Chapter 24: Response to Comments

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter is all new and is not double underlined.

The proposed Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) Southampton to Bridgehampton
Transmission Line Project (the Proposed Action) is the construction of a new 69 kilovolt (kV)
transmission line between the Southampton and Bridgehampton Substations. The new
transmission line is needed to meet the growth in energy demand and improve system reliability
on the South Fork of Long Island. The Proposed Action also includes the installation of a new
transmission switching station on the currently unimproved northern portion of the parcel of
property where the existing Bridgehampton distribution substation is located.

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared to respond to public
comments on the LIPA Southampton to Bridgehampton Transmission Line Project Draft EIS
(adopted by the LIPA Board of Trustees on December 13, 2007). These comments were made at
three public hearings held by LIPA. Two hearings were held on December 18, 2007 at the
Southampton Inn. The first meeting commenced at 3 PM and the second meeting commenced at
7 PM. The third hearing was held on January 7, 2008 at 3 PM at the Southampton Inn. The Draft
EIS comment period was held open until January 17, 2008 to receive written and e-mail
comments on the Draft EIS.

Listed below are the names of individuals who commented, both orally and written, on the Draft
EIS. Where comments were made on the same subject by more than one person, they are
summarized into a single comment. Following each comment is the name of the commenter.

B. COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

COMMENTS MADE AT THE PUBLIC MEETINGS

1. Steve Abramson, Co-Chair, Water Mill Citizens Advisory Committee and Committee for a
Green South Fork (Abramson)

John Andreassi (Andreassi)

Nancy Beckett-Lawless (Beckett-Lawless)
Russell Blue (Blue)

Edison Brolin (Brolin)

Michael Burns (Burns)

Leslie Capon (Capon)

Mike Cappelluzzo (Cappeluzzo)
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Joe Caturo (Caturo)
10. Priscilla Ciccariello, Sag Harbor Historical Society (Ciccariello)
11. Katelyn Corwith (Corwith)
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12. Jeff Cuje (Cuje)

13. William Dalsimer (Dalsimer)

14. Janice Delano (Delano)

15. Reynolds Dodson, Chairman, Southampton Town Bike Lane Advisory Committee (Dodson)
16. Doreen Eckert (Eckert)

17. Village of Southampton, Mayor Mark Epley (Epley)

18. John Frith (Frith)

19. Pat Gorman (Gorman)

20. Steven Gorman (S. Gorman)

21. Town of Southampton Councilwoman Nancy Graboski (Graboski)
22. Paul Griffin (Griffin)

23. Kathy Grodski (Grodski)

24. Marlene Haresign, (Haresign)

25. Jen Hartnagel, Group for the East End (Hartnagel)

26. Richard G. Hendrickson (Hendrickson)

27. Michael Irving (Irving)

28. Marilyn Kirkbright (Kirkbright)

29. Frederick Lehrer (Lehrer)

30. Julia Ludmer-Duberman (Ludmer Duberman)

31. Ray Maloney (Maloney)

32. Toni Maloney (T. Maloney)

33. Alexis Mayer (Mayer)

34. Nancy McGann (McGann)

35. Anthony Newman (Newman)

36. Town of Southampton Councilman Chris Nuzzi (Nuzzi)
37. Larry Penny (Penny)

38. Tom Perez (Perez)

39. Gloria Rabinowitz (Rabinowitz)

40. Matt Rishel, (Rishel)

41. Paul Robinson, Village Trustee of the Village of Southampton (Robinson)
42. Ann Sandford (Sandford)

43. Dave Schellinger (Schellinger)
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44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

Suffolk County Legislator, Jay Schneiderman (Schneiderman)

Sally Scranton (Scranton)

Thomas Shea (Shea)

Steven Steinberg, Bridgehampton Citizens Advisory Committee (Steinberg)
Peter Terry, Bridgehampton Citizens Advisory Committee (Terry)
Assemblyman Fred Thiele (Thiele)

Teal-Squires Vella (Vella)

Rachel Verno (Verno)

Patricia Wadzenski (Wadzenski)

Christine Sullivan Witker (Witker)

Frances Zappone, Chairman, Southampton Citizens Advisory Committee (Zappone)

WRITTEN AND E-MAIL COMMENTS

95.
56.

57.
58.

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

Steve Abramson, Committee For a Green South Fork, January 7, 2008 (Green South Fork)

Steve Abramson and Rachel Verno, Co-Chairs, Water Mill Citizens Advisory Committee
(Abramson and Verno)

Mark Alessi, January 17, 2008 (Alessi)

Charles Bellows, Chairman, Town of Southampton Landmarks & Historic Districts Board,
January 15, 2008 (Landmarks)

Georgina and John Binder, January 5, 2008 (Binder)

Suzanne L. Caldwell, January 10, 2008 (Caldwell)

Dianne Charkow, January 10, 2008 (Charkow)

Patricia Currie, January 17, 2008 (Currie)

Colton Dirksen, January 16, 2008 (Dirksen)

Russell W. Engle, January 3, 2008 (Engle)

Village of Southampton, Mayor Mark Epley, December 18, 2007 and January 10, 2008
(Epley)

Carol R. Finocchio, January 3, 2008 (Finocchio)

Raymond Ford, January 18, 2008 (Ford)

Louise B. Greilsheimer, December 17, 2007 (Greilsheimer)

Marlene Haresign, January 13, 2007 (Haresign)

Jenn Hartnagel, Group for the East End January 18, 2008 (Hartnagel)
Jeanne and Bob Hoenig, January 13, 2008 (Hoenig)

Lawrence Indimine Consulting Corp., January 16, 2008 (Indimine)
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73.
74,

75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.

92.
93.
94.

95.

Linda A. Kabot, Supervisor, Southampton Town Board, January 4, 2008 (Kabot)

Kevin Kispert, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, January 7,
2008 (NYSDEC)

Joanna Komoska, January 17, 2008 (Komoska)

Rik Kristiansson, January 17, 2008 (Kristiansson)
Southampton Town Board, Undated (Town Board)
Thomas LoBue, January 13, 2008 (LoBue)
C____M___ | January 8,2008 (CM)

Ashley Marciszyn, Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC, December 17, 2007 (Marciszyn)
MBE Power Systems, Inc, January 17, 2008 (MBE)
Charles Mockler, January 20, 2008 (Mockler)

Chris Nuzzi, Councilman, December 18, 2007 (Nuzzi-2)
Lynn Postnieks, January 15, 2008 (Postnieks)

Margaret Pu___ , January 14, 2008 (MP)

John Sacher, January 2, 2008 (Sacher)

Frank Setteducati, December 7, 2007 (Setteducati)
Steven Steinberg, January 17, 2008 (Steinberg)

Benito Vila, January 11, 2008 (Vila)

Jeffery VVogel, December 18, 2007 (Vogel)

Charles J. Voorhis, Nelson, Pope & Voorhis, LLC, December 18, 2007 and January 7, 2008
(Voorhis)

Cynthia Wong, January 12, 2008 (Wong)
Carl and Mabel Zeh, undated (Zeh)

Francis Zappone, Chairman Southampton, Tuckahoe, Shinnecock Community Advisory
Committee, (Zappone)

Laura Zubulake, January 8, 2008 (Zubulake)

C. COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

PROCEDURAL

Comment 1: Is there a hard copy of Appendix F for purchase? (Marciszyn)

Response: No hard copy of Appendix F was prepared. The CD of Appendix F can

be used to print a hard copy.
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Comment 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

Comment 4:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) does not disclose
the criteria used to determine where the line would be overhead and
underground. (Epley)

The State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) process is
intended to disclose potential environmental impacts from discretionary
decisions by government agencies. To provide the decision makers with
the broadest range of potential impacts, the DEIS addresses impacts
from both overhead and underground construction. The decision makers
can then take into consideration this information on potential
environmental impacts when developing the final configuration of
overhead and underground portions of the transmission line.

LIPA did not allow for the proper 14 day notification period for a public
hearing. There was not enough time allocated to the public for proper
review of the document and comments made at the January 7 public
hearing will not receive the same weight as the comments made at the
December 18 hearing. (Epley, Zappone, Finocchio)

LIPA should provide evidence as to whether it published a timely notice
of the December 18th hearing in a newspaper of general circulation in
the Southampton Town and Village. (Epley)

SEQRA Part 617 8617.9(a)(4)(i) requires publication of a notice of
hearing in a newspaper of general circulation in the area of potential
impacts. It was not clear if this was completed for the project. (Voorhis)

SEQRA Part 617, §617.9(a)(4)(i) requires that a hearing commence no
less than 15 calendar days after filing of the notice of completion. Since
the DEIS was not readily available, at the time of filing of the notice of
completion, the time period at the date of the December 18, 2007
hearing was insufficient. (Voorhis)

A third public hearing was held on January 7, 2008 with notification
published in the Southampton Press on December 20, 2007. Three
sessions open to public comment is more than what is required under
SEQRA. All comments whether written or spoken received during the
public comment period received equal consideration in the FEIS.

