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New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
Office of Pipeline Safety
Operator Qualification
Occupational Safety and Health Act
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Petroleum Administration for Defense District
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Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Pilgrim Transportation of New York, Inc. (Pilgrim New York), a pipeline corporation organized under the
New York Transportation Corporations Law, is a subsidiary of Pilgrim Pipeline Holdings, LLC, a
corporation organized under the laws of the State of New Jersey (Pilgrim Holdings). (For ease of reference,
Pilgrim New York and Pilgrim Holdings are collectively referred to herein as “Pilgrim”). Pilgrim proposes
to construct and operate an interstate pipeline for public use for the purpose of transporting petroleum and
petroleum-based products.
Pilgrim proposes to operate its Albany, New York to New Jersey pipelines as a common carrier, regulated
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). As a FERC-regulated common carrier in interstate
commerce, Pilgrim would be obligated under the federal Interstate Commerce Act to provide service to any
shipper that requests transportation services, provided that products tendered for transportation satisfy the
conditions and specifications contained in the applicable, FERC-approved tariff.
This draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of both
the National Environmental Quality Review Act (NEPA) and the New York State Environmental Quality
Review Act (SEQRA).
ES-1

Proposed Action

Pilgrim is proposing to construct, operate, and maintain two new 169.89 mile-long pipelines (the mainline)
in a single ditch that is about 6 feet deep and 6 feet wide. One of the pipelines would carry crude oil
southbound from Albany, New York to one or more existing refineries and marine terminals in the vicinity
of Linden, Carteret, and Port Reading, New Jersey (collectively referred to herein as “Linden”): a second
parallel pipeline would carry refined products (gasoline, diesel, heating oil, kerosene) northbound from
Linden for delivery to existing terminals in Albany, New York and intermediate points in between. Each
of the two pipelines (the mainline) would be a maximum of 20 inches in diameter and capable of
transporting approximately 200,000 barrels per day (bpd). Figure ES-1 shows the general location of the
Project mainline in New York and New Jersey.
In addition to the mainline pipelines, Pilgrim proposes to construct five laterals in New York to intermediate
delivery points (existing terminals): the approximately 1.03 mile-long Buckeye Lateral (BL); 0.71 milelong IPT Product Lateral (IPTL); 0.33 mile-long Citgo and Apex Lateral (CAL); 7.01 mile-long Roseton
Product Lateral (RPL); and the 4.44 mile-long Newburgh Product Lateral (NPL). Other Project facilities
would include four pump stations and ten meter stations. Pilgrim would lease or purchase space in an
existing facility for its operations center.
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The majority (79 percent) of the mainline in New York would be located within the New York State
Thruway (NYS Thruway) right-of-way (ROW) and another approximately 7.5 percent of the mainline
would be within or adjacent to other existing corridors (e.g., roads, utility, railroad). With the exception of
the Harriman Pump Station, which would be adjacent to the NYS Thruway, the pump stations and meter
stations would all be located at existing terminals or distribution facilities.
As part of construction, Pilgrim would lease space for seven contractor and pipe yards interspersed
throughout the Project Area in New York. Pilgrim would construct the Project in five sections or ‘spreads’.
Numerous access roads are proposed to enable the delivery of supplies, equipment and workers to the
pipeline spreads. To the extent possible, Pilgrim has identified existing roads for use, but would require
some preparation of new access roads as well. A total of 35 access roads would be permanently maintained
for access to Project facilities during operation, the balance of access roads would be restored generally to
preconstruction conditions upon completion of Project construction.
Proposed construction activities would occur over an approximate 10 month period, from March through
December 2017. The proposed in-service date for Project operation is December 2017.
As referenced herein, the “Pilgrim Project”, or “the Project”, refers to all of the components (pipelines,
laterals, pump stations, etc.) proposed by Pilgrim in New York State. The “Project Area” encompasses the
land area required for all elements of the Project in New York State: the mainline, the laterals, the pump
stations and other associated permanent and temporary features required for both construction and operation
of the Project.
ES-2

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Project is to provide a safe and reliable means of transporting crude oil between Albany,
New York and the Linden vicinity (the Albany/New Jersey Corridor) and refined petroleum products from
the Linden vicinity, New Jersey to Albany, New York.


The Project would provide a reliable fuel supply to Albany and upstate New York as well as increase
emergency response and energy security in New York State. Approximately 90 percent of the heating
oil consumed in the region during the winter months comes directly from refineries - not from
inventories - and is therefore vulnerable to weather-related disruptions. Although there are some
petroleum pipelines in upstate New York, they do not serve the Albany/New Jersey Corridor and
Albany areas. Currently, trucks, tankers and barges import and distribute all of the refined products
within the Albany/New Jersey Corridor, which leaves upstate New York particularly vulnerable to
extremely cold weather that freezes rivers and harbors making it more difficult for the barge fleet already operating at capacity - to transport refined products and heating oil to dealers and, ultimately,
to consumers.
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Upstate New York will remain vulnerable to weather disruptions as long as it is not served by a pipeline.
The Pilgrim Project proposes a reliable mode for delivery for refined products to upstate New York
that would not be affected by adverse weather conditions.


The Project would reduce risk of an oil spill on the Hudson River or on land by providing a safe and
more reliable mode of transport for crude oil and products between Albany and the New Jersey.
Pipelines historically have been the safest and most cost-effective means of moving large volumes of
fluids. A recent report on intermodal safety in oil transport finds that, although there is no perfectly
risk-free way to transport oil (or any other product), studies show that transport of oil by pipeline is
environmentally friendly and “safer than transportation by road, rail or barge, as measured by incidents,
injuries, and fatalities” (Furchtgott-Roth 2013).



Air Pollution Reduction. Currently, the majority of crude oil and product transported between Albany,
New York and New Jersey is moved by barge. If the proposed pipelines were used to transport the
crude and product that is currently carried by barge on the Hudson River, greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions would be reduced by approximately 20 percent (ERM 2014). In addition, if the barge loading
operations involving 100,000 barrels of crude oil per day and 100,000 barrels of refined oil products
per day were avoided by moving this volume via pipeline, 20,000 pounds, or 10 tons of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) emissions per day to the atmosphere would be avoided, or, in units typically used
for permitting point source air pollutant emissions, 3,650 tons per year of VOC.

ES-3

Alternatives

In the process of identifying a preferred route for the crude and products mainline pipelines, Pilgrim
evaluated several alternatives including a ‘No Action’ alternative and three action alternatives: the Thruway
Corridor Alternative (the Proposed Action), Utility Corridor Alternative, and Rail Corridor Alternative.
The No Action Alternative was dropped from consideration as it did not meet Pilgrim’s purpose and need
for the Project. Under the No Action Alternative, crude oil and products would still be transported by barge
and overland means (trucks and rail) and would continue to be susceptible to weather disruptions. The risk
of both an oil spill on the Hudson River from a barge accident and an onshore spill resulting from a rail
accident would remain unchanged as would the continued air emissions from barges transporting crude and
products.
From an environmental perspective, the Rail Corridor Alternative would have the least adverse impact on
wetlands and forests when compared to the other action alternatives. However, over 50 percent of the route
would be in New York’s Coastal Zone (over 60 miles more in the Coastal Zone than either of the other
action alternatives), and the route would be within 50 feet of over 100 residences. Approximately 13 percent
of the Rail Corridor Alternative would also be located in New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) Potential Environmental Justice Areas (as opposed to 5 percent for the Thruway
Alternative and 7 percent for the Utility Corridor). The Rail Corridor Alternative was ultimately dismissed
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from consideration for several reasons: (1) it was determined that the corridor did not have the space to
accommodate both the crude oil and product pipelines and therefore was incapable of meeting the purpose
and needs of the Project sponsor; (2) on legal grounds, because the Transportation Corporation Law would
appear to prohibit the longitudinal occupation by oil pipelines of existing rail ROW; and (3) on
environmental grounds.
Pilgrim also evaluated a Utility Corridor Alternative of approximately 126 miles in length. The Utility
Corridor Alternative would be located on existing utility ROW as well as on commercial, industrial,
residential, forested and open space lands. The Utility Corridor Alternative was ultimately dismissed from
given consideration it was eliminated from further consideration given its potential for greater
environmental impact on significant resources. Among other things, the Utility Corridor Alternative would
cross a greater number of wetlands and surface waterbodies, roads and railroads. It would require more
blasting to construct the route and would impact a significantly greater number of property owners.
The substantial environmental advantages of the Thruway Corridor Alternative over the Utility Corridor
Alternative include, but are not limited to, the following:


A shorter route in New York – 116 vs. 126 miles, respectively;



Higher percentage of overall route co-located with existing ROW (86 percent vs. 78 percent for the
Utility Corridor) which would reduce both the short- and long-term environmental impacts
associated with greenfield construction;



Fewer miles of forests crossed (22 miles for the Thruway Corridor vs. 39 miles for the Utility
Corridor), which would minimize the amount of forests cleared for construction and operation;



Fewer waterbody and wetland crossings than the Utility Corridor Alternative, thereby indicating
that the impacts to wetlands and waterbodies would be less; and



Fewer miles of shallow bedrock, indicating that there would be less blasting.

It was also determined that the Utility Corridor would affect four times the number of property owners (546
properties in the Utility Corridor vs. 168 properties for the Thruway Corridor). In addition, the restricted
access to the corridor offered by locating the pipeline within the Thruway ROW would greatly reduce the
potential for an accidental pipeline breach caused by a backhoe or other device during digging (one of the
primary causes of pipeline accidents). For these reasons, among others, the Thruway Corridor Alternative
was adopted as the Proposed Action by Pilgrim.
A number of route adjustments were also considered with respect to the Thruway Corridor. The variations
were identified as means to avoid sensitive environmental features (e.g., wetlands, streams) or for
constructability issues. Chapter 7.0 of the DEIS provides a detailed discussion of the alternatives analysis.
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ES-4

Permits, Orders and Approvals

This DEIS has been prepared to satisfy both the requirements of NEPA and SEQRA. It examines the
potential environmental effects of the proposed action and alternatives in New York State: a subsequent
supplement will be issued that covers the Project components in New Jersey. Table ES-1 lists the Permits,
Executive Orders (E.O.), and Approvals that are potentially applicable to the proposed Project in New York.
Table ES-1
Permits, Executive Orders, and Approvals Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Permit, Order, Approval
or Type of Review Required

Agency
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Longitudinal Occupation of NYS Thruway

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10, and Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permits
Endangered Species Act consultation and Biological Opinion

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703–711) compliance
Bald and Golden Eagle Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d) compliance

U.S. Department of Treasury – Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms

Permit to purchase, store and use explosives
(Treasury Department Order No. 120-1)

U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHSMA), Office of
Pipeline Safety (OPS)

Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline
(49 CFR Part 195) compliance
Use and Occupancy Permit/easement

NYS Thruway Authority

Work Permit
Special Hauling Permit

New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)

Road crossing and curb cut permits (state highways)
Divisible Load Overweight Permit
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES),
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activity (GP-0-10-001); Trench Dewatering Discharge
SPDES; Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge SPDES
Freshwater Wetlands Permit

NYSDEC

Protection of Waters
Approval to cross contaminated site
Clean Water Act, Section 401, Water Quality Certification
New York Department of State (NYSDOS), Division of Coastal
Resources (DCR)
NY Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP)/Palisades Interstate Park Commission (PIPC)

Pilgrim Pipeline Project
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Table ES-1
Permits, Executive Orders, and Approvals Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Permit, Order, Approval
or Type of Review Required

Agency
New York State Office of General Services (NYSOGS)

State Owned Lands Underwater - Utility Easement

New York State Department of Agriculture & Markets

Department of Agriculture & Markets Review

Municipal Reviews (Towns, Villages, Cities and Counties)*

Curb cuts, Road Crossings and/o other applicable Ordinance
Compliance
Flood Hazard Development Permits

Executive Orders
Federal E.O. 12898 (Environmental Justice)

Environmental Justice (EJ)

Federal E.O. 13112

Invasive Species

Federal E.O. 11990

Protection of Wetlands

Federal E.O. 13084 and 13175

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

Federal USDOT Order 5610.2(a)

Final USDOT Environmental Justice Order (May 2012)

Federal E.O. 13653

Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate
Change

NYS E.O. 125

Directing State Agencies to Take Action to Strengthen the
States Oversight of Shipments of Petroleum Products

*Municipalities and counties in which Project facilities (temporary and permanent) would be located are as follows:







Albany County
o
Albany
o
Bethlehem
o
Coeymans
o
Ravena
Rensselaer County
o
Rensselaer
o
East Greenbush
Greene County
o
New Baltimore,
o
Coxsackie (Town)
o
Athens
o
Catskill (Town)
Ulster County
o
Saugerties (Town)
o
Ulster
o
Kingston (City)
o
Rosendale
o
Lloyd
o
Esopus
o
New Paltz
o
Plattekill
o
Marlborough
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Orange County
o
Newburgh (Town)
o
Newburgh (city)
o
New Windsor
o
Cornwall
o
Woodbury
o
Harriman
o
Tuxedo
o
Tuxedo Park
Rockland County
o
Ramapo
o
Hilburn
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In addition to the permitting requirements listed above, the design, construction, operation, maintenance,
and spill response planning for the Project is regulated by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT),
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS).
ES-5

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

Construction and operation of the proposed Project could cause impacts on the environment. As part of this
analysis, potential impacts on geology, soils, groundwater, surface water, air quality, vegetation, wildlife,
aquatic ecology, threatened and endangered species, wetlands, transportation, land use, recreation,
community services, socioeconomics, environmental justice (EJ), cultural resources (archaeology and
historical properties), visual resources, noise, and reliability and safety were reviewed. The cumulative
impacts of the Project with past, current and reasonably foreseeable projects in the area were also
considered. In general, impacts would be confined to the construction process, with negligible to no impact
during operation.
Overall, construction and operation of the proposed pipelines and aboveground facilities would not
significantly alter geologic conditions. Although some exposed and shallow bedrock is present in the
proposed mainline ROW that would require blasting, much of the blasting would occur in areas previously
disturbed by NYS Thruway construction. All required blasting would be conducted in accordance with
Pilgrim’s Blasting Plan and applicable state and local blasting requirements.
The Project would cross a variety of soil types and conditions, the majority of which have been previously
disturbed by human activity. To minimize general construction-related impacts, Pilgrim would implement
its Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which includes erosion and sedimentation control
procedures as well as spill prevention, control and countermeasures. Should contaminated soils be
encountered, they would be managed in compliance with Pilgrim’s Materials Handling Work Plan.
Temporary, minor and highly localized impacts to groundwater could potentially occur during various
construction stages of the Project, particularly during clearing and grading, trench excavation, and blasting.
Four water supply wells would be located within 150 feet of the mainline ROW. Pilgrim would complete
preconstruction and post-construction surveys on water supply wells encountered within 150 feet of the
mainline route (and lateral routes) to ensure and confirm that water supply wells were not adversely affected
in terms of water quality or yield. Impacts to groundwater would be temporary and minor; long-term impact
on groundwater resources would not be anticipated as a result of Project construction or operation.
The mainline would cross the New York City public water supply system’s Delaware and Catskill
Aqueducts. The Delaware and Catskill Aqueducts are both drilled bedrock tunnels approximately 900 feet
and 400 to 500 feet below ground surface (bgs), respectively, at the proposed pipeline crossing locations.
The RPL would also cross over the Delaware Aqueduct where the aqueduct is about 600 feet bgs. At these
depths, the aqueducts and their water supplies would not be impacted by Project construction or operation.
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Although both aqueducts have shafts that extend to the ground surface in the vicinity of the Project, they
would not be impacted by construction or operation.
The proposed mainline would cross the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems Sole Source Aquifer (SSA)
in Orange and Rockland Counties. The proposed Harriman Pump Station and 17A Contractor and Pipe
Yard would also be located over the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems SSA. Project pipelines (mainline
and laterals) would also cross unconsolidated aquifers. At about MP 114.0 the mainline would be
approximately 0.8 miles west of a portion of the protection zone that parallels the Ramapo River. Where it
terminates in New York State (MP 116.4), the mainline would be approximately 1.2 miles southwest of the
nearest boundary of the protection zone and approximately 1.4 miles southwest of the boundary of the
Ramapo Valley Well Field buffer zone. Implementation of Pilgrim’s SWPPP and other best management
practices (BMPs) during construction would ensure that the Project would not impact public water supplies.
During operation, only the unlikely event of a large spill would have the potential to impact these aquifer
areas.
The proposed mainline would cross surface water resources at 232 locations and the laterals would cross
surface water resources at 25 locations. A majority of the waterbodies are ephemeral or intermittent streams
that would be crossed using open cut excavation or perennial streams that would be crossed using a dry
crossing method, such as a dam and pump or dry flume. Conventional auger boring would be used to cross
waterbodies along the proposed ROW that are also located adjacent to a roadway and/or railway at 17
locations. The horizontal directional drill (HDD) method would be implemented at 49 waterbody crossing
locations along the mainline, including the two Hudson River crossings. Impacts would be avoided or
minimized by Pilgrim’s implementation of construction techniques and mitigation measures outlined in its
SWPPP and other Project-specific plans (e.g., BMP for HDD).
Operation of the proposed Project would have no impact on air quality (the proposed booster pumps would
be electric and the pipeline would have no air emissions) and would not contribute to GHG emissions in
the region. During construction, minor emissions would result from the operation of construction equipment
and fugitive dust may be transported from dry, disturbed soil areas, but would be short-term and negligible.
It is anticipated that Project operation would displace some of the barges that currently transport crude and
products between New Jersey and Albany, thereby reducing GHG.
Construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in both temporary and permanent impacts
to terrestrial ecosystems, including disturbance of vegetation and wildlife within the construction ROW.
Construction of the mainline would result in impacts to approximately 564.1 acres of forest, 4.4 acres of
open uplands, and 433.0 acres of maintained vegetation (mowed roadside and lawn, cropland, and
cleared/open space). Construction of the laterals would result in impacts to approximately 47.1 acres of
forest and 49.7 acres of maintained vegetation. Upon completion of construction activities, temporary
construction workspaces (except for areas already existing as gravel or pavement), would be seeded as part
of final restoration at the end of construction. The land area not contained in the permanent ROW would be
allowed to revegetate, with all but 132 acres of forested areas returning to forest habitat. Lands currently
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dominated by herbaceous growth would revegetate quickly, often within one growing season after seeding
and otherwise typically within 3 years, depending on a number of factors. Cleared scrub-shrub vegetation
would likely require 3 to 5 years to regain their woody composition, but this is a relatively small percentage
of the vegetation cover acreage, and as such impacts would be minor.
The Project Area within the NYS Thruway offers little habitat for species that are intolerant of some amount
of habitat degradation and disturbance, and many species are not considered to have the potential to breed
or otherwise occur in this area. Therefore, construction of the portion of the mainline co-located within the
Thruway ROW would have negligible to minor impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitats. Portions of the
Project Area are forested with few disturbances. Impacts on wildlife in forested areas would be anticipated
to be minor to moderate during construction due to temporary displacement of species due to construction
noise and light. Once the construction areas revegetated, the pipeline corridor would provide wildlife
habitat, although the permanent ROW would cause some forest fragmentation in this area. Species that
prefer edge habitat or that forage on herbaceous and shrub species, such as white-tailed deer, Eastern
cottontail rabbit, wild turkey, and woodland raptors, may become more prevalent within the permanent
ROW.
Surface water resources that are perennial, provide aquatic habitat and support populations of fish, mussels,
and invertebrates such as aquatic life stages of insects. Some mammals and birds are also dependent or use
aquatic habitats for foraging. At wet and dry crossings, Pilgrim would employ instream trenching and
backfill techniques and work periods to ensure that waterbody crossings are carried out as quickly as
feasible to minimize the time period in which sediment could be suspended by construction activities or
that dams or culverts are in place. To minimize impacts, Pilgrim proposes to restore and stabilize stream
banks, install trench plugs on either side of the crossing, use sediment barriers such as silt fence and
haybales to minimize sediment laden stormwater from the ROW from flowing into the stream, and employ
other BMPs as described in the SWPPP. Based on the implementation of mitigation measures (e.g.,
installing major crossings using conventional boring or HDD, reserving the “wet open cut” method to
situations where “dry open cut” is not feasible, avoidance of “wet open cut” methods in trout related fishery
class waters, implementation of BMPs outlined in the Project-specific SWPPP) impacts to aquatic resources
would be short-term and localized and range from negligible to moderate.
To comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Pilgrim is consulting with the USFWS
and New York National Heritage Program (NYNHP). Twenty-two plants (20 state listed and two federally
listed) and seven animals (five state listed and two federally listed) have been identified as potentially
occurring within proposed construction areas. Where the mainline would be located within the maintained
portions of the NYS Thruway ROW, suitable habitat for any of the listed plant species would not be
anticipated to be present due to the level of ongoing anthropogenic disturbances such as routine mowing,
and past impacts associated with Thruway construction that resulted in disturbed and compacted soils.
Suitable habitat may be present where the mainline route traverses more natural areas off the Thruway and,
if the identified species are found to be present during field surveys, impacts would be mitigated as
prescribed by consultation with the NYNHP. Such measures could include species impact avoidance by
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altering the pipeline route, minimization by narrowing the workspace or using modified construction
methods, and/or relocation of the plants. Therefore, impacts would be anticipated to be minor in the event
that a population of a listed plant species were to be identified during surveys. Impacts to threatened and
endangered wildlife species or their habitat, if present, would largely be associated with clearing and
grading activities in the early phases of construction. However, impacts could extend throughout
construction if mobile species re-access work areas as construction and restoration activities occur. With
appropriate avoidance actions and mitigation procedures in place, impacts on threatened and endangered
species and their habitats within the Project Area, if any are determined to be present, would be anticipated
to be minor and localized.
A total of 296 (9.2 linear miles) wetland crossings would be required for construction of the mainline and
laterals, which would temporarily affect a total of approximately 78.5 acres of delineated wetlands broken
down as follows: 35 acres of palustrine emergent marsh (PEM) habitat, 29.7 acres of palustrine forested
wetland (PFO) habitat, and 13.8 acres of palustrine shrub swamp (PSS) habitat. At this time, 88 percent of
the mainline and laterals has been delineated, with the remainder of the areas mostly not accessible due to
lack of landowner permission. An additional 15.8 acres (1.4 linear miles) of National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI) or state mapped wetlands have been identified through a desktop review of the no-access areas, but
which would need to be confirmed once access is obtained. Temporary minor impacts to wetlands and
adjacent areas resulting from Project construction could include soil disturbance, temporary alteration of
hydrology, and loss of vegetation. Construction could also cause temporary minor impacts on wetlands and
adjacent areas from the placement of equipment mats and vegetation trimming. Although wetlands would
be directly affected by trenching and other construction activities, they would be restored in-place upon
completion of construction. Impact minimization techniques would vary and would be employed based on
the methodology used to construct the wetland crossing. No overall loss of wetland resources would occur,
since restoration of workspaces following construction would restore soils, hydrology and allow for the regrowth of wetland vegetation. However, up to 10 acres of PFO wetlands would be permanently converted
to PSS/PEM wetlands, along the mainline and lateral ROWs due to safety requirements that do not allow
for the restoration of trees and large woody vegetation within the permanent ROW.
Impacts would occur during construction from increased traffic on roads in the vicinity of the contractor
and pipe storage yards; however these impacts would cease with the completion of construction. Brief
closures could occur on roadways crossing the NYS Thruway on occasions when construction equipment
would be moved across these roads to continue construction along the temporary construction ROW or
during blasting. These unavoidable closures would be brief (generally 15 minutes or less), intermittent, and
would cease with the completion of construction activities. Closures would be managed in accordance with
Pilgrim’s Traffic Management Plan which will be developed as the Project details progress. In addition, it
is likely that traffic slowdowns would occur along the Thruway, due to drivers glancing at construction
activities, even if no lane closures occur.
Pilgrim has sited the proposed pipelines and Project facilities predominantly in previously disturbed areas
(NYS Thruway ROW, utility or other ROW, existing petroleum terminals) where Project construction and
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operation would have no, or extremely limited, impact on existing land use. The mainline would pass
through approximately 5.8 miles of prime farmland and 7.6 miles of farmland of statewide importance on
portions of the ROW that are off NYS Thruway property. Prior to excavation of the pipeline trench in
agricultural areas, the topsoil would be stripped and segregated from other excavated materials. Following
completion of construction, the topsoil would be replaced over the top of the corridor and the land would
be restored to preconstruction conditions. Following corridor restoration, land within the ROW that was
previously farmed would again be able to be cultivated. As a result, impacts would be minor and shortterm.
The Project would have minor short-term impact on recreation resources during construction. The proposed
mainline route would cross Perrine’s Bridge Park and both a temporary access road (TAR) and permanent
access road (PAR) would cross through park land. To avoid impacts on the historic covered bridge which
is the focus of the park, Pilgrim would construct the mainline by HDD under Perrine’s Bridge and most of
the park. The mainline would also cross through Harriman State Park in an area that is undeveloped for
recreational use, but does contain an unmarked trail. To minimize potential impacts on the park, the
mainline would be co-located with an electric transmission line ROW and a railroad. Project operation
would generally have no effect on recreation resources. Intermittent use of the PAR in Perrine’s Bridge
Park to access the ROW during operation would be a minor long-term impact.
Portions of the Project would be located within the designated coastal zone of New York and within
communities with Local Waterfront Revitalization Plans (LWRP). Review of the Project relative to the
state’s Coastal Zone Management Plan and the applicable LWRPs indicates that the Project would be
consistent with these plans.
Project construction and operation would not have a significant impact on local populations, housing,
employment, or the provision of community services. Construction activities would be completed in 10
months, thereby minimizing the probability that construction workers hired from outside of the region
would permanently relocate. Even if all 30 workers anticipated for Project operation were hired from
outside of the Project Area and relocated with families to the region, community services, including public
safety and health services are more than adequate to accommodate the increase in population. Although the
Project would abut or cross through small portions of several New York identified EJ areas, Project
construction and operation would not impose a disproportionately high or adverse share of impacts on EJ
populations.
Visual resources in the Project Area would be affected by the installation of certain aboveground facilities
and through the alteration of vegetation associated with clearing of the construction and permanent pipeline
ROW. However, the area that would be crossed by the mainline is a highly fragmented landscape, consisting
mostly (85 percent) of existing ROW (NYS Thruway, utility and rail corridors). Similarly, the laterals
would also be predominantly along existing ROW or in industrial areas. These factors would minimize the
visual impact of construction and operation.
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In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the New York State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) was consulted regarding the potential for impacting cultural resources
(archaeological sites and historical properties). Archaeological and historic property surveys are being
conducted by Pilgrim to identify the presence of resources within the Project Area. If significant resources
are identified, Pilgrim would avoid the resource through rerouting of that section of pipeline or adjusting
the layout of Project components on a facility site, if possible. If avoidance was not possible, Pilgrim would
consult with the SHPO and conduct additional investigations, including resource evaluations and/or data
recovery, as appropriate. If construction activities uncovered previously undiscovered archaeological
resources Pilgrim would stop work and implement its Plan for Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological
Resources and/or Human Remains. Overall cultural resources would be unlikely to be affected by the
Project.
The proposed Project would not create any significant adverse noise impacts during construction or
operation. Most construction work would occur daylight hours, and most of the mainline route would be
located along the NYS Thruway, which has elevated sound levels from vehicular traffic. In off-Thruway
portions of the project, such as along laterals, noise impacts would be short-term and localized, and in the
local context would be minor to moderate. During operation, the only noise producing elements of the
Project would be the pumps at the four pump stations. At the Kingston Pump Station, noise sensitive areas
(NSAs) would be as close as 200 feet away and some form of noise mitigation would likely be necessary.
At the other pump stations, other industrial activities and equipment exist, and residential areas are not
proximate, so no noise impacts are anticipated.
A summary of overall impacts organized by resource is provided in Table ES-2 and a full presentation of
impacts is provided in Chapter 4.0.
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts
Resource
Regional Geologic Setting

Impacts
Construction Impacts

Operation Impacts

Bedrock geology: minor

Bedrock geology: no impact

Surficial Geology: negligible

Surficial geology: no impact

Contaminated soils: minor

Contaminated soils: no impact

Highly erodible soils: negligible

Highly erodible soils: no impact

Water Quality Groundwater

Groundwater quantity and quality: minor

Groundwater quantity and quality: no impact

Sole source aquifers: no impact

Sole source aquifers: no impact

Water Quality – Surface
Water

Surface water quantity and quality: minor to
moderate

Surface water quantity and quality: no impact

Floodplains and floodways: negligible to minor

Sensitive waterbodies: no impact

Soils

Sensitive waterbodies: minor
Air Quality

Terrestrial Vegetation

Terrestrial Wildlife

Aquatic Resources

Ambient Air Quality: negligible

Ambient Air Quality: no impact

Greenhouse Gas: negligible

Greenhouse Gas: potential indirect beneficial
impact if pipelines replace some barge traffic

Vegetation: negligible to minor
Invasive Plant species: no impact

Vegetation: minor due to permanent ROW
maintenance

Wildlife: minor to moderate

Existing wildlife: negligible

Sensitive or managed wildlife habitats: no impact

Sensitive or managed wildlife habitats: no
impact

Aquatic habitats and communities: minor to
moderate

Aquatic habitats and communities: no impact

Fisheries Resources: minor to moderate
Threatened and
Endangered Species

Plants: minor, if habitat is determined to be
present
Wildlife: minor, if habitat is determined to be
present

Wetlands

Floodplains and floodways: no impact

Minor to moderate for all wetland types

Invasive Plant species: negligible

Fisheries Resources: no impact
Plants: no impact
Wildlife: no impact

PEM and PSS wetlands: No impact
Forested wetlands: moderate impact with
proposed mitigation

Transportation

Land Use and Recreation

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

Roadway: minor

Roadways: negligible

Railroads: negligible

Railroads: no impact

Airports: no impact

Airports: no impact

Marine traffic: no impact

Marine traffic: potential indirect benefit if
pipeline replaces some barge traffic

Land Use: negligible to minor

Land Use: negligible

Agriculture: minor to moderate

Agriculture: minor

Recreation: minor

Recreation: minor

Coastal Zone/LWRP Consistency: consistent

Coastal Zone/LWRP Consistency: consistent
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Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts
Impacts

Resource
Community Services

Construction Impacts

Operation Impacts

Fire: no impact

Fire: no impact

Police: minor

Police: no impact

Hospitals and health services: no impact

Hospitals and health services: no impact

Solid waste and landfills: no impact to public
facilities

Solid waste and landfills: no impact to public
facilities

Population: no impact

Population: no impact

Employment: beneficial impacts

Employment: negligible beneficial impact

Housing: negligible

Housing: no impact

Environmental Justice: negligible

Environmental Justice: no impact

Archaeological resources: no impact

Archaeological resources: no impact

Historic Properties: no impact

Historic Properties: no impact

Visual Resources

Minor

Negligible

Noise

Minor

Negligible

Demography and
Socioeconomics

Cultural Resources

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

ES-15

Executive Summary

1.0

INTRODUCTION

Pilgrim Transportation of New York, Inc. (Pilgrim New York), a pipeline corporation organized under the
New York Transportation Corporations Law, is a subsidiary of Pilgrim Pipeline Holdings, LLC, a
corporation organized under the laws of the State of New Jersey (Pilgrim Holdings). (For ease of reference,
Pilgrim New York and Pilgrim Holdings are collectively referred to herein as “Pilgrim”). Pilgrim proposes
to construct and operate for public use an interstate pipeline for the purpose of transporting petroleum and
petroleum-based products.
Pilgrim proposes to construct, operate, and maintain two new approximately 170 mile-long pipelines (the
mainline) in a single trench that is about 6 feet deep and 6 feet wide. One of the pipelines would carry crude
oil southbound from Albany, New York to one or more marine terminals in the vicinity of Linden, Carteret,
and Port Reading (collectively referred to herein as “Linden”), New Jersey; a second, parallel pipeline
would carry refined products (gasoline, diesel, heating oil, kerosene) northbound from Linden to Albany,
New York and intermediate points. Each of the two pipelines would be a maximum of 20 inches in diameter
and capable of transporting approximately 200,000 barrels per day (bpd).
Pilgrim proposes to operate its Albany, New York to Linden vicinity pipelines as a common carrier,
regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). As a FERC-regulated common carrier
in interstate commerce, Pilgrim would be obligated under the federal Interstate Commerce Act to provide
service to any shipper that requests transportation services, provided that products tendered for
transportation satisfy the conditions and specifications contained in the applicable, FERC-approved tariff.
The proposed route for the mainline pipelines was sited to maximize the use of existing rights-of-way
(ROWs) and to minimize disturbance of environmentally sensitive areas. Of the approximately 116 miles
of each mainline pipeline to be located in New York, the majority (about 79 percent) would be located
within the New York State Thruway (NYS Thruway) ROW. Figure 1-1 shows the Project location: Figures
1-2 through 1-5 show the location of the proposed Project in each of the counties that are crossed in New
York.
In addition to the mainline, Pilgrim proposes to construct five laterals to intermediate delivery points in
New York. The lateral pipelines would vary between 6 and 10 inches in diameter.






