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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 OVERVIEW 

On May 20, 2014, Champlain VT, LLC, d/b/a Transmission Developers, Inc.-New England (TDI-NE) 
submitted an application to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for a Presidential permit for the New 
England Clean Power Link (NECPL) Project (proposed NECPL Project).  An application for a Presidential 
permit was 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 the NECPL Project (OE Docket Number PP-400), if issued, would 
authorize TDI-NE to construct, operate, maintain, and connect the United States portion of the proposed 
NECPL Project. 
 
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 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.  The 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 NECPL Project. 
 
The proposed NECPL Project consists of an approximately 154-mile long, 1,000-megawatt (MW), high-
voltage direct current (HVDC) electric power transmission system that would have both aquatic 
(underwater) (≈ 98 miles) and terrestrial (underground) (56 miles) segments in the state of Vermont.  The 
Project includes a transmission cable that would run from the United States and Canada border to Ludlow, 
Vermont, and associated equipment.  The Project would terminate at the existing Vermont Electric Power 
Company (VELCO) substation in Cavendish, Vermont, and interconnect with the transmission system 
operated by Independent System Operator New England (ISO-New England).  In addition to the 
transmission line itself, the system would include a new direct current (DC)-to-alternating current (AC) 
HVDC converter station in the town of Ludlow, Vermont. 
 
This document constitutes the Final EIS Comment Response Document on the NECPL Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  The Draft EIS and all other documents associated with the EIS are available on 
the NECPL Web site at http://www.necplinkeis.org. 
 
1.2 HISTORY OF OUTREACH AND PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 

The DOE provided a 60-day public review period starting June 12, 2015 and ending on August 11, 2015, 
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 (EPA) 
(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.  A NOA and Public Hearing Announcement was published in two Vermont 
newspapers with distribution along the proposed transmission line (Table 1).  Attachment 2 contains a copy 
of the NOA published in the newspapers. 
 
During the public comment period on the Draft EIS, the DOE conducted two public hearings:  one in 
Burlington, Vermont on July 15, 2015 and one in Rutland, Vermont on July 16, 2015 (Table 2).  The 
hearings provided the public with the opportunity to provide verbal comments in person, and their 
comments would be transcribed by a court stenographer.  There were no public comments at these hearings.  

http://www.necplinkeis.org/
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In addition, the DOE received written comment letters and emails from one private citizen and five 
government agencies.  A copy of the comment letters received are included in Attachment 3 and are also 
available on the NECPL Web site at http://www.necplinkeis.org. 

 
 

TABLE 1.  NEWSPAPER PUBLICATION DATES  
AND AREA OF DISTRIBUTION FOR THE DRAFT EIS 

Newspaper Area of Distribution Publication Date 
Burlington Free Press Chittenden, Grand Isle 

Counties, Vermont 
July 1 and July 8, 2015 

Rutland Herald Rutland, Addison, Windsor 
Counties, Vermont 

July 1 and July 8, 2015 

 
 

TABLE 2.  DATES AND LOCATIONS OF THE PUBLIC HEARINGS ON THE DRAFT EIS 
Meeting Date Location Number of 

Attendees 
Number of 

Commenters 
July 15, 2015 Burlington, VT 9 0 
July 16, 2015 Rutland, VT 4 0 

 
 

1.3 COOPERATING AGENCIES 

The DOE invited several federal and state agencies to participate as cooperating agencies in preparing this 
EIS because of their special expertise or jurisdiction by law (40 CFR 1501.6).  The cooperating agencies 
for the Project are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1, the U.S. Coast Guard 
(USCG), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), New England District.  The DOE has the 
authority to issue the Presidential permit for the international border crossing, and the USACE issues Clean 
Water Act (CWA) Section 404 and Section 10 permits.  No local agencies or Native American tribes made 
a request to participate as cooperating agencies. 
 
2 AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

A variety of issues and concerns were raised during the public review period.  The DOE considered all 
comments in preparing the Final EIS.  This section lists the commenters and summarizes the comment 
documents received during the public comment process.  Commenters on the Draft EIS were primarily state 
and federal agencies; only one comment from an individual was received.  TDI-NE provided updated 
information in the form of revised mileage and other editorial corrections to the Project route that are 
consistent with other federal and state applications filed by TDI-NE.  Table 3 provides a list of those persons 
and/or agencies who provided comments during the Draft EIS comment period.  The DOE responded to 
those comments that are within the scope of and relevant to the analysis within this EIS.  Vertical bars in 
the margins of the Final EIS mark the locations of changed text, including substantive revisions and new 
information based in part on comments received on the Draft EIS.  Deletions are not indicated. 

http://www.necplinkeis.org/
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TABLE 3.  DRAFT EIS COMMENTERS 
Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

Frank Delgiudice U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
H. Curtis Spaulding Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
M.A. Baroody Captain of the Port, Northern New England Sector, U.S. Coast Guard 
Andrew L. Raddant Regional Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior 1 
Bonney Hartely Stockbridge-Munsee Tribal Historic Preservation 
Laura V. Trieschmann Vermont Division for Historic Preservation 
Kris Pastoriza  Private Citizen 

 
 
Table 4 summarizes the comments submitted during the Draft EIS public comment period into major 
representative issues and concerns, organized by general topic.  All comments received are presented in 
their entirety in Attachment 3 of this Comment Response Document.  Table 4 also identifies the substantive 
revisions that were made from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS as a result of these comments. 
 
