvement, 

primarily to include a description of the Draft EIS public review period 
and summarize comments received on the Draft EIS.   

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

 Updated information regarding the Canadian environmental review 
process. 

 Added new appendices. 

2. Proposed Action and 
Alternatives 

 Made minor changes to legends in Figures 2-1 through 2-4.   
 Clarified one of the conditions in the New York State Department of 

State (NYSDOS) conditional concurrence of the consistency 
certification for the New York State Coastal Management Program 
based on subsequently received information.   

 Updated minimum transmission line burial depth information.   
 Added description of blasting in the Harlem River.   
 Clarified that installation of the proposed transmission line would occur 

via HDD under the East River.   
 Added distance of concrete mats in each segment.   
 Added description of transition, or splice, vaults.   
 Added information regarding temperatures at which the proposed 

transmission line is designed to operate.   
 Provided explanation of how and why underwater construction work 

schedule windows were developed. 
 Updated some mileposts in Table 2-2. 
 Provided description of vessel anchorage during installation activities. 
 Clarified trench dimensions. 
 Added information regarding typical drafts of installation barges. 
 Added description of decommissioning of the proposed CHPE Project. 
 Provided reasons why alternatives were eliminated from further 

consideration in the EIS. 
 Similar revisions identified in Summary were also made in Section 2.6. 

3. Affected Environment 

Land Use  Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would comply with all local 
zoning ordinances in Section 3.1.1. 
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS 

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 
Transportation and 
Traffic 

 No substantive changes were made to the Transportation and Traffic 
resource area (Sections 3.1.2, 3.2.2, 3.3.2, and 3.4.2). 

Water Resources 
 Updated the acreage of Zone A floodplains the proposed CHPE Project 

would cross in the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment in 
Section 3.3.3. 

Aquatic Habitats and 
Species 

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

 Added scup to Table 3.3.4-1. 
 Added Haverstraw Bay SCFWH to list of SCFWHs that would be within 

1 mile of the proposed CHPE Project in the Hudson River Segment in 
Section 3.3.4. 

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

Aquatic Protected and 
Sensitive Species 

 Clarified that the proposed transmission line would be installed under 
the East River via HDD in Section 3.4.5. 

Terrestrial Habitats 
and Species 

 No changes were made to the Terrestrial Habitats and Species resource 
area (Sections 3.1.6, 3.2.6, 3.3.6, and 3.4.6). 

Terrestrial Protected 
and Sensitive Species 

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

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

 Added red knot and associated background information to Section 3.4.7. 

Wetlands 
 Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would not cross wetlands in 

the Esopus Estuary SCFWH in the Hudson River Segment in Section 
3.3.8. 

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

Cultural Resources 

 Updated the milestone by which sites would be reexamined or formally 
surveyed by the Applicant in Sections 3.1.10, 3.2.10, 3.3.10, and 3.4.10. 

 Updated the milestone by which sites would be determined eligible for 
listing in the NRHP in Section 3.4.10. 

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

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

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

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

Public Health and 
Safety 

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

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 
Hazardous Materials 
and Wastes 

 No changes were made to the Hazardous Materials and Wastes resource 
area (Sections 3.1.15, 3.2.15, 3.3.15, and 3.4.15). 

Air Quality  No changes were made to the Air Quality resource area (Sections 3.1.16, 
3.2.16, 3.3.16, and 3.4.16). 

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

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

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

3.5 Incomplete or 
Unavailable 
Information 

 Deleted specific locations of concrete mats from the list of incomplete 
information sources and data gaps. 

4. Environmental 
Consequences of the No 
Action Alternative 

 No changes were made to this section. 

5. Environmental Consequences of the Proposed CHPE Project 

Land Use 

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

 Clarified that the Applicant would not have exclusive control of the 
transmission line ROW, certain immediately adjacent areas, and 
deviation areas in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.3.1. 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

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

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

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

 Updated discussion of minimum burial depths in aquatic portions of the 
proposed CHPE Project route and use of concrete mats in Sections 5.1.2, 
5.3.2, and 5.4.2. 

 Added discussion of decommissioning of the proposed CHPE Project in 
Sections 5.1.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2. 

 Added discussion of impacts from blasting in the Harlem River in 
Section 5.4.2. 



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS 

U.S. Department of Energy  August 2014 
P-20 

EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS 

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 

Water Resources 

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

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

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

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

Aquatic Habitats and 
Species 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 

Aquatic Protected and 
Sensitive Species 

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

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

 Updated discussion of the increase of ambient sediment, sediment 
surface, and water temperature, including those surrounding concrete 
mats, due to operation of the proposed transmission line in Sections 
5.1.5 and 5.3.5. 

 Clarified the temporary area of disturbance due to installation activities, 
including anchoring, in the Hudson River and New York City 
Metropolitan Area segments in Sections 5.3.5 and 5.4.4, and added that 
midline buoys would be used to prevent anchor chain sweeps. 

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

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

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

Terrestrial Habitats 
and Species 

 Clarified information regarding ambient temperature increase at and 
below the sediment surface that would result from operation of the 
proposed transmission line in Section 5.2.6. 

Terrestrial Protected 
and Sensitive Species 

 Added discussion of impacts on northern long-eared bat in Sections 
5.1.7, 5.2.7, 5.3.7, and 5.4.7, and discussion of impacts on red knot in 
Section 5.4.7. 

 Added northern long-eared bat, red knot, and small whorled pogonia to 
Table 5.1.7-1. 

 Updated discussion of impacts on the Indiana bat and Karner blue 
butterfly from proposed maintenance activities (i.e., mowing) in Section 
5.2.7. 

Wetlands 

 Clarified the total acreage of wetlands expected to be impacted along the 
proposed CHPE Project route in Section 5.1.8. 

 Clarified that the proposed CHPE Project would not cross wetlands in 
the Esopus Estuary SCFWH in the Hudson River Segment in Section 
5.3.8. 

Geology and Soils 

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

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

 Deleted discussion of installation of the proposed transmission line in 
the side slopes of the Harlem and East rivers in Section 5.4.9. 



Final Champlain Hudson Power Express EIS 

U.S. Department of Energy  August 2014 
P-22 

EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS 

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 

Cultural Resources 

 Updated the milestone by which site boundaries would be reexamined or 
areas formally surveyed in Sections 5.1.10, 5.2.10, 5.3.10, and 5.4.10. 