The FEIS or revised DEIS should outline the chronology of the
notification and hearing process to ensure that the public understands
whether and how the notice and public hearing process conform to
SEQRA procedures. (Voorhis)

“The SEQRA Process” (page 1-14) discussion is incomplete as prepared
and should be supplemented to include the process of notice/advertising
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Response:

Comment 5:

Response:

Comment 6:

January 2008

and time frames for hearings and comments to be followed when a
public hearing is required. (Voorhis)

Notice of the December 18, 2007 public hearings was published in the
Environmental Notice Bulletin, Suffolk Times, and the Southampton
Press on December 5, 2007. Notice of the January 7, 2008 public
hearing was published in the Southampton Press on December 20, 2007
and in the Environmental Notice Bulletin on December 26, 2007. The
notice for the January 7, 2008 met all statutory requirements. The three
public sessions is more than what is required on SEQRA.

There is concern that LIPA rushed the SEQRA process in a fashion that
is prejudicial and may well be non-compliant. (Epley)

The SEQRA process was conducted in a manner that meets all statutory
requirements. The first public informational meeting was held in August
2007, followed by a public meeting on the draft Scope of Work in
September 2007. LIPA conducted extensive outreach for these
meetings, including a mailing to all LIPA rate payers within 1,000 feet
of each of the four alternative routes. A final Scope of Work was
published in October 2007 and sent to all persons that expressed an
interest in the project. These people who received the final Scope of
Work also received a copy of the DEIS and information on the public
hearings. Again, a mailing was sent to all LIPA rate payers within 1,000
of each of the four alternative routes. The process was not rushed and
was not conducted in a manner that could be considered to be
prejudicial.

The DEIS does not provide a critical analysis of the environmental
issues. The no significant adverse impact statements are not supported
in the document. (Thiele)

A supplemental EIS should be prepared that addresses all comments
made during scoping. Issues raised at the scoping session were
answered by simple subjective statements and therefore the DEIS is
inadequate. (Nuzzi, Graboski, Delano, Kabot)

There are numerous statements in the DEIS that are not substantiated.
Conclusions made in the DEIS are highly subjective. (Zappone, Shea)

The document contains numerous conclusionory statements which are
inappropriate in a SEQRA document. Statements which make
conclusions that the project “...would not have any significant adverse
impacts...,”, should be modified to state that the project is not expected
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Response:

Comment 7:

Response:

to cause significant adverse environmental impacts in the applicants
opinion. (Voorhis)

The DEIS is not sufficient to fulfill the requirements of SEQRA, as the
document makes representations and assertions that are not
substantiated by the technical materials provided, the potential adverse
impacts of which, are very significant to the Town. Moreover, there are
significant omissions in important data, which is critically needed, in
order to fully evaluate the projects potential many impacts, as required
by SEQRA. For these reasons, LIPA must complete a Supplemental
DEIS, to correct these errors and omissions, before a Final EIS is
completed. (Town Board)

Each technical area was subjected to a detailed analysis. The criteria for
deciding if an impact could occur were presented and explained. Then a
conclusion was reached if the proposed project would have a significant
adverse impact in the technical area with the rationale for that
conclusion. Each conclusion is supported.

The Town of Southampton should be the lead agency despite the NYS
Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) ruling that
LIPA is the appropriate lead agency. LIPA proceeding with the
environmental review of the project with the pending dispute regarding
lead agency status confirms that LIPA is steam rolling through the
project without the necessary “hard look” at its environmental impacts
mandated by SEQRA. LIPA being the lead agency raises concerns with
regards to the objectivity of the DEIS. The DEIS does not disclose on
what basis the NYSDEC decided to make LIPA the lead agency over
the Town Planning Board. The DEIS should disclose the public’s
concern about the obvious conflict of interest. LIPA, as the lead agency,
was not objective in the DEIS. (Nuzzi, Zappone, Abramson, Dalsimer,
Perez, Verno, Engle, Ciccariello, Cuje, Witker, Abramson and Verno,
Steinberg, Kristiansson, Zappone, Nuzzi-2, Kabot)

The DEIS states that the NYSDEC determined that LIPA is the
appropriate entity to serve as lead agency. What documentation was
used to determine this and why wasn’t that information in the report?
(Haresign, Abramson and Verno, Steinberg, Zappone)

LIPA cannot fairly evaluate its own project. (Zappone)

It is common for the sponsor of a governmental project to serve as the
lead agency, and such designation does not violate SEQRA. The
Planning Board of the Town of Southampton contested LIPA’s role as
lead agency to the NYSDEC. NYSDEC requested further information,
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Comment 8:

Response:

Comment 9:

Response:

Comment 10:

Response:

January 2008

and it did not overturn LIPA’s designation as lead agency. This decision
was conveyed in a letter, dated November 30, 2007.

If LIPA is confirmed as the Lead Agency, who, i.e., which persons and
titles, at LIPA will determine that the DEIS is adequate and complete?
Lead Agency status for LIPA would represent a clear conflict of
financial interests but the DEIS does not address this financial conflict.
LIPA consistently indicates that the project will have no adverse
impacts. Therefore, LIPA does not offer much in the way of mitigation
measures. (Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

The EIS is prepared and reviewed by staff and consultants. The DEIS
was certified as complete for public distribution by senior officers of
LIPA, and this decision was ratified by the Board of Trustees at their
December 13, 2007 meeting. The FEIS was submitted for review to the
Board of Trustees prior to their January 24, 2008 meeting. There is
nothing illegal, improper, or uncommon for a project sponsor to serve as
lead agency.

The DEIS is incomplete in its failure to examine the impacts of
overhead power lines and towers within the Direct Route and Montauk
Highway Alternatives. (Nuzzi, Green South Fork)

The potential impacts of overhead transmission line along the Direct
Route are discussed in Chapters 2 through 16. Potential impacts of an
overhead transmission line along the Montauk Highway Alternative are
presented in Chapter 17.

The DEIS should be reviewed by an independent third party to certify
its objectivity. The third party findings, suggestions, and/or criticisms
should be included in the DEIS. (Zappone, Delano, Maloney, Wither)

The DEIS makes it clear that LIPA has a predetermined agenda in
regards to this project. LIPA owes the public a plan that is safe and
efficient. If they insist on taking lead agency status in the SEQRA
process, they need to be objective and include all proper documentation.
(Verno)

There is no oversight on LIPA’s actions regarding this project. (Lehrer)

LIPA, since its inception, has served as the lead agency for its projects.
As a municipal instrumentality, it is obligated under SEQRA to take a
“hard look” at the potential impact of its discretionary actions and to
mitigate any impacts to the extent possible. LIPA has developed a
unique expertise in assesses the effects of electric service projects in a
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Comment 11:

Response:

Comment 12:

Response:

Comment 13:

Response:

regional context as well as on a local level. LIPA has brought this
expertise to all of its past projects and on this project to make
independent and objective judgments on any potential impacts and on
mitigation measures.

Since so many members of the public are interested in this project, it
would be great to address the possibility of creating a stakeholder group
that can be combined with LIPA representatives, elected officials, civic
groups, and members of the public. (Hartnagel)

As discussed in the DEIS, LIPA has held a number of meetings with
stakeholders, elected officials, and members of the public, and three
public hearings on the DEIS—two in December and one in January—
have been held. These meetings have been ongoing during the SEQRA
process and are expected to continue in the future.

Property owners seem to come in last. It seems that it’s in the best
interest of organizations like LIPA to not tell us everything. Residents
should litigate against LIPA regarding this project. (Frith)

LIPA is a municipal instrumentality of the State of New York and is
bound to take into account the interests of its rate payers, which
includes property owners. LIPA’s determination regarding this project
is subject to review by New York State courts in the event that its
determination is challenged.

Subsection F, “Involved and Interested Agencies” on page 1-12 should
describe the difference between such agencies, and indicate which have
permitting authority, and which only provide reviews and/or comments.
Governmental jurisdictions including the Town and Village have site
plan review authority and dimensional/bulk regulation requirements that
apply to new construction. The involvement of each agency is not
outlined in Chapter 1.F.; however, page 4-1 indicates that LIPA is not
required to obtain local approvals. The basis for not including such
agencies as involved agencies with permit authority should be fully
outlined and supported. (Voorhis, Epley)

Each local agency is an interested agency. An involved agency has a
decision making role, and none of the local agencies have a decision
making role in this project. NYSDEC may decide based on the extent of
ground disturbance to assert a permitting role for runoff and therefore
be an involved agency for SEQRA purposes.
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Comment 14:

Response:

Comment 15:

Response:

Comment 16:

Response:

Response:

Comment 17:

Response:

Comment 18:

January 2008

The public hearing on January 7, 2008 was held at a time that made it
difficult for people to attend. (Shea, Kirkbright, Beckett-Lawless)

Having the meeting in January and not in the summer when more
people would be around is an affront. (Burns, LoBue)

The public outreach for the SEQRA process began in August 2007 and
has continued into 2008. Public comments have been received since the
summer, when the larger part-time community was present.

This is a perfect opportunity for LIPA to get involved with other
infrastructure and coordinate burying all lines. (Epley, Cappeluzzo)

Comment noted.