 

TABLE 4.  SUMMARY OF AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS 
AND SUBSTANTIVE REVISIONS TO THE FINAL EIS 

Subject Area Comment Summary Revision to Draft EIS 
Summary  Multiple edits in the summary and 

summary table. 
• Updated the Summary to be 

consistent with the Final EIS, 
including updated information on the 
proposed Project, figures, and 
summary of impacts.   

Purpose and Need Scope.  Commenter requested a broader 
purpose and need statement so as not to 
preclude consideration of other 
alternatives. 

• No substantive changes were made to 
this section. 

Proposed Action Proposed Action.  Multiple commenters 
had updates to the cable route mileage 
and construction methods for the 
Project.  USACE requested additional 
discussion of alternatives. 

• Updated the cable route mileage. 
• Updated the six construction 

methods. 
• Added a reference in the Final EIS to 

the USACE alternatives that are 
located in Appendix E. 

Proposed Project Wetland Installation.  Commenter 
requested additional description of 
wetland trenching disposal methods and 
recommended disposal of excess 
material in an upland location. 
Mitigation.  Some commenters noted 
that Project-specific mitigation measures 
were not discussed in the Draft EIS. 
Crossing Techniques.  Commenter 
requested a more detailed description of 
stream crossing techniques. 

• Description of wetland trenching 
disposal method is presented in 
Section5.2.8 and 5.2.9. 

• Project specific mitigation measures 
are found in Appendix G. 

• Crossing techniques are presented in 
detail in Section 5.2.4.1. 

                                                             
1 The U.S. Department of Interior did not have comments on the Draft EIS but did provide comments related to consultation 
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary Revision to Draft EIS 
 

Land Use (1-17)   
1. Transportation 
and Traffic 

HDD Construction.  Commenter 
requested that the short-term effect of 
proposed HDD construction cofferdams 
on lake transportation be addressed. 
Nautical Charts.  Commenters requested 
that the cable route be depicted on 
nautical charts during and after 
construction.  
Emergency Repairs.  Commenter 
requested clarification of conclusion that 
emergency repairs to the lake sections of 
cable would be brief.   

• Added information on cofferdams 
and time frame for cable installation 
(Section 5.1.2.1 and 5.1.9.1. and 
5.1.14.1). 

 
• Section 5.1.2.1 – TDI-NE upon 

completion of cable installation, 
would provide NOAA with cable 
routes to use in development of 
nautical charts (Section 5.1.2.1). 

 
• Sections 5.1.2.2, 5.1.3.2 address 

emergency repairs and define “brief” 
as less than 30 days. 

2. Water 
Resources 

Sedimentation.  Commenter asked for a 
more detailed discussion of erosion and 
sedimentation control techniques; also 
concerned about effects of phosphorus re-
suspension in shallow parts of lake, 
where algal blooms occur. 
Drinking Water.  Commenter requested 
additional analysis and mapping of 
drinking water source protection areas 
and drinking water supply areas; also 
asked for turbidity projections to support 
conclusion that drinking water quality 
would not be affected. 

• Section 5.1.3.1 - Turbidity discussion; 
emphasized South lake area and 
potential algal blooms. 

• Section 3.2.11.2 - Analysis was 
updated and map was added for 
effects on drinking water and 
drinking water source protection 
areas. 

• Added information on TDI-NE’s 
blasting plan as it relates to 
groundwater in Section 5.2.3.1. 

3. Aquatic 
Habitats and 
Species 

Invasive Species.  Commenters requested 
expanded analysis of Project impact on 
aquatic invasive species spread and 
discussion of monitoring aquatic invasive 
species post-construction.  
Blasting.  Commenter requested analysis 
of impact of blasting on aquatic 
resources. 

• Section 5.1.4.1 – Analysis was 
updated and expanded. 
 

• Section 5.1.4.1 – Currently no 
blasting is proposed within the Lake 
Champlain Segment which limits the 
potential for impacts to aquatic 
species within Lake Champlain.  

4 .Aquatic 
Protected and 
Sensitive Species  

No comments.  

5. Terrestrial 
Habitats and 
Species 

General.  Effects of Canadian 
hydropower on terrestrial resources.  
Protected and Sensitive Species.  
Commenter asked to include northern 
long-eared bat in discussion of impact of 
magnetic fields on terrestrial species, if 
appropriate; also, general request for 
review of Project impacts on northern 
long-eared bat. 

• Sections 5.1.7, 5.2.7 - Analysis of 
impacts to northern long-eared bat 
was updated to reflect federally 
threatened status. 

• Section 5.2.7.2 - Added effects of 
magnetic fields on northern long-
eared bat. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary Revision to Draft EIS 
6. Terrestrial 
Protected and 
Sensitive Species  

No comments.  

7. Wetlands Invasive Species.  Commenter asked for 
inclusion of Project invasive species 
management plan in the EIS.  
Valuation.  Commenter asked for 
clarification of statement that because 
potentially affected wetlands occur in 
previously disturbed areas, wetlands 
values are limited. 
Hazardous Materials.  Commenter was 
concerned that 100-foot buffer from 
hazardous materials storage was not 
adequately protective.   
Impacts.  Commenter requested 
clarification on methodology for 
calculating wetland and stream impacts; 
clarify if Project would have permanent 
effects on wetlands, such as loss of 
functions and services.  

• Section 5.1.4.1 provides 
information on invasive species. 

• No change to Section 5.2.8.1 
discussion of wetlands in 
previously disturbed areas. 

• The existing buffer for hazardous 
materials would be outlined in the 
SPCC or equivalent plan and 
follow all appropriate federal and 
State of Vermont regulations 
regarding management of 
hazardous materials and wastes. 

• Wetland functions are discussed in 
Section 5.2.8.1. 