The 1.03 mile-long Buckeye Lateral (BL);
The 0.71 mile-long IPT Product Lateral (IPTL);
The 0.33 mile-long Citgo and Apex Lateral (CAL);
The 7.01 mile-long Roseton Product Lateral (RPL); and
The 4.44 mile-long Newburgh Product Lateral (NPL).
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Three new mainline pump stations are also planned in New York as well as originating pump stations in
New York and New Jersey. Other permanent Project components would include meter stations, block
valves spaced at regular intervals along each pipeline, and pipeline inspection gauges (PIGs)
launcher/receivers. Pilgrim would lease or purchase space in an existing facility for its operations center.
Design, construction, operation, maintenance, and spill response planning for crude and products pipelines
are regulated by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA), Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS).
As referenced in this draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the “Pilgrim Project,” or “the Project,”
refers to all of the elements (pipelines, laterals, pump stations, etc.) comprising the Project as proposed by
Pilgrim. The Project Area encompasses all the elements of the Pilgrim Project as well as associated
components (e.g., temporary access roads [TARs], staging areas, and contractor yards) required for Project
construction.
This DEIS has been prepared to be compliant with both New York’s State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
1.1

Project Purpose and Need

1.1.1

Purpose

Pilgrim proposes to construct and operate the proposed Project to serve three primary purposes:
1. Provide a safe and reliable fuel supply, thereby increasing emergency response capabilities and
energy security in New York State;
2. Reduce the risk of an oil spill on the Hudson River or on land by providing a safe and reliable
alternative mode of transport for crude oil and petroleum products between Albany and the
terminals in New Jersey; and
3. Reduce air pollution by using pipelines to transport crude oil and products in the place of barge,
truck or rail.
1.1.2

Need

In the northeastern United States (U.S.), oil is used for both home heating as well as for electrical generation.
Many generation units are so-called dual use plants, which burn natural gas as the primary fuel but can
switch to fuel oil or propane-air when conditions demand. The supply chain for oil is subject to a number
of constraints and vulnerabilities: fuel oil transported by barge and truck can be disrupted by freezing of
rivers and tributaries or by poor road conditions (USDOE 2014).
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Over the past several years, the Hudson River has become a major corridor for the transport of crude oil
arriving in Albany from points west. Currently, crude oil is transported by rail to the Port of Albany, where
it is transferred to barges for transport down the Hudson River to refineries in New Jersey and other
destinations. Terminals in the Port of Albany are licensed to handle 2.8 billion gallons of crude oil annually
through their facilities that can be transported from Albany, New York to Petroleum Administration for
Defense District (PADD) I refineries. Refined products are shipped back up the Hudson River via barge or
overland means of transportation (rail or truck), all of which are at the risk of extreme weather.
The PADD is a geographic aggregation of the 50 states and the District of Columbia that is split into five
Districts: PADD 1, which is comprised of the states along the east coast, is split into three sub-districts:
PADD 1A, consisting of the New England states; PADD 1B, comprised of mid-Atlantic states, including
New York and New Jersey; and PADD 1C which includes the southeastern states from West Virginia
through Florida. The PADDs help users of the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) petroleum
data assess regional petroleum product supplies. The PADDs also allow data users to analyze patterns of
crude oil and petroleum product movements throughout the nation. During 2010 (the latest full year for
which published data are available), the bulk of petroleum product pipeline movements took place among
PADDs 1, 2, and 3. More than half of the total U.S. inter-PADD product pipeline movements were from
PADD 3 (an area with significant refining capacity) to PADD 1 (U.S. Energy Information Administration
2015). Yet, PADD 1B and, in particular, the corridor between the Port of Albany and the New Jersey
refineries (Albany/New Jersey Corridor) are underserved by pipeline infrastructure. The Albany/New
Jersey Corridor is one of the few major regions in the country not served directly by an oil pipeline.
The absence of petroleum pipeline infrastructure in the Albany/New Jersey Corridor forces the majority of
crude oil and refined products to be transported by barge on the Hudson River. This fact carries serious
consequences for refined product supply. Shipping delays during storms are relatively common in the
northeastern U.S., and major storms can cripple the existing fuel delivery system. Hurricane Sandy caused
the “worst regional fuel supply collapse in decades, delaying disaster relief, triggering panic-buying, and
raising questions about energy security in the country's most densely populated area” (Reuters 2012). In
fact, twenty-five of the region’s fuel terminals, all of which hold refined product (including gasoline,
heating oil and diesel fuel) that is delivered by ship or barge, were shut down during the storm and in its
aftermath (Davenport 2014).
In addition, following Hurricane Sandy, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) determined that New York Harbor
channels were too hazardous to navigate, with buoys blown out of place and debris in the channels that
posed threats to ships and barges. The navigation ban sidelined approximately 100 petroleum barges that
normally transport products throughout the northeast (Reuters 2012). Extended periods of frigid weather
can also affect the supply of fuel oil in the northeast by causing the Hudson River to freeze, reducing or
halting barge transport of products. Winter storms can also shut down highways and railways that provide
overland transport.
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In addition to storms and winter weather, a recent study (Stevens Institute of Technology 2014) found that
the extreme dry weather throughout the country has reduced river water levels throughout the U.S.,
including New York State. Many areas that drain into the Hudson River have been affected by conditions
ranging from abnormally dry to severe drought. This has resulted in a seasonal drop in the water levels
which, aggravated by the drought, caused the water level in the upper Hudson River to be 12 to 18 inches
below its normal levels and consequently has raised concerns for some large oceangoing freighters that
travel up to the Port of Albany. In response, the Hudson River Pilots Association has placed the first-ever
restrictions on vessel draft, reducing it from 31 feet to 30 feet for ships loading or discharging in the Port
of Albany.
For these reasons, there is a need for a more reliable means of transporting petroleum, including both crude
and refined products, within the Albany/New Jersey Corridor.
1.2

Benefits of the Project

The Project is expected to significantly reduce the reliance on barge and rail as the primary means of
transporting petroleum and petroleum-based products within the Albany/New Jersey Corridor. The benefits
of the Project thus include a reduction both in the volume and frequency of oil spills and in the discharge
of air pollutants resulting from these surface transport modalities.
The proposed pipelines would also provide a safe, reliable and weatherproof means for transporting crude
oil south to New Jersey and oil products north to Newburgh and Albany for distribution throughout the
region. The Project meets the goals of New York Executive Order (E.O.) 125 regarding oversight of
petroleum transport.
Additionally, Project construction would provide 1,600 construction jobs in New York and generate
approximately 30 permanent jobs during operation.
The Pilgrim Project would also be consistent with the energy policy of the U.S., provide improved national
security through the strategic distribution of refined petroleum products, and connect major refining centers
and distributors within the Albany/New Jersey Corridor by pipeline, rather than by marine, rail or highway
transportation.
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In short, the Pilgrim Pipeline would provide an economically and environmentally superior means of
transporting crude oil and petroleum products within the Albany/New Jersey Corridor. Among the
advantages of the Pilgrim Project are the following:


The Pilgrim Project would provide a reliable means for delivering refined petroleum products
directly to upstate New York.
The Albany/New Jersey Corridor remains one of the few major regions in the country not served
directly by a pipeline to deliver refined petroleum products, including home-heating oil, gasoline,
diesel fuel and kerosene. While there are some petroleum pipelines in upstate New York, they do
not serve the Albany/New Jersey Corridor. Currently, trucks, tankers and barges must import and
distribute all of the refined products within the corridor.
The lack of pipeline infrastructure leaves this area of upstate New York particularly vulnerable to
extremely cold weather that freezes rivers and harbors making it more difficult for the barge fleet
- already operating at capacity - to transport refined products and heating oil to dealers and,
ultimately, to consumers. Also, during stormy weather, high seas and winds prevent barges that
carry oil imports directly to Hudson River ports from coming safely into port and can delay or
prevent overland transport by truck or rail. Upstate New York will remain vulnerable to such
disruptions as long as it is not served by a pipeline to bring refined products and home-heating oil
to the region. This is particularly true when we consider that some 90 percent of the heating oil
consumed in the region during the winter months comes directly from refineries - not from
inventories - and is therefore vulnerable to weather-related disruptions. The strategic heating oil
reserve, which was established under a Presidential Order to create a home heating oil buffer to
compensate for interruptions in supply or severe winter weather, does little to address this problem
because the storage of heating oil occurs along the coast in Connecticut and Massachusetts. This
makes it difficult and time consuming to get the product up to the northern terminals and then, by
truck, inland to consumers. The reserve does not ensure local product supplies in New York. The
Pilgrim Project would be a reliable mode of delivery, unaffected by frequently prevailing, adverse
weather conditions.



The Pilgrim Project would provide the safest mode of transport for crude and refined products
between Albany, New York and the Linden vicinity in New Jersey.
Pipelines historically have been the safest and most cost-effective means of moving large volumes
of fluids. In the U. S., approximately 70 percent of crude oil and petroleum products are shipped
by pipeline on a ton per mile basis; tanker and barge traffic accounts for about 23 percent, and
trucking and rail account for 4 percent and 3 percent, respectively, of oil shipments (FurchtgottRoth 2013). Currently, the majority of crude oil transported between Albany and Linden is moved
by barge on the Hudson River.
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A recent report on intermodal safety in oil transport finds that, although there is no perfectly riskfree way to transport oil (or any other product), studies show that transport of oil by pipeline is
environmentally friendly and “safer than transportation by road, rail or barge, as measured by
incidents, injuries, and fatalities” (Furchtgott-Roth 2013). A recent article by CNBC cited an
interview with John Edwards, a senior analyst and director at Credit Suisse, who stated that: “… if
you look at the safety record of crude oil pipelines versus alternatives, pipelines come out on top”
(DeAngelis 2014). Based on levels of barge activity in 2013, approximately 2,000 loadings and
unloadings of barges could be replaced by the pipeline, thereby reducing the barge loading or
delivery activities that can often be the source for small releases of crude oil or refined product.
The Pilgrim Project would be constructed and operated to meet all applicable federal and state
safety standards and requirements


The Project has the potential to significantly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions currently
experienced in the Project Area.
Use of the proposed pipelines to transport and unload refined petroleum products and crude oil that
is currently carried by barge on the Hudson River would reduce GHG emissions by approximately
20 percent (ERM 2014). In addition, if the barge loading operations involving 100,000 barrels of
crude oil per day and 100,000 barrels of refined oil products per day were avoided by moving this
volume via pipeline, 20,000 pounds, or 10 tons of volatile organic compounds (VOC) emissions
per day to the atmosphere would be avoided, or, in units typically used for permitting point source
air pollutant emissions, 3,650 tons per year of VOC.



The Pilgrim Project would be the most economical means of distributing refined products in the
region.
The transportation infrastructure for distributing refined products in the Hudson River Valley via
barges and trucks is not as economical as Pilgrim Pipeline. Tariffs on the Pilgrim Pipeline system
would be less than the rates on existing transportation infrastructure.

1.3

Alternatives Considered

Consistent with NEPA, SEQRA and other regulatory requirements, this DEIS evaluates alternatives to the
proposed Project.
The proposed mainline route, the Thruway Corridor Alternative, would be located within the NYS Thruway
ROW for a majority of its route. Various other routing options were considered from the points of view of
ROW acquisition, environmental resources and conditions, and constructability. Each route was
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selected to maximize the use of existing utility and transportation corridors and to minimize greenfield
development. The following elements were included in the evaluation:
1. Careful desktop identification of areas known to have significant environmental and/or regulatory
protection;
2. Analysis of Geographical Information System (GIS) data layers, data obtained through open
sources and mapping instruments; and
3. Suggestions and opinions from professionals based on many years of experience and in the
acquisition of thousands of miles of ROW easements, and permitting and constructing pipelines.
Pilgrim also conducted multiple field reconnaissance trips in 2012, 2013 and 2014 to identify a preferred
route for the proposed pipeline. The reconnaissance trips included review of the proposed mainline and
laterals, as well as alternative routes, terminal locations, lateral locations and pump station locations.
This section summarizes the alternatives considered. Chapter 7.0 provides a detailed analysis of the
alternatives along with maps showing the alternative routes.
1.3.1

Route Alternatives
1.3.1.1

No Action

Under the No-Action Alternative, crude oil would continue to be shipped from Albany to Linden by barge
and overland transportation methods, and refined products would continue to be shipped from Linden to
Albany by barge. There would be no reduction in air emissions from current carriers; weather conditions
would continue to interfere with transport of refined products; and New York’s emergency response
capabilities would not improve. This alternative was determined to be unacceptable because it would not
accomplish the stated purpose and need for the Project: namely safely and reliably transporting crude oil
and refined products between Albany and Linden, reducing air emissions, and increasing New York’s
emergency response capability.
1.3.1.2

Thruway Corridor Alternative

The Thruway Corridor Alternative (the proposed mainline) would be about 116 miles long and cross
through six counties and 23 municipalities in New York. Laterals and other Project components would
occur within 6 other municipalities in New York. The majority (approximately 79 percent) of the alternative
would be located within NYS Thruway ROW on Thruway property: an additional approximately 7 percent
of the route would be within or adjacent to other existing ROW, which would minimize both the short- and
long-term environmental impacts associated with greenfield construction. Only about 16 miles of new
pipeline ROW would be created under this alternative.
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The Thruway Corridor Alternative route would cross approximately 22 miles of forest, approximately 2.6
miles (17 crossings) of New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) wetlands
and 5.6 miles (80 crossings) of National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands. It would require 106
waterbody crossings, 141 road crossings, 18 railroad crossings and 4.4 miles of pipeline within the Coastal
Zone. A total of 168 parcels of land under separate ownership would be crossed by the Thruway Corridor
alternative route and approximately 35.7 miles of the corridor would be in shallow bedrock.
1.3.1.3

Utility Corridor Alternative

Approximately 126 miles in length in New York, the Utility Corridor Alternative would be located on
existing utility ROW as well as commercial, industrial, residential, forested and open space lands. About
78 percent of this route runs parallel to existing utility ROW or other established ROW in New York: 22
percent would be new permanent ROW.
From an environmental perspective, the Utility Corridor Alternative would affect approximately 36 linear
miles of wetlands (including both NWI and NYSDEC mapped wetlands) and would require 172 waterbody
crossings. This alternative would also cross 42 railroads, 162 roads and approximately 51 miles of shallow
bedrock (less than 5 feet) in New York. Approximately 4.8 miles of the Utility Corridor Alternative route
would be located within the New York Coastal Zone.
Under the Utility Corridor Alternative, the pipeline would be situated on approximately 546 parcels of land
under separate ownership.
In summary, although the Utility Corridor Alternative would be collocated primarily within or adjacent to
existing ROW, it was eliminated from further consideration given its potential for greater environmental
impact on environmental resources. Among other things, the Utility Corridor Alternative would cross a
greater number of wetlands and surface waterbodies, roads and railroads than the Thruway Corridor
Alternative. It would also require more blasting to construct the route and would impact a significantly
greater number of property owners.
1.3.1.4

Rail Corridor Alternative

Approximately 125 miles in length in New York, the Rail Corridor Alternative would be co-located with
existing railroad ROW as well as commercial and industrial lands. Virtually the entire length of this route
(99.5 percent) would lie within existing railroad ROW in New York. Approximately 0.6 miles would
require new permanent ROW.
From an environmental perspective, the Rail Corridor Alternative would cross 4.7 linear miles of wetlands
and would require 105 waterbody crossings. This alternative would also cross 47 railroads, 146 roads and
approximately 10.9 miles of shallow bedrock (less than 5 feet) in New York. The Rail Corridor Alternative
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would run directly along the western bank of the Hudson River for a large portion of the route. Further,
about 67 miles of the route would be located within the New York Coastal Zone.
Under the Rail Corridor Alternative, the mainline would be situated on approximately 210 parcels of land
under separate ownership.
The Rail Corridor Alternative was determined to be infeasible in light of Transportation Corporation Law
provisions which appear to prohibit the longitudinal occupation by pipelines of existing rail ROW.
The Rail Corridor Alternative was also determined to be infeasible because the railroad ROW would only
be able to accommodate either the crude oil pipeline or the refined products pipeline, but not both, and,
therefore, would not meet the purpose and need for the Project.
1.3.2

Route Adjustments

In addition to the primary route alternatives, a number of route adjustments were considered with respect
to the Thruway Corridor route. These adjustments were made to minimize and/or eliminate impacts to
sensitive environmental resources and to address engineering/design constraints and difficult construction
areas. Section 7.4 provides a descriptions of the route adjustments under consideration.
1.4

Public Outreach

While preparing this DEIS, Pilgrim met and/or consulted with representatives of the following agencies:






The New York State Thruway Authority (NYS Thruway Authority)
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
The New York Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP)
The New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP)
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Pilgrim representatives have met with the following counties and their respective executives in New York:
County
Albany

Executive
Daniel P. McCoy

Rensselaer

Kathleen M. Jimino

Greene

Shaun S. Groden, Administrator

Ulster

Michael Hein

Orange

Steven Neuhaus

Rockland

Edwin J. Day
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Meetings were also held with the following business and industry groups in New York:
Organizations
AFL-CIO

Executive
Michael Neidl, Director of Government Affairs

New York Business Council

Heather Briccetti, President & CEO

AFL-CIO

Jim Cahill, President of the Building and Construction
Trades Council

In addition to these direct community outreach efforts, Pilgrim has an informational website at
www.pilgrimpipeline.com. This website contains resources to inform and educate the public about the
Project. The Pilgrim Project also has a toll free number (800-414-6241) for public inquires.
1.5

Permits, Approvals, Consultations, and Regulatory Requirements

The Project would comply with all applicable federal, state and local regulatory requirements.
This DEIS has been prepared to comply with NEPA and its regulations (Council on Environmental
Quality [CEQ] 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), FHWA regulations (23 CFR Section
771.105), SEQRA and other applicable procedures, regulations and guidelines.
Beyond NEPA and SEQRA, it is anticipated that the Project will be subject to regulatory programs
administered by various federal, state and local authorities (the Potentially Involved and/or Interested
Agencies).
Table 1.5-1 lists the Potentially Involved and/or Interested Agencies and the permit, review, approval and/or
consultation applicable to each. Table 1.5-1 also lists potentially applicable federal and state E.O.
Table 1.5-1
Permits, Executive Orders, and Approvals Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Permit, Order, Approval
or Type of Review Required

Agency
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Longitudinal Occupation of NYS Thruway

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10, and Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permits
Endangered Species Act consultation and Biological
Opinion

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703–711) compliance
Bald and Golden Eagle Act (16 U.S.C. 668-668d)
compliance
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Table 1.5-1
Permits, Executive Orders, and Approvals Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Permit, Order, Approval
or Type of Review Required

Agency
U.S. Department of Treasury – Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms

Permit to purchase, store and use explosives
(Treasury Department Order No. 120-1)

U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHSMA), Office of
Pipeline Safety (OPS)

Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline
(49 CFR Part 195) compliance
Use and Occupancy Permit/easement

NYS Thruway Authority

Work Permit
Special Hauling Permit

New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)

Road crossing and curb cut permits (state highways)
Divisible Load Overweight Permit
State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES),
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from
Construction Activity (GP-0-10-001); Trench Dewatering
Discharge SPDES; Hydrostatic Test Water Discharge
SPDES

NYSDEC

Freshwater Wetlands Permit
Protection of Waters
Approval to cross contaminated site
Clean Water Act, Section 401, Water Quality Certification

New York Department of State (NYSDOS), Division of Coastal
Resources (DCR)
New York Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
(OPRHP)/Palisades Interstate Park Commission (PIPC)

Coastal Zone Consistency review
Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act Review and
consultation
Approval for Use of State Parklands

New York State Office of General Services (NYSOGS)

State Owned Lands Underwater - Utility Easement

New York State Department of Agriculture & Markets

Department of Agriculture & Markets Review

Municipal Reviews (Towns, Villages, Cities and Counties)*

Curb cuts, Road Crossings and/o other applicable
Ordinance Compliance
Flood Hazard Development Permits

Executive Orders
Federal E.O. 12898 (Environmental Justice)

Environmental Justice (EJ)

Federal E.O. 13112

Invasive Species

Federal E.O. 11990

Protection of Wetlands

Federal E.O. 13084 and 13175

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

Federal USDOT Order 5610.2(a)

Final USDOT Environmental Justice Order (May 2012)
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Table 1.5-1
Permits, Executive Orders, and Approvals Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Permit, Order, Approval
or Type of Review Required

Agency
Federal E.O. 13653

Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate
Change

NYS E.O. 125

Directing State Agencies to Take Action to Strengthen the
States Oversight of Shipments of Petroleum Products

*Municipalities and counties in which Project facilities (temporary and permanent) would be located are as follows:







Albany County
o
Albany
o
Bethlehem
o
Coeymans
o
Ravena
Rensselaer County
o
Rensselaer
o
East Greenbush
Greene County
o
New Baltimore,
o
Coxsackie (Town)
o
Athens
o
Catskill (Town)
Ulster County
o
Saugerties (Town)
o
Ulster
o
Kingston (City)
o
Rosendale
o
Lloyd
o
Esopus
o
New Paltz
o
Plattekill
o
Marlborough





Orange County
o
Newburgh (Town)
o
Newburgh (city)
o
New Windsor
o
Cornwall
o
Woodbury
o
Harriman
o
Tuxedo
o
Tuxedo Park
Rockland County
o
Ramapo
o
Hilburn

In addition to environmental permitting requirements, the Project would be constructed, operated, and
monitored in accordance with the USDOT PHMSA standards and regulations, specifically 49 CFR Part
195, Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline, American Petroleum Institute (API) Standards and
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Standards. These regulations and consensus standards
specify pipeline material and qualification standards, minimum design requirements, and required measures
to protect the pipeline from corrosion.
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2.0
2.1

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION
Location and Route Alignment

The proposed Project was sited to minimize environmental impacts to the extent possible while taking into
consideration pipeline design, construction means and methods, delivery points, and continued economic
use, viability and growth of the region.
2.2
2.2.1

Design and Layout
Proposed Pipeline Facilities
2.2.1.1

Mainline Pipeline Facilities

The proposed Project would include construction of two new mainline pipelines: one 18 to 20-inch diameter
pipeline to transport crude oil south for further distribution and processing at refineries in the Linden area,
and a second 16- to 20-inch pipeline to transport refined petroleum products north from New Jersey to
Albany and intermediate distribution points. Refined products that could be transported north include:
gasoline, diesel, heating oil, and kerosene. The two mainline pipelines (the mainline) would be located
within a single trench. The permanent pipeline ROW within the NYS Thruway would be 10 feet wide and
off the NYS Thruway would be 50 feet wide.
The proposed mainline route would extend approximately 116 miles from the Port of Albany, primarily
within the NYS Thruway ROW to the New York/New Jersey state line. After crossing the state line, the
mainline would continue for another 54 miles in New Jersey before terminating in the vicinity of Linden,
New Jersey. A general location map of the mainline route is provided as Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1.0. Figures
1-2 through 1-5 show the proposed mainline route in each of the New York counties crossed by the Project.
Appendix A contains figures showing the proposed mainline superimposed on U.S. Geological Service
(USGS) maps as well as more detailed Route Plans showing the proposed mainline ROW and other Project
features overlaid on aerial photographs. This volume of the DEIS provides information and analysis of only
the New York portions of the Project. Information on the New Jersey portion of the mainline will be
provided in a separate volume of this DEIS, to be filed at a later date.
Table 2.2-1 identifies the New York counties that would be crossed by the proposed mainline and the
approximate length of the mainline in each county.
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Table 2.2-1
Counties Crossed by the Pilgrim Pipeline Mainline

2.2.1.2

New York County

Total Mainline Miles in County

Albany County

12.33

Rensselaer County

2.35

Greene County

24.76

Ulster County

40.35

Orange County

33.67

Rockland County

3.03

Laterals

In addition to the mainline, Pilgrim proposes to construct five laterals to connect the mainline pipelines to
existing terminals and storage facilities. The lateral pipelines’ diameters would range from 6 to 10 inches
in diameter. The permanent ROW for the laterals would be 50 feet wide and generally only involve a single
pipe trench. The laterals associated with the project in New York State are described below:


The 1.03 mile-long Buckeye Lateral (BL) would consist of both a crude oil pipeline and a product
pipeline running from mainline milepost (MP) 0.1 to the Buckeye Terminal in the City of Albany,
Albany Port District.



The 0.71 mile-long IPT Product Lateral (IPTL) would run from mainline MP 2.4 to the IPT
Rensselaer Terminal in the Town of East Greenbush, in Rensselaer County.



The 0.33 mile-long Citgo and Apex Lateral (CAL) would consist of both a crude and a product line
and would run from mainline MP 4.56 to the Citgo and Apex Terminals in the Town of Bethlehem,
Albany County.



The Roseton Product Lateral (RPL), would start at mainline MP 80.7, be 7.01 miles long and
terminate at the Buckeye Roseton Terminal. The lateral would head east and south through the
Towns of Plattekill and Marlborough in Ulster County, and Newburgh in Orange County.



The Newburgh Product Lateral (NPL) would originate at mainline MP 89.5 and extend 4.44 miles
through the Town of New Windsor and City of Newburgh in Orange County to terminate at the
Global Newburgh Terminal.

Figures 2.2-1 through 2.2-3 show the location of each lateral within New York.
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2.2.1.3

Valves

Mainline block valves would be located along the mainline pipelines to create segments that could be
isolated for maintenance and to minimize loss of product in the unlikely event of line failure. Block valve
spacing is shown in Table 2.2-2, with valves strategically located at major surface waterbody crossings and
other locations as dictated by changes in the pipeline elevation or environmental resource considerations.
Check valves would be located on the mainline at the pump stations. Check valves would be completely
buried.
Table 2.2-2
Block Valve Locations
Milepost
(MP)

Description

Above or Below
Ground

0.000

Global Pump Station

Above

1.600

Gorman Pump Station

Above

2.450

East side of Hudson

Above

3.050

West side of Hudson

Above

12.170

North side of Coeymans Creek

Below

12.473

South side of Coeymans Creek

Below

20.747

Intermediate Valve

Below

27.450

North side of Pond in Thruway ROW

Below

27.600

South side of Pond in Thruway ROW

Below

31.347

Off South Main St north side of Catskill Creek

Below

32.420

South Side of Catskill Creek

Below

41.960

South side of TW Travel Plaza

Above

48.368

North side of Plattekille Creek

Below

49.090

South side of Plattekille Creek

Below

51.530

North side of Saw Kill River

Above

51.853

Kingston Pump Station

Above

54.777

North Side of Esopus Creek

Below

55.249

South Side of Esopus Creek

Below

61.430

North side of Rondout Creek

Below

62.089

South Side of Rondout Creek

Below

64.060

North Side of Wallkill River

Below

64.450

South side of Wallkill River

Below

71.900

Off Brookside Road

Below

80.706

Tie-in to Roseton trap

Above

89.490

Tie-in to Newburg trap

Above

93.939

Off Shaw Road

Below

101.730

Harriman Station

Above

110.191

Fox Hills Road

Above

110.300

Either Tuxedo Rd or Fox Hills Road

Above
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Block valves would be both underground and aboveground. Aboveground block valves would be in a
fenced off area approximately 55 by 45 feet in size. At each aboveground block valve location, the pipeline
would come aboveground as shown on Figure 2.2-4 below. Stairs would enable access to a small platform
above the valve: a small cabinet would also be on the site to hold the electrical and communications
equipment that enable automatic valve operation. Underground block valves would be buried within the
mainline ROW and surrounded by an enclosure of either galvanized, corrugated steel casing or concrete
that would extend about 12 inches aboveground level and have a hinged and locked cover. Table 2.2-2 lists
the proposed block valve locations and indicates whether the valve would be above or below ground.

Figure 2.2-4

2.2.1.4

Aboveground Block Valve Cross Section

Land Requirements

Approximately 1,250 acres of land would be used during pipeline construction (including temporary
workspaces), of which all but about 296 acres would be restored to preconstruction uses upon completion
of construction activities. The 296 acres would be permanently maintained as ROW for operation of the
new pipelines. Table 2.2-3 provides an estimate of land requirements for the mainline and the laterals.
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Table 2.2-3
Land Requirements of the Mainline and Lateral Pipelines in New York
Pipeline

Construction (acres)

Permanent (acres)

Mainline

1130.0 a/

255.9

Buckeye Lateral

7.0

1.3

IPT Product Lateral

6.0

2.2

Citgo and Apex Lateral

3.9

2.0

Roseton Product Lateral

64.2

21.3

Newburgh Product Lateral

38.4

13.5

1249.5

296.2

Total Acres

a/ Includes construction ROW, permanent ROW, additional temporary work space and contractor and pipe yards.