The DEIS does not indicate what federal or state requirements are
required for burying cables with additional capacity at a future date.
If burying cables with increased capacity is to be required a few
years from now, why has LIPA not planned to bury increased
capacity cables NOW? This issue is not discussed in the DEIS.
(Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

The design and installation of the transmission line will meet all
appropriate electrical and safety codes. As part of the planning process,
LIPA forecasts its needs for the future and decides how much capacity
is needed to be added in order to satisfy the projected demand without
overbuilding capacity. The project is currently forecast to meet expected
demands through 2025.

By signing the petition at
www.thePetitionSite.com/takeaction/600271986, we request that a
visually appealing and environmental safe alternative to the proposed
“Direct Route” is found or that LIPA buries 100 percent of the new
cables. (Dirksen)

Comment noted.

SEQRA specifically raises the issue of “significant public controversy
related to potential adverse environmental impacts that may result from
the approval of this action.” About 50 newspaper articles and editorials
are testimony to the fact that enormous public controversy exists. There
are also 1,300 signatures on our petition to the effect that the cables
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Response:

Comment 19:

Response:

Comment 20:

Response:

should be buried. Yet LIPA has consistently ignored all of this,
including the wishes of our elected officials. (Green South Fork)

Comment noted.

The DEIS lacks the proposed final overhead and underground line
locations, configurations and a specific evaluation of the impacts of
each of the alternatives. (Green South Fork)

The evaluation of potential impacts from each of the four proposed
alternatives routes is presented in the DEIS and the FEIS. Because at the
time the DEIS was prepared there was no specific configuration for
overhead and underground, the DEIS considered the reasonable worst
case impacts for each route. Thus, for example on visual impacts, the
reasonable worst case was deemed to be an overhead configuration
because the underground configuration of the transmission lines would
cause no change to visual resources. For other chapters, impacts from
both underground and overhead configurations were considered in order
to fully study all potential significant adverse impacts along the routes
prior to the determination of a specific underground/overhead
configuration. A specific hybrid configuration for the Direct Route
Alternative is presented in the FEIS, and the potential impacts from the
proposed hybrid configuration are evaluated.

The DEIS states that LIPA will, in the future, work in consultation with
local municipalities to identify the preferred underground sections,
including appropriate locations and configurations. But this consultation
and coordination, in the future, is by no means assured, as the DEIS
incorrectly asserts that the project is not subject to local approvals
and/or local permit requirements. Moreover, no local institutional or
administrative decision making structure has been proposed by LIPA, as
part of the DEIS, to ensure local input in future determinations, with
respect to the final location and configuration of the lines and poles. As
such, a more detailed route location and configuration plan for both
over head and underground lines must be provided in the DEIS,
particularly for the Direct Route Alternative and the Montauk Highway
Alternative. (Kabot)

As a New York State municipal instrumentality, LIPA is not bound to
seek local approvals, but LIPA intends to work with the local
municipalities on this project and on future projects.
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Comment 1-1:

Response 1-1:

Comment 1-2:

Response 1-2:

Comment 1-3:

January 2008

LIPA should bury the lines. (S. Gorman, Scranton, Eckert, Ludmer
Duberman, Ciccariello, Abramson, Newman, Andreassi, Grodski,
Corwith, Vella, Cuje, Lehrer, Kirkbright, Thiele, Penny, Rishel,
Beckett-Lawless, T. Maloney, Robinson, Burns, Caturo, Capon, Vila,
Wong, LoBue, Hoenig, CM, Zeh, Caldwell, MP, Postnieks, Currie,
Landmarks, Zappone, Mockler)

Burying the lines will result in fewer blackouts and outages.
(Kirkbright, Mayer)

This project is the first step in a very big project being undertaken by
LIPA to bring power to all regions on the East End. If we don’t bury the
lines, it will happen elsewhere. (Shea)There are two options for this
project, find another route besides the Direct Route Alternative, or bury
the lines. The only good alternatives are to bury the lines completely or
the Existing Line Alternative. (Graboski, Sandford, Shea, Finocchio,
Zubulake, Sacher)

For reasons discussed throughout the EIS and in this chapter, LIPA is
considering a number of configurations, including all underground. The
final decision will take into consideration a number of factors, so that
the project best serves all of LIPA’s rate payers. The factors will include
environmental impacts, costs, efficiency, and reliability among others.
The project stands on its own, and is not part of a larger project.

Burying the lines to Montauk from Amagansett paid off and was done
in a timely and efficient way. (Penny, Wadzenski, Blue)

Comment noted. Burying the entire transmission line for the Direct
Route Alternative would cost about $31,500,000, which is about
$10,675,000 more than the 55 percent underground and 45 percent
overhead configuration. LIPA must consider this increased cost in
making a final determination. Selection of the Existing Line Alternative
would result in a similar cost because only an all underground
configuration is feasible along that route. SEQRA permits a lead agency
to take “social, economic and other considerations” besides
environmental impacts into account in reaching a final determination.

The location of the poles should have been in the DEIS so that the
public, as well as LIPA, can address the impact of the pole locations on
property values and community character. (Haresign, Kabot)
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Response 1-3:

Comment 1-4:

Response 1-4:

Comment 1-5:

Response 1-5:

Figure 1-4 presents the proposed Direct Route Configuration for
overhead and underground portions of the line. Where the transmission
line is proposed overhead, exiting 30 to 35 foot poles would be replaced
with approximate 48-foot poles.

The DEIS does not explain why obtaining easements along any other
route besides the Existing Line Alternative would not be difficult to
obtain. Therefore, dismissing the Existing Line Alternative based on
easements is flawed since other routes would also require obtaining
easements. (Epley)

With the exception of the Existing Line Alternative and the LIRR Route
Alternative, LIPA does not need to acquire additional easements
because the proposed transmission line would be constructed along
public right-of-ways where existing easements are available to utilities.
Therefore, the Direct Route and Montauk Highway Alternatives would
not require new easements. The DEIS does not dismiss the EXisting
Line Alternative as infeasible, but simply notes that selection of that
alternative would prevent LIPA from achieving its goal of having the
new transmission line operational by July 2008 because of the need to
renegotiate the easements to permit underground installation of the line.

The DEIS is incomplete in that there are still questions as to whether
removal of existing poles and the addition of new poles is what is
proposed for all line alternatives, or whether the new poles will be in
addition to what already exists, or whether it will be some variation
based upon the route option. This needs to be clearly stated and
analyzed. The DEIS does not disclose the number of new poles that
would be erected nor the number of riser poles that would be required.
Further, the DEIS does not state where the riser poles would be located.
(Nuzzi, Rabinowitz, Green South Fork)

The FEIS needs to specify which 50 percent of the portion of the Direct
Route Alternative will be buried and should provide visual aids to
illustrate this. (Hartnagel)

Where will the new transmission line be buried within the Village of
Southampton? We need to know the length of this portion of the project.
If the line is buried in the Village, does that mean more overhead lines
elsewhere? The DEIS needs to address this. If the line does go up North
Sea Road, there is no mention in the DEIS of Suffolk County
involvement in the project. (Shea)

The proposed project would replace existing poles where they exist
along the Direct Route and Montauk Highway Alternatives when the
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Comment 1-6:

Response 1-6:

Comment 1-7:

January 2008

configuration calls for overhead lines. Because there is not enough
physical space within the Existing Line Alternative corridor, the
proposed transmission line would have to be installed underground and
therefore no new poles would be installed. For the LIRR Route
Alternative, poles currently exist along the LIRR right-of-way outside
of the Southampton Substation. These poles would be replaced and new
poles would be installed along the remainder of the right-of-way.

A specific configuration of underground and overhead for the Direct
Route Alternative, the preferred alternative, is shown on Figure 1-4 of
the FEIS. Under the proposed configuration, the new transmission line
would be buried from the Southampton Substation to North Sea Road to
Wiltshire Street to David Whites Lane to just east of the intersection of
North Sea Mecox Road and Seven Ponds Road (approximately 1.9
miles) where the line would transition to overhead (for about 3.8 miles)
until about 0.3 miles west of Mitchells Lane where the line would
transition belowground for the remainder of the route to the
Bridgehampton Substation (about 2.7 miles). This proposed
configuration is approximately 55 percent underground and 45 percent
overhead. With this configuration, about 144 existing poles would
remain; about 104 poles would be replaced with poles 48 feet above
grade, about 20 poles would be replaced at intersections with poles
about 56 feet above grade, and two riser poles would be installed,
replacing existing poles. The first riser pole would be located just east
of the intersection of North Sea Mecox Road and Seven Ponds Road
and the second riser pole would be located about 0.3 miles west of
Mitchells Lane.

As stated in Chapter 13, LIPA has met with Suffolk County Department
of Public Works to review the proposed project and construction of the
Direct Route Alternative.

The poles will only serve people in East Hampton who will be paying
less if they’re using more electricity. (Gorman)

The proposed project would largely serve the Town of Southampton,
east of the Shinnecock Canal. However, the installation of the proposed
project would ensure energy reliability for the East End as a whole.