8. Geology and 
Soil  

Effects of HDD.  Commenter observed 
that effects of dredging at HDD site in 
Alburgh, Vermont were not included in 
discussion. 
Phosphorus Re-suspension.  
Commenter requested more detailed 
explanation of installation techniques 
that would minimize re-suspension of 
phosphorus-containing sediments in the 
lake.  

• HDD dredging in Alburgh was 
listed in Section 5.1.9.1. 

• Section 5.1.3.1 provides 
information on re-suspension of 
phosphorus containing sediments. 

9. Cultural 
Resources 

Affected Environment.  Commenter 
questioned defining the area of potential 
effects as 50 feet wide when documents 
suggest staging areas would exceed this 
width.  
Impacts.  Consider the impact of 
blasting on historic properties outside 
the corridor; consider adverse effects on 
Fullam and Mott structures in Alburgh 
and Ludlow. 

• Section 3.1.10, 3.2.10 and Appendix 
I:  Cultural Resources - Updated 
information on the status of the 
Section 106 process and area of 
potential effect. 

• Section 5.2.10 - Updated cultural 
resources effects and consultation 
under Section 106. 

 

10. Infrastructure Electrical Systems.  Commenter 
observed that there are other electrical 
lines between Vermont and New York 
that should be identified and included. 

• Edits were made to reflect updated 
information on infrastructure. 

 

11. Recreation  No substantive comments.  
12. Public Health 
and Safety  

No substantive comments. • Updated information in Section 
3.2.13.2 to reflect new source of 
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Subject Area Comment Summary Revision to Draft EIS 
information on guidelines for 
exposure to DC magnetic fields. 

13. Noise  No comments.  
14. Hazardous 
Materials and 
Waste 

Effects on Lake.  Commenter asked for 
discussion of lake sediment testing, 
including disposal methods. 

• Section 5.1.15 - Added contractor 
requirements for hazardous spills and 
waste. 

15. Air Quality  Model.  Commenter requested more 
recent emissions model to be used for 
analysis. 
Mitigation.  Commenter asked for 
identification of emissions reduction 
mitigation measures. 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
Commenter asked for revision and 
expansion of greenhouse emissions 
analysis. 

• Sections 5.1.16, 5.2.16 and Appendix 
K - Analysis was updated using 
MOVES emissions modeling. 

• Section 5.1.16.1 provides a list of 
emission reduction measures TDI-NE 
proposes to implement.  

• Regarding GHG analysis, the DOE 
followed EPA’s Guidelines for GHG 
emissions.  The DOE deleted 
comparisons of Project GHG 
emissions to United States or global 
emissions, per EPA request. 

16. Socioeconomics No comments.  • Section 5.1.17.2 - Added information 
about the recent Agreement between 
TDI-NE and Conservation Law 
Foundation. 

17. Environmental 
Justice 

Scale of Analysis.  Commenters 
requested a finer scale of analysis to 
more accurately assess impacts to 
environmental justice communities. 

• Added census tract analysis in 
Appendix J. 

Environmental 
Consequences of 
No Action 

Commenter noted that updated 
information exists for ISO-NE. 

• Updated information on the region’s 
installed generating capacity from 
ISO-NE. 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Power Generation Projects.  
Commenter noted a new transmission 
line that is being proposed that should be 
included in cumulative effects analysis. 
• Added information on Vermont’s 

Renewable Energy Standards 
Growth.  Commenter noted cumulative 
effects of growth induced by the Project 
should be addressed. 

• Added reference to the proposed 
Vermont Green Line Project. 

• Added additional updated information 
regarding Vermont’s renewable 
portfolio standards. 

• Sections 5.1.17.1 and 5.2.17 discuss 
(Socioeconomics), potential 
temporary effects of construction 
growth. 

Appendices Navigation Risk Assessment.  
Commenter asked if the Applicant 
would be developing a NRA for Coast 
Guard review and approval. 

• Added text in Section 5.1.2.2 - 
Applicant has not prepared a NRA for 
this Project; however, TDI-NE will 
prepare a NRA sufficiently prior to 
construction, so as to allow for review 
by interested stakeholders, such as the 
USCG and Lake Champlain Ferry 
operators who are the primary 
commercial operators on the Lake. 
Since there are minimal commercial 
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Subject Area Comment Summary Revision to Draft EIS 
operators on the Lake, TDI-NE 
expects the NRA would be quite 
straight forward.  

Appendix H:  ESA 
Section 7 
Documentation  

No comments. • Added letters from USFWS and 
agreement with VTANR to Appendix 
H. 

Appendix I:  
NHPA Section 106 
Documentation  

No comments. • Added letters from Vermont 
Department of Historic Preservation 
and TDI-NE stipulations in their 
Agreement with the Vermont 
Department of Historic Preservation 
to Appendix I. 

Appendix J:  
Environmental 
Justice 

Commenter requested Environmental 
Justice analysis use census tract data 
instead of county data. 

• Census tract data table was added to 
Appendix J. 

Appendix K:   Commenter requested updated MOVES 
analysis. 