Proposed temporary and permanent Project access roads are discussed in Section 2.2.4. Current land use of
areas that would be affected by the Project is further described in Section 3.2.2.
The majority of the proposed mainline, about 79 percent, would be located within the Thruway ROW. An
additional 7.5 percent of the mainline would be co-located with other existing corridors (railroad, electric
utility or roads), with the remaining percentage on newly acquired ROW. The northernmost 4.5 miles of
the mainline would diverge from the Thruway to connect the pipelines to petroleum terminal facilities in
the Port of Albany area. The southernmost 8 miles of the mainline corridor in New York (from about MPs
108 to 116), would head southwest away from the Thruway in order to avoid sensitive environmental
resources and to connect with the New Jersey portion of the Project.
2.2.1.5

Right-of-Way Configurations

During construction, the ROW would generally be cleared to a maximum width of 100 feet. In areas of
congestion or where there are features that need to be avoided, the construction corridor could be narrowed
to avoid impacts, as practicable. Following completion of construction, the permanent ROW would be
reduced to a width of 10 feet for the portion of the mainline within the Thruway ROW and a maximum of
50 feet wide (centered on the pipelines) for the balance of the ROWs (mainline and laterals). The permanent
ROW would be maintained with low growth vegetation to enable access for routine inspection and
maintenance as required by federal and state law. Figure 2.2-5 shows a typical cross section of the
construction ROW within the Thruway corridor. Figure 2.2-6 shows a typical cross section of the
construction ROW for mainline sections off of the Thruway property. Figure 2.2-7 shows the configuration
of the construction ROW for the IPT, RPL and NPL, which would each contain a single pipeline.
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2.2.1.6

Additional Temporary Workspace

In some locations, additional temporary workspace (ATWS) would be needed outside the nominal 100-foot
wide corridor where site conditions dictate specialized construction techniques. The locations of ATWS
and staging areas are depicted on the Project Route Plans in Appendix A. Construction could require ATWS
where any of the following conditions are encountered:


Agricultural land;



Power line crossovers and existing pipeline crossovers;



Wetland crossings;



River/waterbody crossings;



Horizontal directional drill (HDD) entrance and exit locations;



HDD pullback pipe stringing areas;



Topsoil segregation;



Side/steep slope;



Extra depth trench required;



Shallow bedrock along location of trench;



Road crossings;



Storage of construction materials;



Spread move-arounds;



Passing lanes and turn-arounds; and



Other site-specific constraints.

Pilgrim has considered these factors on a site-specific basis in combination with the size of the equipment
necessary to safely install the proposed pipelines. The ATWS areas would be restricted to the minimum
size necessary to safely construct the pipeline.
2.2.2

Pump Stations and Metering Facilities

Pump Stations
Four (one originating and three booster) pump stations would be constructed in New York to maintain the
desired flow through the mainline pipelines. Each pump station would have electric motor driven pumps
that are enclosed by a security fence and remotely monitored and controlled by a HMI-SCADA system, a
centralized system that can monitor and control multiple facilities spread out over large areas. Each pump
station would also include at least one 14-foot by 40-foot prefabricated control building within the fenced

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

2-12

Description of Proposed Action

area. There would be no parking spaces inside the stations. The stations would be lit by light-emitting diodes
(LED) lights that are 20 feet high with a down focus: integrated photocells would provide automatic
illumination when dark. The proposed pump stations and their components associated with the Project in
New York are:


Albany Pump Station (0.17 acre)
o
o
o



Gorman Pump Station (0.45 acre)
o
o
o



Located at MP 1.6 in the City of Rensselaer
Two booster pump foundations
One prefabricated control building

Kingston Pump Station (0.85 acre)
o
o
o
o



Located at MP 0.0 on a site within the Global Terminal in the Port of Albany
Crude oil – Two mainline pump foundations
One prefabricated control building

Located at MP 51.85 in the Town of Ulster on land owned by Heritage Oil
Crude oil – two booster pump foundations
Product – two booster pump foundations
Two prefabricated control buildings

Harriman Pump Station (2.07 acres)
o
o
o
o

Located at MP 101.75 (Thruway Mile Marker [TMM] 44.7) in the Town of Woodbury
Crude oil – two booster pump foundations
Product – two booster pump foundations
Two prefabricated control buildings

Figures 2.2-8 through 2.2-10 show the locations of the four proposed pump station sites.
Metering Facilities
Metering facilities would be installed at the end of each lateral and operated in accordance with industryrecognized standards and practices at the respective pipeline receipt and delivery custody transfer points.
Table 2.2-4 lists the proposed locations of the meter stations.
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Table 2.2-4
Pilgrim Project Meter Station Locations In New York
Meter Station
Name

Municipality

Size
(acres)

Albany

-

Within the Global Pump Station

1 meter/prover skid to measure crude going
to crude oil line and product coming out of
the product line

Apex

Rensselaer

-

Within the Gorman Pump Station

1 meter/prover skid to measure crude oil
received from Global and crude oil going
into the crude oil line

Buckeye

Rensselaer

-

Within the Sprague Terminal

This terminal will share the meter located in
the Sprague Terminal

Sprague

Rensselaer

0.15

Within the Sprague Terminal

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from the product line

IPT

East
Greenbush

0.15

Within the IPT Terminal

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from product line

Apex

Bethlehem

-

Within the Citgo Terminal

This terminal will share the meter located in
the Citgo Terminal

Citgo

Bethlehem

0.15

Within the Citgo Terminal

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from the product line

Buckeye

Newburgh

0.15

Within the Buckeye Terminal

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from the product line

New Windsor

0.15

Within the Global Terminal

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from the product line

Kingston

-

Within the Kingston Pump Station

1 meter/prover skid to measure product
from the product line.

Global

Global
Heritage

Location

Comments

Note: The meter stations without acreage are either in the pump stations or share space in a terminal with another meter station
as noted in the Location column.

Smart PIG Launch/Receiving Stations
Pipeline inspection gauges (‘PIGs’ also referred to as smart PIGs and scrappers) are used in the initial
testing of pipelines prior to operation, and periodically throughout operation. During hydrostatic testing of
the pipe, a PIG is used inside the pipeline to push air out ahead of the test water and to push water out after
the test. During operation, smart PIGs are periodically run through the pipeline to provide data that helps
gauge the health and integrity of the pipelines including anomalies such as; gouges, dents, pit corrosion,
anomalous weld seams, longitudinal cracks, longitudinal grooves, and general corrosion which are all
detectable by pigging. Pilgrim’s PIG launchers and receivers would be aboveground and located within the
fenced in property of the following facilities.


Crude Oil Line:
o
o
o

18-inch Launcher in the Gorman Terminal at the Gorman Pump Station located within
pump station boundaries.
18-inch Receiver at Harriman Pump Station located within station boundaries.
20-inch Launcher at Harriman Pump Station located within station boundaries.
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Product Line:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

20-inch Receiver at Harriman Pump Station located within station boundaries.
16-inch Launcher at Harriman Pump Station located within station boundaries.
16-inch Receiver at Albany Pump Station located within station boundaries.
10-inch Launcher where Newburgh Lateral connects to mainline.
10-inch Receiver at Global Newburgh located within Global boundaries.
8-inch Launcher where Roseton Lateral connects to mainline.
8-inch Receiver at Buckeye Roseton terminal within Buckeye boundaries.

Figure 2.2-11 shows a typical smartPIG launcher/receiver.

Figure 2.2-11

2.2.3

Typical Smart PIG Launcher/Receiver

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Given the length of the mainline and the multiple construction spreads that are anticipated, multiple
temporary contractor and pipe storage yards would be required during construction. The yards would be
used for storage of pipe and construction equipment. Each yard would include temporary trailers for storage
of construction equipment and expendable construction items as well as one 3,000 gallon gasoline storage
tank, one 5,000 gallon diesel storage tank storage of approximately 1,200 gallons of coating material for
the 2-part epoxy for field joints, and other expendable construction items. As required by regulation, storage
of fuel, coating material, and other potentially hazardous liquids would include covered or enclosed
containers, secondary containment, and include required signage and barriers to prevent mobile equipment
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from striking tanks and containers. Parking for construction workers would also be located at the contractor
and pipe yards.
Table 2.2-5 lists the proposed contractor and pipe yards, their locations and the acreage that would be
leased. Depending on the need, not all the yard acreage would be used or disturbed, particularly if sensitive
resource areas need to be avoided. Figures 2.2-12 through 2.2-17 show the location of each proposed
contractor and pipe yard.
Table 2.2-5
Contractor and Pipe Yards for Project Construction
Name

Location

Acres

Temporary Improvement Needed

Rensselaer Contractor
and Pipe Yard

Rensselaer: Off American Oil Road at IPT
0.1.

11.1

Yes – top soil would be segregated, the
field would be graded and 4 inches of
gravel would be spread on top.

Maltari Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Athens: On east side of US 9W approx. 0.5
mile north of intersection with Schoharie
Turnpike. Bordered by US 9W on west and
electric transmission line corridor on east.

7.5

Yes – top soil would be segregated, the
field would be graded and 4 inches of
gravel would be spread on top.

Valley Road Contractor
and Pipe Yard

Athens: At intersection of Valley Road and
Black Lake Road.

10.8

No – This is a currently existing yard that
is being used to store equipment and is
suitable for use without further
modification.

Old Kings Highway
Contractor and Pipe Yard

Ulster Park: Between Old Kings Highway to
the east and the NYS Thruway to the west
with trees abutting the site on the north and
south.

7.10

Yes – top soil would be segregated, the
field would be graded and 4 inches of
gravel would be spread on top.

JD Blake Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Lloyd: East of New Paltz on west side of US
9W and about 1/3 north of the intersection
of US 9W and Route 299 and about 5 miles
east of the Thruway.

13.5

Yes – trees and brush would be cleared
over five acres. Five acres of the property
would be graded and graveled after the
trees and brush are removed. Stumps
would be ground and trees de-limbed and
gravel placed on site.

Manheim Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Newburgh: On Long Meadow Road north of
NY Route 17K.

15.6

No – hard surface (asphalt) that would not
require any modification.

17A Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Tuxedo: Immediately north of NY Route
17A about 2.3 miles west of the mainline
and NYS Thruway.

9.37

No – hard surface would not require
modification.

Upon completion of construction activities, Pilgrim would remove the gravel from the contractor and pipe
yards that were modified for use, replace the top soil and re-seed as agreed upon by the property owner.
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2.2.4

Access Roads

During construction, access roads would be required to provide access for personnel and to move materials
and equipment to and from the ROW. In order to reduce impacts, existing public and private roads crossed
by the proposed pipeline would be used, to the extent feasible, as the primary means of accessing the
mainline, and lateral pipelines. The Project would also use existing public and private roads to the extent
possible to access the proposed aboveground facilities. A total of approximately 102 acres of land would
be developed for access roads during construction, approximately 94.8 acres of which would for TARs that
would be restored to preconstruction conditions at completion of construction activities. The balance of
access roads (7.4 acres) would become permanent access roads (PARs). Proposed access roads are shown
on Project Route Plans located in Appendix A. Some access roads would require some improvement to
provide suitable surface for construction use. Improvements would be made based on the specific conditions
of each facility, but could include tree clearing, grading and subsurface treatment.
Access roads would be composed of a maximum of 6 inches of gravel unless the existing roadbed is
substantial enough to accommodate construction equipment. For TARs that were graded and graveled, the
road bed would be re-cultivated to break up the soil after use was completed and then re-seeded as required
by owner. Temporary culverts would be installed and later removed from TARs upon completion of the
job. Mats would be installed and later removed if wetlands were encountered. Bridges would also be
available, but are not anticipated to be needed.
The surface of TARs and PARs would be maintained to allow for and avoid impeding any natural water
flow. Culverts would be installed at points where roads traverse ditches or at low places that need to be
raised to accommodate equipment. Access roads would be a maximum of 25 feet wide. Equipment turning
would occur at the intersection of the access road and the Project ROW. Should the access road need to
make a turn, the radius of the turn would be at least 60 feet to accommodate trailers hauling 60 foot-long
pipe joints.
A total of 35 PARs would provide access to Project facilities during operation. In addition to limited
locations along the mainline, PARs would be required to ensure access to the Kingston and Harriman Pump
Stations, lateral tie-ins to the mainline, block valves and the Roseton and Newburgh terminals.
2.3

Construction Procedures

The Project would be constructed in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations and
guidelines, and the specific requirements of the necessary permits (Section 1.5, Permits, Approvals,
Consultations and Regulatory Requirements). These regulations and guidelines have been developed based
on decades of continuing improvement in pipeline materials, construction procedures, monitoring and
maintenance practices, and increased levels of independent oversight of the operation of pipelines. In
particular, the Project has been designed and would be constructed, operated, and monitored in accordance
with the following: USDOT PHMSA standards and regulations, specifically 49 CFR Part 195
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Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline which, among other things, specifies minimum design
requirements, minimum requirements for constructing new pipeline systems, and qualifications for pipeline
personnel; API Standards, which include recommended practices to provide guidance to pipeline operators
for developing and maintaining a pipeline safety management system; and ASME Standards. These
regulations and construction standards specify pipeline material, minimum design requirements, and
qualification standards for certain construction personnel and required measures to protect the pipeline from
corrosion.
2.3.1

General Pipeline Construction Procedures

For most of the pipeline length, pipeline construction would be conducted in a ‘moving assembly line’
manner in which the entire length of the line was broken into manageable lengths called ‘spreads.’ Pilgrim
proposes to construct the Project with five construction spreads. Multiple crews of construction workers
and equipment would make up each spread and perform specific tasks, generally in sequence, along the
pipeline ROW. As one crew completed its task, the next would move into place to perform its own task.
Each spread would be broken into nine tasks:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Surveying
Clearing and Grading
Trenching
Pipe Stringing
Bending
Welding and Coating of Pipe Joints
Lowering Pipe and Backfilling Trench
Pressure Testing
ROW Restoration

In some areas, individual small crews that perform multiple tasks would be used to construct the lines where
ROW space is limited.
Every phase of Project construction and every piece of equipment, including the pipe, would be subject to
company inspection to ensure quality, workmanship and regulatory compliance. Inspectors would be
present on every spread and on every crew including surveying, clearing, grading, trenching, stringing,
bending, welding, coating, lowering-in, backfilling, testing, and restoration. In addition, environmental
inspectors would be assigned to construction spreads to ensure compliance with Project commitments and
environmental permit requirements.
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Surveying
As a first step in the construction process, the proposed route would be surveyed to ensure optimal
placement of the pipelines within the ROW.
Clearing and Grading
After surveying, the construction ROW would be cleared of vegetation and graded. Trees in the ROW
would be felled and de-limbed by mechanized equipment and the tops and limbs would be mechanically
mulched. Stumps would either be removed and hauled to a disposal yard where they would be mulched for
disposal, or left in place and ground below grade by mechanical means. Transport of plant materials would
be in accordance with U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and New York Department of Agriculture
(NYDA) plant quarantines.
Grading would follow the clearing activities at a safe distance. The entire width of the construction ROW,
including ATWS if needed, would be rough graded as necessary to allow for safe passage of equipment
and to prepare a stable work surface for pipeline installation activities. During grading, topsoil would be
stripped and stockpiled as necessary (e.g., non-saturated wetlands, agricultural areas). Stripped topsoil
would be kept segregated from the trench subsoil spoils, where appropriate, and replaced during restoration
to facilitate natural revegetation from the seed stock in the topsoil. Figure 2.3-1 shows a typical ROW
configuration with topsoil segregation. Rocks and boulders would be ‘windrowed’ to the edge of the ROW.
Silt fences and berms would be used as necessary to ensure soil stability.
Where significant areas of rock are encountered, either exposed or within the pipeline trench, the rock
would be removed as necessary by backhoe, controlled blasting, or a mechanical hydra-hammer would be
used to break the rock for excavation with a bucket excavator. Protective pads would be utilized to prevent
debris from spreading off-site and industry safety standards would be maintained throughout the
construction period. A copy of Pilgrim’s Blasting Plan is provided in Appendix B.
If side slopes requiring special construction are encountered, the following techniques would be used.
During grading, the upslope side of the pipeline ROW would be cut. The material removed from the cut
would be used to fill the downslope edge of the ROW in order to provide a safe and level surface from
which to operate the heavy equipment. Side hills may require ATWS downslope to accommodate the fill
material.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

2-28

Description of Proposed Action

36 TO 72 INCHES (3)

PIPELINE
TRENCH

NOTES:
1. TOPSOIL MAY BE STORED IN LOCATIONS AS SHOWN ABOVE, OR AT OTHER COMPANY
APPROVED LOCATIONS WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION R.O.W.
2.

LEAVE GAPS IN SPOIL PILES FOR WATER RUN-OFF.

3.

TRENCH WIDTH WILL VARY BASED ON DIAMETER OF PIPELINES AND IF ONE OR TWO
PIPELINES ARE IN A TRENCH.

4.

TRENCH DEPTH WILL VARY DEPENDING ON PIPE SIZE.

Typical Topsoil
Segregation
NOT TO SCALE
Figure 2.3-1
Source: PEI Engineering
Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA 01854

Following clearing and before grading activities, erosion controls would be installed at the required
locations as outlined in the Project Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (Appendix C). Best
management practices (BMPs) would be applied to minimize sediment laden stormwater runoff from
entering any waterbody or stream. This would be accomplished with the use of silt fencing, hay bales,
erosion logs, timber matting, rip rap rock and other proven techniques to prevent the siltation of waterbodies
on or near the pipeline route. Best management practices may include (as appropriate):


Temporary and permanent waterbars/slope breakers would be constructed across the pipeline ROW
with filter outlets to channel the water from a storm event to prevent silt-laden water from entering
drainage systems. Filter outlets would be constructed using silt fence, hay bales or filter socks.



Culverts or flumes would be installed, as appropriate, for temporary construction entrances to the
ROW from public access roads.



Curlex® blankets, jute thatching, or equivalent, would be used to assist with slope stabilization and
restoration.



Temporary trench plugs would be installed at either side of stream banks and wetlands and along
the route with side slopes greater than 5 percent and as soil conditions designate. Trench plugs,
usually composed of compacted earth or other suitable low-permeable material, would be used to
isolate waterbodies and wetland areas, as needed, to minimize channeling of groundwater along
the pipeline trench during construction. Permanent trench breakers consisting of sandbags, gravel,
foam, cement, or cement-filled sacks would be installed over and around the pipe in these areas
prior to backfilling the trench.



Thruway drainage would be managed by installing environmental control (i.e., hay bales, silt fence,
check dams, filter outlets, drain tiles) depending on the features encountered. All existing drainage
features on the NYS Thruway would be maintained to prevent any blockage during construction.

Typically the ROW would be cleared a maximum of 100 feet wide (generally 25 feet on the non-working
side and 75 feet on the working side of the centerline – see Figures 2.2-5 through 2.2-7), however where
congested areas, sensitive resources, or difficult site conditions require a more constricted construction area,
the ROW width would be adjusted accordingly to 50 or 75 feet, or as applicable. In areas where ATWS is
required, short segments of additional clearing would occur, typically less than 50 feet in width, and less
than 200 feet in length along the pipeline. The layout of the permanent ROW, temporary workspaces, and
ATWS for the mainline and laterals is shown on the Project Route Plans in Appendix A.
Trenching
Trenching would begin approximately three days after grading has begun. Prior to beginning work
involving trenches or trenchless crossings (HDD or borings), the contractor would locate and verify all
underground facilities within the vicinity of the pipeline installation path. The contractor would also
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perform and monitor an adequate number of inspection openings to ensure no damage is done to other
underground facilities and would coordinate operations with representatives of other facilities.
Trenching would be accomplished using a backhoe, or excavator. In areas of rock, excavation could require
controlled blasting to break the rock or, in certain instances, a mechanical hydra-hammer would be used to
break rock for excavation with a bucket excavator.
The size of the trench is dependent upon the pipe diameter and the depth at which it must be buried. The
crude oil and petroleum products mainlines would be installed side-by-side in a single trench that was
approximately 6 feet wide and 6 feet deep. If trench dewatering is required, water from the trench would
be pumped through a filter bag or structure into vegetated areas before it would be allowed to flow into
natural drainages as site conditions and permits and/or regulatory requirements dictate.
Highway, street, railroad, stream and wetland crossings or any work within a road, railroad, stream or
wetland would be done according to the appropriate specifications of the agency(s) issuing the crossing
permit(s) or having jurisdiction over the affected resource. All public and private road crossings would be
properly marked and lighted, when necessary, by the contractor; and where needed, the contractor would
utilize traffic controls to ensure safety of traffic, the public, and construction personnel. Road crossings
would be constructed using open cut construction with land closures, conventional road bore construction,
or HDD construction techniques. Jersey barriers and other traffic control devices and measures would be
utilized, as appropriate, to separate and protect the construction areas from traffic lanes.
Pipe Hauling and Stringing
Following trenching, the pipe would be transported by truck from the contractor and pipe yards and laid or
‘strung’ along the ROW.
Bending
Pipe bending machines would be used along the ROW to shape individual pipe joints to match the trench
bottom. In particular cases, factory induction bends would be used. This ensures that the finished pipelines
follows the terrain contours and maintain proper depth of cover and reduce pipe strain. Once the sections
of pipe were placed on the ROW, the pipe would be bent as necessary so the pipe fits the horizontal and
vertical contours of the excavated trench. The Bending Engineer would survey the trench to determine the
location and amount of each field bend. This information would be marked on each piece of pipe so the
Bending Foreman could make the appropriate pipe bends. Pipe is usually bent with a hydraulic pipebending machine. Pipe bends would be relatively long and gradual.
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Welding and Coating
Once the pipe is in place and a section of trench completed, the pipe gang would carefully align the pipe,
prepare the ends, and weld the separate pipe joints together. The welding process would be carefully
controlled and inspected at each step. Every welder would be pre-qualified in accordance with API Standard
1104 prior to being assigned to a spread. Finished welds would be inspected for integrity by visual and
radiographic or other non-destructive examination methods by separate qualified personnel.
Once the weld joint inspection was complete, the weld end area would be cleaned and epoxy coated to
prevent corrosion in compliance with New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
regulations. The pipe joints would be coated (usually with a heat-applied fusion bond epoxy) at a coating
mill prior to being delivered to the Project Area, but the ends of each piece would be left bare to allow for
welding. Once each weld was inspected and accepted, the weld area would be field coated with epoxy and
entire pipe sections would be electronically inspected with a coating holiday detector to ensure no coating
bare spots or defects are present prior to lowering the pipe in the trench.
At the end of each work day ‘night caps’ would be installed on each open end of the pipeline to prevent
small animals, birds or other foreign objects, debris and water from entering the open sections during offwork hours.
Block and check valves would be installed during construction to divide the pipeline into smaller segments
that could be isolated during operation for maintenance and to minimize loss in the unlikely event of line
damage. Block valves would be spaced at approximately 10 mile intervals, with additional valves added at
major stream crossings (equal to or greater than 100 feet in crossing width) and highway crossings, and as
dictated by changes in pipeline elevation.
Lowering and Backfilling
Following welding and coating, the pipelines would be lowered into the trench by slings to prevent damage
to the pipe coating. The two pipelines would be laid side-by-side in the trench with adequate working space
between them. The trench would be free of rocks and debris that could cause damage to the completed
pipeline sections. In rocky areas, the trench would be padded with earth or sand-filled bags to support the
pipe a minimum of 6 inches above the bottom of the trench to protect the pipe and to allow the sorted
backfill material to be filtered around the pipe sections. The lines would then be covered with the suitable
soil that had been removed from the trench.
Backfill would be from existing material excavated from the trench except where rock and boulders were
encountered or if the trench spoil was deemed to be unsuitable. Any material with rock larger than 1.5
inches would be screened and then crushed and select fill would be installed to at least 12 inches above the
top of the pipe. Screened byproduct (stones larger than 1.5 inches, but less than 12 inches) could be
backfilled above the select fill. Dirt and/or sand with no rock could be used for backfill with a minimum of

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

2-32

Description of Proposed Action

36 inches of cover. Where needed, clean backfill would be imported from approved suppliers (i.e., quarries,
sand pits, etc.) for pipe padding and backfill. Clean backfill, that has no record of known contamination and
is free of noxious seeds and weeds, could be also imported from off-site properties.
Trench subsoils may be compacted in lifts to prescribed limits as condition dictate. In certain cases, flowable
fill could be used to fill the trench when timing was critical. Trench surfaces would be left slightly crowned
to allow for subsequent settlement to surrounding grade. A minimum of 36 inches of soil would cover the
pipelines.
At specified steep slopes and as conditions warrant, trench breaker and plugs would be placed to prevent
drainage of wetlands and the formation of new drainage patterns and channels along the pipeline trench.
At specific locations, exterior cathodic protection stations would be installed to check the operations of the
pipeline cathodic protection system for exterior corrosion prevention.
Pressure Testing
Hydrostatic testing of the finished lines would be completed to ensure the integrity of the system and that
pipe joints were sealed and there were no leaks. Hydrostatic testing would be accomplished in individual
test segments determined by terrain, water availability, and other construction conditions. The lines would
be tested at pressures greater than maximum pressure, a minimum of 125 percent of the maximum operating
pressure of the pipelines or to at least 90 percent of Specified Minimum Yield Strength (SMYS) in
accordance with 49 CFR Part 195 Subpart E. Water for the tests would be obtained from and discharged to
approved water sources: the preference would be to reintroduce the test water into its point of origin after
appropriate measures were taken to prevent water degradation and potential introduction of foreign or
undesirable species, and to ensure it met environmental standards and permit requirements. If such means
were impractical or volumes too small for certain segments, such water could be transported for handling
at a publicly owned treatment works (POTW) facility or as dictated by permit conditions.
Right-of-way Restoration
Following testing, all construction debris would be removed from the ROW, which would then be graded
so that the soil was left in proper condition for revegetation. Suitable stripped topsoil, that had been
stockpiled, would be replaced during restoration to facilitate natural revegetation from the seed stock in the
topsoil. As part of restoration, permanent slope breakers would be installed to replace temporary erosion
control barriers at road, waterbody and wetland crossings, as appropriate and/or specified in permits.
Revegetation would be completed in accordance with permit requirements and written recommendations
on seeding mixes, rates, and dates obtained from the local soil conservation authority or other duly
authorized agency and in accordance with the Project’s erosion and sedimentation control measures, as
described in the SWPPP (Appendix C). The ROW would be seeded within six working days following final
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grading, weather and soil conditions permitting. Alternative seed mixes specifically requested by the
landowner or required by agencies could be used. Any soil disturbance that occurred outside the permanent
seeding season or any bare soil left unstabilized by vegetation would be mulched in accordance with the
Project’s erosion and sedimentation control measures, as described in the SWPPP (Appendix C) unless
restricted otherwise by land use.
2.3.2

Special Construction Techniques

Specialized construction techniques could be employed depending upon specific site conditions.
Representative special construction methods are described below.
2.3.2.1

Wetland Crossings

Construction across wetlands and wetland buffer zones would be performed in accordance with Pilgrim’s
SWPPP (Appendix C) and applicable permits or approvals. Figure 2.3-2 shows a standard wetland crossing.
The techniques for wetland crossings would vary according to the type of wetland to be crossed, the length
of the crossing and the water content of the wetland soils at the time of the crossing. Because wetland
characteristics would vary due to seasonal fluctuations and sporadic precipitation events, the specific
method for each crossing would be determined in the field using best professional judgment. Specialized
construction methods would minimize the extent and time that construction equipment operated in wetland
areas.
Where wetland soils are inundated or saturated to the surface, the pipeline trench would be excavated across
the wetland by equipment supported on construction mats to minimize the disturbance to wetland soils. In
wetlands that have firm substrates, and are unsaturated, the top 12 inches of wetland soil over the pipeline
trench would be segregated. Trench spoil would be temporarily piled in a ridge along the pipeline trench.
Gaps in the spoil pile(s) would be left at appropriate intervals to provide for natural circulation or drainage
of water.
While the trench was excavated, where practicable, the pipeline would be assembled in a staging area
located in an upland area. If dry conditions exist within the wetland, pipe fabrication would occur in the
wetland. For inundated or saturated wetland conditions, pipe strings would be fabricated on one bank and
either pulled across the excavated trench in the wetland, floated across the wetland, or carried into place
and submerged into the trench. After the pipeline is lowered into the trench, wide track bulldozers or
backhoes supported on swamp mats would be used for backfill, grading, and final cleanup. If conditions
allowed, such as low flow or unsaturated soils, normal upland construction practices would be used in
wetlands. Subject to site conditions and engineering evaluations, pipe sections may be weighted to
counteract buoyancy.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

2-34

Description of Proposed Action

Standard Wetland Crossing

NOT TO SCALE
Source: PEI Engineering

Figure 2.3-2
Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA 01854

Additional temporary work space could be needed adjacent to specific wetlands to facilitate the pipeline
crossing. The ATWSs would provide areas for staging that are in addition to the typical construction ROW
and could be used for the assembly and fabrication of the pipe section that would cross the wetland area.
These additional work areas would be located at least 50 feet away from the wetland edge, except where
adjacent upland consists of cultivated or rotated agricultural lands and other disturbed areas, topographic
and other site-specific conditions permitting. If construction limitations, such as topographic conditions
(steep slopes) and road crossing requirements did not permit a 50-foot setback, these areas would be located
at least 10 feet away from the wetland.
The size of ATWS required at wetland crossings is based on the wetland size, water content of wetland
soils (or presence of standing water), and other construction constraints. Under no circumstances would
vegetation be cleared between the ATWS and the wetland. To minimize potential wetland impacts
associated with construction, the work area would be limited to the minimum size necessary to safely
construct the wetland crossing. In addition, markers delineating the limits and temporary erosion control
protective measures would be taken to prevent siltation and to minimize the permanent degradation and
loss of the wetland area.
2.3.2.2

