
Image #1

Orderly Lack-of-Development:

Easton Master Plan 2010 and Zoning Ordinance, 2012; support for maintaining the 
rural nature of the town, conservation, and preventing undue concentration of population
and overcrowding of the land = orderly-lack-of-development.
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 Image #2:  Recommended work zone for large HDD projects (18”+ diameter)  80’ - 180’ x 150’ - 250’

             Every Northern Pass HDD location violates this industry established guideline.



#3

  

“No substantial interest” presumes no precedent would be set by acceptance of the lease.

(https://puc.nh.gov/Regulatory/Docketbk/2015/15-464/LETTERS-MEMOS-TARIFFS/15-464_2016-04-
29_SEC_LTR_MOTIONS_INTERVENTION.PDF)

#4.
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#6.

“228:35 Reestablishment of Highway Boundaries. – Whenever in the opinion of the 
commissioner the boundary lines, limits, or location of any class I or class II highway, or
any part thereof, shall have become lost, uncertain, or doubtful, he may reestablish the 
same as, in his opinion, they were originally established. He shall give in hand to, or 
send by registered mail to the last known address of, all persons claiming ownership of 
or interest in the land adjoining such reestablished highway and to the owners of 
property within the limits thereof, and file with the town clerk of the town in which the 
highway is located, and with the secretary of state, maps showing the boundary lines, 
limits, or location of such reestablished highway and such lines, boundaries, limits and 
location as reestablished shall be the lines, boundaries, limits and location of such 
highway. Any person aggrieved by the reestablishment of such lines, boundaries, limits 
and location may petition for the assessment of damages to the superior court in the 
county where the reestablished highway is located within 60 days from the date of filing 
of such maps with the secretary of state, and not thereafter, and the court shall assess the 
damages, if any, by jury, provided such reestablished lines, boundaries, limits or location
are not the same as originally established. The commissioner shall pay from the funds of
his department all expenses incurred hereunder and the amount of final judgment and 
costs.” 
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772/370 Condemnation on former proposed route X-178 line, Easton.          #8

Bethlehem, Whitefield, Lancaster and Northumberland are still on this route.                               



 (above)  Easement terms granted in 1948, X-178 line.   “For the transmission of electric current”         

 (below)  Northern Pass proposed lease: “appurtenant fittings and equipment, together with 
telecommunication wires, cables and appurtenant equipment affixed thereto for transmitting data and 
communications”
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#10: Part of Northern Pass’s application to DOT for burial written by Mark Hodgdon
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#12

Easton’s and Sugar Hill’s Rights-Based-Ordinances were not mentioned by Mr. 
Varney though they were aimed at preventing Northern Pass and other corporate 
disorderly development that would degrade our towns soils, groundwater, aquifers,
aesthetics and values.
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#14
Northern Pass wrote the DES Findings regarding Coos in the 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.  Red = added by DES, crossed through = removed by
DES.                        
 
                                   “   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 Coös 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 Coös 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), although and the international border crossing location in Pittsburg was later 
identified in February of 2012 not yet identified. A PPA Addendum was submitted in February of 2011 
which included the border crossing location and the preferred route, the northern portion of which is 
shown on (see maps 1- 4 dated March 11, 2011 which label the (labelled 2010 Preferred Route).  (DES
finding 5a- red words were added by DES, struck out ones were removed by DES)

In response to public feedback voiced during the applicant’s  March 2011 public scoping meetings 
public concerns were raised about the visibility of the Project and its potential impact on private 
landowners, Northern Pass therefore the Applicant substantially reconfigured the North Segment to 
move the proposed route to a less populated area. A As a C complete underground construction was 
not considered a practicable option (as described in the response to NHDES Data Request Question 
1), so a concerted effort was made to locate the line in less populated areas where visual impacts 
would be of less concern.  (DES finding 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 alternative segments were investigation 
and prioritized to avoid these areas. Creating new ROW within conservation lands was not 
considered a good option, so alternatives to these segments were given higher priority.  (DES 
finding 5c)

The Project then began investigating the availability of land to purchase or lease. Property acquisition 
efforts The applicant then commenced property acquisition efforts for the segments with 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 
sensitive visible areas in the Dixville Notch area. Land in Dixville, Dummer and Millsfield owned by 
the Bayroot Company and managed by Wagner Forest Management was available for lease, with 
certain restrictions and limitations, which negated the need to select segments crossing conservation 
land to the west. Several of the segments in Dixville were determined to be too visible from Route 26, 
Dixville Notch State Park and the Balsams resort, so the route was shifted even further north and east 
behind the high ridges, with a proposed crossing of Route 26 much further south. There was also an 
effort was made to use more of the existing Coos Loop ROW (Maps 4 and 5, labeled Coos Loop). 
(DES finding 5d)

Normandeau 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 regulatory concerns. The model included the natural features mentioned above, along with: 
ridgetops/mountaintops, where headwater streams, fragile soils, wildlife corridors and unique habitats 
are present and ROW maintenance issues may be greater; calcareous soils and excessively drained 
soils where rare plants may be more abundant; known threatened and endangered species/habitat 
locations (plants, lynx, marten, snakes, turtles, etc.); 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.) Where possible,  In addition, reconnaissance level 
field investigations were undertaken done across the northern route parcels to better define 
environmental and other sensitive natural resources within each parcel. This information along with 
consideration of existing infrastructure (e.g. roads, camps, Granite Reliable Wind), potential visual 
impacts, and Wagner’s 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 conservation lands 
are present diagonally across a point where four parcels meet along the 2012 Proposed Route, 
the Project considered two alternative underground routes were considered in Clarksville and 
Stewartstown along road ROWs. See map..” 



#15.  DOT referenced HDD Good Practices Guidelines 3rd ed.



#16.          Easton Water-Protective Ordinances approved at Town Meeting 2017:



Image #17



“Feb. 18, 1838 Warrant Art. 9. To see what course the town will take in regard to the length of the road 
from the Meeting House to Landaff line.
March 13, 1838. Town Meeting page 128.
Voted that the road from the meeting house to Landaff line should be 3 rods wide.”

Below: Northern Pass (Mark Hodgdon) application to DOT:
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