• Provided MOVES analysis in 
Appendix K. 
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Attachment 1:  EPA Notice of Availability  



New England Clean Power Link  Appendix M-Comment Response Document 

Department of Energy   October 2015 
Attachment 1-2 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



New England Clean Power Link  Appendix M-Comment Response Document 

Department of Energy   October 2015 
Attachment 1-3 

 



New England Clean Power Link  Appendix M-Comment Response Document 

Department of Energy   October 2015 
Attachment 1-4 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



New England Clean Power Link  Appendix M-Comment Response Document 

Department of Energy   October 2015 
Attachment 2-1 

Attachment 2: Sample Newspaper Notice of Availability  
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Attachment 3:  Draft EIS Comment Letters 
 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District August 6, 2015 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency   August 11, 2015 
U.S. Coast Guard      August 26, 2015 
U.S. Department of the Interior    August 11, 2015 
Stockbridge-Munsee Tribal Historic Preservation   June 30, 2015 
Vermont Division of Historic Preservation   August 11, 2015 
Pastoriza, Kris      July 17, 2015
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USACE 1:  Appendix D contains the applicant’s full description of routing 
alternatives considered but eliminated; Appendix E provides the link to the 
applicant’s USACE 404 application.  The full application can be found at 
http://necplink.com/docs/army_corps/Narrative_Final_11-07-14.pdf.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

USACE 1 
 

http://necplink.com/docs/army_corps/Narrative_Final_11-07-14.pdf
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USACE 2 

USACE 3 

USACE 6 

USACE 5 

USACE 7 

USACE 4 

USACE 10 

USACE 11 

USACE 12 

USACE 9 

USACE 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
USACE 2.  All instances where the description of depth includes concrete mats was 
edited to reflect that the cable would lay on the lake bottom at depths greater than 150 
feet.  
 
USACE 3.  All references to the construction schedule of the NECPL Project, 
specifically in Sections 5.1.17 and 6.1.3, have been edited to reflect 2016-2018. 
 
 
USACE 4.  The depth of aquatic transmission cable burial was changed to “3 to 5 
feet”.   
 
USACE 5.  The Final EIS was edited to reflect a terrestrial burial depth of 4-6 feet, as 
provided by TDI-NE.  This is not inconsistent with the USACE application. 
 
USACE 6.  In S.6.1.2., text was added to detail that the bags/plugs cannot be left in 
place if they will present a heat dissipation issue during operation. 
 
USACE 7.  The grapnel run is expected to be performed during the construction 
season (June 1 to November 1) one year before the submarine cable installation. The 
grapnel run is expected to take approximately 30 calendar days to complete. 
 
USACE 8.  Potential effects to commercial and recreational navigational use of the 
lake around the proposed cofferdams is addressed in Section 5.1.2.1.  The cofferdams 
are expected to be in place approximately 3 months (Section 5.1.9.2). 
 
 
USACE 9.  Acreage of lake bottom filled by concrete mats has been edited in the 
Summary Table, Table 2-2, and Section 5.1.4 to be consistent with the application to 
the USACE. 
 
 
USACE 10.  The wetlands temporarily affected is consistent between the Final EIS 
and the 404 application. 
 
 
 
USACE 11.  TDI‐NE has revised its General Mitigation Strategies (Appendix G of 
the Final EIS) which has been updated based on the stipulation reached with various 
parties in July, 2015.  These mitigation strategies will be incorporated into 
Construction Management Plan(s) and any contracts TDI‐NE has with contractors, as 
well as any additional permit requirements set by the USACE, DOE or the State of 
Vermont. Construction Managements Plan(s) have not been developed at this time 
and are not anticipated to be completed until after the permitting phase of the Project. 
 
USACE 12.  Final EIS was edited in the Summary, Section 2, Section 3, and Section 
5 regarding cable laying on lake bottom at depths greater than 150 feet. 
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USACE 13.  Added text to the Summary, Section 2.4.7.1 and 2.4.7.2 - Should circumstances dictate that 
debris be removed from the lake and disposed of on land, disposal would be arranged in accordance with 
applicable federal, state and local codes, regulations and guidelines. 
 
 
 
USACE 14.  A sentence was added in Section 2.5.2 in the Final EIS noting the USACE’s alternatives 
analysis is included in Appendix E. 
 
 
USACE 15.  In Section 3.1.1.2, text was added clarifying Vermont’s and the USACE’s jurisdiction in Lake 
Champlain; the USACE has jurisdiction beyond the ordinary high water mark (98 feet) in the lake. 
 
 
 
USACE 16.  Electrical system information was updated in Sections 3.1.11, 3.2.11, 5.1.11, and 5.2.11. 
 
 
USACE 17.  The Final EIS notes that the Project would terminate at the Coolidge substation located in 
Cavendish, Vermont. 
 
USACE 18.  All species, upon first mention in the Final EIS, have the scientific names listed.  After first 
mention, the scientific names are not repeated. 
 
USACE 19.  Table 3-25 has been corrected. 
 
USACE 20.  The following text was added to Section 5.1.2.1:  “The navigational effects due to HDD in the 
lake may result from the presence of the barges and cofferdams, if cofferdams are used.  In the event 
cofferdams are used in Benson and Alburgh, they are likely to remain in place for approximately three 
months.  The transitional HDDs would be initiated from land.  The drilling rig would be set up on TDI-NE 
controlled land and the pilot bore would be drilled from the land into the lake.  The reaming bore would 
then be pulled from the lake back to the land location.  The conduits would be located on the barge and 
would be pulled into the drill hole behind the back reamer.  It is not anticipated that the conduits would be 
floated on the lake surface.”  
 
USACE 21.  See Section 5.1.2.1 for revised text, as follows:  Upon completion of the cable instruction, 
TDI-NE would notify the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and provide as-built 
information on the location of the cables in accordance with existing NOAA specifications.”   
 
USACE 22.  All instances where the description of depth includes concrete mats were edited to reflect that 
the cable would lay on the lake bottom at depths greater than 150 feet.   
 