Issues raised in the DEIS regarding the difficultly of repairing
underground lines is false. Vermont has committed to bury all lines
underground to maintain the beauty of the state and continue to attract
tourists, which is what the East End does. Representatives from the state
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Response 1-8:
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Response 1-9:

Comment 1-10:

said that they have not encountered problems with underground lines.
(Gorman)

It should be a matter of policy that LIPA would bury lines on the North
and South Forks. (Schneiderman)

LIPA’s experience on Long Island is that overhead transmission lines
have a frequency of repair of about 2.25 greater than underground lines.
However, the underground lines cost about 10 times as much to repair
as an overhead line. Balancing these two factors, underground lines are
about 4 times more expensive to repair on a per mile basis. LIPA does
not have a policy to bury all transmission lines on the north and south
forks of Long Island, but decides on a case-by-case basis.

LIPA admits that future power needs in another 15 years or so will
require a 138 kilovolt line, which LIPA is then mandated to bury. The
DEIS is flawed in not analyzing this. The Executive Summary of the
DEIS states that there will be an extension of the transmission cables
from the Deerfield Substation. If this is done, other cable lines are going
to have to be taken further eastward. Where will the poles for this
extension be located? Could they be located in northern Water Mill and
Bridgehampton or on the existing power line route? This is not
addressed in the DEIS. (Abramson, Shea)

If demand for electricity in 15 years requires a new transmission line,
LIPA will develop a project at that time to satisfy the demand.
Currently, there are existing lines that connect the Deerfield Substation
to the Bridgehampton Substation. The proposed project would not
change this existing condition.

The DEIS states that transmission cables will be brought from Buel
Substation to the east to the Bridgehampton Substation. This would
impact northern Sagaponack.

There are existing cables between the Buell and Bridgehampton
Substations. The proposed project would not add new cables between
these two substations.

The construction of a hybrid configuration along Bridgehampton Sag
Harbor Turnpike would have a significant impact on an area that is
economically and culturally diverse and contains some of the very few
affordable and workforce housing in the Town. The DEIS is flawed in
its failure to specifically address the details and impact of the hybrid
line along the Bridgehampton Sag Harbor Turnpike. (Dalsimer)
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With the proposed Direct Route Alternative configuration, the line
would be buried along Bridgehampton Sag Harbor Turnpike. Further,
the DEIS addresses environmental justice for the entire study area,
including those areas along Bridgehampton Sag Harbor Turnpike. As
concluded in the DEIS, the study area includes one minority community
in the northeastern portion of the study area that would not be adversely
affected by construction or operation of the proposed transmission line,
based on a review of the other chapters included in the DEIS. The DEIS
did not identify any significant adverse impacts with the proposed
transmission line overhead along the Bridgehampton Sag harbor
Turnpike and thus, no significant adverse impacts would result from a
hybrid configuration of the proposed line along this roadway.

The DEIS appears to be flawed in its presentation of the proposed
action. The proposed action description is not concise or specific to an
action; the action cannot be identified as a series of alternatives. The
Direct Route Alternative appears to be favored given the figures and
analysis contained in the text; however, this is not evident in the
description. (Voorhis)

The Direct Route Alternative is the preferred alternative for the
transmission line component of the proposed project, which is the
installation of a transmission line. The DEIS was organized with the
Direct Route Alternative as the preferred option and the three other
routes disclosed as alternative routes for the proposed transmission line.
The EIS studies the potential significant adverse impacts of each of the
alternative routes to the same level of detail.

It would be useful if all figures that are based on the map of the
proposed transmission line route contain the Village of Southampton
Boundary. (\VVoorhis)

Comment noted. The Village of Southampton boundary is shown on
Figure 2-1, “Hamlet Boundaries.”

The design and appearance of the new poles that are now designed to
withstand winds of 130 miles per hour (mph) should be specified, and
the change of appearance of these poles as compared with existing poles
should be identified. The change in the base diameter of the new poles
from wood poles with a base diameter of 19 inches, to steel poles with a
base diameter of 30 inches is substantial for those areas where steel
poles are proposed to be installed. A four foot height increase is also
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Response 1-15:

proposed for these poles. The diameter and height of wood poles along
the remainder of the route will also increase. (Voorhis, Epley)

The lines and poles would be very large for the backyards where they
would be sited. (McGann)

With the exception of poles along the LIRR right-of-way, all new poles
would be wood, the same material as the existing poles in the study
area. Along the LIRR right-of-way, all poles would be steel. If the
Direct Route Alternative is selected, no steel poles would be installed as
part of the proposed project. As stated in the DEIS, the increase in base
diameter of the new poles over the existing poles would be about 6
inches. The height of the poles would increase from about 30 to 35 feet
above grade to about 48 feet above grade.

The description of the substation construction on pages 1-6 and 1-7 does
not contain sufficient information to determine impacts; e.g., it does not
describe what is presently located here, what types of surfaces will be
removed, whether there is any potential for existing contamination (and
if so, how it would be remediated) etc. (Voorhis, Epley)

Chapter 9, “Natural Resources,” Chapter 10, “Hazardous Materials,”
Chapter 12, “Groundwater and Surface Water Resources,” and Chapter
15 *“Construction,” disclose the natural cover types at the
Bridgehampton Substation expansion site and assess the removal of the
coverages as well as existing and potential contamination issues and
construction impacts from the expansion.

Page 1-8 does not include sufficient information on the rationale for
placing lines underground along the alignment in the Town of
Southampton. Specific criteria and/or logic for locating lines
underground should be provided to the public as part of the DEIS
review process. Given the lack of detailed cost information, the logic of
not placing the entire line underground is not supported. (Voorhis,
Epley)

The EIS provides an analysis of the potential impacts on the
environment of an all underground configuration, an all overhead
configuration, and a hybrid configuration. The analyses found no
significant adverse impacts from any of the proposed configurations.
The decision on the configuration will be made by the LIPA Board of
Trustees based on a number of considerations, including environmental
impacts, cost, efficiency, and reliability, among others.
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LIPA hasn’t determined whether figures of growth of electric power are
accurate. (Shea)

Future population growth figures are based on past growth rates for the
area between 2000 and 2006. KeySpan’s Electric System Planning
Growth is responsible for forecasting demand and growth. KeySpan’s
estimated growth rate for the South Fork is 3.3 percent per year while
the Long Island Regional Planning Board estimates a 2.6 percent annual
growth rate for the South Fork. These two figures are compatible.

Figures 1-1 and 1-2 (following page 1-2) should depict the portions of
the various alternatives that are proposed to be underground. (Voorhis,

Epley)

Figure 1-4 of the FEIS presents the portions of the Direct Route
Alternative that would be installed underground with the 55 percent
underground and 45 percent overhead configurations for the Direct
Route Alternative. The Direct Route Alternative could also be all
underground.

The EIS Should include the following:

-Bridgehampton Substation Expansion site plan drawing
-Bridgehampton Substation Expansion elevation drawing

-Single line diagram of showing configuration of temporary connection
of proposed Southampton-Bridgehampton transmission line to
substations

-Feasibility of constructing LIRR Alternative Route underground
-Construction details of proposed overhead and underground lines,
including typical drawings, indicating dimensions, conductor types and
sizes, and design ampacities

-Transmission line construction cost estimates for both overhead and
underground

-Estimated costs of work related to overhead transmission line
construction, specifically, write-off of retired facilities, transfer costs
(electric and other utilities), and tree trimming/removal

-Estimated annual line ownership costs for overhead and underground
lines, including maintenance, repair, and tree trimming

-Viewshed analysis of Direct Route Alternative

-Viewshed analyses of other Route Alternatives, if desired

-Viewshed analysis of Bridgehampton Substation Expansion

-Relevant comparative visual studies of the overhead & underground
transmission lines and substation expansion (MBE)
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Detailed drawings as described in this comment would be prepared for
the final design. That level of detail is not necessary to determine if the
proposed project would have a significant adverse impact.

A configuration with the transmission lines underground along the
LIRR right-of-way is not one of the alternative considerations included
in the FEIS. Cost of installation along with cost of maintenance and
repair for both underground and overhead transmission lines is included
in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. The visual analysis was conducted using the
methodology of the NYSDEC’s DEP-00-2, and a viewsheds photo
simulations are included.

The following deficiencies and inaccuracies in the DEIS need to be
corrected:

-Statement that adding an underground transmission line to the Existing
Route Alternative constitutes a violation of reliability rules

-Several photo simulations that do not show the added overhead
transmission line (cropped)

-Description of pole heights that indicate minimum height of 48’
(should be 51’, due to pole top post insulators). Further, some
descriptions fail to mention pole heights of 61’ and inaccurately
describe the increase in pole height as only 13°-18” (13-24’ is a more
typical range, and the high end of the range could be as much as 29”)
-Unsubstantiated statements that there is no visual impact in a particular
location

-Statements that adding an overhead transmission line to an existing
distribution line is not a significant change

-References to the “Out of Sight, Out of Mind” report regarding
construction costs of transmission lines. (MBE)

The underground transmission line along the Existing Route
Alternative, while feasible, would not meet LIPA’s internal policy for
placement of transmission lines, because all three transmission lines
would in one corridor. For reliability reasons, LIPA’s policy is to have
transmission lines along different routes. If a major accident were to
occur along the Existing Route, electric transmission to the South Fork
could be completely disrupted.