 Added information regarding ongoing Section 106 consultation and the 
Programmatic Agreement in Sections 5.1.10, 5.2.10, 5.3.10, and 5.4.10. 

 Added discussion of vibration effects on historic properties from 
blasting in the Harlem River in Section 5.4.10. 

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

Infrastructure 

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

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

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

Public Health and 
Safety 

 Added discussion of blasting in the Harlem River in Section 5.4.14. 

Hazardous Materials 
and Wastes 

 No substantive changes were made to the Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes resource area (Sections 5.1.15, 5.2.15, 5.3.15, and 5.4.15). 

Air Quality 

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

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

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

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

6. Cumulative and 
Other Impacts 

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

 Updated schedule of the Hudson River Navigation Channel Dredging 
project. 

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

7. Public Participation 
and Interagency 
Coordination 

 Added a description of the Draft EIS public review period and 
summarized comments received on the Draft EIS. 

8. List of Preparers  No substantive changes were made to this section. 

9. References  Updated reference list based on revisions made to the Draft EIS and 
other changes made to prepare the Final EIS. 
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EIS Section Revision to Draft EIS 

Volume I: Impact Analysis (continued) 
10. Acronyms and 
Abbreviations 

 Updated acronyms and abbreviations based on revisions made to the 
Draft EIS and other changes made to prepare the Final EIS. 

11. Glossary  No substantive changes were made to this section. 
12. Index  Updated index to reflect the Final EIS. 

Volume II: Appendices A-O 
Appendix A  Updated Maps 61 and 62 to include updated floodplain data. 

Appendix B 
 The Clean Water Act 404 Permit Application Alternatives Analysis 

Report for the proposed CHPE Project was removed and replaced with a 
page directing the reader to the CHPE EIS Web site for this appendix. 

Appendix C 

 The NYSPSC Order granting the Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility and Public Need for the proposed CHPE Project was 
removed and replaced with a page directing the reader to the CHPE EIS 
Web site for this appendix. 

Appendix D  No changes were made to this appendix. 

Appendix E  Updated the EIS distribution list based on data obtained during the Draft 
EIS public comment period. 

Appendix F  No changes were made to this appendix. 

Appendix G 

 Updated Applicant-proposed impact avoidance and minimization 
measures (i.e., BMPs) based on new information, and noted that the 
BMPs will be incorporated into the final Environmental Management 
and Construction Plan (EM&CP) for the proposed CHPE Project. 

Appendix H  No changes were made to this appendix. 
Appendix I  No changes were made to this appendix. 
Appendix J  No changes were made to this appendix. 
Appendix K  No changes were made to this appendix. 

Appendix L 
 Reorganized census tracts in Tables L-2 and L-3, and identified census 

tracts along the terrestrial portions of the proposed CHPE Project route 
with gray shading. 

Appendix M  Updated data in Tables M-13, M-17, M-22, and M-25 based on 
correction to conversion of emissions factors for some vessels. 

Appendix N  No changes were made to this appendix. 
Appendix O  No changes were made to this appendix. 

Volume III: Appendix P 

Appendix P  Added Volume III, Appendix P, which includes comments received on 
the Draft EIS and responses to those comments. 

Volume IV: Appendices Q–U 

Appendices Q–U 

 Added Volume IV, which includes the following appendices: Appendix 
Q (Biological Assessment), Appendix R (Essential Fish Habitat 
Assessment), Appendix S (Floodplain Statement of Findings), Appendix 
T (Programmatic Agreement), and Appendix U (Navigation Risk 
Assessment). 
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101-01:  Comment noted. 
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101-02:  An estimated average 300 direct construction jobs would 
be created, and approximately 26 direct, full-time employees would 
be hired to operate the proposed Champlain Hudson Power Express 
(CHPE) Project as stated in Sections S.8.18 and 2.6.18 of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Additional indirect and 
induced jobs would be associated with construction, maintenance, 
inspections, and possible emergency repairs.  It is likely that 
existing local workers from New York State would be able to meet 
these workforce demands of the project.  The proposed CHPE 
Project would not directly outsource any jobs to foreign countries. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-53 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
101-03:  Comment noted.  The development of in-state electric 
power generation is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
101-04:  Comment noted. 
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102-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
102-02:  Comment noted.  The cooling stations and the Luyster 
Creek Converter Station would be aboveground.  In some 
locations, the cooling stations might be visible to surrounding areas 
considered aesthetic resources, but would be within the context of 
the existing visual environment and would either not change or 
only minimally change the existing character of the viewshed. 
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102-03:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
102-04:  Comment noted. 
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102-05: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for 
reviewing the Presidential permit application submitted by CHPE, 
Inc. (i.e., the Applicant) and determining whether to grant a permit 
to the Applicant for an electrical transmission system that crosses 
the U.S. international border.  If issued, the Presidential permit 
granted by the DOE to the Applicant would authorize it to 
construct, operate, maintain, and connect the U.S. portion of the 
proposed CHPE Project at the U.S./Canada border.  This EIS was 
prepared by DOE in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) to address the potential impacts of issuing the 
Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.  Only after 
completion of additional steps, including preparation of the Final 
EIS, publication of a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the 
Federal Register, a 30-day waiting period, and issuance of a 
Record of Decision, will DOE make its final decision as to whether 
or not to issue the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE 
Project.  The Applicant is required to consult with and obtain 
permits from several other Federal and state government agencies 
for the proposed CHPE Project.  DOE is not responsible for these 
other permits. 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-58 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
103-01:  The New York State Public Service Commission 
(NYSPSC) identified in their Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility and Public Need issued for the proposed CHPE 
Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve the public 
interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the reliability of 
the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] reduce wholesale 
market prices.”  Additionally, the proposed CHPE Project would 
result in an estimated average 300 direct construction jobs created, 
and approximately 26 direct, full-time employees hired to operate 
the proposed CHPE Project as stated in Section 2.6.18 of the EIS.  
Additional indirect and induced jobs would be associated with 
construction, maintenance, inspections, and possible emergency 
repairs.  It is likely that existing local workers from New York 
State would be able to meet the workforce demands of the project.  
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103-02:  Comment noted.  The source of electric power to be 
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
103-03:  The proposed CHPE Project would consist of a high-
voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission system.  HVDC 
transmission is more efficient over long distances than high-voltage 
alternating current (HVAC) transmission systems because there is 
no need to charge the capacitance (as is required for HVAC 
transmission cables) and transmission losses are significantly 
reduced.  Additionally, the proposed CHPE Project would provide 
greater reliability because the HVDC transmission cables would be 
armored and underwater/underground so that they operate within a 
constant temperature range and are not subject to thermal derating, 
which can limit power flow at high ambient temperatures. 
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104-01:  The proposed CHPE Project would result in an estimated 
average of 300 direct construction jobs and approximately 26 
direct, full-time employees during the operational phase in addition 
to indirect or induced jobs in other industries (see Section 2.6.18 of 
the EIS).  Installation of the transmission cable would also avoid 
impacts on the Haverstraw Bay Significant Coastal Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat (SCFWH) that contains important habitat for 
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species. 
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104-02:  Comment noted.  The proposed CHPE Project would be a 
merchant transmission facility that would provide electricity, 
primarily generated in Canada from hydroelectric and wind 
sources, to the New York City metropolitan area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
104-03:  See response to Comments 104-01 and 104-02. 
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105-01:  Comment noted. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-77 