Waterbody Crossings

To minimize potential impacts, waterbodies, streams and rivers would be crossed in an expeditious and safe
manner, in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements.
Stream crossings would be constructed using an open cut construction method or a dry crossing method
(flume and/or dam and pump, described below). During stream construction, activities such as stacking cut
logs, burning cleared brush, discharging water from trenches, welding pipe sections, refueling and
maintaining equipment would be prohibited from within the stream buffer, which is 50 feet from the top of
the bank on both sides of the stream. Construction erosion control devices would be installed prior to earth
disturbance of the area and would be maintained at all times. All erosion control devices would be checked
and repaired, as needed, after each rainfall. Any temporary diversion trenches would also be checked and
repaired at the end of each day.
Subject to site conditions and engineering evaluations, pipe sections could be weighted to counteract
buoyancy.
Open Cut Crossing Method
The open cut crossing method involves excavation of the pipeline trench across the waterbody, installation
of the pipeline, and backfilling of the trench with no effort to isolate flow from construction activities. This
method could be utilized where no flowing water was present (dry open cut) at the time of crossing or where
water was present (wet open cut) and dry crossing techniques were not feasible. Use of the open cut crossing
method on any waterbodies would be addressed during the federal and state permitting processes.
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The dry open cut crossing method typically utilizes standard upland construction techniques, provided that
water is unlikely to flow between initial disturbance and final stabilization of the feature. The wet open cut
crossing method would only be employed within waterbodies that are not state-designated fisheries, unless
expressly permitted by the appropriate federal or state agency in writing on a site-specific basis.
In either open cut crossing method, excavation and backfilling of the trench would be accomplished using
backhoes or other excavation equipment working from the banks of the waterbody. Trench spoil would be
stored at least 10 feet from the banks (topographic conditions permitting). For wet open cut crossings, a
section of pipe long enough to span the entire crossing would be fabricated on one bank and either pulled
across the bottom to the opposite bank, floated across the waterbody, or carried into place and submerged
into the trench. The trench would then be backfilled and the bottom of the watercourse and banks restored
and stabilized. Sediment barriers, such as silt fencing, trench plugs, or other BMPs would be installed to
prevent spoil and sediment-laden water from entering the waterbody from adjacent upland areas.
Dry Crossing Methods (Flume Crossing and Dam and Pump)
Unless dry at the time of crossing, minor waterbodies (those less than 10 feet wide) could be crossed using
a dry crossing method. The dry crossing method involves installation of a flume pipe(s) (Figure 2.3-3)
and/or dam and pump (Figure 2.3-4), prior to trenching to divert the flow over the construction area and
allow trenching of the waterbody crossing in drier conditions isolated from the flow. Spoil removed during
the trenching would be stored away from the water’s edge and protected by sediment containment
structures. Pipe strings would be fabricated on one bank and either pulled across the waterbody bed to the
opposite bank or carried into place and lowered into the trench. Where these methods are needed, ATWS
areas would be required for assembly of the pipe strings and spoil storage areas.
2.3.2.3

Horizontal Directional Drill

Construction across navigable waterways, other select waterways, and some road and railroad crossings
would be completed by HDD, a trenchless installation process by which the pipeline is installed by drilling
the path for the tunnel beneath obstacles or sensitive areas in order to avoid impacting them. Table 2.3-6
lists proposed HDD locations: the locations of the HDDs are shown on the Route Plans in Appendix A.
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Typical Dry Flume Crossing

NOT TO SCALE
Source: PEI Engineering

Figure 2.3-3
Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA 01854

Typical Dam and Pump
Crossing

NOT TO SCALE
Source: PEI Engineering

Figure 2.3-4
Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA 01854

Table 2.3-6
Proposed HDD Crossing Locations
Start MP

End MP

Length
(Feet)

Reason for HDD

0.14

0.56

2172

Hudson River

2.56

2.96

2112

Hudson River

3.61

3.68

370

Railroad and SR-144

7.63

7.9

1468

Railroad and Vloman Kill

9.4

9.57

895

Tight back yards south of Maple

12.21

12.45

1279

Coeymans Creek and conveyor

13.65

13.97

1749

Tight ROW due to homes plus Hannacrios Creek

16.13

16.23

530

Hannacrois Creek

23.14

23.25

573

Coxsackie Creek

27.5

27.64

719

Too close to pond to open cut

29.82

29.87

366

I-87

31.2

31.29

512

Tight ROW plus SR 23B

31.45

31.98

2817

SR-23 plus Catskill Creek

33.8

34.23

2265

CR-47 (Cauterskill Rd) plus Kaaterskill Creek

39.78

39.8

221

Tributary to West of Hudson

45.27

45.29

96

Tributary to Lower Esopus Creek

45.82

45.86

157

Tributary to Lower Esopus Creek

46.38

46.41

212

Tributary to Lower Esopus Creek

48

48.02

114

Tributary of Plattekill Creek

48.44

48.79

1857

Plattekill Creek

49.19

49.21

116

Tributary of Plattekill Creek plus wetlands

49.34

49.36

89

Sheehan Lane plus Plattekill Creek plus backyards

49.9

50.26

1877

Lake Katrine and Sawkill-Ruby Road crossing

51.54

51.66

640

Sawkill Road plus ponds next to NYS Thruway

54.8

55.05

1352

Esopus Creek

56.96

57.74

1036

Tight ROW to get past pond on Golf Course

59.48

59.65

902

Dewitt Lake tributary

61.7

62.1

2163

Rondout Creek

64.13

64.4

1548

Wallkill River plus pond plus tight ROW and road

67.86

64.88

110

Culvert to a pond

66.05

66.08

166

Lower Wallkill Tributary

66.26

66.29

138

Lower Wallkill Tributary

70.7

71.15

1733

Platte Kill

71.7

71.74

173

Platte Kill

82.19

82.43

1299

Tight plus road
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Table 2.3-6
Proposed HDD Crossing Locations
Start MP

End MP

Length
(Feet)

Reason for HDD

84.48

84.63

864

S. Plank Road and River

85.83

86.05

1123

Class A pond in Thruway ROW

86.48

86.51

125

Water plus Route 17K

87.93

87.95

107

Silver Stream

90.31

91.25

3752

SR-94 and very tight area with wetlands next to
NYS Thruway

93.38

93.53

798

Moodna Creek Drill Rig off NYS Thruway ROW.

94.35

94.54

952

Tributary to Woodbury Creek

95.41

95.43

117

Woodbury Creek Culvert crossing

96.25

96.42

943

Woodbury Creek

96.43

96.74

1633

Woodbury Creek plus SR-32

98.56

98.91

1880

Pine Hill Road and very tight ROW

102.61

102.63

116

Ramapo River tributary

102.67

102.68

84

Ramapo River Culvert

102.74

102.76

102

Ramapo River Culvert

102.87

102.89

87

Ramapo River Culvert

103.08

103.1

128

Ramapo River Culvert

103.93

103.94

102

Ramapo River Culvert

104.76

104.8

250

Ramapo River tributary

106.43

106.45

236

Ramapo River tributary

107.3

107.8

2704

Ramapo River and wetland

113.35

113.49

203

Unknown tributaries to Ramapo River

Roseton Product Lateral
0.53

0.55

106

Quassick Creek

2.11

2.27

818

Gidneytown Creek

4.65

4.68

213

Lattintown Road and Lattintown Creek crossing

5.75

5.76

80

Lattintown Road and Lattintown Creek crossing

Newburgh Product Lateral
0.28

0.33

228

Moodna Creek crossing

1.23

1.4

943

2 Moodna Creek crossings

4.04

4.05

93

Quassick Creek

4.27

4.29

122

Quassick Creek
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The HDD method is a multi-stage process that requires staging areas on both sides of the planned crossing.
The process would begin by drilling a small diameter pilot hole in an arc under the feature (river bed, road
bed, etc.) to be avoided using a small diameter drill string and a drill bit consisting of an asymmetric cutting
head that is remotely operated to control its orientation and direction. The position of the drill string would
be electronically monitored during the drilling operation to ensure proper placement, and directional
corrections were made, as necessary, to ensure that the drill string maintained the desired profile and
alignment. After surfacing on the opposite side of the feature, the pilot hole would be enlarged through
‘reaming passes’ to accommodate the planned pipeline orientation. Following reaming, a prefabricated pipe
segment would be ‘pulled back’ through the pilot hole to complete the crossing. Upon completion of the
drill and pull back of the pipelines, the HDD equipment would be removed from the staging areas on either
side of the crossing and the land would be restored to as close to preconstruction contours as practicable.
Figure 2.3-5 shows a cross section of a typical HDD crossing.
The HDD method utilizes a drilling fluid, often referred to as a bentonite slurry, to facilitate the drilling
process. The drilling fluid is comprised of a water and bentonite clay mixture (typically a 97:3 mixture),
with minor quantities of additives (viscosifiers, polymers, etc.) added as necessary. Bentonite clay, the main
component of the slurry, is classified as a non-toxic/non-hazardous substance. Because of bentonite’s
unique characteristics, the slurry is capable of absorbing 10 times its own weight in water and swells up to
18 times its dry volume. Together, the bentonite and water mixture acts to lubricate and cool the drill head,
seal and fill the porous spaces on the circumference of the drilled hole, form a cake-like substance that helps
prevent the walls of the drill hole from collapsing inward, and suspend the cuttings for removal through the
drilling process.
While the HDD method is a proven technology, there are certain impacts that could occur as a result of the
drilling such as the inadvertent release of drilling fluid described above. Drilling fluids that are released
typically contain a lower concentration of bentonite when they surface because the bentonite is filtered out
as it passes through sandy soils.
Pilgrim would implement its Best Management Practices Plan for Horizontal Directional Drilling (provided
in Appendix D) to monitor the HDD program for the Pilgrim Project. In accordance with this HDD
Contingency Plan, Pilgrim would implement preventive measures so that the HDDs are performed in a
manner that prevents, to the extent reasonably practicable, an inadvertent release of drilling fluid. Examples
of measures to be implemented include monitoring down-hole mud pressures and continually swabbing the
hole to keep the annulus free of cuttings.
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Typical HDD Crossing
Figure 2.3-5
Wannalancit Mills
650 Suffolk Street
Lowell, MA 01854

2.3.2.4

Drag Section and Stove Pipe Construction Methods

Drag Section
For drag section construction, multiple joint sections of pipe would be welded, coated and inspected along
the ROW or staging area. The trench would be cut ahead and prepared ahead of the section to be laid. Side
boom tractors would cradle the welded pipe section and would lower it in the trench. At times, the pipe
would be “dragged” into the trench by a cable attached to a side boom or a winch tractor.
Stove Pipe
For stove pipe construction, all welding, coating and inspection of a pipe joint would be performed in the
open trench. Pipe rollers would be laid in the ditch bottom. The pipe section would be pushed into the trench
along the top of the roller and advanced. The free end of the completed line would be guided along the
roller top either by an attendant or by a guide pole or winch line connected to a tractor.
When the line reached the terminal end, it would be connected to the ongoing free end of the pipeline.
Inspection and coating would proceed before the welded section was lifted from the rollers, rollers would
be removed and the pipe section set in the trench bottom.
2.3.2.5

Typical Road and Railroad Crossing Construction Methods

Constructing the Project across public and private roadways, using either conventional open cut, HDD, or
other road bore methods, would be based on-site conditions and road opening permit requirements, as well
as USDOT regulations, including 49 CFR Part 192 requirements regarding depth of cover. Public road
crossings associated with the Project are identified in Section 3.2.1. Roadway opening permits would be
obtained from applicable state, county, and local agencies. Permit conditions would ultimately dictate the
day-to-day construction activities at road crossings.
Prior to construction, the state “One Call” system, Dig Safely, New York, would be contacted to mark
existing facilities that may intersect, or be in close proximity to, the proposed pipeline route.
Construction would be scheduled for work within roadways and specific crossings to avoid commuter
traffic and school bus schedules to the greatest extent practicable. Appropriate traffic management and
signage would be set up and necessary safety measures developed in compliance with applicable permits
for work in the public roadway. Arrangements would be made with local officials to have traffic safety
personnel on hand during periods of construction. Provisions would be made for detours or otherwise to
permit traffic flow.
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Some highway and railroad crossings would be constructed by HDD (described in Section 2.3.2.3). Other
roadway crossing construction would generally occur using one of the following methods:


Open Cut – This method could be used on driveways and roads with low traffic densities where
pipeline installation activities would not adversely impact the general public. The first step would
be install the proper traffic control devices and measures to detour traffic around the open trench
during the installation process. For driveways and small roads, a temporary bypass roadway could
be constructed or the lane would be temporarily closed. Multi-lane roads could require the closure
of one lane at a time with traffic diverted to the other lane(s). The pipeline crossing would be
installed one lane at a time. As the pipe was installed, successive lanes would be alternately taken
out of service for pipe installation until the crossing was completed. Another option would be to
detour traffic around the work area through the use of adjacent roadways. Regardless of the method,
Pilgrim would notify local public safety officials of the planned work and ensure that construction
activities would not interfere with the ability of emergency vehicles to access the area.
If the roadway surface was paved, pavement over the proposed trench would be cut, removed, and
properly disposed of. The trench would be excavated using a backhoe, the pipe would be installed
and the trench would then be backfilled. The backfill must be compacted properly to reduce stresses
on the pipeline and to ensure the roadway could support the traffic load without harmful settlement.
Existing trench subsoil could be used in the backfill if it could be compacted properly and was
authorized by the permitting agency. In most cases, backfill material would be obtained from an
outside source and hauled in. The material used and methods of placement would comply with the
requirements of the permitting agency. If the roadway surface was paved, the paving would be
properly restored in accordance with the permit requirements.



Conventional Bore – On roads with higher traffic densities and for railroads where service must be
maintained, the pipeline could be installed by boring a hole under the road or railway. Specialized
auger boring equipment would be used. The soil and/or rock would be bored by a drill that contains
a cutting head that cuts through the soil. For bores to accommodate multiple pipes, an oversized
hole would be cut and a high density polyethylene (HDPE) liner would be pulled back. The liner
would be grouted in the annulus of the bore hole. The carrier pipes would then be inserted. For
single pipe crossings, a more conventional single-pass bore method would be used. This method
would allow the road or railroad to remain in service while the installation process took place and
would eliminate the potential for trench settlement. The locations of proposed bores are shown on
the Route Plans in Appendix A.



Hammer technique – This technique consists of driving casing pipe that is slightly larger in
diameter than the proposed pipeline under the roadway with a horizontal air operated reciprocating
hammer. The casing pipe would be placed against the end of the trench near the edge of the roadway
and driven under the paved road. Once in place, the material inside the casing would be augured
out and the pipe would be installed through the casing. The casing pipe would then be removed
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while grout was placed around the pipeline. Where required, the casing pipe could be left in place
as casing.
Additional temporary workspace at road crossings would be based on the size of the road crossing and other
site-specific construction constraints.
Crossings of private roadways would be coordinated with residents to minimize access impacts. In those
areas where the excavation of a longer length of trench would not pose a safety problem, the pipeline would
be installed using the standard open cut method. Open trenches would either be fenced or covered with steel
plates during all non-working hours. Steel plates would be kept on-site at each crossing so that a temporary
platform could be made across the trench as required (e.g., for passage of emergency vehicles).
All roadway surfaces would be quickly restored to the specifications of the local Department of Public
Works, NYS Thruway Authority or the NYSDOT as outlined in any road opening permit requirements.
Roadway markings and striping would be added as necessary.
2.3.2.6

Residential Areas

Special care would be taken in residential areas to minimize neighborhood and traffic disruption and to
control noise and dust to the extent practicable.
In general, the following measures would be taken in residential areas:


Fence the boundary to the construction work area for a distance of 100 feet on either side of the
residence to ensure construction equipment, materials and spoil remain in the construction ROW;



Preserve all mature trees and landscaping where practical, consistent with construction safety;



Utilize topsoil segregation procedures, as required;



Ensure piping is welded and installed as quickly as reasonably possible consistent with prudent
pipeline construction practices to minimize construction time affecting a neighborhood;



Backfill the trench as soon as the pipe is laid or temporarily cover the trench with a steel plate or
timber mat;



Complete final cleanup (including final grading) and installation of permanent erosion control
measures within 10 days after the trench is backfilled, weather conditions permitting;



Restore lawns and landscaping immediately following final cleanup, or as specified in landowner
agreements, weather conditions permitting; and



If weather conditions prevent immediate restoration of these areas, maintain and monitor temporary
erosion controls until restoration is completed.
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2.3.2.7

Blasting

Given the presence of surface rock in some portions of the Project Area, Pilgrim anticipates that blasting
for rock removal could be required during Project construction. It is anticipated that blasting would
primarily be used for trench excavation, but could also be needed during ROW grading operation. If
required, blasting would only be done by a contractor with a valid New York State Department of Labor
(NYSDOL) issued Blaster Certificate of Competence and would comply with all federal and state
regulations. Blasting would comply with appropriate state and local road agency permitting criteria and
permits would be obtained from state and local authorities as needed. Blasting operations adjacent to or on
NYS Thruway or NYSDOT ROW, would comply with current NYSDOT specifications for blasting.
Appropriate law enforcement agencies would also be notified.
Blasting mats or soil cover would be used to prevent the scattering of loose rock. Blasting would be
conducted during daylight hours and would not begin until occupants of buildings, stores, residences, utility
owners, and places of business within 150 feet have been notified. Care would be taken to prevent damage
to underground structures (e.g., cables, conduits, septic systems, and foundations) aboveground structures
(e.g., homes, buildings, and utility structures) or water. A copy of Pilgrim’s Blasting Plan is provided in
Appendix B.
2.3.2.8

Contaminated Soil and Groundwater

Should suspected hazardous materials or contaminated soils and/or sediments be encountered during
construction, they would be noted, segregated and tested as discussed in Section 4.1.2.1. The appropriate
regulatory agencies, such as the NYSDEC, would be notified. Such materials could be reused as trench
backfill or be disposed of at fully licensed and permitted disposal facilities in accordance with applicable
federal and state laws and regulations.
If private dumps, burn pits, or waste sites were found, their materials would be disposed at a licensed
sanitary landfill.
2.3.3

Pump Stations and Metering Facility Construction Procedures

The Project pump stations and metering facilities would be constructed in compliance with the same federal
and state regulations and guidelines as the pipeline facilities, and in accordance with the specific
requirements of applicable federal and state approvals.
2.3.3.1

Pump Station Construction

The general construction procedures for the pump stations would consist of clearing and grading the sites,
installation of foundations, installation of the piping, installation of the structures and machinery, start-up,
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testing and final cleanup and stabilization of the site. Section 2.2.2 describes the pump stations and Figures
2.2-8 through 2.2-10 show the pump station sites.
Clearing and Grading
At each of the sites, the amount of land clearing would be limited to what was needed to construct the pump
station facilities. After the land is cleared, a rough access road to the sites would be established. The site
would then be graded, as necessary, to stockpile topsoil for use during site restoration and provide level
surfaces for the building foundations and structures; the station yard, which would contain piping, valves
and stormwater runoff controls out to the perimeter fencing; and sufficient workspace. Installation of
various erosion and sedimentation controls would begin before site grading in accordance with the Project’s
erosion and sedimentation control measures, as described in the SWPPP (Appendix C). The permanent site
roadways and parking areas would be rough-graded at this time as well. Large rocks displaced during
grading or other excavation would be properly disposed of on-site or transported off-site for disposal in an
approved area.
Foundations
Once the building sites were graded, excavation would begin for the installation of foundations and pipe
supports. Generally, the foundation for the pump station would require a significant mass of reinforced
concrete to provide a stable support for the operating machinery. The area for the foundations would be
excavated below the prevalent frost line for the site. Then, adequate forms and reinforcing bars would
installed and high strength concrete poured to the appropriate levels. Rigid controls on concrete quality and
installation procedures would ensure that a suitable foundation was obtained.
Piping
Installation of the piping systems would begin at about the same time as the foundation work. Trenches
would be dug for the underground portions of the piping. The pipe would be welded, visually and
radiographically examined, coated, and placed in the trench and backfilled. Some portions of the station
piping would occur aboveground. Any aboveground piping would be installed on concrete or metal pipe
supports and painted to prevent atmospheric corrosion. As major parts of the piping were completed, each
would be hydrostatically tested to ensure its integrity. Electrical conduit systems would be installed during
this period.
Structures and Machinery
Prefabricated pump skid units and power and control buildings would be installed on completed
foundations. Electrical substations could be needed or upgraded by the electric utility company.
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Start-up and Testing
As the various systems and subsystems were completed, they would be tested and calibrated for proper
operation. Actual start-up of the pumps would commence once the new facilities are tested and tied into the
existing pipeline.
Final Clean up and Stabilization
Clean up and stabilization of each station yard would be an ongoing process throughout construction.
Sections of the yard would be final graded, fertilized, seeded and mulched as work was completed and as
provided in the Project’s erosion and sedimentation control measures, as described in the SWPPP
(Appendix C). Permanent erosion controls would be installed on a similar basis as appropriate. It is
anticipated that most of final stabilization would be complete prior to final testing and pipeline start-up and
operation.
2.3.3.2

Meter Stations

Construction activities for the meter stations would be conducted in a manner similar to those activities
previously described for the pump stations, but on a smaller scale.
2.4

Construction Schedule

Pilgrim anticipates that materials would be delivered during March 2017. Project construction would occur
between March and December of 2017. To meet this schedule in New York, up to four spreads would be
simultaneously in construction on the mainline and shorter lateral and one spread working on the NPL and
RPL. However, the number and sequence may change as work progressed. Work hours would be from 7:00
am to 7:00 pm six days per week, subject to local permits and other conditions. Hydrostatic testing would
occur in November and December 2017, with the pipeline and all associated facilities in service in
December 2017.
2.5

Environmental Compliance Inspection and Mitigation Monitoring

An Environmental Inspector (EI) would be assigned to each construction spread to ensure that permit
conditions are met and BMPs are employed and maintained to prevent and/or minimize impacts. Each EI
would have an understanding of construction requirements, but also be knowledgeable of the specific
environmental conditions and requirements applicable to their spread. The EIs would also have the authority
to correct work should a situation arise that warrants such action to avoid environmental damage or to
prevent non-compliance.
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Environmental crews would also be assigned, as required, to monitor mitigation activities and post
construction restoration. The qualifications of these individuals would be dictated by the specific resources
and mitigation actions to be monitored.
2.6

Operation and Maintenance

Following construction, sophisticated and sensitive in-line inspection devices known as PIGs would travel
through the pipe and measure and record irregularities. The initial inspection would detect any anomalies
that would be repaired as necessary, and also establish a baseline for future inspections. Inspections would
then conducted every five years thereafter. In addition, cleaning and separation PIGs would be launched
and received at various points along the route during regular operation.
Pump stations would have electric motor driven pumps with standby engine-driven units for emergency
use in the event of power failure. Each station would be enclosed in a security fence. Each pump station, in
addition to mainline and lateral valves, would be remotely monitored and operated. All pipeline operations
would be monitored 24 hours a day, seven days a week from the pipeline control center in Albany, New
York. Automatic alerting systems would be installed at the control center to alert operating personnel of
any flow or pressure abnormalities.
Pilgrim intends to use existing tankage at each terminal facility for storage of interface ‘transmix’ fluid that
may result from batching operations in the products line. New tanks with a capacity of less than 40,000
gallons would be constructed if needed. Interface product would be injected into either the products or crude
lines provided appropriate specifications are met or hauled to processing facilities.
The pipeline ROW would be clearly marked and physically monitored on a regular basis to prevent
encroachment and to identify any maintenance issues. As specified in 49 CFR Part 195, additional
inspection and reporting requirements during operation include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Annual report completed by operator;
Accident report for failure in the pipeline system;
Maintaining construction records;
Maintaining test records;
Visual ROW inspection 26 times each year;
Commercial navigable river crossing inspection every five years;
Each mainline valve would be tested for proper operation twice per year;
All pressure control equipment would be tested for proper operation once per year;
Public awareness and damage prevention programs; and
Filing of the pipeline route with Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA’s National Pipeline Mapping System [NPMS]).
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Operations would be conducted in accordance with the Project Operations Manual (to be developed prior
to commencement of operation), which would address safety, operations, maintenance, and include a
detailed Oil Pipeline Facility Response Plan (FRP). Local resource contact information would be included
in the FRP and reviewed and updated regularly. Emergency response personnel would undergo periodic
training in emergency procedures. Joint exercises with state and local emergency responders would occur
to establish a state of readiness.
An Operator Qualification (OQ) program would be developed and complied with in accordance with 49
CFR Part 195 Subpart G. The OQ program, which would cover all operational and maintenance personnel,
would include work history, testing of skills and knowledge, and record keeping. Individuals under this
qualification program include anyone performing operational and/or maintenance tasks on the pipeline, any
work required by 49 CFR Part 195, and any task that could affect the operation or integrity of the pipeline.
2.7

Safety and Security

Carefully managed and inspected construction coupled with the use of automated monitoring and control
systems during operation, public awareness programs, and excavation damage prevention programs, would
all help to ensure the safety and security of the system when operational.
2.7.1

Safety Standards

By law, the Pilgrim pipelines must be designed and constructed in strict accordance with 49 CFR 195.
Specifications and procedures would be developed and implemented to ensure a safe pipeline operation.
Qualified personnel would be responsible for implementation, training and periodic reviews, and training
refreshers would be provided and required.
Pipeline construction industry practices would implemented to protect construction personnel and the
public. Pipeline contractor safety record would be reviewed prior to initiation of the work. Contractor
tailgate meetings would be held regularly for each spread and as new events or conditions dictate.
2.7.2

Pipeline Accident Data

According to U.S. Department of Transportation’s PHMSA, “Today, more than 2.5 million miles of
pipelines are responsible for delivering oil and gas to communities and businesses across the United States”
(PHMSA 2011). These pipelines fall under the safety regulations of PHMSA, which has engineers and
inspectors around the country to oversee the safety of these lines and ensure that companies comply with
critical safety rules that protect people and the environment from potential dangers.
According to PHMSA, the three major causes of significant pipeline failures resulting in oil spills are:
damage from digging; corrosion; and failure of the pipe material, welds, or equipment (PHMSA 2011).
Typically the latter two issues (corrosion and failure of pipe materials, welds or equipment) are the result
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of aging pipelines: damage from digging is from outside sources. The majority of the mainline (79 percent)
would be within existing thruway ROW where the potential for encroachment by digging would be
extremely limited. Pilgrim’s pipeline would be new pipe that would have been carefully constructed and
tested to ensure integrity prior to operation and periodically during operation to minimize the potential for
pipe failure. Markers along the pipeline corridor would note the presence of the pipeline and regular surface
inspections (every two weeks) would aid in minimizing the potential for outside parties accidently
impacting the pipeline during digging activities.
Pipelines historically have been the safest and most cost-effective means of moving large volumes of fluids.
In the United States, on a ton per mile basis, approximately 70 percent of crude oil and petroleum products
are transported by pipeline; tanker and barge traffic accounts for about 23 percent, and trucking and rail
account for four percent and three percent, respectively, of oil shipments (Furchtgott-Roth 2013a).
Currently, the majority of crude oil transported between Albany and Linden is moved by barge on the
Hudson River.
The potential consequences of pipeline releases vary according to the commodity that is released, the
volume released, as well as characteristics of the surrounding area. Releases of hazardous liquids, such as
gasoline and crude oil, can have both acute and long-term potential consequences depending on location,
season, weather, and other factors, that can result in harmful consequences to people and to the environment.
However, from a public safety perspective, pipelines outperform road and rail when considering overland
transport of hazardous liquids (Furchtgott-Roth 2013b). According to PHMSA:
Oil pipeline spills amount to about 1 gallon per million barrel-miles…One barrel, transported one
mile, equals one barrel-mile, and there are 42 gallons in a barrel. In household terms, this is less
than one teaspoon of oil spilled per thousand barrel-miles (PHMSA 2014).
A recent report on intermodal safety in oil transport by the Fraser Institute finds that, although there is no
perfectly risk-free way to transport oil (or any other product), studies show that transport of oil by pipeline
is environmentally friendly and “safer than transportation by road, rail or barge, as measured by incidents,
injuries, and fatalities” (Furchtgott-Roth 2013a). Table 2.7-1 lists comparative statistics for rates of serious
incidents of onshore transportation modes.
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Table 2.7-1
Comparative Statistics for Serious Incident Rates
Onshore Transmission Pipelines vs. Road and Railway Transport
Mode

Average Miles a/

Average HazMat Serious
Incidents per year

Average HazMat Serious
Incidents per 1,000 Miles
per Year

Road

4,013,758

91
(26) b/

0.023
(0.0065)

Railway

95,304

24
(5)

0.25
(0.052)

Hazardous Liquid Pipeline
(Onshore)

164,234

3

0.018

Gas Transmission Pipeline
(Onshore)

294,562

6

0.020

Notes:
a/ Road mileage consists of miles of public roads and streets in the U.S. Railway mileage consists of miles of track in the U.S.
b/ Numbers shown in parentheses for roads and railway are for serious incidents involving fatalities and injuries requiring
hospitalization as a direct result of a hazardous material release.
Source: NTSB 2010.

Table 2.7-2 provides a comparison of injuries resulting from petroleum incidents from onshore modes of
transport. As noted in Tables 2.7-1 and 2.7-2, hazardous liquid pipelines outperformed rail and road
transport options by a considerable margin, causing just 0.0068 injuries requiring hospitalization per billion
ton-miles between 2005 and 2009. Rail caused nearly 30 times that many injuries requiring hospitalization
on a per-ton-mile basis and road transport was the worst performer on this measure, averaging 0.25 serious
injuries per billion ton-miles, or about 37 times the pipeline rate (Furchtgott-Roth 2013b).
Table 2.7-2
Injuries Requiring Hospitalization Resulting from Petroleum Incidents:
Pipelines, Road and Railway (2005-2009)
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Total

Per Year

Incidents
per Billion
Ton-miles

Road

9

10

10

6

9

44

8.8

0.2526

Railway

20

2

1

0

0

23

4.6

0.1925

Haz. Liquid Pipeline

2

2

10

2

4

20

4.0

0.0068

Source: Furchtgott-Roth 2013a.