The photo simulations depict the proposed poles with overhead
transmission lines.

No poles of 51 feet above ground are proposed. The majority of new
poles would be 48 feet above grade and would not have pole top post
insulators. No poles of 61 feet above grade are proposed. At about 10
intersections, poles about 56 feet above grade would be used to ensure
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proper clearance between the lines and vehicles. Two riser poles, also
about 56 feet above grade, would be installed.

The visual study reflects an analysis by experienced experts in preparing
photo simulations and assessing visual impacts. As noted in the EIS, no
significant adverse impacts are expected. This assessment has been also
reached by experts at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation,
and Historic Preservations who found that the proposed poles would not
have a significant adverse impact on historic and potentially historic
structures.

Adding a transmission line to existing distribution lines has been
concluded not to be a significant adverse impact by experts in each of
the relevant technical fields.

“Out of Sight, Out of Mind” is a valid reference. KeySpan developed
the cost estimates used in the cost analysis and simply referenced that
report for additional background and information.

The DEIS presents the proposed line in the best possible light, e.g., it
states that the difference in the height of the new poles in feet rather that
the percentage difference, where they will be almost 50% higher, but
you do not discuss the wires themselves. Does this mean that the wires
will be identical to what currently exists? Certainly looking at the
current transmission line between Southampton and Bridgehampton
suggests that the proposed transmission wires will be much more
noticeable. If this is the case the entire DEIS is flawed, since proposed
poles and wires will be much more obtrusive, dramatically affecting the
visual, historical, and other aspects of the analysis. (Ford)

The difference in heights would be about 37 percent, not 50 percent.
The new wires would be about % of an inch greater in diameter than the
existing wires. The visual analysis takes into account the visual effects
of both the poles and the wires, and neither is expected to cause
significant adverse visual impacts.

The DEIS includes findings and conclusive statements, that are
unsupported by data, especially with regards to potential impacts of the
proposed action and the project alternatives on community character,
visual resources, archaeological resources, historic resources, natural
resources, and economics. Moreover, the DEIS fails to fully evaluate
potential significant adverse impacts, identified by experts utilized in
preparing the DEIS, related to archaeological and historic resources,
that cause significant concern for the Town. (Kabot)
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COST

Comment 1-22:

All conclusions regarding potential significant adverse impacts within
each technical were reasoned elaborations by experts in each field. The
conclusions on archaeological and historic resources have been
reviewed by New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic
Preservation. That office has agreed with conclusions on no significant
adverse impacts on historic structures and districts, and with the
conclusions of the Phase 1A Archaeological Study. The results of the
Phase 1B Archaeological Study have been submitted for review to New
York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. LIPA
will follow the recommendations from New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation when they are available.

The DEIS fails to address specific cost differential between overhead
and underground configurations in any meaningful or disciplined
fashion. The cost data is old and inadequate. The lack of cost data fails
to meet SEQRA’s rational basis standard. For LIPA to assert cost as the
principal basis for selecting the overhead option without providing
specific updated cost information for this project would be arbitrary and
capricious and grounds for reversal on judicial review. There is no real
cost breakdown in the DEIS as promised by LIPA. There should be full
disclosure of real costs for the proposed project. Based on LIPA’s
miscalculations and overcharges would pay for the project to be buried
a 100 times over. (Epley, Verno, Abramson and Verno, Steinberg,
Kabot)

LIPA should accurately disclose to the public the incremental cost of
one mile of above ground lines versus one mile of buried lines. (Delano)

The DEIS fails to provide a cost analysis/breakdown for the proposed
action and the alternative routes. (Nuzzi, Hartnagel)

A greater cost to place the line underground does not necessarily mean
it should not be pursued, particularly since that cost is in direct
mitigation of a potential significant visual and safety impact, and
undergrounding would reduce maintenance and therefore improve
operation. Additional cost information must be provided. A spreadsheet
containing more accurate costs for each alternative is necessary to
evaluate the ability to mitigate the project through underground
installation. (Voorhis)

Several years ago LIPA buried transmission lines from Riverhead to
Southampton. What was that cost and how was that cost covered? Were
the Town residents of Riverhead required to pay the cost or did all Long
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Islanders pay the cost? Why was that situation different from the present
above ground transmission line proposal? (Haresign)

Many years ago LIPA buried lines in the Napeaque area of East
Hampton. What was that cost and how was that cost covered? Were the
Town residents of East Hampton required to pay the cost or did all Long
Islanders pay the cost? Why was that situation different from the present
above ground transmission line proposal? (Haresign)

LIPA’s presentation regarding the costs of overhead versus
underground transmission lines does not include any cost data. As such,
all comparisons are necessarily relative. Without any concrete data, it is
not possible to understand the significance of capital costs in relation to
maintenance and/or repair costs. The DEIS states that underground lines
are “3 to 10 times more expensive on a per mile basis at utilities across
the country”. However, this statement is based on a report “Out of
Sight, Out of Mind”, addressing electric distribution lines, not
transmission lines. Specifically, it compares the costs of building new
overhead distribution lines with placing existing overhead electric
distribution lines underground. The referenced report clearly states that
it does not address transmission line costs. (MBE)

LIPA’s experience of “an underground transmission line [being] about 4
to 5 times more expensive to install than an overhead line” is not
documented, and does not specify the voltage, ampacity, or construction
details (average pole span, cable type, cable installation details, etc.) on
which the statement is based. It is worth noting that LIPA has recent
experience with underground construction costs (Riverhead to
Southampton 138kV cable installed in 2000, North Fork 69kV
conversion which included sections of 69kV cable installed in 2003-
2004), but has not presented such data. (MBE)

The DEIS further asserts that the life of an underground line is about 25
years, and that:

“A number of utilities have found that the time between needed repairs
shortens dramatically at about 20 years for underground lines, and the
repair costs increase with frequency of repairs.”

This statement is based on the Out of Sight, Out of Mind report, which
is concerned with the historical performance of distribution lines, and
not the expected performance of new transmission lines. Underground
transmission lines are designed and constructed much differently than
are underground distribution lines. Distribution lines have a multitude
of splices, junctions, and terminations, as they are designed to distribute
power from a single source to many loads. Transmission lines, however,
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have no junctions, few splices, and only two terminations, as they are
designed to transmit power between two points. Further, the DEIS
admits that the shorter life expectancy of older cable is due to the use of
oil-filled cables, not “newer, solid dielectric cables [that] have a shorter
working history, but based on the limited experience ... are expected to
have a life span equal to overhead lines”. The issue of life expectancy is
not relevant to the choice of overhead vs. underground construction.
(MBE)

Economic impacts are not environmental impacts and thus are beyond
the scope of SEQRA Nevertheless, as the design of the transmission
line has progressed, KeySpan has been able to develop specific cost
estimates specifically for the Southampton Bridgehampton transmission
line on a per mile basis. These estimates for both overhead and
underground installation and include materials, labor, contractor
overhead and profit, and certain design and construction management
costs. The text from Chapter 1, “Project Description” that includes the
specific costs is given below.

“For this project, KeySpan has prepared on a per mile basis a cost
estimate to install the transmission line both overhead and underground.
This calculation is based on KeySpan’s experience installing overhead
and underground, including installing new transmission in Riverhead,
Southold, East Hampton and Southampton. However, actual
construction costs may vary somewhat from those given here when
actual bids from contractors are received. For the overhead transmission
line, labor and material costs include 35 new poles per mile, 3 miles of
conductor per mile, and 105 insulators per mile, plus miscellaneous
hardware. The underground installation includes 3 miles of conductor
per mile, 1 mile of duct to hold the conductor per mile, manholes every
2,200 feet with splicing at each manhole, 52,800 square feet of
excavation per mile, backfill and pavement restoration, plus
miscellaneous hardware. The capital cost per mile for installing the
transmission line overhead is about $925,000, and the capital cost per
mile for installing the transmission line underground is about
$3,750,000. These cost estimates are based on KeySpan’s recent
experience installing underground and overhead transmission line on
the East End of Long Island. The Direct Route Alternative is about 8.4
miles long. Therefore, the cost for just the transmission line without the
expansion of the Bridgehampton Substation would be about $7,700,000
if the transmission line were all overhead and about $31,500,000 if the
transmission line were all underground. The total difference is about
$23,800,000.
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LIPA has committed to installing about 55 percent of the transmission
line underground and about 45 percent overhead. LIPA reviews each
transmission line on a case-by-case basis in developing the proposed
configurations. Again, based on the 8.4 mile Direct Route Alternative,
this configuration would cost about $20,825,000. The underground
portion would cost about $17,325,000, and the overhead portion would
cost about $3,500,000. This 55/45 percent configuration would cost
about $10,675,000 less than all underground and about $13,125,000
more than all overhead.”

