Kris Pastoriza, comments, Northern Pass Transmission, DES approval of permit:
Northern Pass wrote DES Findings in DES permit for NPT project.

Northern Pass letter to (DES below,) with edits showing how it was used by DES to write “their”
findings in DES permit for NPT, pgs. 8 & 9.

“ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN RESPONSE TO
NH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
ADDITIONAL DATA REQUESTS
January 25, 2017
A. WETLANDS BUREAU

2. Per Rule Env-Wt 302.04(a)(2) the applicant is required to demonstrate by plan and example that the
proposed alternative is the one with the least impact to wetlands or surface waters. It is not clear how
the proposed 32 mile new ROW in Co6s County avoids surrounding wetlands on a landscape scale
when the wetland impact plans only represent wetlands located within the ROW. DES finds that the
proposed 32 mile ROW in Co6s County is not an alternative with the least impact to wetlands or
surface waters.

Additional Information: In response to your recent request for clarification of our original response
to question #2, we have clarified the narrative and the supporting maps of the northern route
alternatives. The revised narrative follows, and the maps are attached.

The initial boundaries of the Northern Pass Project area were established based on the need to (i)
locate a transmission line crossing at the border between Québec and New Hampshire and (ii) connect
into the AC system grid at a location that allows for the delivery of 1,200 MW (currently 1,090 MW). In
its initial consideration of routing options, Northern Pass sought to minimize environmental impacts
by, among other things, maximizing the use of existing ROW, avoiding conservation areas and
identifying the shortest route feasible.

The original routing effort was conducted by the Applicant to minimize environmental impacts through
GIS analysis of publicly available social and natural resource data. Based on this effort, a preferred
northern route and three alternatives were identified in the October 2010 Presidential Permit

Application(PPA)-althotgh and the mternatlonal border Crossmg location m—Prttsburg was later
ldentlfled in February of2012 Rotye

s—hown—eﬁ (see maps 1 4 dated March 11 2011 whlch label the He—be{-led 2010 Preferred Route) (DES
finding 5a- red words were added by DES, struck out ones were removed by DES)

Tiresponseto-publicfeedbackvoieed-during the applicant’s -March 2011 pubtie scoping meetings
public concerns were raised about the visibility of the Project and its petertiél impact on private
landowners, Northern-Pass therefore the Applicant substantiatty reconfigured the North Segment to

move-the-proposedrotte-to-a less populated area. AAS a Gcomplete underground constructlon was
not considered a practlcable optlon , e

(DES fmdmg 5b)



A landscape-level analysis of sensitive natural resources along approximately 38 alternative route
segments proposed by the NP team was conducted, and these segments are shown in Maps 1-4 (labeled
March 2011 Alternative Routes, and labeled A through MM). The routes were evaluated based on their
intersection with conservation lands, rivers and streams, lakes and ponds, NWI wetlands, hydric soils,
and Tier 1 and 2 Ranked Wildlife Habitat from WAP maps. This analysis revealed that 21 segments
were located in conservation lands in Odell and Stratford. See Table 1 and Map 4. therefore additional
alternatlve segments were lnvestlgatlon and prlorltlzed to avoid these areas. GFe&Hng—new—RQMv'ﬁhfn

efforﬁs—The apphcant then commenced property acqwsztzon efforts for the segments w1th the fewest
natural resource and visual impacts that did not cross conservation land, and the preferred route was
then again revised based on the successful acquisition of property rights and after avoiding other

sen51t1ve visible areas in the Dixville Notch area. Eﬁﬁd—m—BﬂﬂﬂHe—Bwnme%&ndMﬂ-ls-fte%d—ohﬁed—by—

effort was made to use more of the exzstmg Coos Loop ROW (Maps 4 and 5, Iabeled Coos Loop)
(DES finding 5d)

Nermandean In 2012 the applicant provided “hot-spot” mapping and GIS modeling within 3 miles of
the entire proposed Project route in 2012 to identify locations with the greatest sensitivity and

permitting requlatory concerns. The model included the natural features mentioned above, along with:
rldgetops/mountazntops where headwater streams, fragile soils, wildlife corridors and unique habitats