105-02:  The Haverstraw Bay Alignment, under which the 
transmission line would have continued in the Hudson River 
through the bay rather than transition to land from Stony Point to 
Clarkstown, was initially proposed by the Applicant in its 2010 
Presidential permit application as identified in Section 2.5.1 of the 
EIS.  However, as a result of negotiations during the NYSPSC 
Article VII process, it was not included in the Joint Proposal or in 
the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project because 
Haverstraw Bay contains important habitat for ESA-listed fish 
species.  Avoidance of the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH would also 
comply with conditions developed in coordination with the New 
York State Department of State (NYSDOS) to make the proposed 
CHPE Project compliant with the New York State Coastal 
Management Program.  Therefore, this previously proposed 
component of the route is not now part of the proposed CHPE 
Project route as approved in the NYSPSC Certificate. 

105-03:  Haverstraw Bay contains important habitat for ESA-listed 
fish species.  It was determined through the Joint Proposal process 
that impacts from the proposed CHPE Project could be greater in 
the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH than elsewhere in the Hudson River 
(see EIS Sections 2.3 and 5.3.5). 

105-04:  The Applicant and 13 signatory parties submitted the Joint 
Proposal to the NYSPSC in February 2012.  The Joint Proposal 
reflected route and project changes that resulted from negotiations 
with state agencies and stakeholder organizations pursuant to the 
NYSPSC Article VII Certificate review process for the project.  
The proposed CHPE Project route analyzed in the Draft EIS 
reflected the route approved by NYSPSC in the Certificate granted 
in April 2013.  Property owners would receive just compensation 
from the Applicant for use of a portion of their property for the 
transmission line right-of-way (ROW).  It is anticipated that 
easements negotiated with private landowners would be bilateral 
easements in which the Applicant and landowner mutually agree to 
the easement provisions.  However, the NYSPSC has authorized 
the use of eminent domain for the Applicant to obtain limited 
easements or leases for the transmission line ROW in areas outside 
of the roadway and railroad ROWs if negotiations with private 
landowners are not successful. 
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105-05:  See response to Comment 104-01.  There is no evidence 
that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of 
existing jobs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
105-06:  The terrestrial portion of the transmission line would be 
underground along the general perimeter of properties and not 
visible; therefore, its presence generally would not result in a 
detriment to private property values.  Easement payments to 
landowners would compensate landowners for any access or use 
restrictions placed on private properties and would offset any 
potential impacts on property values.  The Applicant would also 
pay for any land restoration costs associated with conditions that 
might exist after construction or any emergency repairs that might 
be required.  See Section 5.3.18 of the EIS for the discussion of 
property values within the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River 
Segment.  See response to Comment 106-03 regarding impacts on 
future economic development in Stony Point. 
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105-07:  Installation of the transmission cables in the terrestrial 
portion of the Hudson River Segment (i.e., buried configuration 
along the CSX Transportation (CSX) railroad ROW in the 
communities of Stony Point and Haverstraw, and the U.S. Route 
9W ROW in Clarkstown) would avoid impacts on the Haverstraw 
Bay SCFWH (see EIS Section 5.3.5).  Haverstraw Bay contains 
important habitat for ESA-listed fish species.  Avoidance of the 
Haverstraw Bay SCFWH would also comply with conditions 
developed by NYSDOS to make the proposed CHPE Project 
compliant with the New York State Coastal Management Program. 
 
105-08:  See response to Comment 104-01.  There is no evidence 
that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of 
existing jobs or negatively impact economic development. 
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106-01:  Comment noted.  Employment in Canada is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
106-02:  Comment noted.  Analyzing additional electrical 
generation in southeastern New York State to meet increasing 
demand was not within the scope of the EIS.  The purpose of the 
EIS is to analyze the environmental impacts of granting a 
Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.  Also see 
response to Comment 107-03.  As noted, the proposed CHPE 
Project would not prevent the development of other projects. 
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106-03:  The proposed CHPE Project would generally follow the 
perimeter of existing marinas in Stony Point and would not 
preclude redevelopment associated with these marinas.  
Redevelopment of the marinas has been added to the cumulative 
impacts analysis in Section 6.1 of the Final EIS.  Given its location, 
the proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the development of 
these projects.  There is no known reasonably foreseeable future 
“green energy plant” proposed for Stony Point.  As of March 2013, 
a waste-to-energy gasification plant (Stony Point Waste to Energy 
Project), which was proposed by MBC Contractors, Inc., to be 
located on Holt Drive just north of the Haverstraw-Stony Point 
border, has been withdrawn by the developers. 
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106-04:  Comment noted. 
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107-01:  DOE extended the comment period on the Draft EIS for 
an additional 30 days until January 15, 2014.  All comments 
received are addressed in the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3). 
 