Currently most transport of crude oil between Albany, New York and the New York/New Jersey
metropolitan area occurs by barge on the Hudson River, although ships are also used to transport crude. In
2012, the first ship (the Afrodite) to transport Bakken crude out of Albany ran aground in the Hudson near
Stuyvesant, New York, carrying 11,700,000 gallons of crude. The outer hull of the tanker was breached,
but the inner hull held and no spill occurred.
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The Pilgrim mainline crossings under the Hudson River would be at a depth of about 40 feet below the
river bed and have minimal potential for leakage into the river given its depth of burial and since HDD
sections would consist of thicker walled pipe. In addition, given the depth at which it would be buried, there
would be no potential risk to the pipeline from anchor drag. Although onshore leaks can have severe
consequences, unless they are in proximity to a drainage, waterbody, or other resource that can facilitate
distribution, the consequences of a rupture and consequent leak on-shore are generally more easily
contained. Overall, liquid pipeline industry performance results indicate that there has been a 62 percent
decrease in the number of liquid pipeline releases over the last 10 years and that 99.9998 percent of crude
oil and petroleum product transmitted by pipeline safely reached their destination in 2012 (AOPL 2013).
2.7.3

Physical Security

During construction, each spread would have a night watchman with radio and telephone access to report
any unusual event.
During operation, aboveground facilities, including pump stations, would be enclosed with security fences
and would include security lighting, as appropriate. Additional measures would be utilized in accordance
with Transportation Security Administration (TSA) regulations, guidelines and recommendations.
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3.0
3.1
3.1.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Natural Resources
Geology

This section describes the geologic setting for the Project components. Topics covered include bedrock
geology, surficial geology, topography, and unique geologic features such as seismicity, landslides and
ground subsidence.
3.1.1.1

Bedrock Geology

The following discussion of geology is supplemented with 1:24,000 maps in the Bedrock Geology Maps 1
to 22 that can be found in Appendix E. In addition, Table E-1 in Appendix E lists the bedrock and surficial
geology conditions in the Pilgrim Project Area. The subsections below discuss the bedrock geology
underlying the mainline route, laterals, contractor and pipe yards, pump stations, and access roads. To the
extent that it is known, a discussion of bedrock depth is included. A review of surficial geologic maps, soil
survey maps, and aerial photography was used to establish areas with significant bedrock outcrops. Specific
locations of shallow bedrock (3 to 10 feet below ground surface [bgs]) and outcrops are listed in Table
3.1.1-1.
Table 3.1.1-1
Shallow Bedrock and Outcrops in the Pilgrim Project Area
County

MP

TMM

3.6-4.6

--

7.8-8.25

136.15-135.78

15.05-15.8

129.2-128.45

21.9-22.3

122.5-122.1

22.6-24.5

121.8-119.95

25.25-27.18

119.2-117.4

27.25-28.1

117.2-116.45

29.75-31.8

114.8-113.1

31.98-33.88

112.9-111.2

34.05-36.95

111.05-108.2

37.3-37.65

107.85-107.5

Shallow Bedrock a/ (3-10 feet bgs)
ALBANY

GREENE
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Table 3.1.1-1
Shallow Bedrock and Outcrops in the Pilgrim Project Area
County

MP

TMM

ULSTER

40.28-40.55

104.9-104.6

41.3-41.6

103.85-103.58

42.4-42.85

102.8-102.35

43.8-44.28

101.38-100.95

48.03-48.5

97.2-96.7

50.83-51.5

94.4-NA

53.05-54.18

92.9-91.72

55.4-59.3

90.6-86.8

59.85-60

86.2-86.05

60.3-60.6

85.72-85.45

61.4-61.6

84.65-84.45

64.05-64.11

82-81.95

64.35-64.4

81.8-81.65

64.52-67.5

81.5-78.55

67.75-67.88

78.32-78.2

68.1-68.18

78-77.9

69.5-69.9

76.6-76.2

73.8-74.4

72.4-71.75

75.1-75.72

71.05-70.45

75.9-76.2

70.25-69.95

76.35-76.5

69.85-69.65

76.6-78.1

69.6-68.05

78.3-79.8

67.9-66.38

80.95-81.2

65.25-65

ORANGE

ROCKLAND
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81.3-81.7

64.9-64.5

NPL 2.4-NPL 2.5

--

NPL 2.9-NPL3

--

98.1-98.5

48.3-47.9

105-105.45

41.5-41.1

108.8-113.4

--

113.78-113.82

--

115-115.3

--
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Table 3.1.1-1
Shallow Bedrock and Outcrops in the Pilgrim Project Area
County

MP

TMM

8.1

135.85

14.25-14.9

130-129.3

23-26.2

121.4-118.2

27.3-28

117-116.45

28-30

116.45-114.8

30-33.3

114.8-111.55

33.8-34.3

111.3-110.8

Outcrops b/
ALBANY

GREENE

34.05-37.1
ULSTER

ORANGE

43-43.9

102.2-101.25

47.8-48

97.55-97.2

49.8-50.3

95.45-94.95

51-51.1

194.25

52.3-52.56

93.6-93.3

53-54

92.9-91.9

55.4-55.6

90.55-90.3

58.5-58.9

87.5-87.15

59.5-60

86.5-86

60-60.4

86-85.5

62.2-63.2

83.6-82.8

63.6-64.35

82.4-81.75

64.35-67

81.75-79

69.5-69.6

76.6-76.5

81

65.15

RPL 2.7-RPL 3

--

RPL 5.4-RPL 5.65

--

RPL 6.45-RPL 6.9

--

91.1-91.8

55.2-54.5

111.4-111.45

--

a/ Information derived from Surficial Geology Maps and the Soil Survey Geographic Database.
b/ Information derived from Surficial Geology Maps and Aerial Photography along the NYS Thruway.
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3.1.1.1.1

Mainline

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
Throughout Albany and Rensselaer Counties the bedrock consists of Ordovician-age (490 to 445 million
years [my] old) Normanskill, Canajoharie, Austin Glen, and Schenectady formations. Detailed descriptions
of bedrock underlying the proposed mainline route are discussed below, progressing from north to south.
The mainline would begin in the Port of Albany where bedrock consists of Middle Ordovician 460 my
Normanskill Shale. The proposed mainline would head east and cross the Hudson River at MP 0.3,
emerging in the City of Rensselaer, in Rensselaer County, where bedrock is the Canojoharie Shale, also
Middle Ordovician. After heading south in Rensselaer County for about 1.5 miles the proposed mainline
route turns west and passes back under the Hudson River into the Town of Bethlehem. At this point, bedrock
consists of Normanskill Shale but quickly changes to Middle Ordovician greywacke and shale of the Austin
Glen Formation. The proposed mainline route turns to the west and meets up with the NYS Thruway, at
about MP 5.45 (TMM 138.45) where the bedrock is Middle Ordovician greywacke and shale.
Just north of MP 11.9 (TMM 132.3), the bedrock geology returns to Normanskill Shale for about 1 mile
before changing to Upper Ordovician (445 my) graywackes and sandstones of the Schenectady Formation,
which continue to the Albany-Greene County line at MP 14.6 (TMM 129.65). As the proposed mainline
route enters the Town of New Baltimore, underlying bedrock consists of Ordovician-aged Austin Glen and
Normanskill Formations. These formations have been subjected to several periods of mountain-building
activity and are, therefore, folded and faulted rather than flat lying.
It is primarily, if not entirely, bedrock of the Austin Glen Formation that is exposed at various points along
the NYS Thruway in Albany County. This formation is more resistant to weathering and erosion than other
formations in the area.
Based upon existing maps and aerial photography, there are three segments where the mainline would be
expected to encounter shallow and outcropping bedrock in Albany County (Table 3.1.1-1). All three areas
would have a linear distance of one mile or less.
Greene County
The Austin Glen Formation continues along the proposed mainline route in northern Greene County, to just
south of the Coxsackie border, near MP 22.0 (TMM 122.4). Bedrock underlying the route south of
Coxsackie border consists of a series of early Devonian-aged (415 my) carbonate rocks of the Helderberg
Group, consisting primarily of dolostone (CaMgCO3) and limestone (CaCO3). These rocks are flat lying in
some locations and are folded and faulted at other locations due to historic mountain building activity.
Although these rock types can be subject to dissolution, major karst features (caves, caverns, channels, etc.)
are not known to be present to any significant degree along this north-south band of bedrock outcrops. This
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geology continues until MP 25.4 (TMM 119), where the bedrock consists of younger Devonian-aged (400
my) bedrock of the Onondaga, Schoharie, Esopus, and Glenerie Formations in descending order. These
formations consist of limestone, mixed limestone and sandstone, and shale. For example, the road cut on
the NYS Thruway just to the north of the Catskill Creek is in limestone, whereas the road cut on the west
side of the NYS Thruway south of Catskill Creek is in shale. Potic Mountain to the west of the NYS
Thruway, opposite the Town of Catskill, is underlain by these formations but is capped by a still younger
formation (Hamilton) of Devonian age. Progressing south to the Ulster County line at MP 39.35 (TMM
105.8), bedrock is comprised of a structurally complex series of limestone and dolostone of Silurian and
Devonian age. These include the lower members of the Roundout Formation of late Silurian age (420 my)
and the overlying, younger Devonian-age Helderberg Group, as well as the formations identified above.
Based upon existing maps and aerial photography, there are nine segments along the mainline where
shallow or outcropping bedrock is expected to be encountered in Greene County (Table 3.1.1-1). A total of
approximately 16 miles of shallow bedrock would be anticipated in Greene County. In some areas, shallow
bedrock may cover stretches that are 2 to 3 miles long.
Ulster County
From the Greene-Ulster County line near Cementon at about MP 39.35 (TMM 105.8), the proposed
mainline route along the NYS Thruway would continue to rise higher in the geologic section, across
younger age bedrock formations of the Onondaga and Hamilton Groups. These formations are still of
Devonian age, but are younger than those traversed by the route in Greene County. These bedrock units
represent various members of the Onondaga Formation, consisting of the Edgecliff, Nedrow, and
Moorehouse members, and the undifferentiated members of the Hamilton Group. The carbonate units are
comprised primarily of limestone (CaCO3), with interbedded nodules and layers of white to gray and black
chert (SiO2). These formations are relatively resistant to weathering and decomposition, thus their presence
as rock outcrops. The bedrock was blasted and excavated to accommodate construction of the NYS
Thruway; consequently, the mainline would pass through numerous pre-existing rock cuts in this area.
At and south of the NYS Thruway’s Saugerties Interchange (Interchange 20) at MP 43.78 (TMM 101.4),
the mainline would rise still higher in the geologic section and pass through outcrops and rock cuts
consisting of still younger Devonian-aged sandstones, siltstones and shale of the Hamilton Group. At the
Kingston Interchange (Interchange 19), at MP 54.4 (TMM 91.5), the elevated rock outcrops west of the
NYS Thruway are comprised of these sedimentary rock formations. Just south of the Kingston Interchange,
the mainline would again run across/through limestone bedrock of the Onondaga Formation for a distance
of approximately 2.5 miles. The mainline would then traverse the same series of Silurian and Lower
Devonian rocks that it ascended between Coxsackie and Catskill. However, the Helderberg Group is not
present in this area due either to non-deposition or erosion. Farther to the south, around MP 61.08 (TMM
85), older bedrock formations would underlie the mainline ROW. These are the same Ordovician-aged
Normanskill and Austin Glen Formations that the mainline would traverse in Albany and Greene Counties.
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The mainline would head south across these formations, primarily the Normanskill Formation, to the
Orange County line at MP 79.65 (TMM 66.5).
In Ulster County, the mainline would be expected to encounter shallow or outcropping bedrock along 29
segments (Table 3.1.1-1). A total of approximately 21 miles of shallow bedrock would be anticipated in
Ulster County. The majority of the segments with shallow rock have a linear distance of less than 1 mile.
However, there are two segments where shallow bedrock could be encountered for distances of 3 to 4 miles.
Orange County
To the south of NYS Thruway Interchange 17 at Newburgh at about MP 86.1(TMM 60.1) and on to the
vicinity of West Cornwall, the mainline would continue over the Normanskill Formation and then enter an
area of very complex subsurface bedrock geology. The complexity in this area results from the HudsonMohawk Physiographic Province to the west, (comprised of relatively soft sedimentary rocks) which abuts
the New England Physiographic Province to the east (comprised of hard igneous and metamorphic rocks,
which are resistant to erosion). The details of the subsurface geology are not well established in this area
due to the lack of bedrock exposures and drill-hole information.
At approximate MP 93.15 (TMM 53.2) the mainline would continue to the west through the valley of
Woodbury Creek to the south. In the vicinity of MP 97.85 (TMM 48.5), the mainline would cross through
Devonian-aged sedimentary rocks of the Hamilton Group. Farther to the west, Schunnemunk Mountain is
formed by the resistant Devonian-aged Schunnemunk Conglomorate Formation. South of this road cut, and
on to the vicinity of the Hamlet of Arden, the mainline would cross through folded and faulted rocks of two
totally different types and ages, the older crystalline rocks of the Hudson Highlands and the younger
Cambro-Ordovician Wappinger Group of carbonate rocks. The exact subsurface position of each rock
group and the relationship between them is unknown. Two previously drilled deep borings (greater than
100 feet) in the vicinity of the Harriman/Woodbury Toll Plaza near TMM 45.0 – 45.5 did not reach bedrock.
Just north of Arden, at about MP 104.25 (TMM 42.2), the mainline would leave the NYS Thruway and
head to the west, leaving the Wappinger Group and would overlie the complex and varied series of igneous
and metamorphic rocks of the New England Province consisting of middle Proterozoic Hornblende granite,
granite gneiss, pyroxene-hornblende quartz plagioclase gneiss, and amphibolite. This geologic condition
continues to the Rockland County line and farther south to the Town of Ramapo in Rockland County.
The mainline route is expected to encounter shallow bedrock (3 to 10 feet bgs) and bedrock outcrops at
seven locations in Orange County (Table 3.1.1-1). The total anticipated distance of shallow bedrock is about
seven miles. The majority of the mainline segments with shallow rock would be less than 1 mile in length,
although one segment would be about 4.5 miles long.
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Rockland County
The mainline route would run north of the Ramapo River Valley in the mountains to the west of Sloatsburg,
through the same complex and varied series of igneous and metamorphic rocks of the New England
Province. This would continue through the remainder of the mainline route in New York, between Potake
and Cranberry ponds, until the Project crossed the New Jersey border.
The mainline route would be expected to encounter shallow bedrock (3 to 10 feet bgs) at two locations in
Rockland County (Table 3.1.1-1). Both of these segments would be very short and the total anticipated
distance with shallow bedrock is would be about one-third of a mile. According to surficial geology maps
and aerial photography, no bedrock outcrops would be encountered.
3.1.1.1.2

Laterals

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
In Albany County, the BL ROW would begin at mainline MP 0.1 and heads south for just over 1 mile over
the Normanskill formation.
The IPTL would divert from the mainline at about MP 2.4 and cross over the Canajoharie shale.
The 0.33 mile-long CAL, would leave the mainline at MP 4.56 and cross through Middle Ordovician
greywacke and shale. According to the soil survey, bedrock is less than 5 feet bgs from CAL MP 0 to CAL
MP 0.05, and from CAL MP 0.18 to CAL MP 0.28.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The RPL route leaves the mainline route at MP 80.7 (TMM 65.5), about 1 mile south of the Ulster-Orange
County border, and heads east toward the Hudson River. Bedrock in the area changes from the Normanskill
formation to the Austin Glen formation, to the quartzite of the Quassaic Formation, followed by the reverse
sequence. The RPL would terminate near the Hudson River, where the bedrock consists of the Wappinger
Group’s upper Cambrian to lower Ordovician limestone and dolostone. According to surficial geology
maps, the lateral route encounters bedrock outcrops at RPL MP 2.7 to RPL MP 3, RPL MP 5.4 to RPL MP
5.65, and from RPL MP 6.45 to RPL MP 6.9.
The NPL route begins at about mainline MP 89.5 (TMM 56.85) and heads east toward the Hudson River.
Bedrock changes from the Normanskill formation to the middle Proterozoic gneiss at the border of the
Town of Newburgh. The middle Proterozoic gneiss continues for the next 0.4 miles, changing back to the
Normanskill Formation. The NPL terminates near the Hudson River, where bedrock is unknown due to the
great thickness of the overlying quaternary glacial and alluvial deposits. Bedrock is within 5 feet bgs from
approximate NPL MP 2.4 to NPL MP 2.5 and from NPL MP 2.9 to NPL MP 3.
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3.1.1.1.3

Pump Stations

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The Albany Pump Station would be located at the beginning of the pipeline route near the Hudson River.
Bedrock at this location consists of the Normanskill Shale. Depth to bedrock is unknown since it is overlaid
by glacial deposits and river alluvium.
The Gorman Pump Station would be located at MP 1.6 and underlain by Normanskill Shale. Depth to
bedrock at this pump station site is greater than 6 feet bgs.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The Kingston Pump Station would be at MP 51.85, about 0.45 miles west of TMM 93.7. Bedrock
underlying the site consists of the Undifferentiated Lower Hamilton Group. Depth to bedrock underlying
the pump station site is likely shallow since it is within 3 feet of the surface just to the south.
The Harriman Pump Station would be located at MP 101.75 (TMM 44.65). This pump station site is
underlain by the carbonates of the Wappinger Group. Depth to bedrock is greater than 6 feet bgs.
3.1.1.1.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Rensselaer County
Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard, proposed to be located on the southwest corner of the intersection of
mainline MP 2.4 and the IPTL, would be underlain by Normanskill Shale. Depth to bedrock is unknown.
However, a well approximately 2 miles southeast of the proposed yard encountered bedrock at 73 feet bgs.
Greene County
The Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located approximately 1.2 miles east of MP 26.9 (TMM
117.5). This yard site is underlain by bedrock of the Austin Glen Formation. Depth to bedrock in most of
this area is greater than 6 feet bgs. However, immediately west, bedrock is 10 to 20 inches bgs.
The site for the Valley Road Pipe Yard would be approximately 0.5 miles west of MP 28.8 (TMM 115.8).
The pipe yard is underlain by the Onondaga Limestone. Local wells show bedrock from 3 feet bgs to
outcropping at the surface.
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Ulster County
The Old Kings Highway Pipe Yard would be located at MP 49.1 (TMM 96.1). The proposed site is
underlain by bedrock of the Undifferentiated Lower Hamilton Group. According to soil surveys bedrock is
generally greater than 5 feet bgs for most of the site. However, bedrock underlying the northeast portion of
the yard would be less than 5 feet bgs.
The JD Blake Pipe Yard would be approximately 5 miles east of MP 69 (TMM 77.1). The site is underlain
by the Austin Glen Formation. Surficial geology maps indicate that bedrock in this area is 3 to 10 feet bgs.
Orange County
The Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard site is located approximately 1.2 miles east of MP 86.5 (TMM
59.8). The site is underlain by rocks of the Wappinger Group. Depth to bedrock in the area is generally
greater than 6 feet bgs except in the southern portion of the yard where it is less than 5 feet bgs.
The 17A Pipe Yard would be located approximately 2.3 miles west of MP 107 (TMM 39.55). The proposed
site is underlain by Middle Proterozoic Leucogranitic Gneiss. Depth to bedrock is generally greater than
six feet bgs, however, the site is bordered to the east and west by outcrops.
3.1.1.1.5

Access Roads

Information regarding underlying bedrock geology at each proposed access road is summarized below, with
more specific information provided in Table E-1 in Appendix E.
Albany/Rensselaer Counties
There are three proposed access roads in Rensselaer County. Two would extend off the mainline, and one
would extend off of the IPTL. All the roads would overlie the Canajoharie Shale.
Thirty-two access roads are proposed in Albany County. Twenty-one would be underlain by the Austin
Glen Formation; one by the Normanskill Shale and Schenectady Formation; one by the Normanskill Shale
and Austin Glen Formation; seven by the Normanskill Shale; and two would be underlain by the
Schenectady Formation.
Greene County
There are 38 proposed access roads in Greene County. Nineteen would be underlain by the Austin Glen
Formation; fourteen of them would be underlain by rocks of the Helderberg Group; eight would overlie the
Glenerie Formation; four would be underlain by Onondaga Limestone; and the remainder would be
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underlain by a combination of rock groups that may include the above formations in addition to the
Hamilton Group and the Enfield/Kattel Formations.
Ulster County
There are 99 proposed access roads in Ulster County. Three would be underlain by the Enfield and Kattel
Formations; eighteen would overlie Onondaga Limestone; thirty would be underlain by Undifferentiated
Lower Hamilton Group rocks; six would be underlain by Undifferentiated Lower Devonian and Silurian
Rocks; and thirty-six would overlie the Austin Glen Formation.
Orange County
A total of 74 access roads are proposed in Orange County. Twenty-seven would be underlain by the Austin
Glen Formation; sixteen by the Wappinger Group; four would overlie Glacial and Alluvial deposits; sixteen
would be underlain by Hornblende granite and granite gneiss; four would be underlain by Undifferentiated
Lower Hamilton Group; 3 would overlay Hornblende granite and granite gneiss and the Wappinger Group;
one would overlay Pyroxene-hornblende-quartz-plagioclase gneiss; and one would be underlain by
Pyroxene-hornblende-quartz-plagioclase gneiss and Hornblende granite and granite gneiss; and the
remainder would be underlain by a combination of rock groups that may include the above formations.
Rockland County
The proposed access road in Rockland County would overlay interlayered amphibolite and granitic,
charnockitic, mangeritic, or syenitic gneiss.
3.1.1.2

Surficial Geology

The types of surficial and shallow subsurface soil materials present, e.g., silt, clay, sand and gravel, in the
proposed Project Area are discussed in Section 3.1.2. The surficial soil descriptions used in that section
address the grain size of the geologic materials, from which the “traditional” soil classification system used
by soil scientists is, in part, derived. In contrast, the discussion in this section of the surficial geology
addresses the geologic origin of units, such as glaciolacustrine deposits, glacial till, alluvium and bedrock,
rather than grain size characteristics, such as silt, clay, and gravel. Some geologic features were identified
from Roadside Geology of New York (Van Diver 1985); other geologic features and formations were
identified from the New York State Museum Surficial Geology maps. The following discussion has been
supplemented with 1:24,000 maps in Surficial Geology Maps 1 to 22 (Appendix E). The surficial geologic
deposits in New York State are greatly influenced by glacial activities which ceased about 10,000 years
ago. A series of advances and retreats by glacial ice sheets resulted in a wide range of deposits. Included
are coarse-grained deposits lain down by high energy waters/streams (outwash, kames, eskers) and lower
energy glacial lake deposits (glaciolacustrine silts/clays). Wind-blown sand dunes are also formed at the
edge of glacial lakes. Dense soils known as till or “hardpan” formed beneath or were over-ridden by glacial

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-10

Environmental Setting

ice. Beneath the glacial deposits are the much older bedrock layers, which are millions of years old. The
installation method for the Project may vary depending on the nature of the surficial material (i.e., blasting
may be required for areas where the unconsolidated, overburden soils are thin and bedrock is shallow).
3.1.1.2.1

Mainline

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
In general, the surficial (unconsolidated) geologic deposits along the proposed mainline route in Albany
County are tens of feet deep, up to more than 100 feet thick. On rare occasions, bedrock crops out at the
ground surface. Local surficial geologic sequences near the Hudson River were deposited in Glacial Lake
Albany and/or its related lake stages. Glacial Lake Albany developed in this area as a result of an ice dam
located in the Hudson River Valley near West Point. This ice dam ponded water draining from the melting
glacial ice front as it receded to Albany and points north some fifteen to ten thousand years ago. Tens of
feet of fined grained sediment were deposited on the lake bottom late in the geologic period known as the
Pleistocene.
The mainline ROW in the Port of Albany would be underlain by recent Hudson River alluvium of unknown
thickness and glacial lake sediments. At approximate MP 0.3 the mainline would cross the Hudson River
and continue east into Rensselaer County. From the Albany/Rensselaer County border, the mainline route
would travel east and south before turning west and crossing under the Hudson and back into Albany
County at approximate MP 2.7. These recent alluvium deposits along this section of the route represent the
floodplain soils associated with the “modern-day” Hudson River. From about MP 0.8 to 1.25 the route
would overlie glacial lacustrine sand before continuing over the alluvium of the Hudson River once again.
The lacustrine sand deposits are typically tens of feet thick and comprised of well sorted, stratified sands.
At MP 1.25 the mainline would again cross recent alluvial sediments north of the Hudson River crossing
and continue in Albany County until MP 4.2.
From MP 4.28 the mainline would continue south and west over glacial till, glaciolacustrine, and glacialage wind-blown dunes deposits until its confluence with the NYS Thruway at MP 5.45 (approximate TMM
138.4). The thickness of the deposits are generally unknown, but they are expected to extend to depths of
at least 10 feet bgs.
Near MP 5.5 (TMM 138.4), the mainline route would be underlain by sand dunes (glacial-age) that are the
result of sand deposits being re-worked and transported by wind over time.
Beginning at MP 5.9 (TMM 138) and ending at the Albany/Greene County line, the mainline would
primarily overlie glaciolacustrine sand and silt deposits. The route would have a brief encounter with
alluvial sediments from MPs 12.18 to 12.6 (TMMs 132 to 131.6). Likewise, from MPs 13.4 to 14.0 (TMMs
130.8 to 130.25) the mainline would be underlain by till. During final 0.5 miles within Albany County, the

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-11

Environmental Setting

mainline would encounter outcropping bedrock of the Upper Ordovician Schenectady Formation. For a
more detailed description of this unit see Bedrock Geology (Section 3.1.1.1).
Greene County
Continuing south from the Albany/Greene County line, the mainline would remain directly underlain by
bedrock for about 0.1 mile. The surficial geologic deposits along the route in northern Greene County would
be comprised of glacial lake sediments to approximate MP 27.4 (TMM 117) in Athens. These deposits are
tens of feet thick to more than 100 feet thick. From MP 27.4 (TMM 117) south, to approximate MP 34.3
(TMM 110.8), the mainline would meander over glacial lake sediments, till, and exposed bedrock. The
bedrock encountered from about MPs 27.4 to 28 (TMMs 117 to 116.45) and from MPs 31.5 to 32.6 (TMMs
113.4 to 112.31) consists of Lower Devonian age carbonates of the Helderberg Group. A more detailed
description of these geologic units can be found in Section 3.1.1.1 Bedrock Geology. From MP 34.3 (TMM
110.8) to the Ulster County line at MP 39.35 (TMM 105.8), the mainline would be on top of a till plain.
Ulster County
Continuing into Ulster County, the proposed mainline route would leave the till plain at MP 39.8 (TMM
105.4) and cross onto lacustrine silt and clay. The Onondaga Limestone crops out again at approximate MP
43 (TMM 102.15) and would remain under the pipeline for about 0.75 miles. At MP 43.9 (TMM 101.28)
the mainline would continue onto lacustrine silt and clay and meanders south once again over these glacial
lake sediments and till. The glacial soils are briefly interrupted by the outcropping bedrock of the
Undifferentiated Lower Hamilton Group from MPs 49.7 to 50.28 (TMM 95.5 to 94.95) and again from
MPs 52.32 to 52.65 (TMMs 93.6 to 93.25). South of approximate MP 52.65 (TMM 93.25) the mainline
would return to glacial lake sediments and alluvium. Near MP 55.7 (TMM 90.3) the proposed route would
cross over the contact from lacustrine silt and clay and over top of another vast till plain that extends to MP
60.5 (TMM 85.6). However, between MP 58.6 and 58.9 (TMM 87.5 and 87.2) the mainline would straddle
the contact between the till and outcropping Undifferentiated Lower Devonian and Silurian rocks. The
proposed route crosses the contact and overlies exposed bedrock from MPs 59.5 to 60 (TMMs 86.6 to 86.1).
From MPs 60.6 to 63.6 (TMMs 85.5 to 82.5) the mainline would cross over lacustrine deltaic deposits and
lacustrine silt and clay. These lacustrine deposits are intermixed with outcroppings of both the Normanskill
Shale and the Austin Glen Formation from MPs 62.5 to 63.2 (TMMs 83.6 to 82.85). From MP 63.7 (TMM
82.4) the mainline would continue south over more outcropping of the Austin Glen Formation before
crossing onto glacial till at approximate MP 64.3 (TMM 81.75).
The remainder of the proposed mainline route in Ulster County would be underlain mostly by glacial till.
At MP 70.45 (TMM 75.7) the mainline would cross over a kame deposit and from MPs 71.4 to 71.95
(TMMs 74.8 to 74.2) it would travel over an outwash gravel deposit. South of MP 71.95 (TMM 74.2) the
mainline would continue over till until the Ulster/Orange County border.
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Orange County
The proposed mainline would cross into Orange County at MP 79.7 (TMM 66.5) and continue south over
till for approximately 11.3 miles.
Near MP 91.15 (TMM 55.2) the mainline would encounter Quaternary Age glacial and alluvial deposits.
Continuing south from MP 91.85 (TMM 54.5), the mainline would overlie glacial kame deposits, outwash
gravels, alluvial deposits, and till. Between MP 96.26 and 104.25 (TMM 50.1 and 42.2), the mainline would
overlie a contact between Ramapo River alluvium and glacial till, meandering over the two, briefly
encountering kames and outwash gravel deposits in some areas.
Just north of Arden, at MP 104.25 (TMM 42.2), the mainline would offset about 150 feet west from the
NYS Thruway. The ROW would then continue south away from the Thruway primarily over the alluvium
of the Ramapo River. Occasionally the mainline would meander onto till and kame deposits.
At approximate MP 109.5, the mainline would continue south over the contact between the alluvium and
glacial till. The ROW would overlie mostly till until the Orange/Rockland County line. At MP 111.48 the
mainline would encounter Middle Proterozoic pyroxene-hornblende-quartz-plagioclase-gneiss for about
340 feet. At approximate MP 111.51, south to the Orange/Rockland County line, the route would overlie
glacial till once again.
Rockland County
South of the Orange/Rockland County line at about MP 113.0, the proposed mainline would be underlain
by till to the New York/New Jersey border.
3.1.1.2.2

Laterals

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The proposed BL would be on the alluvium deposits of the Hudson River Valley.
The proposed IPTL would be over alluvium.
The proposed CAL would extend east from the proposed mainline ROW, over glacial till.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The proposed RPL’s entire length would be underlain mostly by glacial till. However, this proposed route
would encounter three different exposed bedrock formations. At RPL MP 2.7 the lateral route would head
east over outcropping Upper Ordovician Quassaic Quartzite for about 0.3 miles. From RPL MPs 5.4 to 5.6,
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the Normanskill Shale outcrops. Finally, from approximate RPL MP 6.5 until nearing the terminus, the
proposed RPL would overlie carbonates and shales of the Wappinger Group. For more detailed description
of the bedrock, refer to Section 3.1.1.1 Bedrock Geology.
Similar to the RPL, the proposed NPL would be underlain mostly by till until its terminus. Between
approximate NPL MP 2.05 and 2.4, the Austin Glen Formation would be exposed once again. This proposed
lateral route would overlie alluvium from NPL MP 3.1 for about 0.3 miles, before continuing over till to its
end.
3.1.1.2.3

Pump Stations

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The site proposed for the Albany Pump Station is located at the beginning of the mainline route near the
Hudson River. Surficial deposits at this location consist of recent alluvium.
The proposed Gorman Pump Station site is also underlain by recent alluvium.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The proposed Kingston Pump Station and Harriman Pump Station sites are both underlain by lacustrine silt
and clay.
3.1.1.2.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The proposed site for the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard is underlain by recent Hudson River
alluvium and glacial lake silts and clays.
Greene County
The proposed Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard site is underlain by lacustrine silt and clay.
The proposed Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard site is underlain by a thin cover of glacial till with
shallow bedrock.
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Ulster County
The proposed site for the Old Kings Highway Pipe Yard is underlain by lacustrine silt and clay.
The site proposed for the JD Blake Pipe Yard is underlain by glacial till.
Orange County
The proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard site is underlain by glacial till.
The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard site is underlain by glacial till.
3.1.1.2.5