~ > calcareous soils aend-excessively-drained-
sm—ls—where—r&re—p%aﬁts—mﬁybe—mereh&buﬁdaﬁt— known threatened and endangered species/habitat
locations plants;tymxmarten,—snakes;turtles,ete); known deer yards; archeologically sensitive

areas; streams and rivers with added regulations (SWQPAs, ORWs, Class A, Designated and areas
where ROW management would be more difficult.) Wherepessible, In addition,-reconnaissance level
field investigations were uhdertaker done across the northern route parcels to better define
environmental and other sensitive natural resources withineach-pareel-This information along with
consideration of existing infrastructure te-g—roads,camps,-Granite-Reliable-Wind);-potential visual
impacts, and Wagrers landowner’s overall forest planning and land management goals and objectives,
was included in the ultimate route determinations on the properties acquired or leased for the project.
Shifts were made in a few route locations to minimize resource impacts. The hot-spot mapping was
eventually also used to evaluate off-ROW access road selections. (DES finding 5e)

To avoid crossing over or under conservation land in Stewartstown-where-coniservationtands-are-
present-diagonatly-aeress-a-peint where four parcels meet along the 2012 Proposed Route, the-Project-

eonstdered two alternative underground routes were considered in Clarksville and Stewartstown along
road ROWs. See map dated March 25", 2013 showmg Optlon 2, Blue Route and Optlon 3, Green

then evaluated for natural resource issues. and found that Option 2 Blue Route is shorter in length and

lntersects fewer wetlands and streams, Qpﬁen—Q—fhe—B%ue—RoﬁEe—ls—shorfethﬂﬁﬁhe—GreeﬁRo&Ee—&nd—




mads—dﬁnﬁ&shmg—ﬁhe—ﬁﬁp&eﬁo—the—travellmg—publte— Therefore The deaszon was made to proceed
with Option 2, the Blue Route. (DES finding 5f)

Additional Field work within the 2013 proposed prOJect ROW revealed two sensitive areas in Dixville
that were worthy of further avoidance efforts A-pote exemp , : wood-Set ,

ﬁﬁﬁ&hff&d—H@M%ﬁk&ﬁﬂthﬁ%eﬁ&oﬁAlthough not all areas could be av01ded w1thout creatlng

greater wetland and stream impacts the ROW was shifted to avoid a moose concentration area at a
sensitive rocky ridge. Temporary access roads and structure locations were also shifted to minimize
resource impacts within the ROW. (DES finding 5g)

In summary, The resulting northern section of the Project route is located slightly further east than the
original 2010 route, maximizes use of existing ROW (the Coos Loop), traverses a+far less populated

per&on—of—nor&hern—New—Hamp&FHre— areas and relles in large part on property that was acqulred or

pHIrpOses from w1lllng property owners. Approx1mately 7 5 mlles of thls route are located underground
within existing road ROWs, while the overhead pertion is generally situated along the mid-slope

landscape position, aveidingte-the-extentpossible to avoid the sensitive high elevation areas fwhieh-

are-also-potentiatly-more-visible) as well as the valleys where streams, wetlands, riparian corridors,
archeologlcal resources and hlghest ranked habltats are most abundant %heﬁe—mfd-s-lepe—laﬂdseape—

l&rgehpropor&on—ts—wfhiﬁ—eemmerefal—forest—l&nd— Thls portlon of the Project route 1nvolves 155 fewer

landowner parcels than would have been required for the section of the original 2010 route ebove-the-
FostNation-Substation: (DES finding 5h) Finally, The result of the entire Project routing effort is that
the selected route eliminates potential visual impacts in the White Mountain National Forest,

Franconia Notch area, and along the Appalachian Trail by urdergrounding-an-additional proposing 52
miles of underground transmission lines in public roadways and eliminating more than 400 structures.-

With-this-change;, Northern Passwilrew-have-atotal-of Overall 60 miles of underground construction
is proposed, making-it that would make the project the largest instaHation-of underground DC cable in
North America. And greater Mere-than 80 percent of the overall project witl-be is located eterg within
existing transmission corridors or underground in public roadways. (DES finding 5i)



o mem ey mm mmmms e m e mmmmtaamam Rrr mRaE T M AT R me e SR s m

The applicant has provided evidence which demonstrates that this proposal is the alternative with
the least adverse impact to areas and environments under the department's jurisdiction per Env-Wt
302.03, and are listed in greater detail as follows:

a) The original project location and routing effort was conducted by the applicant to minimize
environmental impacts through GIS analysis of publically available social and natural resource
data. Based on this information, a preferred northern route and three alternatives were
identified in October 2010, and the international border crossing was later identified in February
2011 (see Maps 1-4 dated March 11, 2011 which label the “2010 Preferred Route).