USACE 23.  See revised text in Section 5.1.4.1:  TDI-NE developed an invasive species control plan to 
mitigate the spread of invasives into the lake during Project construction.  This plan has been reviewed by 
the VANR. 
 
USACE 24.  The Final EIS correctly notes the acres of lake bottom that is covered with concrete mats (in 
Summary Table, Section 2, and Section 5.1.4.1. 
 
USACE 25.  The rate of installation for the terrestrial portion of Lake Champlain is 1-8 miles per day, as 
reflected in Section 5.1.6.1. 
 
USACE 26.  Section 5.1.9.1 – added text to address effects of dredging at HDD sites in Alburgh and 
Benson. 
 
USACE 27.  Section 5.1.11.1 – added text regarding seven utility crossings (electrical, telecommunication 
and/or ferry cables) that have been identified within the Lake Champlain Segment ROI. 

USACE 13 

 

USACE 17 

 

USACE 16 

 

USACE 15 

 

USACE 14 

 

USACE 20 

 

USACE 19 

USACE 18 

 

USACE 21 

 

USACE 24 

 

USACE 23 

 

USACE 22 

 

USACE 26 

 

USACE 25 

 

USACE 27 
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USACE 28.  Section 5.1.12 – added language addressing length of time of impact at 
approximately 2 months: “ Since the platform is located in Alburgh and would be the first 
HDD location where the cable would enter Lake Champlain, the closure or restricted use of 
this site would be limited to approximately 2 months, thereby not having a long-term effect 
on recreational users.” 
 

USACE 29.  Section 5.2.7.2 – added text addressing magnetic field effects on the 
northern long-eared bat. 
 
 
USACE 30.  Table 5-7 has been updated to include impacts to wetland buffers. 
 
 
 
 
 
USACE 31.  Section 5.2.8.1 has been edited to include the following sentence: 
The USACE Vermont In-Lieu Fee Program would be used to mitigate for the 
proposed and temporary change in cover type of forested wetlands by the Project.   
 
USACE 32.  Section 5.2.8.2 has been edited to include TDI-NE’s plan 
(TRC/VHB 2014) to monitor invasive species following construction. 
 
 
USACE 33.  Table 5-8 has been corrected to reflect the appropriate table number. 
 
 
 
USACE 34.  Section 6 includes a description of the Vermont Green Line and 
discussion of potential cumulative impacts. 
 
 
USACE 35.  The request to delete “Vermont District” was completed in the Final 
EIS. 
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EPA 1.  DOE has determined that the purpose and need statement is accurate.  
DOE's role is limited to deciding whether issuance of a Presidential permit is in 
the public interest, and the purpose and need for DOE's action is to respond to the 
applicant's request for a Presidential permit.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EPA 2.  DOE has determined that the purpose and need statement is accurate.  
DOE's role is limited to deciding whether issuance of a Presidential permit is in 
the public interest, and the purpose and need for DOE's action is to respond to the 
applicant's request for a Presidential permit.   
 
DOE acknowledges EPA’s support of TDI-NE’s proposed use of HDD for the 
NECPL Project. 
. 
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EPA 3.  A map of the SPAs and associated text was added to Section 3.2.11.2, 
water supply systems.  No change needed to Section 5.2.11.1 because the water 
supply infrastructure section describes potential impacts to SPAs. 
 
 
 
 
 
EPA 4.  Section 3.1.3.1 discusses federal and state programs that address 
protection of drinking water.  Section 3.1.11.2 also addresses the source 
protection areas and the 10 identified Vermont public water supply intakes.  
Section 3.1.3.1 includes a discussion of watershed protection laws and policies.  
 
 
EPA 5.  The Project would avoid water supply protection areas; however, as 
discussed in Section 5.1.11.1, the Project would pass within 100 feet of the deep 
intake for the Grand Isle Consolidated Water District.  According to the 
operator, the public water system could operate solely using the shallow intake 
during Project construction.  TDI-NE would work closely with the Grand Isle 
Consolidated Water District to limit impacts to the deep water intake resulting 
from routine or emergency maintenance. 
 
EPA 6.  TDI-NE proposes to use a receiver casing to minimize turbidity in Lake 
Champlain associated with the HDD operations.   
 
 
 
EPA 7.  The existing discussion in Section 5.1.15 and 5.2.15 provides discussion 
about hazardous materials, the effect of potential spills on public health, and the 
mitigation measures (Appendix G) that would be implemented to avoid spills.  

EPA 7 
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EPA 8.  TDI-NE’s NECPL Web site at www.NECPLINK.com contains all 
existing and updated plans that have been developed to date.  TDI-NE notes that 
construction management plans have not been developed at this time and are not 
anticipated until after the permitting phase of the Project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EPA 9.  Climate change is addressed in Sections 3.1.16, 5.2.16.2, and 6.1.13.  In 
addition, Appendix K contains updated EPA MOVES analysis, which was 
coordinated directly with EPA staff.  The adaptation strategy identified involves 
using various installation methods that were described in detail in Section 
5.2.4.1.  Since 98 miles of the line would be buried under Lake Champlain and 
the remaining buried underground, no practicable changes to the applicant’s 
proposal were identified by the DOE that would address resiliency to climate 
change.  Since the power source (hydroelectric power plant) is located in 
Canada, a global commitment by Canada to address climate change would be 
encouraged but is beyond the DOE’s scope to require.  The government of 
Canada is implementing a sector-by-sector regulatory approach to reduce GHG 
emissions that protects the environment and supports economic prosperity.  The 
government has already taken action on two of Canada’s largest sources of GHG 
emissions:  transportation and electricity.  Canada became the first major coal 
user to ban the construction of traditional coal-fired electricity generation units.  
In the first 21 years of this approach, the coal regulations are expected to result 
in a cumulative reduction in GHG emissions of about 214 megatonnes (Mt)—the 
equivalent of removing 2.6 million personal vehicles from the road per year over 
this period.  Canada is requiring 2025 passenger vehicles and light trucks emit 
about half as many GHGs as 2008 models and 2025 vehicles would also 
consume up to 50 per cent less fuel than 2008 vehicles—leading to significant 
savings at the pump.  GHG emissions from 2018 model-year heavy-duty 
vehicles would be reduced by up to 23 per cent (source: 
http://climatechange.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=72F16A84-1). 
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EPA 10.  The Final EIS reflects additional consultation with the FWS regarding 
the northern long-eared bat (Appendix H) and includes a Biological Assessment 
for the species. 
 