In summary, an underground line is estimated by KeySpan to be about 4
times more expensive to install and about 4 times more expensive to
repair on a per mile basis than overhead lines. That greater cost is
partially offset by higher maintenance costs of overhead transmission
lines, but even taking this factor into account, the cost of underground
transmission lines is substantially higher on a per mile basis than for
overhead lines. Based on a 40-year life of the transmission line, the
underground line would be $40,000 less to maintain in 2007 dollars
than an overhead line. Assuming that no repairs are needed, it would
take over 2,000 years for the underground line’s lower maintenance cost
to offset the underground line’s higher capital cost. Any repairs would
increase the amount of time needed to offset the underground line’s
higher capital cost. These increased costs that are borne by all LIPA rate
payers, not just those in the vicinity of the underground lines.

The “Out of Sight, Out of Mind” report, although based on distribution
lines, provides a nationwide perspective on the advantages and
disadvantages of putting electric overhead and underground. The
nationwide perspective broadens LIPA and KeySpan experiences and
provides a context for Long Island situations.

The DEIS is incomplete in its failure to recognize the importance of
finding a common ground between meeting future electric needs of the
South Fork and preserving and enhancing the quality of life on the East
End. (Nuzzi, Green South Fork)

LIPA has an obligation to provide reliable electrical service currently
and in the future. LIPA believes that its proposed 55 percent
underground and 45 percent overhead configuration for the Direct
Route Alternative reflects the agency’s intention to find common
ground with the potentially affected community. Recognizing the
community’s strong preference for underground transmission lines,
LIPA has agreed to install 55 percent of the line underground, despite
the considerable additional expense.
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Based on future cost to the ratepayers to replace or bury the new lines,
the proposed transmission line should be buried. (Hendrickson)

The cost of burying the lines will be offset by the lower cost of
maintenance. (Kirkbright)

As discussed above, burying the transmission line would be four times
more expensive than installing it overhead. The lower cost of
maintenance would not come close to offsetting the higher capital cost
of burying the transmission line. See Chapter 1, “Project Description”
for a more complete discussion of installation, maintenance, and repair
of transmission lines.

The DEIS states that repairs to underground lines would be about ten
times more expensive than repairs to overhead lines. This statement is
not substantiated in the DEIS. (Zappone)

The statement is based on an analysis prepared by KeySpan, the entity
that either repairs or oversees the repairs to all of the LIPA owned
transmission and distribution lines. The FEIS notes that repairs for
underground cables are about 4 to 5 more expensive than for overhead
cables, when the fact that underground cables require less frequent
repairs is taken into account.

LIPA is a monopoly with considerable self-regulating powers and is
assuming that they can railroad ahead with their plans for the above
ground lines in spite of public controversy. Political leaders are united
in wanting to bury the lines and residents must let the political officials
know that they are willing to pay part of the cost to bury the lines. LIPA
states that it’s about precedent and money but there is no area in Long
Island that has this degree of hurricane risk or the beauty of the scenic
vistas, which are magnet for the recreational economy. Local tax
increases may be preferable for the shared cost since taxes are
deductible and LIPA rates are not. (Abramson, Perez, Brolin, Ludmer
Duberman, Capon, Kabot)

LIPA is a municipal instrumentality of New York State. LIPA has held
open houses, public meetings, and public hearings beyond those
required under the law. LIPA does not have taxing powers, but has met
with political leaders that do have that power.

LIPA has the technology to bury the lines and be more efficient. It’s
unacceptable for cost to be used as an excuse when talking about safety
and efficiency. (Verno)
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LIPA has found that overhead and underground transmission lines are
equally efficient and safe. Underground transmission lines are more
expensive to install.

Cost appears to be LIPA’s principal concern with undergrounding.
However, the cost differential between overhead and underground lines
has been narrowing rapidly in recent years due to development of
inexpensive dielectric cable technology, as the DEIS acknowledges.
LIPA’s recent actions show that new underground, high-voltage
transmission technology is available and cost effective. Data in a report
cited in the DEIS is from before 2004, averages data across widely
disparate areas, and fails to focus on the actual project at hand. The
DEIS’s cost information is old, anecdotal, and inadequate and fails to
meet SEQRA’s rational basis standard. It can and should be presumed,
for SEQRA purposes, that the overhead/underground cost differentials
for this project are zero, or close to it. (Epley, Finocchio)

The discussion of relative costs of underground vs. overhead
transmission lines in subsection E, page 1-10 is confusing and
contradictory. Cost information is outdated and does not reflect current
installation costs or localized cost installation data. LIPA has based the
entire discussion of cost on this outdated information, using it to
conclude that the cost is 4-5 times greater for underground versus
overhead lines, then averaging the cost of with the overall cost
including the substation (whose cost does not change based on overhead
or underground) to come up with an average cost increase of 3.5 times
for underground over that of overhead. Similar use of old data is used
with respect to the service life of underground versus overhead lines as
well as maintenance. The document clearly indicates that the experience
for these cost projections is based on older, oil cooled cables.
Conclusions based on these data are therefore clearly invalid. (Voorhis,
Epley)

Economic impacts are not environmental impacts and thus are beyond
the scope of SEQRA, but LIPA is providing a cost analysis, as
requested. The cost data are the latest and most complete available for
the installation of underground and overhead cables. The project
specific costs are based on the most recent experience on Long Island
and on the East End. Data from other utilities are used to check that
LIPA’s experiences are similar to those of other utilities. Comparing an
individual utility’s metrics with those of other utilities is commonly
done to ensure that the utility is efficient and effective. As discussed
above, the cost difference shows that underground installation is about
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four times more expensive than underground and not zero. The
experiences are based on the LIPA system and are valid.

The Village and Town have expressed a willingness to contribute
financially to defray added costs attributable to undergrounding.
However, unless and until information becomes available as to costs of
a specific selected project, the Village and Town have no basis on
which to develop such a plan. In any case, LIPA isn’t giving us enough
time to develop a plan and are trying to push the project through.
(Epley)

We would pay more for electricity to cover the cost of burying the lines.
(Binder)

If cost is the reason why less onerous alternatives are not considered
feasible to the Direct Route Alternative, then the subject should be open
to negotiation. LIPA can find the money to bury the lines or work with
the community and elected officials to find the money. (Steinberg,
Rabinowitz, Gorman)

LIPA does not have the power to establish tax rates, taxing districts, or
special assessment districts. LIPA has met with elected officials that
have that power to pay for installing the line entirely underground. If the
elected officials decide to form taxing or assessment districts, LIPA will
work with the elected officials.

Do the cost comparisons consider the increased cost of designating new
installations to withstand 130 mph winds, a design criteria adopted by
LIPA? This would increase the cost of the overhead installation, and
decrease the relative difference between aboveground and underground
and should be included in the analysis. (Voorhis, Epley)

The cost comparison is based on the proposed design, which includes
the design criteria of 130 mile per hour winds.

The column labeled “Capitol Costs” in Table 1-2 (page 1-11) should be
expanded to include the other relevant factors affecting costs discussed
in the accompanying text: Installation Costs, Maintenance Costs, Repair
Costs, Frequency of Repair, Frequency of Maintenance, etc., in order to
obtain a full picture of relative costs. This is particularly important and
was requested in the Village of Southampton Environmental Planning
Consultant’s review of the Draft Scope for the project. (Voorhis, Epley)

The cost data has been revised to include all relevant factors and
provide a full picture of the cost to LIPA and its rate payers. See
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Chapter 1, “Project Description” for a more complete discussion of
installation, maintenance, and repair of transmission lines.

If money has been built into the rate structure for visually sensitive
resources for over a decade, where has it gone? If Southampton has paid
it then it should get something back. (Shea)

LIPA has not built-in costs for visually sensitive resources into its rate
structure. Rates are set on a system wide basis, and Southampton has
not paid any excess rates.

The cost for hurricane repair along this route is not mentioned. What
was the cost to repair and replace poles for the last dozen hurricanes?
Cost analysis should also reflect short term costs and long range
costs. Above line repair after a hurricane or nor’easter is very
expensive on the East End. What did it cost LIPA to bring in repair
crews from South Carolina to make hurricane repairs? That
information should be part of the cost evaluation, as vulnerability is
not as significant if cables are underground. (Abramson and Verno,
Steinberg, Haresign)

Cost information to repair the LIPA system is done on an overall basis
and not on a single storm or for a specific locale. The FEIS, however,
considers the different repair costs and repair frequency for
underground and overhead lines, and that difference takes into account
storm-related repairs.

At what point does this project pay for itself? When does LIPA
recoup what it has laid out for both the proposed project and for
100% burial of the cables? (Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

LIPA does not look for a particular project to pay for itself. LIPA
responds to the demand for electric service by expanding and
maintaining its system as needed, and the cost are used to establish the
rates for electrical service.

The DEIS does not adequately address the cost of burying the cables,
nor does it address what the cost would be to the average customer
on Long Island or even on the East End if there were a regional
charge. Several years ago, LIPA buried transmission cables from
Riverhead to Southampton. What was that cost and how was that
cost covered? Were the Town residents of Riverhead required to pay
the cost or did all Long Islanders pay the cost? Why was that
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Response 1-35:

Comment 1-36:

Response 1-36:

Comment 1-37:

Response 1-37:

Comment 1-38:

situation different from the present above ground transmission line
proposal? Likewise when LIPA buried cables in the Napeaque area
of East Hampton. (Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

The cost for every LIPA project is paid from its rate base, and not
charged to an individual location. The effect of an individual project on
the rate cannot be separated out, but no project is planned and
constructed unless it is required by customers’ electrical demand or
system reliability. LIPA decides on a case-by-case basis on the specific
conditions at the locale. The factors taken into consideration include
engineering feasibility, environmental impacts, costs, and reliability of
the LIPA system.