b} During the applicant's March 2011 scoping meetings, public concerns were raised about the
visibility of the project and its impact on private landowners, therefore the applicant
reconfigured the north segment to a less populated area, as complete underground
construction was not considered a practicable option for the project.

c) Alandscape level analysis of sensitive natural resources along 38 alternative route segments
was conducted as shown on Maps 1-4 |abeled March 2011 Alternative Routes, segments A
through MM. These routes were evaluated based on their intersection with conservation lands,
rivers and streams, lakes and ponds, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, hydric soils, and
Tier 1,and Tier 2 Ranked Wildlife Habitat from Wildlife Action Plan (WAP) maps. This analysis
reveal®d that 21 segments were located in conservation lands in Odell and Stratford (see Table 1
and Map 4); therefore additional alternative segments were investigated and prioritized to
avoid these areas.

d) The applicant then commenced property acquisition efforts for segments with the fewest
natural resources and visual impacts, and in areas that did not cross conservation lands. The
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f)

gl

preferred route was then again revised based on successful acquisition of property rights, and
after avoiding other sensitive visible areas in the Dixville Notch area. Also, an effort was made
to use more of the existing Coos Loop ROW (see Maps 4 and 5 labeled “Coos Loop").

In 2012, the applicant then conducted “hot spot” mapping and GIS modeling within 3 miles of
the entire proposed route to identify locations with the greatest sensitivity and regulatory
concerns. The model included the natural features mentioned above, along with
ridgetops/mountain tops, headwater streams, fragile soils, wildlife corridors and unigue
habitats, calcareous soils, known threatened and endangered species/habitat locations, known
deer yards, archeoclogically sensitive areas, streams and rivers with added regulations (i.e.
Shoreland Protection, Outstanding Resource Waters, Class A, Designated Rivers) and areas
where ROW maintenance would be more difficult. In addition, reconnaissance level field
investigations were done across the northern route parcels to better define environmental and
other sensitive natural resources. This information along with consideration of existing
infrastructure, potential visual impacts, and landowner's forest planning and land management
goals, were used to de{,\\;rmine the ultimate route on properties acquired or leased for the
project. The hot spot mapping was also used to evaluate off-ROW access road selections.

To avoid crossing over or under canservation land in Stewartstown where four parcels meet
along the 2012 proposed route, two underground alternative routes were considered in
Clarksville and Stewartstown along existing road ROWs (See Map dated March 25, 2013 showing
Option 2 Blue Route and Option 3 Green Route). These alternatives were then evaluated for
natural resource issues and found that Option 2 Blue Route is shorter in length and intersects
fewer wetlands and streams; therefore the decision was made to proceed with the Option 2
Blue Route.

Additional field work within the 2013 proposed ROW revealed sensitive areas in Dixville that
were worthy of further avoidance efforts. Although not all areas could be avoided without
creating greater wetland and stream impacts, the ROW was shifted to avoid a moose



h) In summary, the resulting northern section of the project route is located slightly further east
than the original 2010 route, maximized use of existing ROW (Coos Loop), traverses less
populated areas, and relies in large part on property that was acquired or leased from willing
landowners. Approximately 7.5 miles of this route is located underground within existing road
ROWs, while the overhead is generally situated along the mid-slope landscape position to avoid
sensitive high elevation areas, as well as the valleys where streams, wetlands, riparian corridors,
archeological resources and the highest ranked wildlife habitats are most abundant. This
portion of the project involves 155 fewer landowner parcels than would have been required for
the original 2010 route,

i)  Finally, the result of the entire project routing effort is that the selected route eliminates
potential visual impacts in the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF), Franconia Notch area,
and along the Appalachian Trail by proposing 52 miles of underground transmission lines in
public roadways and eliminating more than 400 structures. Overall, 60 miles of underground

construction is proposed that would make the project the largest underground DC cable in
North America, and greater than 80 percent of the overall project is located within existing
transmission corridors or underground in public roadways.

https://www.nhsec.nh.gov/projects/2015-06/letter-memos-correspondance/jan_des_response/2015-
06_2017-01-25_des_wetlands_shorelands_cover.pdf

“What is 'Regulatory Capture '
Regulatory capture is a theory associated with George Stigler, a Nobel laureate economist. It is the

process by which regulatory agencies eventually come to be dominated by the very industries they
were charged with regulating. Regulatory capture happens when a regulatory agency, formed to act in
the public's interest, eventually acts in ways that benefit the industry it is supposed to be regulating,
rather than the public.”

http://www.investopedia.com/terms/r/regulatory-capture.asp

March 5, 2017
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