Access Roads

The surficial geology beneath the proposed access roads is summarized below. Specific information for
each access road is listed in Table E-1 in Appendix E.
Albany/Rensselaer Counties
Two access roads are proposed in Rensselaer County that would extend off of the IPTL. All three roads
would be underlain by alluvium.
Thirty-two access roads are proposed in Albany County: six would be underlain by till; three underlain by
sand dunes; seven underlain by alluvium; six underlain by lacustrine sand; four underlain by lacustrine silt
and clay; four underlain by both lacustrine sand and lacustrine silt and clay; and two underlain by both
alluvium and lacustrine silt and sand.
Greene County
A total of 56 access roads are proposed in Greene County: eight would be underlain by lacustrine delta
deposits; eight underlain by lacustrine silt and clay; twenty-three underlain by till; two underlain by kame
deposits; five underlain by rock; one underlain by kame and till; four underlain by till and lacustrine silt
and clay; three underlain by till and rock; one underlain by lacustrine delta and lacustrine silt and clay; and
one underlain by till, rock, and lacustrine silt and clay.
Ulster County
There are 99 proposed access roads in Ulster County: thirty-eight would be underlain by lacustrine silt and
clay; three underlain by alluvium; thirty-seven underlain by till; nine underlain by rock; one underlain by
outwash gravel and till; three underlain by lacustrine delta; and the remainder underlain by a combination
of the above materials.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-15

Environmental Setting

Orange County
A total of 74 access roads are proposed in Orange County: thirty-six would be underlain by till; five
underlain by kame deposits; seven underlain by alluvium; seventeen underlain by outwash sand and gravel;
four underlain by kame and outwash sand and gravel; one underlain by outwash sand and gravel and
alluvium; one underlain by till and rock; two underlain by till and outwash sand and gravel; and one
underlain by kame and alluvium.
Rockland County
The one access road proposed in Rockland County would overlay 1.2 miles of till; 0.4 miles of outwash
sand and gravel; and 0.3 miles of alluvium.
3.1.1.3

Topography

Topographic conditions within the Project Area run the gamut from relatively flat and level river valley
areas, to hilly terrain with exposed bedrock outcrops. The topography of the Project Area, from its northern
reaches, south to Ramapo, is related to those physiographic provinces of New York State in which the
Project would be located. Specific Physiographic Provinces of New York State are identified in the
document entitled Geology of New York – A Simplified Account, Second Edition, New York State
Museum (New York State Geological Survey [NYSGS] 2000). Physiographic Provinces are established on
the basis of the geologic history of an area in terms of rock types, mountain building events, and erosional
impacts. The general topography along the proposed mainline route is, therefore, directly related to the
physiography of the geologic terrain it traverses.
The northern portion of the Project Area would begin in the Port of Albany, along the Hudson River. The
mainline route would begin almost at sea level and would often cut through bedrock outcrops within the
Allegheny Plateau Province. Farther to the south in Harriman/Rockland County area, rugged bedrock
terrain associated with the Piedmont-New England Province surrounds the proposed mainline route. All
elevation values presented in this DEIS are based on U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topography
quadrangle maps and are reported as elevations above mean sea level (AMSL).
3.1.1.3.1

Mainline

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The mainline would be located primarily within the lowlands near the Hudson River ranging from 5 to 20
feet in elevation from its origin until about 0.7 miles after it crosses back into Albany County in Bethlehem.
As the proposed mainline headed west toward the NYS Thruway it would steadily rise, passing an elevation
of 90 feet at MP 3.7. From where the mainline would meet up with the NYS Thruway, at MP 5.45 (TMM
138.5), topography follows a low-relief, flat plane identified by elevations ranging from 180 to 200 feet.
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This general topographic pattern would exist to about MP 10 (TMM 134) where the Hudson River would
be located about 1 to 1.5 miles to the east. Just south of the Berkshire Spur, at MP 11.1 (TMM 133.1), a
series of gullies associated with the Coeymans and Hannacrois Creeks would be either crossed or adjacent
to the route. At the county line, the mainline would be located just west of Hannacrois Creek at an elevation
of about 180 feet.
Greene County
Little to no difference in general topography would be experienced as the mainline passed into Greene
County, although an occasional ridge associated with a bedrock outcrop would be present. From the
Greene/Albany County line south to the area near New Baltimore, the grade slowly rises from an
approximate elevation of 150 feet to elevation 200 feet. For this stretch of the mainline route, the NYS
Thruway generally runs on a level plain. This plain is wider and encompasses a larger area to the west of
the Thruway than to the east. Also in this stretch, bedrock rises to the surface in places, and the mainline
would pass through rock cuts such as at MP 15.1 and 18.2 (TMM 129.1 and 126.1). South of New
Baltimore, the mainline would drop back down to an approximate elevation 150 feet on former glacial lake
deposits. This condition continues to the Coxsackie Interchange (Interchange 21B) at proposed MP 19.9
(TMM 124.5). After the crossing of Route 9W at MP 20.7 (TMM 123.7), the mainline would rise to higher
terrain (elevation 250 to 300 feet), which would be underlain by glacial till and bedrock.
While the elevation along the mainline in this area would be approximately 100 to 150 feet higher than the
section to the north, the topography is still gently undulating and the mainline would be on a relatively flat
grade. The grade reflects the original NYS Thruway design and “as-built” grade. West of Athens, the
proposed mainline route would rise still higher in elevation (greater than 300 feet) as it continued over
glacial till and bedrock. These conditions continue until approaching the Town of Catskill, where the
topography abruptly drops to about 120 feet AMSL in the valley of Catskill Creek, at proposed MP 31.65
(TMM 113.25), to return back around 200 feet AMSL on the south side of the valley. This area marks an
intermediate zone of topography and relief between the Lowlands and the eastern front of the Allegheny
Plateau Physiographic Province, as represented by the Catskill Mountains. The mainline would proceed
with intervening rock outcrops from Catskill to the Ulster County line, at approximate MP 39.35 (TMM
105.8), in the vicinity of Cementon.
Ulster County
The above described topography and conditions along the proposed mainline route would continue
southward past Saugerties (NYS Thruway Interchange 20) to Kingston (NYS Thruway Interchange 19),
although the mainline would once again be located primarily on top of the glaciolacustrine deposits. At the
City of Kingston, the more resistant bedrock formations trend southwesterly away from Kingston toward
the Villages of Ellenville and Port Jervis. This situation causes the Hudson-Mohawk Lowlands/Hudson
River Valley to widen out to the west, south of Kingston, to a point just south of Newburgh in Orange
County. Coincident with this condition, less resistant rock formations would again underlay the mainline
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route along the NYS Thruway as it returned to lower elevations and to an area of lower and more subtle
topography and relief. At the NYS Thruway’s Kingston Interchange (Interchange 19), the mainline would
cross the valley of Esopus Creek at an elevation of 150 feet and slowly rise again to elevation 300 feet,
south of the valley. From this location and southward, the mainline would cross the valleys of Rondout
Creek at MP 61.87 (TMM 84.2) and the Wallkill River at MP 64.35 (TMM 81.7) at elevations of 80 feet
and 180 feet, respectively. The mainline would then rise to an elevation of 300 to 400 feet between and
south of the two valleys. This undulating condition continues to the Orange County line, located just to the
south of Plattekill at approximate MP 79.7 (TMM 66.5), where the elevation rises to 600 to 700 feet.
Orange County
From the Ulster County line south, the mainline would run within an area of relatively low elevation (back
down to approximate elevation 300 feet) and topographic relief. This is reflective of the relatively weak
and erodable underlying bedrock formations of the Hudson River Lowlands. In the vicinity of
Mountainville, the mainline would enter a valley occupied by Woodbury Creek, a tributary to Moodna
Creek. This valley is made more imposing by the presence of Schunnemunk Mountain on the west and the
Hudson Highlands of the New England Physiographic Province in the background on the east. The
elevation does not change significantly along this portion of the mainline route, nor does the topography.
The mainline would wind along the valley between and parallel to the Schunnemunk Mountain and Hudson
Highlands mountainous features but would not cross either of them. The mainline would cross Moodna
Creek at MP 93.5 (TMM 52.8) and Woodbury Creek at MP 96.37 (TMM 50.0). From the latter stream
crossing south to Highland Mills, the mainline would rise to an elevation of 600 feet as it followed the east
valley wall through road cuts in the bedrock at approximate MP 97.85 (TMM 48.5). South of Highland
Mills, the route would drop down to an elevation of 500 feet as it crossed a valley underlain by softer, less
resistant rocks, in which the Village of Central Valley is located.
At the about MP 101.2 at the NYS Thruway’s Harriman Interchange (Interchange 16) and south of
Schunnemunk Mountain, the valley widens out to the west, where Route 17 is located. From Harriman to
just north of Arden at about MP 104.3 (TMM 42.2), the mainline would remain parallel to the NYS
Thruway and run within a narrow valley on a flat stretch of ground with an approximate elevation of 550
feet. Just north of Arden, at MP 104.3 (TMM 42.2), the mainline would diverge to the west from the NYS
Thruway and follow the tops of the mountains along the Ramapo River valley. The route along the
mountains would reach 745 feet just east of Tuxedo Park. For about 0.25 miles, the mainline would enter
into Rockland County before coming back north to cross the Rockland County border for the last time near
Eagle Valley Road, at an elevation of about 450 feet AMSL.
Rockland County
From the Orange-Rockland county border near Eagle Valley Road, the mainline would head once again in
more hilly terrain. To the south in Ramapo, between Potake and Cranberry ponds, an elevation of about
850 feet would be reached where the mainline would meet the New Jersey border.
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3.1.1.3.2

Laterals

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
As with the proposed mainline, the proposed BL and IPTL would be located within the lowlands near the
Hudson River ranging from 5 to 20 feet in elevation.
At MP 4.56 where the proposed CAL would branch off the mainline the elevation is approximately 75 feet.
As the lateral route proceeded 0.33 miles to the east the elevation would drop off to 20 feet.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The RPL would depart eastward from the mainline over undulating topography from 500 to 730 feet in
elevation, descending gradually and terminating at about 10 feet AMSL near the Hudson River.
South of Newburgh, in New Windsor, the NPL would leave the mainline at an elevation of about 340 feet
and travel northeast toward the City of Newburgh. The lateral would traverse up Snake Hill to an elevation
of 700 feet before terminating at about 10 feet AMSL near the Hudson River.
3.1.1.3.3

Pump Stations

Topography and elevation in the area of each pump station and contractor and pipe yard site is summarized
in the following section.
Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The proposed Albany and Gorman Pump Stations would be located on relatively flat ground, near the
Hudson River, at an approximate elevation of 30 feet.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The proposed Kingston Pump Station would be located on relatively flat land near the Saw Kill, at an
approximate elevation of 230 feet. This site is surrounded by several hills that reach an elevation of about
600 feet.
The Harriman Pump Station would overlay a flat area at an approximate elevation of 520 feet.
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3.1.1.3.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The proposed site of the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard is relatively flat land at an approximate
elevation of between 10-20 feet.
Greene County
The proposed Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard site is in a relatively flat area at the base of a series of
topographic ridges to the west. Approximate elevation at the site ranges from 180 to 160 feet.
The proposed Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard site is located approximately 0.5 miles west of the
mainline. This site lies on sloped ground with about 70 feet of topographic relief as approximate elevation
ranges from 370 to 300 feet.
Ulster/Orange Counties
The proposed Old Kings Highway Pipe Yard is located immediately east of the mainline. The site is
relatively flat with topographic ridges located to the east of the site. Approximate elevations at the site range
from 160 to 190 feet.
The proposed site for the JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard is approximately 4.8 miles east of the proposed
mainline ROW on sloped land with a topographic range of 400 to 350 feet.
The proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard site is approximately 1.2 miles east of the proposed
mainline ROW in a relatively flat area spanning an elevation of approximately 240 to 220 feet.
The proposed 17A Pipe Yard is located approximately 2.4 miles west of the mainline. This site lies in a
small valley, surrounded by two points of higher elevation east and west of the valley. The site’s elevation
ranges from 700 to 780 feet and has a gentle slope.
3.1.1.4

Unique Geological Features
3.1.1.4.1

Seismicity

Although New York State is generally not thought of as being seismically “active,” portions of the state
can experience moderate to strong shaking from earthquakes. Seismic activity within the state can occur
from the release of energy accumulated within tectonic plates that comprise the earth’s outer crust. There
are various methods used to evaluate and represent seismic risk. For example, the U.S. Uniform Building
Code (UBC 1997) established six zones across the U.S. that correlated to a level of potential ground
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acceleration expressed as a percent of gravity. The ground acceleration within the six zones ranged from
zero to 0.40 g, with the western U.S. having the greatest seismic movement. The eastern portion of New
York State and the entire Project Area is within Zone 2A, which has a potential ground acceleration of 0.15
g-force (g).
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has prepared earthquake hazard maps that provide
seismic design categories (SDCs) reflecting the likelihood of experiencing shaking of various intensities.
FEMA’s most recent map (www.fema.gov/earthquake-hazard-maps) establishes seven zones for the U.S.
with each zone described according to earthquake hazard and potential effects of shaking. New York State
falls within the three lowest seismic risk zones and the entire Project lies within the second lowest design
risk zone (Zone B). In this zone, shaking of moderate intensity could occur, resulting in slight damage (e.g.,
some furniture movement, a few instances of fallen plaster). Ground acceleration may range from 0.17 to
0.33 g.
The USGS also develops maps that depict seismic hazards. Those maps are based upon a probability that
ground shaking will exceed certain thresholds and frequency. The most recent version of these maps was
issued in 2014 (USGS 2014) and are generally consistent with other maps that place New York State within
the low to moderate risk zones. The northern-most portion of the state (Lake Champlain area) has the
highest potential risk. Consistent with other maps discussed above, the proposed project area falls within a
low-moderate risk category. Figure 3.1.1-1 illustrates the peak ground acceleration in the northeast,
including the Project Area.

Source: Documentation for the 2014 Update of the United States National Seismic Hazards Maps, USGS Open File
Report 2014-1091 (USGS 2014).

Figure 3.1.1-1 Peak Ground Acceleration for 10 Percent Probability of Exceedance in 50 Years
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The calculation of ground acceleration used to produce the series of USGS seismic hazard maps assumes
that the underlying geologic conditions consist of uniform, firm rock. Depending upon the soil conditions,
ground accelerations may differ from the USGS mapped values. For instance, actual ground accelerations
may be lower if underlying geology is comprised of dense igneous/metamorphic rocks. These types of
formations occur along the southern portion of the proposed mainline route in New York State (e.g.,
Rockland County). In contrast, ground acceleration may be increased where the underlying soils are soft
clays or loose sands. These soil types are found where the Project would overlay glaciolacustrine and recent
alluvial deposits that are common in lowland areas adjacent to the Hudson River.
One specific seismic zone that may be active in the proposed Project vicinity is the Ramapo Fault zone.
This feature is a 185-mile long fault zone that spans from Pennsylvania, through New Jersey, and into New
York. Minor earthquakes have been recorded within the Ramapo seismic zone, a 10 to 20 mile wide area
that surrounds the main fault. However, it is unclear which faults within the seismic zone are active (Sykes
et al. 2008). The mainline would be closest to the main fault line at MP 116.4, where it would be
approximately 1.8 miles northwest of the fault.
3.1.1.4.2

Landslides

The USGS has produced a map titled Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States
(Radbruch-Hall 1982) which indicates various levels of landslide incidence and probability. The majority
of the mainline would be located within the low incidence area (less than 1.5 percent of area has been
involved in landsliding). The exceptions are the following portions of the Project, which would be in the
high incidence area (more than 15 percent of area involved in landsliding): the northern terminus of the
mainline, including the BL, IPTL, and CAL in Albany and Rensselaer Counties, south to MP 11.2 (TMM
133); the stretches of the mainline between MPs 15.8 and 19.05 (TMMs 128.4 and 125.3); 130 feet of the
NPL near its terminus; about a quarter-mile near the terminus of the RPL; and between mainline MPs 91.55
to 100.08 (TMMs 54.8 to 46.3).
In 1989, NYSGS produced a map titled Landslide Inventory Map of New York (Fickies and Brabb 1989),
in which the authors mapped locations of historical landslides throughout New York State. This map reveals
that several portions of the mainline would be in areas of slumping and landsliding where individual slides
are too numerous to map. The authors noted that the locations of landslides on this map are approximate.
Likewise, a number of landslides in one area does not necessarily mean that the area is unsafe, but that an
investigation should be conducted by geologists and engineers into the stability of the area.
One area of numerous slumping and landsliding is the northern end of the Project Area, in the Port of
Albany. Former glacial lake soils, consisting of silts and clays, make this area more prone to landslides. A
landslide near the Port of Albany is classified as a natural earth slump. In the past, landslides have occurred
from the Selkirk Interchange at MP 11 (TMM 132.2), past the Albany/Greene County line to MP 18.35
(TMM 126). A landslide to the west of the proposed mainline route at MP 14.2 (TMM 130) is classified as
a man-induced earth/mud slide or flow. A landslide to the east of the proposed mainline route at MP 20.4
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(TMM 124) is classified as a man-induced earth slump. Landslides have also occurred from proposed
mainline MPs 31.4 to 35.1 (TMMs 113.5 to 110.0) where a landslide west of approximate MP 34.9 (TMM
110.2) is classified as a debris slide or flow. Proximal to the proposed mainline route, to the east of MP
47.2 (TMM 98) a landslide is classified as a man-induced earth slump. Landslides have also occurred near
proposed MP 67 (TMM 79.1) where a landslide to the east of the proposed mainline ROW is classified as
man-induced bedrock fall, topple, slump, or slide. To the east of MP 92 (TMM 54.35) and MP 100 (TMM
46.4) the map shows past landslides classified as earth slumps. To the east of MP 105 (TMM 41.5) and MP
109 (TMM 37.6) there are past landslides classified as man-induced bedrock falls, topples, slumps, or
slides.
3.1.1.4.3

Ground Subsidence

Land subsidence can be the result of a number of different man-made or natural occurrences and can have
a detrimental effect on surface structures. De-watering, subsurface mining, and the natural dissolution of
certain rocks/minerals are examples of activities that can lead to a destabilization of the ground surface
resulting in sinking or settling. Likewise, expansive soils (soils that increase in volume due to water
absorption) can pose a threat to structural integrity both at initial expansion and after shrinkage when the
soils dry out.
In 1989, the USGS published a map titled Swelling Clays Map of the Conterminous United States
(Chleborad et al. 1989). According to this map, the mainline falls into two categories. The vast majority of
the mainline route would be within an area where less than 50 percent of the soil consists of clay having
slight to moderate swelling potential. A portion of the mainline route in southern New York (primarily
within Orange County) would be in an area considered to have little to no swelling clay. According to the
USGS, New York is within an area where outcrops of swelling clays are generally sparse and poorly
documented.
Although there is not much evidence of swelling clays, land subsidence could be associated with clay soils
that are subject to slope movement, discussed in Section 3.1.1.4.2. In such areas, soils may develop cracks
and subside at the top of slopes that are subject to movement.
The natural dissolution of certain rock types (limestone, dolomite, salt deposits) may also result in
subsidence of overlying soils. Along the Project route, limestone rocks associated with the Helderberg
Group and Onondaga Group are present for significant stretches beginning west of Coxsackie (Greene
County) and extending southward to the Rosendale area in Ulster County. Although these formations are
present along the proposed mainline ROW, widening of cracks by dissolution is the typical expression in
these areas. Larger karst features, such as caves, within these rock groups are best developed to the north
and west of the proposed mainline route in Schoharie and western Albany Counties. According to the New
York State Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Services (January 2014), collapses due to karst
development are relatively rare in New York State, with the last reported occurrence being about 15 years
ago (~2000) in Schoharie County.
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3.1.2

Soils

The discussion of soil herein refers primarily to the grain size of the parent material of the soils studied by
soil scientists, i.e., “traditional” soils. The “traditional” soils are comprised of the upper approximate 3 to 4
feet of material found at and immediately beneath the ground surface. The soil scientists’ classification
system is quite detailed and complex, thereby resulting in a very large number of soil descriptions and
classifications.
Soil series and members are based on such things as parent material (e.g., till, bedrock), topographic
characteristics (e.g., level to gentle to steep slopes by percent slope), drainage characteristics (e.g., very
poorly drained to excessively drained), textural characteristics (e.g., fine, medium, and coarse textured),
and natural versus man-made (e.g., dredge spoils, fills, and landfills). Descriptive narrative of these
extremely detailed soil units is deemed unnecessary for the majority of the Project Area for several reasons.
These include, but are not limited to: 1) a large portion (length and width) of the proposed mainline route
is within the NYS Thruway ROW and other ROWs along the laterals, 2) much of the land surface has been
previously disturbed by various construction-related activities, such as original and subsequent highway
construction, maintenance activities (grading and filling), installation of other utilities (fiber-optic cables),
and 3) the proposed depth of the trench for the pipeline. As such, the “soil” descriptions presented herein
consist primarily of a description of the grain size (e.g., silt, clay, sand, gravel) of the surficial geologic
deposits mapped on the NYSGS of the State Museum and Science Service of the State Education
Department. The maps used to identify and describe the surficial geologic materials or “soil,” as defined
above, are the Hudson-Mohawk and Lower Hudson Sheets of a series of four sheets (maps) entitled
Surficial Geologic Map of New York (Cadwell 1987, 1989). For some sections of the Project, discussion
of the surface soils have been expanded to include more detailed soil descriptions, such as at the proposed
laterals, storage terminals, and other identified ROW. Table E-2, in Appendix E, provides a list of the soil
types present in the Pilgrim Project Area.
3.1.2.1

Mainline

Albany/Rensselaer Counties
The proposed mainline route starts at the Port of Albany and runs eastward under the Hudson River to
Rensselaer County. The USDA classifies the soils in this area as urban land. Urban land is material that has
been altered, manipulated, disturbed, or transported by man’s activities to the extent that the soils’ original
characteristics are no longer present.
In Rensselaer County, the proposed mainline would head southeast under Riverside Avenue and turn
southwest of the Irwin Stewart Port Expressway for approximately two-tenths of a mile. At this location
the soils are identified as udorthents (very gravelly loamy sand), and dumps/landfill. The mainline would
then cross Irwin Stewart Port Expressway and continue to head south for about 0.6 miles. At this point, the
soils transition from udorthents into fluvaquents-udifuvents complex (silt loam and gravelly silt loam) back
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to udorthents. At about MP 1.2, the proposed route turns west until MP 1.4, at which point it then turns
southwest for approximately 2.0 miles and continues into the udorthents. At MP 2.4, the proposed route
turns west and crosses into Albany County traveling under the Hudson River where the soil changes from
udorthents to teel silt loam, to Hamlin silt loam, and then back to udorthents.
The mainline would re-enter Albany County in the Town of Bethlehem, approximately 500 feet east of
River Road (Route 144). The soils in this area are classified as the Wayland soils complex, non-calcareous
substratum, which is comprised of silty and clayey alluvium derived from interbedded sedimentary rock.
Approximately 50 feet east of MP 3.1, the proposed route would turn and head generally south/southwest
for 1.7 miles. Along this section, soils change from silty, clayey alluvium to silt loam where the land
becomes hilly and rocky, to silty clay loam. The proposed mainline route starts to turn west at MP 4.8,
continues west 0.7 miles, and crosses under the NYS Thruway at MP 5.4, just north of NYS Thruway TMM
138.4. In this section, the mainline would pass through several soil units that range from silt loam to silt
and very fine sand, to loamy fine sand, to extremely gravelly sand, back to loamy fine sand, then to urban
land-udorthents complex (channery loam). The mainline route is now located within the Thruway ROW;
from MP 5.4 (TMM 138.4) southward to the Greene County border, the soils are primarily silts, clays, and
fine sands.
Approximately 2 miles south of Interchange 21A, at MP 12.3 (TMM 131.9), the mainline would cross the
valley of Coeymans Creek, the bed of which is blanketed by recent alluvial sand and gravel deposits derived
from upstream glacial deposits. These deposits overlie silts and clays. At the county line, bedrock is
shallow, and the soil layer is expected to be very thin or absent.
Greene County
The soil from the Albany-Greene County line south to Interchange 21 in Catskill at MP 31.0 (TMM 113.9)
consists predominantly of silt, clay, and sand and gravel, with the addition of several bedrock outcrops. In
general, till deposits having the grain size of silt, sand, and gravel are present to the west of the NYS
Thruway. Glaciolacustrine silt and clay deposits are present to the east of the Thruway along this section
of the mainline route.
Just to the south of MP 31 (TMM 113.9) and the Catskill Interchange (Interchange 21), the mainline would
cross the deeply incised valley of Catskill Creek at MP 31.7 (TMM 113.2). Glacial outwash deposits and
recent alluvial sand and gravel deposits occupy the valley bottom, except where the valley floor consists of
bedrock. At these locations, the sand and gravel has been scoured and eroded to be deposited farther
downstream to the east.
Ulster County
Commencing just to the south of the Greene-Ulster County line at approximate MP 39.4 (TMM 105.8), the
mainline route traverses glaciolacustrine silt and clay deposits and spans a series of bedrock outcrops, with
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an occasional deltaic sand and gravel or glacial till deposit. In this area the proposed route encounters either
native deposits of these materials or disturbed zones, created by the original construction of the NYS
Thruway or as a result of subsequent construction and maintenance activities.
The silt, clay, and soil derived from the weathering of the bedrock continue south along the mainline route
to the NYS Thruway’s New Paltz Interchange (Interchange 18) at MP 70.1 (TMM 76.0). South of New
Paltz, the underlying unconsolidated soil deposits still consist primarily of silt, clay, and gravel in the glacial
till. This soil condition continues south to the Orange County line at approximate MP 79.7 (TMM 66.5).
Orange County
The presence of intermixed silt, clay, and gravel characteristic of glacial till continues from the UlsterOrange County line to the south of the NYS Thruway’s Newburgh Interchange (Interchange 17) at MP 86.1
(TMM 60.1). At this location, bedrock outcrops are again present and the highway has been constructed in
cuts through some of the outcrops.
As the proposed mainline route enters the valley of Woodbury Creek, it traverses sand and gravel in kame
and glacial outwash deposits. Where this material has been reworked by Woodbury and Moodna Creeks,
the original glacially derived materials have been eroded and re-deposited as recent alluvium (silt, sand,
and gravel) in the creek valleys. After crossing from west to east over Woodbury Creek, the mainline route
continues along the valley wall, which is underlain by till and bedrock, and cuts through the bedrock at MP
98.4 (TMM 48). As the mainline approaches the Route 17 interchange and the Woodbury Toll Plaza at MP
101.4 (TMM 45.1), just north of the interchange at about MP 101 (TMM 45.4), the NYS Thruway corridor
widens out to the west and becomes more constricted on the east by the presence of the Hudson Highlands
rock complex. The soil in this area consists primarily of interbedded glacial outwash deposits comprised of
silt, sand and gravel. These deposits extend to a depth of more than 100 feet bgs, as evidenced by previous
drilling results for the bridge over the NYS Thruway at this location. However, the surficial deposits to the
north, south and west of the NYS Thruway in this area have been significantly disturbed and reworked. The
construction of Route 6 over the NYS Thruway south of the Woodbury Toll Plaza in the late 1960s caused
disturbance of the surficial deposits in and around the Route 6 bridge piers and abutments. These
construction activities also resulted in disturbance of natural soils in this area due to fill being placed for
the approaches to the bridge. In addition, major construction of this Interchange occurred in or around 197374, which also resulted in disturbance to the soils at this site.
From the Woodbury Toll Plaza at MP 101.4 (TMM 45.1) south to the Rockland County line at MP 112.3,
the proposed mainline route follows the valley of the Ramapo River between two segments of the Hudson
Highlands Bedrock Complex. The valley fill soils consist of a mixture of silt, sand, and gravel derived from
glacial deposits and eroded materials (colluvium) from the two valley walls, which are overlain by recent
alluvial deposits of the Ramapo River.
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Rockland County
The mainline would run along the Orange-Rockland County line for approximately 1 mile, then turns south
approximately 1.25 miles west of Sloatsburg. In this area, the proposed route consists of sand and gravel
glacial outwash deposits. The proposed route then heads south for about 2 miles before turning southeast
at MP 115, where it turns and enters into New Jersey. Along this section of the ROW, the soils consist of
silty loam, which become gravelly loam as the route approaches New Jersey.
3.1.2.2

Laterals

The BL would travel through urban land that is part of the Port of Albany.
The USDA soil map classifies the area in which the IPTL would be located as silt loam.
The CAL would overlie soils consisting of silty and clayey loam.
The RPL would divert from the proposed mainline ROW and head east for approximately 7 miles toward
the Hudson River, traversing loam ranging from gravelly to silty.
The NPL would head northeast from the mainline ROW for approximately 2.5 miles before turning east
towards the Hudson River for about 2 miles. This lateral passes through many different soil types including
gravelly silt loams, channery silt loams, and gravelly, silty, and sandy loams.
3.1.2.3

Pump Stations

The proposed Albany Pump Station site is located in an area where the soils are defined as urban land.
The Gorman Pump Station site is located on soils identified as gravelly, loamy sand.
The Kingston Pump Station site is located where the soils are comprised of sandy loam, gravelly silt loam,
and channery silt loam.
The Harriman Pump Station site is located on soil identified as silt loam.
3.1.2.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Rensselaer County
The proposed Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard site is located in an area with soil classified as silt loam.
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Greene County
The proposed site for the Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard is located on soils classified as Kingsbury and
Rhinebeck soils. These soils range from clay loam, to silty clay loam, to clay.
The proposed Valley Road Pipe Yard site is west of Valley Road in Athens, New York. The USDA Soil
Survey classifies the proposed pipe yard site as pits and quarry. Just outside of the existing quarry, the soil
is identified as silt loam.
Ulster County
The proposed location of the Old Kings Highway Pipe Yard is underlain by primarily silty loam with some
areas of gravelly-silt loam.
Soil type in the vicinity of the JD Blake Pipe Yard site consists of gravelly loam and gravelly-silt loam.
Orange County
The site for the 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard is in an area with soil classified as smoothed udorthents.
Soil types in the vicinity of the proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard site range from gravelly-silt
loams, to mucky gravelly-silt loams, to silt loams.
3.1.2.5

Access Roads

The soils beneath the proposed access roads are summarized below. Specific information for each access
road is listed in Table E-2 in Appendix E.
Albany/Rensselaer Counties
There are three proposed access roads in Rensselaer County, two of which would be underlain by soil
classified as silt loam. The third would be underlain by sandy udorthents.
There are 32 proposed access roads in Albany County: four would be underlain by silt loam; six underlain
by urban land; two underlain by channery silt loam; one underlain by udorthents; and two underlain by
loamy fine sand. The remaining access roads would be underlain by different soil combinations, similar to
those associated with the corresponding location along the mainline.
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Greene County
There are 56 proposed access roads in Greene County: one would be underlain by gravelly loam; three
underlain by loam; four underlain by silt loam; twenty underlain by gravelly silt loam; and one underlain
by channery silt loam. The remaining proposed access roads in Greene County would be underlain by
combinations of soil types.
Ulster County
There are 99 proposed access roads in Ulster County: ten would be underlain by silt loam; five underlain
by fine sandy loam; twenty-nine by gravelly silt loam; one underlain by silty clay loam; one underlain by
channery silt loam; and three underlain by loamy sand. The remainder would be underlain by different
combinations of soil types similar to those associated with the corresponding location along the mainline.
Orange County
There are 74 proposed access roads in Orange County: 26 would be underlain by gravelly silt loam; three
underlain by gravelly sandy loam; four underlain by gravelly loam; one underlain by loam; three underlain
by dumps; and five underlain by silt loam. The remaining access roads in Orange County would be
underlain by combinations of different soil types similar to those associated with the corresponding location
along the mainline.
Rockland County
There is one proposed access road in Rockland County which would overlay variations of gravelly loam
from silty to sandy.
3.1.2.6

Contaminated Soils

Pilgrim has completed several tasks to identify potential environmental “sites of concern” located within a
100-foot screening buffer along each side of the length of the centerline of the proposed Project in New
York (mainline and laterals); for the purposes of this investigation, “sites of concern” are defined as
properties that may contain hazardous materials and/or petroleum products in the soil and/or groundwater
that would adversely impact the construction of the pipeline. Sites of concern may also contain structural
or regulatory obstacles, such as above or below ground storage tanks, or institutional or engineering
controls, that may present technical challenges during Project construction.
A review of multiple regulatory databases was conducted that included both geographical mapping data
and/or listings of facilities maintained by various local, state, and federal regulatory authorities and
agencies. In addition, 111 historical aerial photographs dated 1952 to 2002, and 83 Sanborn fire insurance
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maps dated 1892 to 1997 were reviewed to identify potential sites of concern that may not have been
included in the regulatory databases.
Based on these activities, 23 potential sites of concern were identified, and Freedom of Information Law
letters (FOILs) were submitted to the applicable regulatory authorities such as the NYSDEC for each
potential site of concern to obtain publicly available file information.
Based on the above-described tasks and information received to date, 12 sites have been discounted as
potential sites of concern. Table 3.1.2-2 lists the remaining 11 potential sites of concern; further review of
the available file information will be completed as those files continue to be received.
Table 3.1.2-2
Potential Sites of Concern
Mile
Marker

Site
Name

Address

Description

Potential Issue

Files
Received

0

Global
Companies LLC
– Albany
Terminal

50 Church Street
Albany, New York

MOSF facility at
pipeline terminus

Current/potential presence of ASTs
and/or USTs.