 
 

EPA 11.  No change needed.  Water quality analysis in Section 5.1.3 discusses 
phosphorus impacts.  Stream crossings have been analyzed and coordinated with 
the USACE and State of Vermont.  

EPA 11 
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EPA 12.  This comment has been addressed in the Geology and Soils section 
5.1.9.1 of the Final EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
EPA 13.  No change needed; incorporating Champlain Hudson Power Express 
EIS by reference is accepted and encouraged practice by Council on 
Environmental Quality.  
 
 
EPA 14.  The potential impact of the spread of invasive species is addressed in 
the Final EIS; however, best management practices for the Final EIS are based 
on industry-accepted best management practices.  Additionally, TDI-NE has 
developed plans to address aquatic invasive species that have been coordinated 
with state resource agencies and those plans are awaiting final state of Vermont 
approval.  
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EPA 15.  As discussed in the revised Overall Oil and Hazardous Materials Spill 
Prevention and Contingency Plan, TDI-NE would require its contractors to adhere to 
Vermont Hazardous Waste Management Regulations as well as its own procedures as 
outlined in the Spill Plan.  Contractors would be responsible for the clean‐up of any 
spills.  Hazardous materials would only be disposed of at licensed, regulated facilities 
and non‐hazardous materials would be disposed in accordance with all appropriate laws, 
rules and regulations.  In terms of previously contaminated soils, construction personnel 
would be alerted to indicators of unknown buried or illegally deposited hazardous 
materials.  If any indicator(s) of contamination is observed during construction (e.g. 
stained soils or unusual odors), contractors would be required to stop work and adhere to 
applicable regulations and TDI‐NE requirements in terms of notifications.  TDI‐NE 
would work cooperatively with state regulators to identify the potentially responsible 
party or parties, who would in turn would be held liable for the clean‐up process. 
 
EPA 16.  The water quality modeling report prepared for NECPL included projections of 
total suspended solids (TSS), particulate phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus (DP), and 
eight metals at five locations throughout Lake Champlain.  One location was in the 
northern portion of the lake, three were in the main lake, and one was located in the 
southern portion of the lake.  The modeling site in the southern portion of the lake (Mile 
Point 83) was chosen to represent shallow water in an area where the shear-plow cable 
installation method will be used.  This is the only site modeled south of Crown Point.  At 
Mile Point 83, dissolved phosphorus (the form more readily available for algal growth) 
temporarily increases approximately 2 µg/l as a result of cable installation and returns to 
background levels in less than 2 hours.  In comparison, the annual average DP in Lake 
Champlain based on VTDEC data from 1992-2013 is 11 µg/l (range 2 to 68 µg/l).  This 
information is included in Section 5.1.3.1. 

 
EPA 17.  The DOE updated the analysis using EPA’s MOVES Program for Air Quality 
by coordinating directly with EPA.  A reference to MOVES was added to the Final EIS.  
Regarding GHG analysis, the DOE followed EPA’s Guidelines for GHG emissions.  The 
DOE deleted comparisons of Project GHG emissions to United States or global 
emissions, per EPA request. 
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EPA 17.  Continued - Addressed in page above.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EPA 18.  The emissions provided in the Final EIS were developed using the EPA 
MOVES model, which includes the NONROAD2008 model, and is the official 
EPA model used for estimating emissions from on road and nonroad 
vehicles.  The MOVES model incorporates the most up-to-date EPA emission 
standards and rules.  
 

EPA 19.  DOE does not include emissions from the source of power imported. 
DOE provided a similar level of analysis in the Champlain Hudson Power 
Express EIS, with the exception of comparisons to emission thresholds because 
Vermont is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 
 
Over the first 10 years of the NECPL Project’s operation (April 2019 to March 
2029), power plant emissions of CO2, SO2, and NOx in New England are 
predicted to be reduced by 32.9 million tons (8.6 percent), 13.6 thousand tons (5.8 
percent), and 6.4 thousand tons (5.4 percent), respectively (Testimony of Seth G. 
Parker December 8, 2014). 
 
 
EPA 20.  DOE deleted reference to global GHG emissions data. 
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EPA 20.  Continued 
 
 
 
 
 

EPA 21.  Comment addressed by adding tract-level EJ analysis in the Final EIS 
and Appendix J.  EPA’s request for the EJ analysis to contain map of proximity of 
ROI to sensitive populations such as residences or schools and should consider 
that pollutants may reach sensitive populations is not needed for this Project.   
 
Regarding the public’s ability to comment, all potentially affected communities 
had opportunity to attend two public meetings on the Draft EIS in July 2015.  
Each meeting was advertised in the newspaper and 11 local libraries along the 
Project route had the Draft EIS for review by the public.  
 