Page 4-19 states that a Special Assessment District (SAD) might
fund underground cable placement. Elsewhere in the report it does
quote the Southampton Town Comp Plan about utility cables going
underground and being funded with SAD money. If LIPA has
indicated they will bury half the cables, what would be the tax cost to
the various hamlets and village for LIPA to bury the remaining
cables? What is the assessment for these areas and the cost per
$Million of assessed value to fund a bond issue for these costs?
(Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

LIPA does not have the power to establish a Special Assessment
District, but has met with elected officials that do have that power.
LIPA will work with elected officials if they decide to establish a
Special Assessment District.

Financially, why have we not seen a detailed audited statement of the
costs involved in supplying new power to the East End? Specifically
where is the breakdown of the supposed $10 million extra it will cost
LIPA to bury the new power lines? (Kristiansson)

Economic impacts are not environmental impacts and thus are beyond
the scope of SEQRA and this EIS. However, estimated costs are
provided in the FEIS. Audited statements would not be available until
after the project is constructed and operating.

LIPA admits that overhead lines are more expensive to maintain than
underground lines. However, there are no data on the magnitude of
maintenance costs, nor are there data on the ratio of the expected
maintenance costs for the two line types. Instead, the DEIS provides a
description of the maintenance practices, leaving the relative costs
unaddressed. (MBE)
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Response 1-38:

Comment 1-39:

Response 1-39:

Comment 1-40:

Response 1-40:

Comment 1-41:

Response 1-41:

January 2008

It is expected that a per mile basis, an underground transmission line
costs about $1,000 per year less to maintain than a comparable overhead
transmission line. This number does not significantly alter the cost
differential for installation of lines overhead or underground. As noted
in the FEIS, it would take over 2,000 years for savings in maintenance
costs to equal the installation cost differential, well beyond the 40 year
life span of the line

LIPA estimates that individual overhead repairs are 10 times less
expensive, but 2.25 times more frequent, than underground repairs. If
these estimates are accurate, then overall repair costs for underground
lines would be about 4-5 times higher than overhead lines. (MBE)

That is a correct calculation, and the FEIS has been revised accordingly.

The construction costs are inaccurately based on data to replace existing
overhead distribution with underground lines, not on a direct
comparison of new transmission line costs. The repair cost data fails to
mention the fact that LIPA’s underground transmission lines typically
require less than half as many repairs as overhead lines. And there is no
mention of the fact that overhead lines are more expensive to maintain
that underground lines. Finally, no data (other than general ratios) are
presented that allow for an overall lifecycle cost comparison of
overhead vs. underground transmission lines. (MBE)

Capital construction, maintenance, and repair costs are included in the
cost analysis contained in the FEIS. The analysis includes LIPA’s
experience for repair of overhead versus underground lines, where the
repair of underground lines is less frequent, but far more expensive. The
maintenance costs are included in the cost analysis, and the overall life
costs are discussed.

MSE estimates the average construction costs of the underground lines
to range from $1,915,000 to $2,350,000.

The differential in costs between overhead and underground are
comparable to those estimated by KeySpan, which used its recent
experience with the installation of both overhead and underground
transmission lines on the East End to develop its estimates. Because of
KeySpan’s extensive and recent experience on the East End of Long
Island, their cost estimates are considered to the more accurate than
those prepared by engineering firms that do not have KeySpan’s
expertise.
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Comment 1-42:

Response 1-42:

Comment 1-43:

Response 1-43:

Comment 1-44:

Response 1-44:

Comment 1-45:

Response 1-45:

Comment 1-46:

Response 1-46:

There are two additional operating costs that are not addressed in the
DEIS: tree trimming and losses. Both of these make the overhead
construction option less attractive. Obviously, underground construction
does not require tree trimming. Not only do overhead transmission lines
require the trees to be cleared around the conductors, but unlike
distribution lines they also require that “danger trees” be removed.
(Danger trees are trees that are able to contact the line if they were to
fall toward the line.) (MBE)

The tree trimming costs are included in the cost analysis as part of the
yearly maintenance cost. The cost of losses is not germane to the
analysis.

Is LIPA required to pay Gross-Up Taxes? (If so, the cost estimates need
to be increased accordingly.) (MBE)

LIPA as a New York State municipal instrumentality is not subject to
taxes, but, on a case-by-case, may make payments in lieu of taxes.

Is the proposed overhead transmission design based on triangular
construction (consistent with the visualizations), or is it based on a
design which includes a static wire above the conductors? (This affects
the cost and reliability of the line.) (MBE)

The design is based on a triangular construction without a static line.

No detailed analysis of potential impacts on ratepayers is provided, nor
is there an evaluation of possible funding assistance, which LIPA could
potentially obtain, for undergrounding the lines, from FEMA and/or
other hurricane and emergency preparedness agencies. (Kabot)

An analysis of the effect of this project on LIPA’s rate structure is
beyond the scope of the environmental review. LIPA pursues funding
assistance for utilities.

| object to having any of the rates paid by North Fork residents go
towards burying the lines on the South Fork. (Alessi)

Comment noted. LIPA rates are uniform across its service area.

CHAPTER 2: LAND USE AND COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Comment 2-1:

The DEIS doesn’t consider the expressed will of the population in the
area. (Vogel)
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Comment 2-2:

Response 2-2:

Comment 2-3:

Response 2-3:

Comment 2-4:

Response 2-4:

Comment 2-5:

January 2008

Public opinion is not considered a technical area that should be analyzed
under SEQRA. However, LIPA has endeavored to address community
concerns regarding open space vistas by offering to underground about
55 percent of the Direct Route Alternative.

The proposed transmission line would be ugly and introduce a tech wire
in an otherwise beautiful rural farm area. The East End relies on tourism
related to this rural quality. (Greilsheimer, Abramson, Currie, Kabot)

To blight our country roads and farm field vistas with these new poles
for the sake of saving a few dollars is short sighted. What reasonable
summer tourist would ever rent a home within view of one of these
poles? (Kristiansson)

Under the Direct Route Alternative, poles would not be introduced into
any area where they do not currently exist. As stated in the DEIS and
FEIS, there is an existing distribution line along the Direct Route
Alternative and therefore, the proposed transmission line would not
materially change the land use within the study area. Further, LIPA has
committed to burying approximately 55 percent of the line along this
route.

The DEIS ignores the Town and County efforts to preserve agricultural
land and therefore the rural character as well as the scenic vistas and
aesthetics of the area. This area of the Town is a tourist based economy
that thrives on the surrounding rural character. (Thiele, Graboski,
Abramson, Kabot)

The DEIS and FEIS both recognize local and regional efforts to
preserve agricultural land. The installation of this project would not
conflict with the operation of any agricultural properties nor materially
change the scenic vistas in accordance with NYSDEC DEP-00-2
guidance.

It is LIPA’s responsibility to safeguard the area’s community character.
(Nuzzi)

The installation of the proposed project would not introduce a new use
to the study area and would not materially change the area’s community
character. All of the new poles would be wood and would replace
existing poles.

The DEIS is incomplete in failing to adequately address adverse
impacts on land use and community character. The DEIS is incomplete

24-32



Chapter 24 Response to Comments

Response 2-5:

Comment 2-6:

in failing to analyze and present mitigation to address the adverse
impacts to tourism and the economy. (Nuzzi, Green South Fork, Kabot)

Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS analyze and address the proposed
project’s impact on land use and community character. Based on
professional analysis, no adverse impacts to land use and community
character were identified. Because there are no identified significant
adverse impacts, no mitigation is proposed. Thus, the introduction of the
proposed project would not affect the local economy or tourism. See
responses to Comments 2-6 and 2-7.