No

Yes

0.7

BASF
Manufacturing
Plant

36 Riverside
Avenue
Rensselaer,
New York

Industrial facility
along Hudson
River

Site was identified with former and/or
current environmental concerns that
may impact the proposed pipeline
construction activities. These
environmental concerns include a
nearby sewer line, and ground water
treatment trenches and associated
pumps and pipes that appear to
transect the proposed pipeline route;
and a closed landfill and impacted
ground water in the proposed pipeline
area. Additionally, the proposed
pipeline route transects a 10-acre
wildlife refuge.

IPTL 07
(South of
Mile
Marker 2)

IPT, LLC

Riverside Avenue
Extension
East Greenbush,
New York

MOSF facility at
pipeline terminus

Current/potential presence of ASTs
and/or USTs.

No

17.1

New Baltimore
Service Area

NYS Thruway Mile
Post 127.1 NB &
SB
New Baltimore,
New York

Rest area along
highway

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

No

41.8

Malden Service
Area

NYS Thruway Mile
Post 103.3 NB
Malden, New York

Rest area along
highway

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

Yes

51.7

Heritage
Energy/Noco
Distribution, LLC

625 Sawkill Road
Kingston, New
York

Industrial facility

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

Yes

69.8

Heritage Oil
Delivery Service,
Inc.

2 Terwilliger Lane
New Paltz,
New York

Commercial
facility

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

Yes

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-30

Environmental Setting

Table 3.1.2-2
Potential Sites of Concern
Mile
Marker

Site
Name

Address

Description

Potential Issue

Files
Received

80.2

Modena Service
Area

NYS Thruway Mile
Post 65.8 SB
Modena, New York

Rest area along
highway

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

No

NPL3
(Between
Mile
Markers
89 & 90)

Gallagher Truck
Center, Inc.

100 Leprechaun
Lane
New Windsor,
New York

Commercial
property

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

Yes

NPL4
(Between
Mile
Markers
89 & 90)

Global
Companies LLC
– Newburgh
Terminal

1281 River Road
New Windsor,
New York

MOSF facility at
pipeline terminus

Current/potential presence of ASTs
and/or USTs.

No

93.2

Tectonic
Engineering &
Surveying
Consultants, PC

70 Pleasant Hill
Road
Mountainville,
New York

Industrial facility

Presence of ASTs and USTs near
proposed pipeline route.

Yes

Notes:
ASTs – Aboveground Storage Tanks
USTs – Underground Storage Tanks

3.1.2.7

Highly Erodible Soils

The soils in the proposed Project Area are variable but commonly consist of silt loam. Clayey soils are also
common in the northern portions of the Project in Albany County. Soil erodibility is dependent on several
conditions such as vegetative cover, rainfall, runoff, and slope gradient. For the majority of the mainline
route, the existing soils in their undisturbed setting are expected to be stable. The land surface and shallow
soils have been subject to the natural elements for thousands of years. During this time, the surface soils
have established a vegetative cover consisting of grasses, shrubs/bushes and trees. The root structures for
these plants serve to stabilize soils in place. In steep-sloped areas, soils tend to achieve a natural angle of
repose so that the land slope and underlying materials are stable.
Exceptions to the above conditions may occur in areas with clay-rich soils. These types of soils may be
subject to gully formation and “sloughing” in steep-sloped areas. Additionally, clay soils may also be
subject to differential settlement when they are disturbed. Unique conditions associated with clay-rich soils
are discussed further in Section 3.1.1.4.
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3.1.3

Water Resources
3.1.3.1

Groundwater Resources

This section provides information on the existing groundwater conditions in the Project Area including the
proposed mainline, laterals, pump stations, meter stations, contractor and pipe yards, and access roads.
3.1.3.1.1

Existing Groundwater Resources Presence, Quantity and Quality

The presence, quantity (i.e., yield or availability), and quality of groundwater in the Project Area are a
function of the surficial and bedrock geology of the Project Area, which have been greatly influenced by
the glacial history of the Hudson River Valley region (see Section 3.1.1 for detailed descriptions of surficial
and bedrock geology in the Project Area).
The NYSDEC requires that well drilling contractors file a well completion report for all water wells that
have been drilled and completed in the state. Since 2000, NYSDEC has maintained and made available to
the public a list of completed wells that includes the location of the well, the drilled depth, observed depth
to bedrock, observed depth to groundwater and other information (NYSDEC 2014a). Information from well
completion report data serves the basis for the hydrogeological characterizations presented below. A more
detailed discussion of water wells in the Project Area is provided in Section 3.1.3.1.5.
Mainline
Completed well data indicate depth to groundwater and the depth/location of productive water supply
aquifer units is variable along the proposed mainline route in Rensselaer and Albany Counties.
Depth to groundwater is variable, generally ranging from approximately 10 to 50 feet bgs. Well yield varied
ranging from less than 5 gallons per minute (gpm) to in excess of 100 gpm, with high yield seen in wells
situated in permeable sand and gravel aquifer units. Groundwater quality data is not readily available in the
vicinity of the Project Area in Albany and Rensselaer Counties.
Well completion data indicates that along the proposed mainline route in northern Greene County (Depth
to groundwater in Greene County is highly variable. Where bedrock is deep, the water wells have typically
been installed within the surficial unconsolidated aquifer and where bedrock is shallow, bedrock wells have
typically been installed. Well yields were generally low, in the range of 5 to 10 gpm, however, none of the
wells in the NYSDEC database were screened or fully developed.
Groundwater quality data is not readily available in the vicinity of the Project Area in Greene County.
Well completion data for Ulster County indicates that groundwater is relatively deep (20 feet or greater),
except at a few isolated locations along the mainline route. Most of the wells that were drilled were bedrock
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wells, however a few wells were within the surficial unconsolidated materials. Well yields generally ranged
from 5 to 15 gpm, with higher yields of up to 50 gpm at a few locations. Well drilling data indicates that
screens were not installed in any wells.
There are several public water supply systems in Ulster County that derive at least a portion of their water
from groundwater wells (see Section 3.1.3.1.5 for a detailed discussion of public water supply wells). Data
from annual water quality reports for these public water supply systems (Ulster County Health Department
2013a; Rolling Meadows Water Corporation 2013) indicates that public water supply wells are
predominantly bedrock wells, although the Town of Ulster Water District does operate several wells
screened within the unconsolidated sand and gravel aquifer unit to the east of Esopus Creek (Ulster County
Health Department 2013b). Water treatment information in the annual reports indicates that certain wells
require softening to reduce hardness and treatment to remove iron and manganese.
Well completion data for Orange County indicates that depth to groundwater is relatively deep (20 feet or
greater). Wells installed were a mix of bedrock wells and wells installed within surficial unconsolidated
materials. Well yields generally ranged from 2 to 10 gpm, with higher yields of up to 20 gpm at two
locations. Well drilling data indicates that screens were not installed in any wells.
There are several public water supply systems in Orange County that derive at least a portion of their water
from groundwater wells (see Section 3.1.3.1.5). Data from annual water quality reports for one these public
water supply systems (Village of Woodbury 2013) and for supporting groundwater reports for other public
systems (Legacy Ridge 2007; Orange County Water Authority 1994) indicates that public water supply
wells in the Project Area in Orange County consist of a mix of wells screened in surficial sand and gravel
aquifers and bedrock wells. Water treatment information in the Village of Woodbury annual reports
indicates that certain bedrock wells require treatment to remove iron and manganese. Such treatment is
apparently not required for the Village of Woodbury Highlands Mills area wells, which are screened across
a surficial sand and gravel aquifer unit.
The NYSDEC well completion data indicates that no wells have been completed within 1,000 feet of the
proposed mainline ROW in Rockland County since 2000. Information on public water supplies in the area
indicates that a highly productive unconsolidated surficial sand and gravel aquifer exists in the vicinity of
the proposed mainline route in Rockland County. This aquifer is a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) designated Sole Source Aquifer (SSA), referred to as the Ramapo River Basins Aquifer System
(see discussion in Section 3.1.3.1.2), and is also a NYSDEC designated primary aquifer (see discussion in
Section 3.1.3.1.3).
The DEIS for United Water New York (UWNY) Haverstraw Water Supply Project (UWNY 2012) indicates
that a set of 10 public water supply wells comprise the UWNY Ramapo Well Field, which is located
approximately one mile northeast of the termination point of the proposed mainline route in New York
State (MP 116.4). The wells are screened in the sand and gravel aquifer unit adjacent to the Ramapo River

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-33

Environmental Setting

and draw most of their water (up to approximately seven million gallons per day [gpd]) as induced
infiltration from the river.
United Water New York also operates some bedrock wells in the area, including in the Town of Ramapo
(UWNY 2012). NYSDEC water withdrawal information (NYSDEC 2014b) also identifies the presence of
a groundwater-supplied small public water supply system serving St. Mary’s Villa (NY4315999) in the
southwest corner of Rockland County. Town of Ramapo Aquifer and Well Head Protection Zone mapping
(see Section 3.1.3.1.4) indicates that several public water supply wells, likely bedrock wells, are located in
the general area, approximately 0.8 miles west of proposed mainline MP 114.5.
The data from these combined resources do not provide a clear picture of anticipated depth to groundwater
along the mainline route in Rockland County. As this area has been designated a productive sole source
and primary aquifer area, water quality is anticipated to be generally good (e.g., low dissolved solids,
moderate hardness).
Laterals
The existing groundwater resources characterization as described above for areas in the vicinity of the
proposed mainline route also apply for the area surrounding the BL, IPTL and the CAL routes, as all three
laterals would be proximate to the mainline and similarly situated from a hydrogeological perspective.
Well completion data for wells located in the vicinity of the RPL route indicates that depth to groundwater
is highly variable but in general is relatively deep (20 feet or greater). Most of the drilled wells were bedrock
wells. Well yields generally ranged from 5 to 15 gpm, with higher yields of up to 45 gpm at a one location.
Well drilling data indicates that screens were not installed in any wells.
The existing groundwater resources characterization as described above for areas in the vicinity of the
proposed mainline and RPL also applies for the area surrounding the proposed NPL route due to its
proximity to these pipelines routes.
There are no known groundwater wells serving public water supply systems within one mile of the proposed
RPL or NPL routes. The water quality discussion provided previously for the areas in the vicinity of the
mainline in Ulster County and Orange County is applicable to conditions in the vicinity of the proposed
RPL and NPL routes, as both laterals would be generally proximate to the proposed mainline and similarly
situated from a hydrogeological perspective.
Pump Stations
Section 2.2.2 lists the proposed pump station locations. The groundwater resources characterization
described above for areas in the vicinity of the proposed mainline route also applies to the pump station
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sites, as the pump stations would be located adjacent to the mainline and are similarly situated from a
hydrogeological perspective.
Meter Stations
Table 2.2-4 in Section 2.2.2 lists the proposed meter station locations. These meter stations would be located
at terminals at the end of laterals and/or at pump stations. Characterization of the groundwater resources in
the vicinity of the proposed mainline, laterals, and pumps station sites applies to these co-located meter
station facilities.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
Table 2.2-5 in Section 2.2.3 lists proposed temporary contractor and pipe yard locations that would be
required during Project construction.
The Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in the city of Rensselaer, Rensselaer County,
immediately adjacent to the IPTL and mainline. The characterization of groundwater resources provided
previously for the IPTL and mainline routes in this area of Rensselaer County applies to this proposed yard.
The Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on a current agricultural field approximately 1.2
miles east of the mainline in the village of Athens, Greene County. The Valley Road Contractor and Pipe
Yard would also be located in Athens in an undeveloped area approximately 0.5 miles to the west of the
mainline. The groundwater resources characterization for the mainline route in Greene County applies to
these two proposed yards. Four historic wells drilled in the vicinity (within between 0.2 to 0.6 miles) of the
Valley Road yard site indicate that depth to groundwater is highly variable (approximately between 10 to
50 feet). Similar drilled well data is not available in the vicinity of the proposed Maltari Pipe Yard.
The proposed Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on an undeveloped, but
generally cleared property situated between NYS Thruway and the Old Kings Highway (Route 31) in the
Town of Ulster, Ulster County. The yard would be located adjacent and parallel to the proposed mainline
from approximately MPs 49.03 to 49.18 (TMMs 48.9 to 49.1). The existing groundwater resources
characterization for areas in the vicinity of the proposed mainline route in northern Ulster County applies
to this proposed yard. Depth to groundwater is variable in this area of Ulster County. An historic well
installed adjacent to the NYS Thruway approximately 0.2 miles south of the yard indicted bedrock at a
depth of 5 feet beneath the ground surface. Groundwater was not encountered in this well and is believed
to be relatively deep.
The JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard is proposed to be located in an undeveloped property approximately
4.8 miles west of the mainline in the town of Lloyd, Ulster County. The existing groundwater resources
characterization for areas in the vicinity of the proposed mainline route in Ulster County applies to this
proposed yard. There is an historic drilled bedrock well (DU4851) located within the boundaries of this site
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with observed depth to bedrock of 47 feet and depth to groundwater of 60 feet, indicating that both bedrock
and groundwater appear to be relatively deep in this area.
The proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on a paved lot approximately 1.2 miles
east of the mainline in Newburgh, Orange County. The existing groundwater resources characterization for
areas in the vicinity of the proposed mainline in Orange County applies to this proposed yard. Depth to
groundwater is highly variable in this area of Orange County; historic drilled wells installed adjacent to the
NYS Thruway approximately 1 mile west of proposed yard indicate groundwater depths greater than 20
feet bgs at those locations.
The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on a previously developed site situated
immediately north of Route 17A in Tuxedo, Orange County. The site is located approximately 2.3 miles
west of proposed mainline MP 107.0. The existing groundwater resources characterization for areas in the
vicinity of the proposed mainline route in Orange County applies to this proposed yard. Depth to
groundwater is highly variable in this area. Data from historic wells installed within 0.5 to 2 miles from the
yard indicate a wide range of values, making it impossible to estimate groundwater depths at the yard.
Access Roads
Temporary access roads are proposed to be located at numerous locations along the mainline and laterals.
A majority of the TARs in Albany County, Orange County and Rockland County are proposed in areas
overlying unconsolidated aquifers, while most TARs in Greene and Ulster Counties are not. In addition to
TARs, some access roads would be permanent (PARs) and maintained for access to Project facilities during
operation. Construction/preparation of TARs/PARs would involve limited, if any, depth excavation so that
groundwater would be anticipated to be encountered during access road construction in very few locations,
primarily where access roads cross wetland areas and/or streams.
3.1.3.1.2

Sole Source Aquifers

The USEPA oversees the SSA Protection Program to protect high production aquifers that supply 50
percent or more of the region’s water supply. The program is administered under Section 1424(e) of the
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and requires the USEPA to review and approve federal financially assisted
projects located within SSA regions that have the potential to create a significant hazard to public health
(note that the Pilgrim project does not involve federal financial assistance). One SSA is located in the
Project Area in New York State. As shown in Figure 3.1.3-1, the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems
SSA consists of the hydraulically connected aquifers contained within the Ramapo River Basin and spans
the southern portion of New York and northern portion of New Jersey. The aquifers include the highly
productive Valley fill aquifer in the Ramapo and Mahwah river valleys, and the bedrock aquifer that
underlies the eastern portion of the Ramapo River Basin, east of the Ramapo River in New Jersey and the
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Mahwah River in New York. Seventy percent (70 percent) of the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems is
in New York and includes parts of Orange and Rockland Counties; thirty percent (30 percent) is in New
Jersey, and includes parts of Passaic and Bergen Counties (USEPA 1992).
This SSA is hydraulically connected to the overlying Ramapo River in New York and the Ramapo and
Mahwah Rivers in New Jersey. The primary source of aquifer recharge is infiltration of surface flow from
the rivers either naturally or via induced infiltration resulting from withdrawals of the basin’s many water
supply wells.
The principal waterbody within the SSA is the Ramapo River, which flows south from its headwater near
Monroe in Orange County, New York and continues flowing south across the southeast section of Orange
County and southwest corner of Rockland until crossing the New Jersey border. Approximately 180,000
people, or 57 percent of the population in the region (including areas in both New York and New Jersey) is
dependent on the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems as their water source. The SSA primarily consists
of an unconsolidated, unconfined water table aquifer that is vulnerable to contamination introduced via
infiltration from the overlying river and watershed. The SSA also includes bedrock aquifer units that have
proven to be equally vulnerable. The potential for contamination depends on land use, land cover,
infiltration, and surface water flow, as the SSA is recharged by both local surface waters (Ramapo River
and local tributaries) and by direct infiltration of precipitation and runoff through the permeable overburden
soil layers (USEPA 1992). United Water New York’s annual water quality report (UWNY 2014) recognizes
the susceptibility of its water supply wells to contamination from various sources and makes note of well
rehabilitation initiatives that it has taken to improve the reliability of its system.
Mainline
The proposed mainline would cross the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems SSA in Orange and Rockland
Counties from MPs 101.1 to 116.4 in New York State (see Figure 3.1.3-1).
Laterals
None of the Project’s proposed laterals would be located above an SSA.
Pump Stations
The proposed Harriman Pump Station, to be located at MP 101.75 (TMM 44.65) in the village of Harriman
in Orange County, is the only pump station that would be located above an SSA (the Ramapo River Basin
Aquifer Systems SSA).
Meter Stations
None of the proposed meter stations would be located above an SSA.
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Block Valves
The proposed aboveground block valves at the Harriman Pump Station and at Tuxedo Road (MP 110.3)
would be located above an SSA.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard, to be located in Tuxedo, Orange County, is the only contractor
and pipe yard that would be located above an SSA (the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems SSA).
Access Roads
Twelve of the Project’s proposed TARs in Orange County (those located along the mainline south of MP
101.1 [TMM 45.3]) and the one TAR in Rockland County would be located above an SSA. One of the
Project’s proposed PARs (PAR NY-MP101.73), located in Orange County, would be located above an
SSA.
3.1.3.1.3

State Designated Aquifers

NYSDEC utilizes two categories to designate highly productive aquifers, primary water supply aquifers
and principal aquifers, as part of the Upstate New York Groundwater Management Program. The aquifers
are defined by Division of Water Technical & Operational Guidance Series (TOGS) 2.1.3 (NYSDEC 1990).
These aquifers have been designated based on their potential productivity, current or potential use by local
municipal water supply systems, and their vulnerability to contamination, as perceived by NYSDEC and
New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH).
Primary Water Supply Aquifers, “primary aquifers”, are defined as highly productive aquifers that are
currently utilized as water supply for major municipalities. The actual boundary of an aquifer area is
determined by the pattern of geologic deposits, not by an arbitrary well yield number. The NYSDEC
Division of Water is ultimately responsible for making the formal determination as to whether a location is
within a Primary Water Supply Aquifer Area or a Principal Aquifer Area (NYSDEC 1990). As shown in
Figure 3.1.3-2, the NYSDEC-designated Ramapo Aquifer primary aquifer falls generally within the larger
USEPA-designated Ramapo River Basin Aquifer Systems SSA. The SSA covers a much larger area than
the primary aquifer, because the SSA designated area includes upland recharge areas, whereas the
NYSDEC designated area is only the sand and gravel aquifer.
Principal aquifers are defined as highly productive aquifers, susceptible to contamination that are not
currently utilized by a major municipality but may be in the future. The aquifers have been identified by
the following guidelines: (1) aquifer has an overall area of at least 5 to 10 square miles, (2) average thickness
of saturated permeable materials is at least 20 feet with some areas with at least 50 feet thick, and (3) yields
must be sustained at 50 gpm from 2 square miles or more of the total aquifer (NYSDEC 1990).
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Project pipelines (mainline and laterals) would cross unconsolidated aquifers at 27 locations totaling
approximately 33.2 miles of several types of aquifers. Table 3.1.3-1 identifies locations where
unconsolidated aquifers would be crossed by Project pipelines, the type and/or geological characteristics of
the aquifers, the anticipated range of aquifer yield and whether the aquifer is a primary aquifer or, based on
a general comparison NYSDEC TOGS 2.1.3 criteria, a potential candidate for a principal aquifer
designation (NYSDEC 2008a; NYSDEC 1990).
Table 3.1.3-1
Unconsolidated Aquifers Crossed by Project Pipelines
Yield

Primary or
Potential
Principal Aquifer

Number
of
Crossings

Total Length
of Crossing
(miles)

Approximate
MP Location(s)

Primary Aquifer Region

10 to >200
gpm

Primary Aquifer
(Ramapo Aquifer)

1

6.78

MP 109.62-116.40

Kame, Kame Terrace,
Kame Moraine, Outwash or
Alluvium

Unknown

not a Potential
Principal Aquifer

3

1.33

MP 26.08-26.62
MP 101.86-102.09
MP 102.33-102.90

Lacustrine or Eolian

Probably
<10 gpm

not a Potential
Principal Aquifer

3.03

MP 15.29-15.89
MP 20.59-22.14
MP 30.86 -31.55
MP 46.82-47.02

14.36

MP 4.91-7.42
MP 54.84-55.62
MP 61.69-63.24
MP 91.36-92.27
MP 93.37-94.51
MP 94.61-94.71
MP 94.76-97.58
MP 97.71-97.73
MP 100.51-101.86
MP 102.09-102.33
MP 104.82-105.85
MP 107.01-108.93

Aquifer Type or
Geologic Unit
Crude and Products Mainline

Unconfined, Mid Yield

Unconfined, High Yield

4

10-100 gpm

Potential Principal
Aquifer

>100 gpm

Potential Principal
Aquifer

4

4.67

MP 0.0-3.18
MP 3.19-3.58
MP 12.48-12.88
MP 98.52-99.24

>100 gpm

Potential Principal
Aquifer

1

1.03

BL 0.0-1.03

>100 gpm

Potential Principal
Aquifer

1

0.71

IPTL 0.0-0.71

10-100 gpm

Potential Principal
Aquifer

1

1.27

NPL 3.17-4.44

12

Buckeye Lateral
Unconfined, High Yield
IPT Product Lateral
Unconfined, High Yield
Newburgh Product Lateral
Unconfined, Mid Yield
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Mainline
The proposed mainline would cross one primary aquifer, the Ramapo Aquifer, between MP 109.62 and
116.40. The mainline would cross unconsolidated aquifer units that could be potential candidates for
NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status at 16 locations.
Laterals
None of the proposed laterals would be located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer. The BL,
IPTL and NPL would each cross a potential candidate for NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status in
one location.
Pump Stations
None of the proposed pump station sites are located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer. The
Albany, Gorman/Rensselaer and Harriman Pump Stations would be located above unconsolidated aquifer
units that could be potential candidates for NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status. The Kingston
Pump Station site is not above an unconsolidated aquifer.
Meter Stations
None of the proposed meter stations would be located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer. The
Global (Albany), IPT, Apex (Rensselaer), Buckeye (Rensselaer), Sprague, and Global (Newburgh) Meter
Stations would be located above unconsolidated aquifer units that could be potential candidates for
NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status. The Apex (Glenmont), Citgo, Heritage, and Buckeye
(Roseton) Meter Stations would not be located above an unconsolidated aquifer.
Block Valves
The proposed aboveground block valve at Tuxedo Road (MP 110.300) would be located above a NYSDECdesignated primary aquifer (Ramapo Aquifer). The aboveground valve facilities at the Albany, Gorman and
Harriman Pump Stations and those located on opposite sides of the Hudson River (MP 2.45 and MP 3.06)
would be located above an unconsolidated aquifer unit that could be potential candidates for NYSDECdesignated principal aquifer status. The proposed below ground block valves at the south side of Esopus
Creek (MP 55.249), south side of Rondout Creek (MP 62.089), and at Shaw Road (MP 93.939) would also
be located above potential principal aquifers.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
None of the proposed contractor and pipe yards would be located above a NYSDEC-designated primary
aquifer. The Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located above an unconsolidated aquifer unit
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that could be a potential candidate for NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status. The other proposed
contractor and pipe yards would not be located above an unconsolidated aquifer.
Access Roads
The only proposed access road that would be located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer is the
TAR located in Rockland County, proposed from mainline MP 115.68 to Route 17. Twenty-two TARS and
five PARs would be located above an unconsolidated aquifer unit that could be a potential candidate for
NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer status.
3.1.3.1.4

Wellhead and Aquifer Protection Areas

In New York State, the Wellhead Protection Program is administered by the NYSDOH under the Source
Water Assessment Program. The goal of these programs is to protect source waters and public water
supplies from potential contamination by the assessment of current and future water quality of watersheds
throughout New York State (NYSDOH 2002). The assessments identify potential sources of contamination
in watersheds that contribute to public water supply.
Mainline
One formally designated Critical Environmental Area (CEA), the Chadwick Lake Reservoir Environs CEA,
is located within 2 miles of a proposed Project facility (Figure 3.1.3-3). Chadwick Lake Reservoir is a
component of the Town of Newburgh Consolidated Water District’s (TNCWD) public water supply system
and is located approximately 0.6 miles east of the proposed mainline route from around MPs 81.4 to 83.0
(TMMs 64.8 to 63.2). The western boundary of the delineated CEA is within approximately 670 feet of the
proposed mainline route at its closest location (east of MP 82.5 [TMM 63.7]).
Although not formally designated as a CEA, there is one established wellhead protection area located within
2 miles of the Project Area. The Town of Ramapo has established the Ramapo Aquifer and Well Field
Protection Zone via local law to protect the Ramapo Aquifer and its public water supply wells, including
the Ramapo Valley Well Field (Figure 3.1.3-4). The Town’s designated protection zone includes aquifer
areas serving the Town’s public water supply wells along with the streams, waterbodies, watercourses and
buffer areas that are tributary to the aquifer. The designated protection zone also includes a 1,500 foot radius
buffer zone surrounding each public water supply well. At its closest location (MP 114.6), the proposed
mainline would be approximately 0.4 miles east of a portion of the protection zone surrounding a water
supply well field in the southwest corner of the town (possibly the Saint Mary’s Villa public water supply).
At MP 114.1 the mainline would be approximately 0.8 miles west of a portion of the protection zone that
parallels the Ramapo River. Where it terminates in New York State (MP 116.4), the mainline would be
approximately 1.2 miles southwest of the nearest boundary of the protection zone and approximately 1.4
miles southwest of the boundary of the Ramapo Valley Well Field buffer zone.
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Laterals
The RPL would be the only lateral located in the vicinity of a wellhead and/or aquifer protection area. The
lateral would be approximately 750 to 1,100 feet north of the northern boundary of Chadwick Lake
Reservoir Environs CEA from approximately RPL MP 0.48 to RPL MP 1.14.
None of the proposed laterals would be located in the vicinity of the Ramapo Aquifer and Well Field
Protection Zone.
Pump Stations
None of the proposed pump stations would be in the vicinity of a wellhead and/or aquifer protection area.
Meter Stations
None of the proposed meter stations would be located in the vicinity of a wellhead and/or aquifer protection
area.
Block Valves
None of the proposed aboveground or below ground block valve sites are located in the vicinity of a
wellhead and/or aquifer protection area.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
None of the proposed contractor and pipe yards would be located in the vicinity of a wellhead and/or aquifer
protection area.
Access Roads
The only access road that would be located in the vicinity of a wellhead and/or aquifer protection area
would be in Rockland County, proposed to connect the mainline at MP 115.68 to Route 17. The final
approximate 0.2 miles of this access road approaching Route 17 would be located in the Ramapo Aquifer
and Well Field Protection Zone.
3.1.3.1.5

Water Supply Wells and Springs

The specific locations of public and private water supply wells and springs are difficult to identify using
desktop analysis as the availability of data is limited due to security concerns. This section identifies private
water wells that have been installed within 300 feet of proposed Project pipeline and aboveground facility
locations since 2000 based on well drilling data made available by NYSDEC. This section also indicates
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the approximate location of public water supply wells based on water withdrawal information provided by
NYSDEC (NYSDEC 2014b), information provided in annual water quality reports for the respective public
water supply districts and other publically available information. The presence of additional wells will be
identified through future consultation with local municipalities and field surveys.
NYSDEC has required that well drilling contractors file a well completion report for all water wells that
have been drilled and completed in the state. Since 2000, NYSDEC has maintained and made available to
the public a list of completed wells that includes the location of the well, the drilled depth, observed depth
to bedrock, observed depth to groundwater and other information (NYSDEC 2014a). While the water well
list provided below does not include wells drilled prior to 2000, it serves as an indication of the relative
number of wells in the Project Area.
Mainline
Table 3.1.3-2 provides a list of water wells installed since 2000 within 300 feet of the proposed mainline
route. Seven water wells were identified based on NYSDEC well completion data within 300 feet of the
Project mainline.
Table 3.1.3-2
Completed Water Wells Within 300-feet of Project Mainline
Location
(MP)