Although the Final EIS does not contain a detailed map of where the ROI may be 
close to sensitive population areas, a table was added to the analysis to examine 
EJ populations by census tract across the entire project area.  Analysis in the air 
quality, public health and safety, hazardous materials, and other sections of the 
Final EIS conclude that there would not be adverse effects of pollutants on any 
populations, including sensitive populations.  
 

EPA 20 
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EPA 21.  Continued - Addressed in page above. 
 
 

EPA 22.  Added to Section 5.2.8.1 - The 100-foot buffer is detailed in TDI-NE’s 
New England Clean Power Link Project Overall Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Spill Prevention and Contingency Plan, February 2015, and complies with state 
and local laws. 
 
Buffer distances required to adequately filter pollutants depend on slope and 
vegetation type.  For non-point sources, recommended buffers in agricultural 
settings range from 25–50 feet (Grismer et al. 2006).  In the Vermont wetland 
program, Class One wetlands require a 100-foot protective buffer.  Based on the 
ability of vegetated buffer strips to filter pollutants (as described in Grismer et al. 
2006) and state wetland standards for high quality wetlands, 100 feet was selected 
as a buffer distance for wetland riparian areas to allow filtration following an 
accidental spill. 
Grismer, Mark E., A.T., O’geen, and D. Lewis. 2006.  Vegetative Filter Strips for 

Nonpoint Source Pollution Control in Agriculture.  University of California, 
Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources. 

 
EPA 23.  For previously disturbed wetlands (such as the ones in agricultural fields 
or mowed ROW) the functions are still there, but for wildlife in particular 
vegetation management (or tilling) significantly reduces the ability of the wetland 
to provide habitat.  Also services such as recreation or visual quality are reduced 
since the wetlands are not maintained in a natural state. 
 
 

EPA 24.  Due to the small amount of wetland vegetation potentially disturbed and 
the restoration activities described in Section 5.2.8.1, DOE concluded that the 
area would recover and a monitoring plan is not necessary 
 
 
 

EPA 25.  Comment noted.  TDI-NE will be working with the USACE and state of 
Vermont on BMPs.   
 
 
 

EPA 26.  The Invasive Species Management Plan is referenced in Appendix G.  
The Plan would be in effect for 3 years as proposed by the Applicant and agreed 
to by the Vermont agencies, and the impacts addressed in the EIS are similar to 
those addressed in the 404 permit application.  
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EPA 27.  The DOE has addressed the comments on wetlands and 404 permitting 
in Section 5.2.8 of the Final EIS and the acreage is consistent between the Final 
EIS and the 404 permit. 
 
 
 
 
EPA 28.  Natural resource impacts, including wetlands, wetland buffers, 
streams, and locations of protected resources (including bat roosting trees and 
rare plants) are included in Appendix E of the USACE 404 permit.  These maps 
also show the Project route and proposed lay down yards and storage areas.  
 
 
 
EPA 29.  Section 5.2.8 identifies the potential for permanent direct and 
secondary impacts.   
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Page 13 continued) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EPA 30.  The VHB report outlines the method used for delineation of wetland 
areas within the Study Area.  Methods for calculation of impact numbers, shown 
in the Appendix K of the 404 permit, are included as a foot note on the summary 
table:  
Note: GIS impact analysis conducted using Limits of Disturbance created by 
TRC‐engineering‐ Drafted 03/18/2015 
• 1VHB/TRC wetland delineations have been field‐reviewed (representative 

areas) by USACE and VT DEC personnel. 
• 2Wetland classifications based on Cowardin, L.M., V. Carter, F.C. Golet, 

and E.T. LaRoe. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitat of 
the United States. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. FWS/OBD‐79/31. 103pp. 

• 3 Permanent Impacts are calculated as areas of direct fill or grading. There 
will be no permanent wetland impacts as a result of project construction. 

• 4Temporary Impacts have been divided into three types, for the purpose of 
calculating compensatory mitigation credits required, in consultation with 
the USACE. Temporary wetland impacts consist of: 1) impacts from 
trenching and/or earthwork; 2) impacts from tree clearing in forested 

• areas and 3) impacts from non‐trenching/earthwork type activities in non‐
forested areas. Details are provided in footnotes 6, 7, and 8. 

• 5 Temporary impacts from trenching/earthwork will occur within the 
approximately 12‐foot wide Permanent Project Corridor as a result of 
excavation of an approximately 4‐foot wide trench for the cable. Following 
construction, these areas will be restored per the project EPSC plan (see 
Block 18 Attachment of 404 Permit Application). 

• 6 Temporary impacts in forested areas will occur as a result of required tree 
clearing in Temporary Workspaces, which will be allowed to regenerate after 
construction. 

• 7 Temporary impacts in non‐forested areas will occur in the Temporary 
Workspace where construction mats will be utilized to minimize rutting and 
compaction from equipment. These areas will be allowed to regenerate after 
construction. 

• 8Secondary impacts will occur in the Permanent Project Corridor as a result 
of permanent tree clearing, which will result in the conversion of forested 
wetlands to emergent or scrub‐shrub wetlands. 

• 9 Abutter information, including mailing addresses and Line List Numbers 
are found in the Adjoining Property Owners table in the 404 Permit 
Application. 