 
 
 
107-02:  The Draft EIS and the NYSPSC process included analysis 
of the approximate 3-mile Astoria to Rainey interconnection (see 
Section 2.4.1 of the EIS) and, therefore, would not require an 
amended application. 
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107-03:  See response to Comment 104-01.  The proposed CHPE 
Project would not prevent the development of other projects, 
energy-related or otherwise.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
107-04:  Comment noted.  The proposed CHPE Project route is 
within an area designated as the Mid-Atlantic Area National 
Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors.  Also see response to Comment 103-01 
regarding economic impacts of the proposed CHPE Project. 
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108-01:  Comment noted. 
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109-01:  See response to comment 104-01.  Some specialized jobs 
might require bringing in trade experts from elsewhere in New 
York State or from some other location.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
109-02:  See response to Comment 107-01.  In addition, 
appropriate notifications were provided about the public hearing in 
Stony Point (see EIS Appendix P).  The notification letter 
submitted with the Draft EIS to the mailing list in EIS Appendix E 
also announced the public hearings, the details for which were 
posted on the CHPE EIS Web site (http://www.chpexpresseis.org). 
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109-03:  DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public 
about the availability of the EIS and the planned public hearings 
(see response to Comment 109-02).  No special accommodation 
requests were received by DOE in advance of the hearings, 
including anything associated with the Hispanic populations in the 
area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
109-04:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line terminates 
at the Rainey Substation, which was addressed in the EIS (see 
response to Comment 107-02).  There have been no changes to the 
proposed CHPE Project, including no proposal to terminate the 
transmission line at the Ravenswood Generating Station. 
 
For Comments 109-05 through 109-08 and their responses, see the 
pages following Comment 130. 
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110-01:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
 
 
110-02:  Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative 
impacts from other past, current, and future activities when 
combined with the proposed CHPE Project.  There are no known 
reasonably foreseeable future “gasification plants” proposed for 
Rockland County, New York.  As of March 2013, a waste-to-
energy gasification plant (Stony Point Waste to Energy Project), 
which was proposed by MBC Contractors, Inc., to be located on 
Holt Drive just north of the Haverstraw-Stony Point border, has 
been withdrawn by the developers. 
 
 
110-03:  Comment noted.  The potential cumulative impacts from 
the proposed CHPE Project when combined with other projects, 
including transmission system projects, are discussed in Section 6.1 
of the EIS. 
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111-01:  See response to Comment 109-05. 
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111-02:  Comment noted. 
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112-01:  See response to Comments 105-04 and 109-05. 
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112-02:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 109-05. 
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112-03:  Haverstraw Bay is a major spawning, nursery, and 
overwintering area for various estuarine fish species.  Depending 
on the location of the saltwater/freshwater interface in the Hudson 
River, the majority of the spawning of Atlantic sturgeon occurs in 
Haverstraw Bay northward to Coxsackie (see Section 3.3.5 of the 
EIS).  During the NYSPSC Article VII process that culminated in 
the Joint Proposal, New York State agencies (including the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation [NYSDEC] 
and NYSDOS) required that the proposed transmission line avoid 
Haverstraw Bay in accordance with conditional concurrence of the 
proposed CHPE Project with the New York State Coastal 
Management Program (CMP). 
 
For Comment 112-04 and its response, see the pages following 
Comment 130. 
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113-01:  Private landowners would be compensated for use of their 
land to bury the transmission line and, if appropriate, to offset a 
potential reduction in property values.  It is possible that municipal 
tax revenues from property taxes could also change; however, such 
changes would be expected to be minimal.  It also is likely that any 
such change would be more than offset by the estimated $800,000 
tax revenue to Rockland County from the proposed CHPE Project 
(see Section 5.3.18 of the EIS). 
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113-02:  The source of power to be transmitted through the 
proposed CHPE Project is outside the scope of the EIS.  During 
preparation of this EIS, DOE considered other reasonable 
alternatives to the CHPE Project (see Section 2.5 of the EIS), but 
ultimately eliminated these alternatives from further detailed 
analysis.  The alternatives considered included route alignments, 
upland transmission routes, conservation and demand reduction 
measures, use of HVAC vs. HVDC technology, and various 
interconnection and converter station alternatives.  The purpose of 
the proposed CHPE Project is to deliver power into the New York 
City metropolitan area electrical market; therefore, no other 
generation sources, such as conventional generating facilities, were 
considered as alternatives.  

The NYSPSC reviewed the jobs analysis in its Certificate and 
found that the jobs analysis was but one factor and had no positive 
or negative weight in its decision to issue the Certificate.  Also see 
response to Comment 104-01. 

113-03:  See response to Comment 110-03. 

113-04:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 110-02. 

113-05:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be 
designed to avoid impacts when crossing existing utility lines, 
including natural gas pipelines, through utility crossing agreements 
developed in consultation with utility providers.  In underwater 
crossings, the transmission cables would be buried or laid on the 
surface of the bottom of the water body over the existing utility and 
protective coverings would be installed.  Terrestrial underground 
utility crossings would be assessed to determine whether open 
trenching or a trenchless method (i.e., horizontal directional drilling 
(HDD) technology, horizontal boring, or pipe jacking) would be 
appropriate (see EIS Section 2.4.3).  Hydraulic fracturing, or 
fracking, would not be used during the installation process.   

113-06:  The EIS addressed and analyzed potential impacts 
associated with installation of the proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line along the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River 
Segment (see EIS Section 5.3). 
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113-07:  During a seismic event, which would be rare, it is possible 
that damage to the transmission line could be sustained; however, 
seismic events in the Hudson River Segment have a low potential 
for damage (see Section 5.3.9 of the EIS).  Health and safety risks, 
including the potential for terrorism, were analyzed in the EIS (see 
Section 5.3.14), but are unpredictable.  Most of the project 
infrastructure is underwater or underground and the risk from 
terrorism activity would be no greater than aboveground 
transmission lines. 
 
 
 
 
 
113-08:  See response to Comment 113-01. 
 
 
 
 
 
113-09:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 103-02. 
 
For Comments 113-10 through 113-13 and their responses, see the 
pages following Comment 130. 
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114-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
114-02:  Comment noted. 
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114-03:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

114-04:  Comment noted. 
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114-05:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
114-06:  Comment noted. 
 
 

 
 
114-07:  Comment noted. 
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114-08:  Comment noted. 
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115-01:  See response to Comment 107-01. 
 
115-02:  Section 5.3 of the EIS addresses and analyzes potential 
impacts associated with installation of the proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line along the terrestrial portion of the Hudson River 
Segment. 
 
115-03:  Superfund sites in the vicinity of the proposed CHPE 
Project in the Hudson River Segment are discussed in Sections 
3.3.15 and 5.3.15 of the EIS.   
 