The proposed project’s effect on property values related to visual
impacts, economic impacts to the residents and the Town, and
assessment and taxes has not been addressed in the DEIS. There are
working class people in the Village of Southampton and Bridgehampton
hamlet. There are three legal precedents in Florida, Tennessee, and San
Diego regarding utility lines lowering property values. LIPA probably
wouldn’t want to pay damages for lowered property values in this area.
(Shea, Perez, Verno)

According to a real estate agent, the value of homes will go down
especially if poles are located right near the home. (Gorman, Shea,
Haresign)

A conscious decision was made by LIPA to exclude appraisals because
appraisals will show that the project has a negative visual impact on the
community that results in loss of property values which in turn
negatively affects the town’s economy. LIPA should provide appraisals
of every home on the proposed route and discuss how this will impact
the tax rolls and economy of the town. (Verno, Abramson and Verno,
Steinberg, Kabot)

The poles are blight and an eyesore and would destroy the accrued
equity in our homes. (Finocchio, Binder, Haresign, Mayer, Wadzenski,
Beckett-Lawless, Komoska)

LIPA, in the DEIS, should have revealed the exact pole locations for
their alternative routes. The public, as well as LIPA, should have this
information to address the impact of the pole locations on property
values and community character. (LIPA currently knows where each
pole is to be located for their Preferred Route, but did not disclose
this information.) (Abramson and Verno, Steinberg, Green South
Fork)

The Town of Southampton has authorized a study to be done on
property values so that we have the proper information regarding the
impact of the project. (Graboski)
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A reliable appraiser in the South Fork has gone on the record to say that
the impact of the project will be a 20 percent reduction in the values of
residential properties directly along the route, and a significant
reduction of value for residences within the sight lines. (Abramson)

Town assessors should have made an evaluation of the loss assessment
value on property. (Haresign)

As a local real estate agent | can assure you the proposed new utility
poles will decimate real estate values far beyond the 20 percent which
appraisers have quoted. Worse, these new poles very well may render
numerous properties impossible to rent or sell. (Kristiansson)

An analysis of purely economic effects is beyond the scope of SEQRA
and thus need not be studied in an EIS, unless such economic effects
would cause environmental impacts such as a change in community
character. There is simply no basis to conclude that the proposed project
would result in depressed property values sufficient to alter the
character of the community along the proposed routes. Nevertheless, in
response to concerns expressed about the effects of the proposed
transmission line on property values, LIPA commissioned a study by
Standard Valuation Services, a well known and respected real estate
appraisal firm. The report is Appendix H, Appraisers Report. The
appraiser researched and used sales of houses along the Existing Route
and along the Direct Route Alternatives. The Existing Route has large
steel lattice towers supporting the existing transmission lines that are on
easements through private property and for the most part goes through
areas with expensive houses on large lots. For the Existing Route, about
620 lots are affected by the existing transmission line, and 312 of the
lots have single family homes. The other lots are vacant or have other
uses. Between 2003 and 2007, 64 of the houses were sold. The appraiser
compared trend in price between these houses and similar houses in the
area that are not affected by the lattice towers and found no difference
in the prices. The steel lattice towers along the Existing Route
Alternative do not affect the value of single family homes, and are taller
and arguably more visually intrusive than the new transmission line
proposed by LIPA.

The appraiser did the same analysis along the Direct Route Alternative.
Within the Village of Southampton, 18 single family homes along the
Direct Route were sold between 2003 and 2007, and outside of the
Village of Southampton, 42 single family houses were sold. Comparing
the trend in sale prices between houses affected by the existing utility
poles and houses unaffected by the utility poles along the Direct Route,
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Comment 2-7:

Response 2-7:

the appraiser found no difference in prices for single family houses
based on proximity to utility poles and power lines.

This detailed guantified analysis by a qualified real estate appraiser
confirms the conclusion in the DEIS that the replacement poles and the
proposed transmission lines would not have a negative effect on the
value of single family homes along the proposed routes.

The overall property value diminution as a result of the installation of
the proposed transmission line to the adjacent properties can be best
expressed as falling with a range of 10 percent to 14 percent, say 14
percent. Based on the total property value estimate, as of December 31,
2007, $270,825,000, los of property values is estimated to be
$32,499,000. The time on market for properties adjacent to high tension
power lines is 137 days compared to 114 days for properties not
adjacent to transmission. This indicates a negative impact on time on
market properties adjacent to transmission towers. (Indimine)

The Town of Southampton commissioned Lawrence Indimine
Consulting Corp. to prepare a report on the effects of transmission lines
on property values. Indimine Consulting concluded that transmission
lines reduce property values by about 12 percent. In order to reach this
conclusion, Indimine Consulting did not use property values and sales
in Southampton, but instead relied on properties in the Town of
Brookhaven, a completely different real estate market than
Southampton. When Indimine Consulting compared Southampton
improved lots along the Existing Route, the firm concluded on page 16,
“The improved sales do not clearly show any reduction in value as a
result of being impacted by the power lines.”

To reach the conclusion of a reduction in property value, Indimine
Consulting used properties along a LIPA transmission line in
Brookhaven that carries two 138 kilovolt circuits on 90 to 125-foot
above grade steel poles. This is completely different situation than the
proposed single circuit 69 kilovolt circuit on 48-foot above grade
wooden poles. The property values in Brookhaven are dramatically
different from those in Southampton, and the values are driven by
different factors. The appraiser relied heavily on an analysis of the
effects by school districts, which is clearly not a major factor for second
home prices in Southampton. The conclusion that property values are
reduced by 12 percent because of transmission lines may or may not be
true for the particular situation in Brookhaven, but clearly not applicable
for properties in Southampton.

Like the reduction in property values, Indimine Consulting did not rely
on properties in Southampton to conclude that transmission lines cause
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Comment 2-8:

Response 2-8:

Comment 2-9:

Response 2-9:

Comment 2-10:

Response 2-10:

Comment 2-11:

January 2008

an increased time on market. Indimine Consulting used an analysis of
some undisclosed location west of Southampton. Again, this conclusion
is clearly not applicable to the real estate market in Southampton.

The Head of Pond, Scuttle Hole corridor under consideration for the
Direct Route Alternative is a critical corridor for the Southampton bike
lane network and in promoting bicycling, pedestrians, jogging etc.
Therefore the line should be buried and in doing so, possibly widen or
improve the Direct Route corridor for the safety of cyclists and others
by painted bike lanes on pavement. (Dodson)

The easements LIPA holds for the current distribution line does not
allow bike use. The Direct Route Alternative would be located along
local roads where LIPA does not have jurisdiction over road widths. As
stated in the DEIS and FEIS, LIPA would work with the Town should
development of a bike lane be underway during construction of the
proposed project.

The DEIS does not identify the affordable housing constructed by
Habitat for Humanity or Southampton Workforce Housing along
Bridgehampton Sag Harbor Turnpike. (Dalsimer)

Chapter 2 of the DEIS and FEIS include the identification of residential
uses but does not specify how those uses were constructed. Chapter 16
addresses minority communities in the study area.

According to the land use chapter, about 39.4 percent of the study area
is agricultural, 7 percent is open space, 8.5 percent is vacant and 2.2
percent is water. The 8.5 percent of vacant land is likely agricultural.
All of these uses should be considered open space. Thus, approximately
50 percent of the land in the study area is open space. How could LIPA
propose to install the proposed lines along the Direct Route Alternative
when the Town as a whole only has 8 percent agricultural? This would
blight the land. (Perez)

The installation of the proposed project would not blight the study area
as there is an existing distribution line located along the Direct Route
Alternative. The proposed project would not prohibit future preservation
of open space or conflict with existing land uses, including agriculture.

Chapter 2, “Land Use and Community Character” beginning on page 2-
1, should include an explanation as to what exactly the term
“community character” means, how this chapter describes it, and how
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Response 2-11:

Comment 2-12:

Response 2-12:

Comment 2-13:

the accompanying analysis of potential impacts from the proposed
project is performed. (\Voorhis)

LIPA, in the DEIS, avoids specific SEQRA concerns about community
character. The huge poles and cables will significantly reduce “the
enjoyment of the aesthetic landscape,” a specific SEQRA concern. The
huge poles and cables will impact the “character of the neighborhood,”
a specific SEQRA concern. These massive transmission poles and
cables will conflict with Town plans and goals. Yet the DEIS repeatedly
dismisses the notion that the poles and cables will have any impact.
(Abramson and Verno, Steinberg)

As explained in more detail on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of the DEIS,
community character is an amalgam of many different factors that
combine to create the “quality of life” of an area. Community character
incorporates information collected for other technical analyses including
transportation, land use, social and economic conditions, visual
character, air quality, noise, and natural resources. Not all of these
elements affect community character in all cases; a community usually
draws its distinctive character from a few determining elements. The
installation of the proposed project would not materially change local
resources in the vicinity of the project and thus character of the
community would not change. Because there are existing distribution
poles along the Direct Route Alternative, the proposed project would
not introduce a new use to the area but remain consistent with what is
currently present along the roads.

The DEIS indicates that the Direct Alternative Route study area is
dominated by agricultural land use (40%). Taken with other statements
in the DEIS, it is clear that the Direct Alternative Route is through a
sensitive scenic corridor that the Town intends to continue to protect.
LIPA’s conclusion relies heavily on its analysis of visual impacts made
in Chapter 6. (MBE)

The analysis relies on existing uses and any changes that could be
introduced by the proposed transmission line. Visual impact is one part,
but not the whole, of the elaborations that lead to the conclusion that the
proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact on land
use and community character.

The DEIS explanation of the right of way issues seems to rely on the
previous use of the right to lay the presently existing line as a primary
basis for your right to put up the new transmission line. The history of
the law of right of way, and the rights under a right of way are founded
on both a specific grant (or implied grant) and prior usage. Prior usage
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Response 2-13:

Comment 2-14:

Response 2-14:

both interprets the specific (or implied) grant and limits the rights under
a right of way. In the instant case, LIPA and its predecessor, LILCO,
have used the right of way to distribute electric to houses and farms
along its route. The Executive Summary in many places relies on "pre-
existing use;" however, the proposed "transmission line" is a new or
expanded use, not the same use. Page S-12 of the Executive Summary
explicitly states that the proposed "transmission line would