 
EPA 31.  In Section 5.2.3 the DOE identifies blasting effects and measures that 
TDI-NE plans to implement to reduce potential effects and to notify property 
owners of blasting.  
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EPA 32.  Currently no blasting is proposed within the Lake Champlain Segment 
which limits the potential for impacts to aquatic species within Lake Champlain 
(TRC 2014).  It is possible, although not confirmed, that blasting may be required 
along the terrestrial segment in the towns of Benson, Ludlow, and 
Alburgh.  Specific methodologies for blasting and regulatory compliance are 
included in the project Blasting Plan (TRC 2014).  TDI-NE, as described in the 
FEIS (Section 5.2.7.1) would work with federal and state agencies to implement 
measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects on bald eagles and their habitat.  
If construction were to occur within 660 feet of an active nest during the nest-
building or breeding season (December to August), TDI-NE would contact FWS 
and VFWD according to FWS National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines 
(FWS 2007) to obtain guidance for avoiding and minimizing potential effects of 
construction noise.  In addition, TDI-NE has proposed measures to avoid and 
minimize effects on potential roosting trees, including retention of vegetative 
buffers or selective removal of vegetation.  If large live or dead trees with peeling 
bark (e.g., shagbark hickory), or trees larger than 3 inches in diameter at breast 
height (dbh) (as preferred by the northern long-eared bat) are located, site-specific 
removal prescriptions would be implemented because the northern long-eared bat 
and Indiana bat prefer tree characteristics such as loose or shaggy bark, crevices, 
and hollows over a specific tree species for roosting.  Potential Indiana bat 
roosting trees would be avoided by construction and operation of the proposed 
Project, and should removal of potential roosting trees be required, a Phase 2 
assessment for bats would be completed (i.e., visual and/or acoustic bat exit 
surveys and assessment of the surrounding area for appropriate alternative 
roosting sites) (FEIS Section 5.2.7.1).   
 

EPA 33.  Construction - No change needed.  Section 5.1.3.1 discusses stormwater 
pollution prevention and erosion control plans.  Section 5.2.3.1 says erosion 
control measures would be required.  A description of TDI-NE’s proposed 
mitigation measures can be found in Appendix G. 
 

EPA 34.  Stream Crossings --Potential stream crossing methods are discussed in 
Sections 5.2.4.1 and Figure 3-4 of the Final EIS.  The specific stream crossing 
method would be selected with prior approval from state and federal agencies as 
required by permit conditions  
 

EPA 35.  Blasting effects on groundwater are addressed in Sections 5.2.3.1 and 
5.2.11.1 in the Final EIS. 
 

EPA 36.  Cumulative Impacts - Section 5.1.17.1 and 5.2.17.1 discusses 
(Socioeconomics), potential temporary effects of construction growth.  Final EIS 
includes information in Section 4 from the independent system operator for NE. 
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USCG 1.  Edits regarding the depth of the cable and use of concrete mats has 
been addressed in the Final EIS in the Summary and Section 2.  
 
 
 
USCG 2.  The DOE replaced “brief” with “up to 30 days” (see Section 5.1.2.1).  
Repair time would depend on the maintenance issue; however, the underwater 
cable is expected to be “maintenance free” and not require regularly scheduled 
maintenance. 
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USCG 3.  The reference to the Vessel Traffic Services on Lake Champlain has 
been deleted. 
 
 
USCG 4.  Upon completion of the cable installation, TDI-NE would notify the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and provide as-built 
information on the location of the cables in accordance with existing NOAA 
specifications. 
 
USCG 5.  A Navigation Risk Assessment has not been developed for this Project; 
however, TDI-NE would prepare a NRA prior to construction (see Section 
5.1.2.2), to allow for review by interested stakeholders, such as the USCG and 
Lake Champlain Ferry operators who are the primary commercial operators on 
the lake.  Since there are minimal commercial operators on the lake, TDI-NE 
expects the NRA would be quite straightforward. 
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DOI 1.  The FWS letter, dated July 13, 2015, is included in Appendix H of the 
final EIS. 
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Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribe 1.  Comment noted.  A copy of the 
Phase 1A study is available from TDI-NE and was transmitted to Ms. Hartley.  
No changes needed to the Final EIS. 
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VTSHPO 1.  The ROI in the Overland Segment has a note that indicates the ROI 
may expand slightly to accommodate additional lay down/staging areas.  
Laydown/staging areas have been selected at properties controlled by TDI-NE in 
Alburgh, Benson and Ludlow.  These properties were evaluated for 
archaeological sensitivity by PAL as part of the Phase 1A study (November 
2014).  Any additional laydown/staging areas along the proposed route would be 
identified prior to construction and TDI-NE would conduct all appropriate studies 
in accordance with the stipulation signed with the Vermont Division for Historic 
Preservation.  This stipulation identified that no Project ground disturbance would 
occur in any known historic site or archaeologically sensitive area prior to the 
completion of all required studies and the implementation of any necessary 
mitigation measures.  
 
VTSHPO 2.  TDI-NE supplemented their existing blasting plan with best 
management practices recommended by the Vermont Agency of Natural 
Resources.  In addition, TDI-NE has committed to not use perchlorates during 
blasting activities.  If, in the unlikely event, that more than 5,000 cubic yards need 
to be blasted in a single work zone, TDI-NE would evaluate the potential impacts 
to groundwater from such blasting.  
 
VTSHPO 3.  These structures are not listed on the National Register but are listed 
on the State Register.  TDI-NE does not intend to register these properties but 
does intend to meet the condition in the Stipulation with Vermont Division for 
Historic Preservation:  “Any sale, transfer of property or other conveyance of 
historic sites owned by TDI-NE within the Project area must be reviewed by 
VDHP and have the appropriate deed restrictions in place prior to disposition of a 
property.”  This language has been added to the Final EIS. 
 
VTSHPO 4.  In Sections 5.1.10 and 5.2.10 references to the final PA have been 
added to the Final EIS. 
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KP 1.  Comment noted. 
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