115-04:  Comment noted.  Wetlands are discussed in Sections 3.3.8 
and 5.3.8 of the EIS. 
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116-01:  See response to Comment 105-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
116-02:  Comment noted.  Section 6.1.1.6 of the EIS discusses 
potential cumulative impacts from other past, current, and future 
activities when combined with the proposed CHPE Project.   
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117-01:  In its Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project, the 
NYSPSC identified that the Project would (1) alleviate existing 
transmission constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission 
network, and (3) enhance system reliability.  Also see responses to 
Comments 104-01 and 104-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
117-02:  Comment noted.  Development of in-state power sources 
is outside the scope of the EIS.  Also see response to Comment 
110-02. 
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117-03:  Comment noted.  In its Certificate for the proposed CHPE 
Project, the NYSPSC found that issuing the Certificate is in the 
public interest.  Also see response to Comment 117-02. 
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117-04:  See response to Comment 117-02. 
 
For Comments 117-05 through 117-08 and their responses, see the 
pages following Comment 130. 
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118-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
118-02:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 105-02. 
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119-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
119-02:  See response to Comment 105-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
119-03:  See response to Comment 109-06. 
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119-04:  No public health and safety impacts would be expected 
during operation of the proposed CHPE Project because the 
transmission cables would be underground and installed in 
compliance with all Federal and state rules and regulations.  
Regular inspections, in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
specifications, would be performed to ensure equipment integrity is 
maintained.  If the transmission cables were damaged by a third 
party, there is a risk of electrocution.  However, a protection system 
would detect the fault and the transmission line would be de-
energized (i.e., current and voltage reduced to zero) in 
approximately 5 milliseconds, thereby reducing the possibility of 
injury to people or nearby infrastructure.  An Emergency Repair 
and Response Plan (ERRP) would be prepared to identify 
procedures and contractors necessary to perform maintenance and 
emergency repairs.  See Section 5.2.14 of the EIS for more 
information. 
 
119-05:  See response to Comment 113-07.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
119-06:  Comment noted. 
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119-07:  See response to Comment 113-01. 
 
For Comment 119-08 and its response, see the pages following 
Comment 130. 
 
 
 

 
 
120-01:  See response to Comment 107-01. 
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120-02:  See response to Comment 105-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
120-03:  See response to Comment 109-06. 
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121-01:  See response to Comments 104-01 and 105-06.  Tax 
receipts and revenue associated with construction expenditures and 
operations would increase for local municipalities.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
121-02:  See response to Comment 109-03. 
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121-03:  Waldron Cemetery would be surveyed for cultural 
resources, during which the exact boundaries of the cemetery 
would be determined and any resources in the Area of Potential 
Effects would be evaluated for National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility.  Ground-disturbing activities would be avoided 
in the vicinity of the cemetery to the extent practicable.  If these 
activities are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation would be 
implemented in accordance with the Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (CRMP) being developed for the CHPE Project 
in coordination with the New York State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO).  The CRMP would identify measures to address 
adverse effects on historic properties.  HDD technology would be 
used, where appropriate, to drill under potential cultural resources 
so they would not be disturbed.  The proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line would be installed under the Stony Point 
Battlefield State Historic Site using HDD technology (see EIS 
Section 5.3.10).  The Applicant would negotiate with landowners 
regarding just compensation (see response to Comment 105-04). 
 
 
 
121-04:  See response to Comment 121-01.  Installation of the 
transmission cable would also avoid impacts on the Haverstraw 
Bay SCFWH that contains important habitat for ESA-listed 
species.  The transmission line would not be visible; therefore, its 
presence would not present a general detriment to private property 
values.   
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121-05:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 104-01. 
 
For Comments 121-06 through 121-08 and their responses, see the 
pages following Comment 130. 
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122-01:  See response to Comment 121-03. 
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123-01:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 109-06. 
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123-02:  The proposed CHPE Project would be in the Hudson 
River for approximately 98 miles (158 km); however, to comply 
with NYSDOS conditions for conditional concurrence under the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) and consistency with the 
New York State CMP, the CHPE Project route would be in a 
terrestrial configuration around the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH (see 
EIS Section 2.3.1).  The Tappan Zee Bridge is outside of the scope 
of the EIS; however, that project also would not be in the Hudson 
River at Haverstraw Bay. 
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124-01:  See responses to Comments 104-01 and 105-06. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-123 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
124-02:  The proposed CHPE Project would generally not prevent 
the development of other projects.  See Comment 106-03. 
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124-03:  Comment noted.   
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125-01:  See response to Comment 107-01. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
125-02:  According to the proposed CHPE Project route maps 
provided in Appendix B of the Joint Proposal (available on the 
NYSPSC Web site for the CHPE Project; see Map 516), the 
transmission line would be installed on the opposite side of the 
railroad tracks from this portion of Beach Road in Stony Point. 
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125-03:  Comment noted. 
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125-04:  Comment noted. 
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125-05:  Comment noted. 
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126-01:  DOE complied with the requirements of NEPA (42 United 
States Code [U.S.C.] Part 4321 et seq.), Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508), and DOE 
implementing procedures for NEPA (10 CFR Part 1021).  See 
responses to Comments 103-01 and 103-03 regarding reliability of 
the proposed CHPE Project.  According to the Applicant, costs 
associated with the operation of the proposed CHPE project would  
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not be directly passed on to ratepayers.  Also see response to 
Comment 113-02 regarding the purpose of the CHPE Project and 
its nexus with economic benefits.  Although the CHPE Project 
could result in adverse environmental impacts, the Applicant has 
committed to implementing best management practices (BMPs) to 
avoid or reduce environmental impacts during construction and 
operation of the proposed CHPE Project (see EIS Section 2.4.12 
and Appendix G).  See response to Comment 816-12 regarding the 
CHPE Project’s consistency with the New York Energy Highway 
Blueprint. 
 
 
 
 
126-02:  Comment noted.  The source of the electric power in 
Canada is outside the scope of the EIS.  Additionally, the proposed 
CHPE Project would not prevent the development of other projects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
126-03:  Energy efficiency and conservation measures were 
considered in the EIS but eliminated from further detailed analysis 
because DOE determined that these measures alone were not a 
reasonable alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see EIS 
Section 2.5.3).  Additionally, in-state renewable energy projects are 
outside the scope of the EIS. 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-131 

 
 
 
 
 
126-04:  See Comment 106-03.  The proposed CHPE Project 
would not prevent the development of other projects.  Impacts in 
Canada are outside the scope of the EIS.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
126-05:  Comment noted.  Impacts in Canada are outside the scope 
of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
126-06:  The NYSPSC Administrative Law Judges and the 
NYSDEC determined that decisionmaking associated with the 
proposed CHPE Project and this EIS are not the appropriate forum 
for analyzing the Article XIV “Forever Wild” clause or for 
determining New York State Office of General Services’ authority 
to grant leases or other property rights to lands submerged under 
Lake Champlain.  Therefore, the status of portions of the proposed 
CHPE Project route as Forest Preserve and the associated 
applicability of the “Forever Wild” clause are not discussed further 
in this EIS.  See Section 3.1.1 in the EIS for discussion of the 
Forever Wild clause. 
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126-07:  Comment noted.  In-state renewable energy projects are 
outside the scope of the EIS. 
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126-08:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
126-09:  See responses to Comments 106-03 and 109-08.  Section 
6.1.1 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative impacts from other 
actions including past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. 
 
For Comment 126-10 and its response, see the pages following 
Comment 130. 
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127-01:  The transmission cables would be buried underground 
through Stony Point and, thus, would not be visible.  There would 
be approximately two cooling stations located aboveground along 
the transmission line route in Stony Point that would be visible (see 
EIS Section 5.3.11). 
 
 
 
127-02:  See response to Comment 109-06. 
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127-03:  Comment noted.  See responses to Comments 104-01 and 
117-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
127-04:  Section 6.1 of the EIS identifies broader regional and state 
energy policies, and analyzes the proposed CHPE Project’s 
cumulative impact with these policies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
127-05:  Comment noted.  Impacts in Canada are outside the scope 
of the EIS. 
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127-06:  The impacts of the CHPE Project in combination with 
other energy, transportation, and other industry projects are 
discussed in Section 6 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
127-07:  See response to Comment 110-03. 
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128-01:  Comment noted.  Evaluation of uses of other power 
generation facilities, including Bowline, is outside the scope of the 
EIS. 
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129-01:  Comment noted. 
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130-01:  See response to Comment 106-03. 
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109-05:  The proposed route of the CHPE Project within Stony 
Point would be located in approximately 1.1 linear miles (1.8 linear 
km) of railroad ROW and 0.9 linear miles (1.4 linear km) of 
deviation zone approved by NYSPSC.  As proposed, approximately 
2.3 acres (0.9 hectares) of the 20-foot (6-meter) wide permanent 
transmission line ROW would occur within railroad ROW, and up 
to 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) would occur outside the railroad ROW in 
Stony Point.  EIS Sections 2.4.4 and 5.3.1 discuss the ROW for the 
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment. 
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109-06:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be 
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield 
State Historic Site (see EIS Section 5.3.10). 
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109-07:  The transmission line would be installed under city streets 
in Schenectady for 1.3 miles (2.1 km) due to engineering 
constraints associated with use of the railroad ROW in that 
location.  Apart from small deviation areas and being within the 
New York State Route 22 ROW for 11 miles (17 km) between 
Dresden and Whitehall after exiting Lake Champlain, this is the 
only substantial deviation from the railroad ROW in the Overland 
Segment of the route between Lake Champlain and the Hudson 
River (see EIS Section 2.4.1). 
 
109-08:  The risk of seismic hazards relative to the proposed CHPE 
Project is discussed in Section 3.3.9 of the EIS.  During a seismic 
event, which would be rare, it is possible that damage to the 
transmission line could be sustained; however, seismic events in 
the Hudson River Segment have a low potential for damage.  
Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative impacts 
from other past, current, and future activities when combined with 
the proposed CHPE Project. 
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126-10:  Appendix A of the EIS provides maps that outline the 
proposed CHPE Project transmission line route in full detail.  
Negotiation of the project route with the State of New York 
through the NYSPSC Article VII process culminated in the Joint 
Proposal in February 2012.  The project route has not changed 
since then. 
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112-04:  See response to Comment 104-01.  There is no evidence 
that the proposed CHPE Project would reduce the availability of 
existing jobs. 
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113-10:  See response to Comment 107-01. 
 
 
 
 
 
113-11:  See response to Comment 109-04. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
113-12:  See response to Comment 113-01. 
 
 
 
 
113-13:  See response to Comment 113-01. 
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121-06:  The lifespan of the proposed CHPE project would be 40 
years or more (see EIS Section 2.4.13).     
 
 
 
 
121-07:  See response to Comment 107-01. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
121-08:  See response to Comment 126-02. 
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119-08:  Comment noted.  There is no evidence that the proposed 
CHPE Project would reduce the availability of existing jobs or 
negatively impact economic development (see response to 
Comment 104-01).  In addition, the operation of the CHPE 
Transmission Line is subject to the conditions of the NYSPSC 
Certificate and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) Order Docket No. ER10-1175-000 issued to the Applicant 
on July 10, 2010. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-153 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-154 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
117-05:  Comment noted.  The New York State electricity market 
is regulated by the NYSPSC and the New York Independent 
System Operator (NYISO).  The pricing mechanisms for power 
purchases in the New York State electricity market are not the 
subject of this EIS. 
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117-06:  See response to Comment 110-03. 
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117-07:  See response to Comment 104-01.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
117-08:  The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the 
development of other projects. 
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131-01:  Comment noted.   
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132-01:  Comment noted.  The source of the electric power to be 
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  In addition, the proposed CHPE Project is a 
buried electric transmission line, not a pipeline. 
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133-01:  The DOE addressed this issue in Section 1.7.4 of the EIS.  
Evaluating potential impacts in Canada is outside the scope of the 
EIS.  NEPA does not require analysis of impacts that occur within 
another sovereign nation that result from actions approved by that 
sovereign nation.  This is consistent with Executive Order (EO) 
12114, Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions 
(January 4, 1979), which does not require Federal agencies to 
evaluate impacts outside the United States when the foreign nation 
is participating with the United States or is otherwise involved in 
the action.  The Quebec Provincial Government would conduct an 
environmental review for impacts in Canada, as applicable, as part 
of its authorization process associated with the construction of 
facilities (i.e., a new transmission line from a proposed new HVDC 
converter station at Hertel, in La Prairie, Quebec, to the 
U.S./Canada border) in the province.  The Canadian Government, 
through the National Energy Board, would also have the authority 
to authorize the project and consider potential environmental 
impacts in its analysis.  Therefore, NEPA and EO 12114 specify 
that the assessment of potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed CHPE Project is to be restricted to the evaluation of 
impacts that might occur within the United States. 
 
133-02:  Potential impacts in Canada associated with the source of 
the power to be transmitted through the CHPE transmission line is 
outside the scope of the EIS.  According to the New York Energy 
Law § 1-103(12), renewable energy resources are “sources which 
are capable of being continuously restored by natural or other 
means or are so large as to be useable for centuries without 
significant depletion and include but are not limited to solar, wind, 
plant and forest products, wastes, tidal, hydro, geothermal, 
deuterium, and hydrogen.”  The hydropower energy to be delivered 
to the New York City metropolitan area via the proposed CHPE 
Project would be considered renewable energy according to New 
York Energy Law. 
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133-03:  As presented in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the New York 
State Department of Public Service (NYSDPS) estimated that 
implementation of the proposed CHPE Project would result in an 
annual reduction of emissions of carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
and nitrogen oxides.  See response to Comment 133-01 regarding 
analysis of potential impacts in Canada. 
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133-04:  The proposed CHPE transmission line would be installed 
below ground and beneath the bottom of Lake Champlain and the 
Hudson, Harlem, and East rivers, and would not result in a 
significant alteration of the hydrologic cycle of waters of the 
United States.  The Specific Action cited from the New York State 
Climate Action Council’s Climate Action Plan Interim Report was 
proposed to guide the creation of technical guidance and design 
standards that the Interim Report suggests should be incorporated 
in storm water, wastewater, and water supply permit guidance, and 
permit reviews and approvals.  The proposed CHPE Project would 
comply with all required permit guidance.  Additionally, the 
Applicant would implement BMPs identified in the Applicant’s 
Environmental Management & Construction Plan (EM&CP), 
conditions specified in the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed 
CHPE Project, and Applicant-proposed measures to minimize 
impacts on water resources (see EIS Section 2.4.12). 
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133-05:  See response to Comment 133-01 regarding analysis of 
impacts in Canada.  The Proposed Action analyzed by DOE in this 
EIS is the issuance of a Presidential permit that would authorize the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed CHPE 
Project that would cross the U.S./Canada border.  Alternatives for 
the source of power to be transmitted through the proposed CHPE 
Project are outside the scope of the EIS.  During preparation of this 
EIS, DOE considered other reasonable alternatives to the CHPE 
Project (see Section 2.5 of the EIS), but ultimately eliminated these 
alternatives from further detailed analysis due to various reasons, as 
discussed in Section 2.5.  The alternatives considered included 
different route alignments, upland transmission routes, 
conservation and demand reduction measures, use of HVAC vs. 
HVDC technology, and various interconnection and converter 
station alternatives.  The purpose of the proposed CHPE Project is 
to deliver power into the New York City metropolitan area 
electrical market; therefore, no other power generation sources, 
such as solar power projects, were considered as alternatives. 
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133-06:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 133-05 
regarding alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project.  Energy 
efficiency (i.e., demand reduction) and conservation measures were 
considered but eliminated from further detailed analysis because 
DOE determined that these measures alone were not a reasonable 
alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see Section 2.5.3 of the 
EIS).  The possible development of in-state renewable energy 
projects is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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133-07:  The potential issuance by DOE of a Presidential permit 
for construction of an electric transmission line crossing the U.S. 
border with Canada would not preclude the development of in-state 
energy supplies.  The possible development of in-state power 
sources is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
133-08:  The EIS addresses potential socioeconomic impacts, 
including this issue, in Section 5.4.18 (New York City 
Metropolitan Area Segment) and similar subsections for the other 
segments of the transmission line route. 
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133-09:  As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the economics of the 
proposed CHPE Project and potential impact on ratepayers were 
evaluated as part of the NYSPSC Article VII review process.  
Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that 
ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total 
approximately $405 million to $720 million per year.   
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133-10:  The purpose of the proposed CHPE Project is to deliver 
electric power into the New York City metropolitan area electrical 
market (see Section 1.4 of the EIS); therefore, use of other power 
generation sources such as rooftop solar were not considered 
alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project.  Implementation of the 
CHPE Project would not preclude the development or use of 
rooftop solar, or other renewable generation sources, to meet future 
electrical demand.  The proposed CHPE Project is estimated to 
create an average of 300 direct construction jobs during its 4-year 
construction period (see Section 2.3 of the EIS). 
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134-01:  The risk of anchor snags on concrete mats is noticeably 
less than that of an exposed communications cable or other utility 
lines.  The transmission line (and any concrete mats) would not 
cross any existing designated anchorage areas, and mats placed 
over the unburied transmission line would eventually become 
covered with sediment, which would further reduce the risk of 
anchor snags.  The burial depth of cables in the Hudson River 
identified at this time is presented in the Final EIS in Sections S.6.2 
and 2.4.10.1, and the exact burial depths and location of the 
transmission line are being determined in consultation with the 
relevant jurisdictional agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). 
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134-02:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would not 
traverse any portions of existing maintained (i.e., dredged) Federal 
navigation channel in the Hudson River (see EIS Section 5.3.2).  
The transmission line would traverse unmaintained portions of the 
navigation channel in the Hudson River, but would be buried in 
actively maintained navigation channels in the narrows of lower 
Lake Champlain and the Harlem River.  Subject to its ongoing 
review of navigation, environmental, and other public interest 
factors, the USACE may decide to issue a permit allowing for the 
placement of the transmission line in these areas provided that the 
burial depths are adhered to as agreed to between the USACE and 
the Applicant.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
134-03:  See responses to Comments 134-01 and 134-02. 
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135-01:  Comment noted. 
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135-02:  See response to Comment 133-10. 
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135-03:  As presented in Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation, 
demand management, or use of other power generation sources by 
themselves were not considered reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed CHPE Project. 

The potential for intentionally destructive acts, such as terrorism, 
was analyzed in Section 5.1.14 of the EIS, but is unpredictable.  
Although the Luyster Creek HVDC Converter Station would be 
aboveground, the risk from terrorism activity would be no greater 
than similar infrastructure associated with aboveground 
transmission lines or other energy facilities. 

135-04:  The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent the 
development of other projects, including small and dispersed power 
generation. 
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136-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
136-02:  The potential impacts associated with constructing and 
operating the transmission line in Lake Champlain are addressed in 
Section 5.1 of the EIS.  Potential impacts on aquatic and terrestrial 
wildlife in Lake Champlain are discussed in Sections 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 
5.1.6, and 5.1.7. 
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136-03:  Comment noted. 
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137-01:  The Applicant expects that the proposed CHPE Project 
would result in an improvement to the overall reliability of the 
NYISO electricity supply system.  In issuing its Certificate, the 
NYSPSC found that “… as an additional transmission interface 
into the City of New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing 
transmission constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission 
network, (3) enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel 
diversity.” 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-196 

 
 
 
 
 

 
137-02:  Comment noted.  Also see response to Comment 101-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
137-03:  Comment noted.  Development of other in-state electric 
power sources or other transmission lines is outside the scope of 
the EIS. 
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137-04:  Comment noted. 
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137-05:  DOE extended the Draft EIS comment period by an 
additional 30 days through January 15, 2014.  All comments 
received are addressed in the Final EIS (see EIS Section 1.7.3).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
138-01:  Comment noted. 
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139-01:  As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE 
Project would provide an additional source of power to 
southeastern New York State, which DOE has designated as a 
Critical Congestion Area.  Southeastern New York State is also 
within an area designated by DOE as the Mid-Atlantic Area 
National Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors.  

In issuing its Certificate for the CHPE Project, the NYSPSC found 
that “… as an additional transmission interface into the City of 
New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing transmission 
constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission network, (3) 
enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel diversity.”  
Additionally, NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued for the 
proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve 
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the 
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] 
reduce wholesale market prices.” 

See response to Comment 101-02 regarding job creation. 

 
139-02:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 101-02 
regarding job creation. 
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139-03:  In its Certificate authorizing the proposed CHPE Project, 
the NYSPSC concluded that “The Project satisfies a need by 
providing additional transmission capacity into the New York City 
load pocket and an additional source of supply – hydroelectric 
power – that is both renewable and relatively stable in price, 
enhancing the fuel diversity in the City.  Moreover, by allowing a 
new entrant into the New York City market, approval of the Project 
would advance our policy favoring competition.  Finally, the 
Project advances State policies by enabling access to a source of 
clean energy supply.” 
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139-04:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 139-01 
regarding the proposed CHPE’s effect on reliability.  The source of 
power to be transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project is 
outside the scope of the EIS. 
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139-05:  See response to Comment 133-01 regarding analysis of 
potential impacts in Canada. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
139-06:  Comment noted.  Construction of additional converter 
stations in Albany or other locations along the transmission line 
route are not consistent with the Applicant’s objectives (see EIS 
Section 1.4).   
 
139-07:  As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and 
need for DOE’s Proposed Action is whether to issue a Presidential 
permit for the proposed transmission line crossing of the U.S. 
international border (i.e., proposed CHPE Project).  Continued 
operation or development of other new in-state power sources or 
transmission lines is not the subject of the application for a 
Presidential permit and, therefore, is outside the scope of this EIS. 
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139-08:  Comment noted. 
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139-09:  See response to Comment 139-07. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-209 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-210 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
139-10:  The source of the electrical power to be transmitted 
through the proposed CHPE Project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
139-11:  The Haverstraw Bay Alignment, a previously proposed 
component under which the transmission line would have been 
installed in the Hudson River through Haverstraw Bay rather than 
on land in Rockland County, was initially proposed by the 
Applicant in its 2010 Article VII application to the NYSPSC.  
Based on consultations with applicable regulatory agencies and 
other stakeholders including the NYSDEC and the NYSDOS’s 
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Program, a terrestrial route 
through Rockland County that avoided Haverstraw Bay was 
selected for approval as part of the NYSPSC Certificate and the 
CZM Consistency Determination issued for the proposed CHPE 
Project (see EIS Section 2.3.1).  Therefore, this previously 
proposed component is not part of the proposed CHPE Project 
route as approved in the NYSPSC Certificate, and was not 
analyzed further in the EIS. 
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139-12:  Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts associated with installing the 
buried transmission line on land through Rockland County.  
Chapter 6 of the EIS presents a cumulative impact analysis that 
addresses the potential impacts associated with implementation of 
the proposed CHPE Project in combination with other proposed 
projects in Rockland County within the CHPE Project’s region of 
influence. 
 
139-13:  See response to Comment 137-05. 
 
139-14:  The approximately 3-mile underground HVAC 
transmission line segment that would connect the Astoria Annex 
Substation to the Rainey Substation in Astoria, Queens was 
approved as part of the NYSPSC Certificate issued in April 2013, 
and is addressed in Section 5.4 of the EIS. 

139-15:  The NYSPSC determined there is a need for the proposed 
CHPE Project through the issuance of the Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need for the CHPE 
Project, which identified that “the Project would serve the public 
interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the reliability of 
the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] reduce wholesale 
market prices.”  See also responses to Comments 139-03 and 806-
01.  Evaluation of electricity consumption patterns in New York 
State is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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139-16:  Use of conservation, demand management, or other power 
generation sources, and development of other in-state electric 
power sources or other transmission lines is outside the scope of 
the EIS. 

See response to Comment 139-01 regarding the reason that the 
New York City metropolitan area is the end-user for the CHPE 
Project as proposed by the Applicant. 
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139-17:  Comment noted.  See responses to Comments 139-01 and 
814-02. 
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139-18:  The comments referenced in this comment were submitted 
during the initial public scoping for the proposed CHPE Project in 
2010, and are included in Comment 712.  These scoping comments 
were considered during development of the EIS.  The comments 
raised have been either addressed in Section 2.5 of the EIS 
(Alternatives Analysis) or regard use of conservation, demand 
management, or other power generation sources, and development 
of other in-state electric power sources or other transmission lines, 
which are outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
139-19:  See response to second paragraph in Comment 139-06. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
139-20:  Comment noted. 
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139-21:  See response to Comment 139-07. 
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140-01:  See response to Comment 137-05. 
 
140-02:  As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE 
Project would provide an additional source of power to 
southeastern New York State, which DOE has designated as a 
Critical Congestion Area.  Southeastern New York State is also 
within an area designated by DOE as the Mid-Atlantic Area 
National Corridor, which is one of two National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors.  Additionally, NYSPSC identified in their 
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that 
“the Project would serve the public interest, convenience and 
necessity” and “increase the reliability of the Bulk Power System in 
New York City [and] reduce wholesale market prices.” 

See response to Comment 139-07 regarding in-state power sources 
and transmission lines. 
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140-03:  As presented in Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation, 
demand management, or use of other power generation sources by 
themselves were not considered reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed CHPE Project. 
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141-01:  Comment noted.   
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142-01:  Comment noted. 
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142-02:  Comment noted. 
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143-01:  Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
144-01:  Comment noted. 
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145-01:  Comment noted. 
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