Approximate
Distance from
Centerline (feet)

NYSDEC
Well Number

Well Depth
(feet)

Depth to
Bedrock
(feet)

Depth to
Groundwater
(feet)

15.53

200

G1268

12

32

0

15.70

269

G1273

90

64

45

17.44

124

G2469

200

30

28

47.25

96

U5026

150

85

n/a

57.02

289

U1913

200

15

5

59.01

127

U2109

407

18

38

93.08

103

O4014

310

90

56

Notes: n/a = data not available
Source:
NYSDEC 2014a. DEC Water Well Program Information Search Wizard, Basic Well Information. Accessed 11/7/2014 at
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/33317.html

NYSDEC has maintained a list of all permits issued for major water withdrawals (withdrawal of 100,000
gallons or more per day) in the state since 1990. Permits are generally issued for public water supply,
agriculture, recreation, industry, and institutions for either groundwater or surface water withdrawals
(NYSDEC 2014b). No permits have been issued for facilities located within 700 feet of the proposed
mainline or lateral routes.
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Table 3.1.3-3 provides a list of water supply wells serving public water supply systems that would be
located within approximately 1 mile of the mainline. This information was developed based on water
withdrawal information provided by NYSDEC (NYSDEC 2014b), information provided in annual water
quality reports for the respective public water supply districts and other publically available information.
Specific sources of information are provided in the footer of the table. Distance to wells is approximate
based on an interpretation of information provided in annual water quality reports, as specific locations are
not provided due to security considerations.
Table 3.1.3-3
Public Water Supply Wells Within Approximately One Mile of Project Mainline
Approx.
Location
(MP)

49.0

51.2

56.6

96.4

Approximate
Distance from
Centerline
(feet)
1,190

1,590

770

1,470

Public Water
Supply ID#

Public Water
Supply Name

NY5503391

Halycon Park
Water District

Town of Ulster
Water District

160,000 / 1,290,000

NY5503369

Rolling Meadows
Water Corp.
(Hurley Water
Company)

estimate for Griffin
Drive well
~12,000

System has multiple supply
sources, including a bedrock
well on Griffin Drive; water
blended with other sources; no
treatment other than
chlorination

NY3503573

Village of
Woodbury

~500,000

3 wells located on Trout Brook
Road; screened in surficial
sand and gravel aquifer;
relatively moderate hardness
(107 milligrams per liter [mg/l])
and low dissolved solids (152
mg/l)

980,000 / 1,570,000
(includes Ridge Road
and Highland Mills
wells)

3 bedrock wells on Ridge
Road; wells treated to remove
iron and manganese

980,000 / 1,570,000
(includes Ridge Road
and Highland Mills
wells)

5 wells presumably screened
in surficial sand and gravel
aquifer in Highland Mills area

450,000 / 760,000

Based on a 1994 report
(Orange County Water
Authority [OCWA] 1994;
annual WQ report not
available online), 7 bedrock
wells located off of Harriman
Heights Road

4,450

NY3503573

98.6

2,600

NY3503573

Village of
Woodbury

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

20,000 / 80,000

2 bedrock wells located on
Douglas Drive in Lake Katrine;
water treatment to remove iron
and manganese

NY5503390

98.0

7,200

Description of Wells and
Comments

3 wells screened in surficial
sand and gravel aquifer,
located on Fording Place Road
and Parish Lane in Lake
Katrine; water softened and
treated to remove iron and
manganese

Village of
Woodbury

102.4

Average/Maximum
Day Withdrawal
(gpd)

NY3503531

Harriman Village

3-48

Environmental Setting

Table 3.1.3-3
Public Water Supply Wells Within Approximately One Mile of Project Mainline
Approx.
Location
(MP)

114.5

116.3

Approximate
Distance from
Centerline
(feet)
4,500

8,100

Public Water
Supply ID#

NY4315999

NY4315999

Public Water
Supply Name

St. Mary’s Villa

United Water
New York

Average/Maximum
Day Withdrawal
(gpd)

Description of Wells and
Comments

n/a

Annual water quality report not
available online, one or more
bedrock wells near southwest
corner of Rockland County

~4,000,000 to
7,000,000

Ramapo Valley Well Field; 10
shallow wells in surficial sand
and gravel aquifer adjacent to
and hydraulically connect to
Ramapo River; well field
productivity varies with
streamflow in river

Sources:
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 2014b. Water Withdrawal Permits and Reporting For Municipal,
Industrial and Commercial Facilities. Accessed online on September 11, 2014 at http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/55509.html
Rolling Meadows Water Corporation 2013. Annual Drinking Water Quality Report for 2013, Old Hurley, Rolling Meadows &
Elmendorf PWS, Hurley, NY. Public Water Supply ID# 5503369. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at
http://rollingmeadowswater.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/AWQR_Hurley_RollingMeadows_Elmendorf_2013.pdf
Ulster County Health Department. 2013a. Annual Drinking Water Quality Report for 2013, Halcyon Park Water District, Lake
Katrine, NY. Public Water Supply ID# 5503391. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at
http://townofulster.org/content/Departments/View/10:field=documents;/content/Documents/File/2492.pdf
Ulster County Health Department. 2013b. Annual Drinking Water Quality Report for 2013, Town of Ulster Water District, Lake
Katrine, NY. Public Water Supply ID# 5503390. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at
http://townofulster.org/content/Departments/View/10:field=documents;/content/Documents/File/2495.pdf
Village of Woodbury 2013. Annual Drinking Water Quality Report for 2013, Village of Woodbury Consolidated Water Area. Public
Water Supply ID# 3503573. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at http://villageofwoodbury.com/public/2013-WQ-Report.pdf
Legacy Ridge 2007. Groundwater Exploration Program, Legacy Ridge, Town of Woodbury, New York, Prepared by for Legacy
Ridge by Leggette, Brashears & Graham, Inc. August 2007. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at
http://www.hdrprojects.com/legacyridgeeis/Legacy%20Ridge%20FEIS%20to%20Post/Volume%20II/App%20E%20Pump%20Test
%20Rept/PUMP%20TEST%20REPORT.pdf
Orange County Water Authority (OCWA) 1994. Regional Groundwater Study, Town of Monroe, Monroe, New York. June 1994.
Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at
http://waterauthority.orangecountygov.com/DOCUMENTS/RESOURCE_REPORT/MONROE.pdf
United Water New York 2012. Haverstraw Water Supply Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement. United Water New York,
Inc. January 13, 2012. Accessed online on November 7, 2014 at http://haverstrawwatersupplyproject.com/draft-environmentalimpact-statement-deis.html

Laterals
Table 3.1.3-4 lists three water wells that would be within 300 feet of the RPL, identified based on NYSDEC
well completion data. There are no known water supply wells serving public water supply systems within
one mile of any of the proposed lateral routes.
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Table 3.1.3-4
Completed Water Wells Within 300-feet of Project Laterals
Location
(MP)

Distance from
Centerline (feet)

NYSDEC Well
Number

Well Depth
(feet)

Depth to
Bedrock
(feet)

Depth to
Groundwater
(feet)

Roseton Product Lateral
RPL MP 3.3

234

U5037

200

2

20

RPL MP 3.4

189

U4808

300

9

50

RPL MP 6.1

204

O6394

423

1

80

Notes: n/a = data not available
Source:
NYSDEC 2014a. DEC Water Well Program Information Search Wizard, Basic Well Information. Accessed 11/7/2014 at
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/33317.html

Pump Stations
There are no water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database within 300 feet of proposed pump station
sites. One set of water supply wells serving a public water supply system is believed to be located within 1
mile of a the proposed Kingston Pump Station site. The Town of Ulster Water District operates a set of
public water supply wells which are believed to be located within approximately 0.7 to 0.9 miles of the
proposed Kingston Pump Station site (see Table 3.1.3-3).
Meter Stations
There are no water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database located within 300 feet of proposed
meter station sites. As noted above, the Town of Ulster Water District operates a set of public water supply
wells which are believed to be located within approximately 0.7 to 0.9 miles of the proposed Kingston
Pump Station site. The Heritage Terminal meter station would be located within the Kingston Pump Station.
Block Valves
There are no water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database located within 300 feet of proposed
aboveground or below ground block valve facilities. The proximity of public water supply wells in the
vicinity of the Kingston Pump Station and its aboveground block valve facility is discussed above.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
With one exception, there are no water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database located within 300
feet of proposed contractor and pipe yards. NYSDEC drilled well records identify the presence of an historic
drilled bedrock well (DU4851) within the boundaries of the proposed JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard.
There are no known water supply wells serving public water supply systems within one mile of a proposed
contractor and pipe yard site.
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Temporary and Permanent Access Roads
Temporary access roads and PARs would be located at numerous locations along the route of the mainline
and laterals. There are three water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database within 300 feet of a
proposed TAR. There are no water wells in the NYSDEC completed well database within 300 feet of a
proposed PAR. Water wells located within 300 feet of a proposed TAR include:




Well A2090 (located within approximately 46 feet of NY-AL-TAR13);
Well G1154 (located within approximately 60 feet of TAR-NY-MP29.15); and
Well O4016 (located within approximately 50 feet of TAR-NY-MP94.32).
3.1.3.1.6

Potential Contaminated Groundwater

Groundwater was tested for a variety of contaminants, including pH, chemical concentrations, color, and
bacteria throughout the region in 2008 (USGS 2010). In general, water in the lower Hudson River and
Ramapo River basins has good water quality. Water in some wells contained chemicals that exceeded
drinking water standards: the most common chemicals were radon-222, manganese and sodium.
Groundwater quality is susceptible to contaminants which include, but are not limited to agricultural runoff,
industrial leachates, bacterial contamination and landfill runoff (USEPA 1992). As part of Pilgrim’s
ongoing investigations, environmental contamination assessment work is occurring in an effort to identify
areas of known and potential contamination of soils and groundwater. Results of preliminary route
screening efforts are discussed in Section 3.1.2.6.
Eleven “potential sites of concern” relative to soil contamination were identified during the screening effort;
however, only one site had specifically identified groundwater contamination concerns. The proposed
mainline would cross the southern boundary of the BASF’s manufacturing facility site in the City of
Rensselaer from approximately MP 0.5 to approximately MP 0.8. The BASF facility site includes a 9-acre
regulatory-closed landfill in the southeastern portion of the property located at 36 Riverside Avenue in
Rensselaer, New York, and the former location of the 35-acre main plant comprises the remainder of the
site.
There has been a history of soil and groundwater contamination at the site. A remedial program was
undertaken in the late-1990s and early 2000s. Remediation activities included soil excavation/removal,
capping of the historic landfill and installation of a perimeter groundwater collection system to collect
groundwater downgradient of landfill and route it to a groundwater treatment system for treatment and
discharge. This remediation was completed in 2014. Groundwater samples collected in 2012 along the
southern border of the site (just upgradient of the proposed mainline route indicated that elevated
concentrations (above New York State Ambient Water Quality Standards in groundwater) for certain
volatile organic compounds (benzene at 11 parts per billion [ppb] and chlorobenzene at 2.600 ppb) and one
metal (arsenic at 7,220 ppb unfiltered and 5,680 ppb filtered). It is possible that contaminated groundwater
could be encountered during trenching activities along this segment of the mainline.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-51

Environmental Setting

3.1.3.2

Surface Water Resources

The Pilgrim mainline would be located within two New York State watersheds, the Lower Hudson River
Watershed located from MPs 0.0 to 100.1 and the Ramapo River Watershed from MPs 100.1 to 116.4. The
Lower Hudson Watershed incorporates a 40 percent portion of the larger Hudson and Mohawk River Basin.
The Lower Hudson River Watershed spans between lower Manhattan to the Troy Dam, with the 153-mile
Hudson River tidal estuary as the main waterbody (NYSDEC 2014c). Approximately 8,861 miles of
freshwater rivers and streams serve as tributaries to the 78,322-acre tidal estuary associated with this 153mile section of the Hudson River.
The Ramapo River Watershed covers approximately 211 square miles within New York State and is the
northern most component of the larger 925 square mile Passaic River Basin, which is located primarily in
New Jersey. Within New York the Ramapo River Watershed drains approximately 320 miles of freshwater
rivers and stream, with the major tributary watersheds consisting of the Ramapo River and the Hackensack
River (approximately 74 river miles) (NYSDEC 2014d).
There are also numerous ponds, lakes in reservoirs in the Lower Hudson River Watershed and Ramapo
River Watershed, several of which are located in the general Project Area. A few of the larger ponds, lakes
and reservoirs in the general Project Area serve as public water supply reservoirs.
Two major aqueducts, that are components of the New York City public water supply system, would be
crossed by the mainline and laterals. Both the Catskill Aqueduct and the Delaware Aqueduct would be
crossed by the mainline and the Delaware Aqueduct would be crossed by the RPL at two locations.
Construction of a new bypass tunnel segment of the Delaware Aqueduct at its crossing under the Hudson
River began in in 2014 and is expected to continue through 2020 (New York City Department of
Environmental Protection [NYCDEP] 2012). The RPL would cross over the new bypass tunnel at one
location. At the proposed crossing locations (including the new bypass tunnel), the aqueducts are very deep,
located hundreds of feet bgs.
3.1.3.2.1

Existing Surface Water Resources Quantity and Quality

Project pipelines (the mainline and laterals) would cross surface water resources at 257 locations and run
parallel (within a 100-foot distance from the centerline) to waterbodies at an additional 66 locations.
Appendix F, Table F-1 lists waterbodies that would be crossed by the Project by the MP location of each
crossing. The same waterbody may be listed twice if it is crossed in more than one location.
NYSDEC classifies waterbodies based on existing or expected use of the entire waterway or the individual
segments of a waterway. Classifications AA or A are applied to waterbodies whose primary purpose may
be a source of drinking water for the general public. Class B waters are described as having recreational
use as the main purpose, which includes swimming, boating and fishing. Class C waters are used mainly
for fishing, and may include other recreational uses at a minimum. Waters with AA, A, B or C classification
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are all suitable for the survival and propagation of aquatic wildlife. These waters can also have a standard
attached to the classification that serves as an indication of trout waters. The symbol (T) indicates the
potential presence of trout waters in a waterbody, and the symbol (TS) indicates the presence of trout waters,
trout spawning or spawning habitat present. The remaining water classification, Class D, is given to streams
with potential for fishing but with conditions that do not support spawning or aquatic life propagation,
mainly due to intermittent or ephemeral streams.
The NYSDEC Division of Water has compiled an inventory database of all of the waterbodies in New York
State. NYSDEC uses this database to “record current water quality information, characterize known and/or
suspected water quality problems and issues, and track progress toward their resolution” (NYSDEC 2014e).
Waterbodies in this Waterbody Inventory that are considered “impaired waters” (with well documented
water quality problems that preclude or impair the waters from achieving designated uses), “waters with
minor impacts” (waters with less severe impacts and generally supported uses) or “threatened waterbodies”
(non-impacted waters considered susceptible to threatened water quality due to ongoing activities in the
watershed) are considered “priority waterbodies” and are included in the State’s Priority Waterbodies List
(PWL). Waterbodies with “impacts needing verification” (segments believed to be impacted but lacking
data to confirm it), “having no known impacts” (segments where data indicates no restriction to use and
minimal impacts), and “unassessed waterbodies” (segments with insufficient water quality information to
assess compliance with designated uses), are not included in the PWL.
Of the 257 proposed mainline and laterals’ waterbody crossings, 87 are included on the PWL due to various
pollutant and nutrient impairments. Appendix F, Table F-2 summarizes the known crossings of the
waterbodies identified on the PWL (NYSDEC 2007a). These priority waterbodies are discussed in the
section that follows, as are the unassessed and other waterbodies included in the inventory.
Mainline
Hudson River – Portion 5 (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0002)
The Hudson River in the vicinity of the proposed mainline water crossings is classified as a Class C
estuarine stream. The portion discussed in this section extends approximately 23 river miles, from the Troy
Dam (approximately nine miles north of the proposed mainline’s northernmost Hudson River crossing) to
the south end of Houghtaling Island in New Baltimore (approximately 2.5 miles south of the Albany
County/Greene County boundary line). The mainline would cross the Hudson River in two locations near
the northern end of the route. The crossing distances would be approximately 786 and 908-feet,
respectively. The Hudson River in this area is a PWL waterbody with water quality that has been identified
as impaired; the main pollutants are priority organic compounds, mainly polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)
within the sediment of the river bottom. The pollutants have impaired fish consumption by the public as
well as stressed aquatic life, and adversely affected recreation and aesthetics of the region (NYSDEC
2008b). In addition to the two proposed Hudson River crossings, minor tributaries to the Hudson River
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would be crossed by the mainline in six locations, all also designated as Class C waters. Water quality of
these minor tributaries is unassessed.
No public water supply withdrawals are known to be located along this segment of the Hudson River or
downstream of Hudson River minor tributary water crossings. No large (>10 acres surface area) ponds,
lakes or reservoirs are located adjacent to or within one mile downstream of the Hudson River crossings or
Hudson River minor tributary crossings that occur along this segment of the river.
Papscanee Creek and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0242)
Papscanee Creek, a Class C stream for which a water quality assessment has not yet been performed, runs
approximately 4.5 miles from its headwater in Rensselaer to its point of discharge near Schodak. The
mainline would cross a tributary to Papscanee Creek in one location.
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the Papscanee Creek watershed. No public water supply
surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the Papscanee Creek water crossing.
Vloman Kill (lower) and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0239)
The lower Vloman Kill runs approximately 7.6 miles from Mallorys Corners to its tidal confluence with
the lower Hudson River east of Cedar Hill. The waters of the lower Vloman Kill are classified as C(T) and
its tributaries are mainly Class C and D. The NYSDEC waterbody inventory for this stream segment
indicates that sampling data for this area is dated and somewhat inconclusive and the segment has been
classified as having a water quality that needs verification. Vloman Kill is not a designated PWL waterbody.
In acceptance of these limitations, water quality of the lower Vloman Kill has been identified as moderately
impacted, with excess nutrients suspected as a pollutant of concern. Additional studies would be required
to identify the potential source of excess nutrients and also to document impacts on the biological
communities in the waterbody (NYSDEC 2007b). The mainline crosses Vloman Kill in one location and
tributaries to Vloman Kill in three locations. The water quality classification at all four crossings is Class
C.
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the lower Vloman Kill watershed. No public water supply
surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of
Vloman Kill and its tributaries.
Coeymans Creek and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0095)
Coeymans Creek is approximately 7 miles in length from its origin as a continuation of Onesquethaw Creek
near South Bethlehem to its mouth at the Hudson River in Coeymans. The lower portion of the Creek, at
the confluence of the Hudson River, is tidal. The main stem of the Creek is classified as either C or C(TS),
indicating trout spawning in portions of the waterbody. The tributaries include C, C(T), and C(TS) and D.
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Nonpoint sources (agricultural and urban runoff) of nutrients, sediment and metals have caused the water
quality to have a minor impact on public use and biology of the stream, which has been designated a PWL
waterbody. Industrial and municipal sources of pollutants may also be impacting water quality (NYSDEC
2008c). The mainline would cross Coeymans Creek in one location and its tributaries in two locations. At
the proposed mainline crossing locations, Coeymans Creek is Class C(TS) and its tributaries are Class C.
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the Coeymans Creek watershed that are located adjacent to
or downstream of the mainline crossings of Coeymans Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply
surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of
Coeymans Creek and its tributaries.
Hannacrois Creek (lower) and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0230)
The lower Hannacrois runs for approximately 5.0 miles from Deans Mill in Greene County to its drainage
into the Hudson River south of Coeymans in Albany County. The lower Hannacrois has both Class C and
C(T) portions and the tributaries are Class C or D. The mouth of the Hannacrois is tidal upon confluence
with the Hudson River. Water quality sampling of the Hannacrois indicated slightly impacted conditions;
however it did not seem to be affecting public use or aquatic life: therefore, the Hannacrois is designated
as having no known impact from decreased water quality and is not a PWL waterbody (NYSDEC 2007c).
The mainline would cross the lower Hannacrois Creek in one location and its tributaries in 10 locations. At
the proposed mainline crossing locations, Hannacrois Creek is Class C(T) and its tributaries are Class C or
Class C(T).
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the Hannacrois Creek watershed that are located adjacent
to or downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Hannacrois Creek and its tributaries. No public
water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Hannacrois Creek and its tributaries.
Coxsackie Creek and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0092)
Coxsackie Creek, located in Greene County, is approximately 8.2 miles in length from its headwaters east
of Lime Street to its mouth at the Hudson River south of Otter Hook. The entire stream is listed as a Class
C stream, while the tributaries are listed as A (a short tributary to Coxsackie Reservoir), C, C(T) and D.
Water quality of the stream has been documented to have minor impacts on the public use of the waterbody
and the creek is therefore a PWL waterbody. Aquatic fauna have been found to include mainly filter feeders,
which is indicative of excess nutrients in the water (NYSDEC 2008d). The mainline would cross tributaries
to Coxsackie Creek at 15 locations. Water quality is Class C at all proposed mainline crossing locations of
tributaries to Coxsackie Creek.
An unnamed reservoir, which serves as a public water supply reservoir for the Coxsackie Correctional
Facility, runs parallel to the proposed mainline route from approximately MPs 23.4 to 23.6 (TMMs 121.0
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to 120.8) and would be located between 120 and 230 feet west of and potentially downgradient of the
proposed mainline. This unnamed reservoir is a Class A water that discharges to a tributary of Coxsackie
Creek approximately 0.2 miles upstream of this tributary’s crossing of the mainline near MP 23.2 (TMM
121.2). No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the
proposed mainline crossings of tributaries to Coxsackie Creek.
Van Hozen Kill and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1309-0012)
Van Hozen Kill (also sometimes referred to as Hans Vosen Kill) runs approximately 8 miles from its
headwater at Hollister Lake to its confluence with Catskill Creek. Van Hozen Kill is a Class C stream for
which a water quality assessment has not yet been performed. The mainline would cross Van Hozen Kill
in one location and its tributaries in five locations. At the proposed mainline crossing locations, Van Hozen
Kill and its tributaries are Class C.
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the Van Hozen Kill watershed that are located adjacent to
or downstream of the mainline crossings of Van Hozen Kill and its tributaries. No public water supply
surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Van
Hozen Kill and its tributaries.
Catskill Creek (middle) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1309-0004)
Catskill Creek and its tributaries consisting of about 112 miles of surface waters, drain into the lower and
middle Hudson River drainage basin. Catskill Creek has a NYSDEC classification of B(T) and B, indicating
the presence of trout in some sections of the system. Tributaries to Catskill Creek are classified as C, C(T),
C(TS) and D. The waterbodies have minor impairments due to excess nutrients, mainly phosphorous and
pathogens and are PWL waters (NYSDEC 2012). The mainline would cross Catskill Creek in one location
and its tributaries in two locations and the water quality at all of the crossing locations is Class B.
There are no large ponds, lakes or reservoirs in the Catskill Creek watershed that are located adjacent to or
downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Catskill Creek and its tributaries. Canoe Lake, an isolated
Class C waterbody, is located approximately 0.3 miles to the west of the proposed mainline from
approximately MPs 29.2 to 9.75, is as close as approximately 250 feet west of the proposed mainline at
approximately MP 29.96. The proposed mainline would not cross Canoe Lake, however, a proposed TAR
(NY-GR-TAR 19) would. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located
downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Catskill Creek and its tributaries.
Kaaterskill Creek (lower) and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1309-0006)
Kaaterskill Creek is a tributary to Catskill Creek that runs approximately 30 miles from its headwaters in
the Town of Hunter in Ulster County to its confluence with Catskill Creek near Catskill in Greene County.
The lower Kaaterskill Creek and its tributaries in the Project Area are Class B waters for which a water
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quality assessment has not yet been performed. The mainline would cross Kaaterskill Creek in one location
and its tributaries in five locations. The water quality at the proposed mainline crossing of the creek is Class
B and crossings of the tributaries are Class C.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs in the lower Kaaterskill Creek watershed that are located
adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Kaaterskill Creek and its tributaries. No
public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed
mainline crossings of lower Kaaterskill Creek and its tributaries.
Hudson River – Portion 4b (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0276)
Portion 4b of the Hudson River watershed extends from the south end of Houghtaling Island (near New
Baltimore, Greene County) approximately 38 miles downstream to the City of Kingston, Ulster County.
This segment of the river runs parallel to the mainline route from approximately MPs 17 to 56 (TMMs
127.3 to 90).
Project pipelines would not cross the Hudson River along “Portion 4b”; however, the mainline would cross
minor tributaries of the Hudson River in as many as 19 locations along an approximate 4.9-mile segment
spanning the Greene County/Ulster County boundary line (approximately MPs 38.3 to 43.2 [TMM 106.9
to TMM 102]). The “minor tributaries” that would be crossed in this area are Sawyer Kill and its tributaries.
Sawyer Kill is a Class C stream which runs for approximately 7 miles from the Great Vly, towards the south
and outlets to the Hudson River at a location east of Saugerties in Ulster County. A water quality assessment
has not yet been performed for Sawyer Kill.
The Great Vly (sometimes referred to as Great Vlaie) is a large swamp that spans the county line and is
located parallel to and approximately 0.2 to 0.3 miles east of the proposed mainline route from
approximately MPs 38.6 to 40.0 (TMMs 106.6 to 105.2). The Great Vly is a Class C water for which a
water quality assessment has not yet been performed.
No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located within the Sawyer Kill
watershed.
Beaver Kill and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1309-0015)
Beaver Kill, a Class C stream for which a water quality assessment has not yet been performed, runs
approximately 6.5 miles from its headwater near Veteran (a hamlet of Saugerties Village) to its confluence
with Kaaterskill Creek just south of the Ulster County/Greene County line. The mainline would cross a
tributary to Beaver Kill in one location.
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There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs in the Beaver Kill watershed located adjacent to or downstream
of the proposed mainline crossing of Beaver Kill. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossing of Beaver Kill.
Minor Tributaries to Esopus Creek (lower) (WI/PWL ID: 1307-0012)
The lower portion of Esopus Creek extends from the mouth of the creek for a distance of approximately
12.7 miles upstream to near Kingston (due east of approximately MP 54.6 [TMM 91.4]). The minor
tributaries to lower Esopus Creek along this reach are primarily Class C waters, although a few are classified
as Class D. A water quality assessment has not yet been performed for the minor tributaries. The mainline
would cross tributaries to lower Esopus Creek in 13 locations between approximately MPs 45.2 and 50.7
(TMMs 100.0 and 94.5) and in an additional 10 locations between approximately MPs 54.0 and 54.3 (TMM
91.9 and 91.6).
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs along this reach of the lower Esopus Creek watershed. No
public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed
mainline crossings of the tributaries to lower Esopus Creek.
The Plattekill Creek (lower) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1307-0013)
The lower portion of Plattekill Creek runs for approximately 30.7 miles from the mouth of the Saugerties
Reservoir near Blue Mountain to its confluence with Esopus Creek north of Lake Katrine, due east of
approximately MP 48.4 (TMM 96.8) (NYSDEC 2007e). The mainline would cross Lower Plattekill Creek
at one location and tributaries to the creek in three locations.
In the Project Area Plattekill Creek is a Class B water and its tributaries are Class B, C and D. Sampling
evaluations performed in 2002 at a location approximately 2 miles upstream of the mainline water crossing
location indicated overall water quality was considered to be fully supportive of aquatic life and recreational
uses. A 2003 biological (macroinvertebrate) assessment performed at this same location indicated nonimpacted water quality conditions (NYSDEC 2007e). At the proposed mainline crossing of the creek and
one of its tributaries water quality is Class B and at the remaining two proposed tributary water crossings,
water quality is Class D.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Plattekill Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Plattekill Creek and its tributaries.
Saw Kill (lower) and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1307-0017)
The lower portion of the Saw Kill is a 12.3-mile segment that extends from its mouth at the Esopus Creek
near the town of Lake Katrine, upstream to the Kingston Reservoir in Zena (NYSDEC 2007f). The
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classifications vary along its reach and include B and C(T) for the main waterbody and C, C(T), and D for
its tributaries. Research on the quality of the stream has concluded that there is no known impact on use or
fauna due to water quality (NYSDEC 2007f). The mainline would cross the lower Saw Kill in one location
and a tributary to Saw Kill in one location. Saw Kill and its tributary are Class B and Class C, respectively,
at the crossing locations.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Saw Kill and its tributary. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be
located downstream of the proposed mainline crossing of either the Saw Kill or its tributary.
Esopus Creek (middle) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1307-0003)
The middle portion of Esopus Creek runs for approximately 89.0 miles from the Ashokan Reservoir to near
Kingston, where it is re-designated as the lower portion of the Esopus Creek (NYSDEC 2007g). Middle
Esopus Creek is classified as a Class B(T) stream. Tributaries to middle Esopus Creek are classified as B,
C, C(T), and C(TS). The middle Esopus, a PWL waterbody, is described as having minor impairments that
have led to stressed levels of swimming, recreation and presence of aquatic life. The impairments are due
to excessive algal and plant growth leading to minor eutrophication, likely due to increased phosphorus and
nutrient levels in the water. Agricultural practices in the area have caused an increased nutrient runoff and
limited water releases from the upstream Ashokan Reservoir has led to a general reduction in flow of the
water. Both of these practices have contributed to increased algal growth in the waterbody (NYSDEC
2007g). The mainline would cross middle Esopus Creek in one location and tributaries to middle Esopus
Creek in two locations. At the proposed mainline crossings the creek is Class B(T) and tributaries to the
creek are Class C.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of middle Esopus Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of middle Esopus Creek and its
tributaries.
Tributaries to DeWitt Lake (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0035)
DeWitt Lake is a Class A water located in parallel to approximately 0.25 miles east of the mainline route
between approximately MPs 59.0 to 59.4 (TMMs 87.1 to 86.7). Tributaries flow into the lake from the
north, west and south. The lake outlets at its northeast end and flows downstream via an unnamed tributary
into Rondout Creek. The mainline would cross tributaries to DeWitt Lake in eight locations. A water quality
assessment has not yet been performed for DeWitt Lake or its tributaries. The tributaries to DeWitt Lake
are also Class A waters.
Each of the tributaries to DeWitt Lake that would be crossed by the mainline is located upstream of the lake
at distances ranging from approximately 0.65 to 1.2 miles upstream from the lake. No public water supply
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surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of
tributaries to DeWitt Lake.
Rondout Creek (middle) Main Stem (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0088) and Minor Tributaries to Rondout Creek
(middle) (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0093)
The middle portion of the main stem of Rondout Creek is approximately 25.3 miles long running from
where the Wallkill River enters Rondout Creek upstream to the location where Vernooy Kill enters the
creek near Wawarsing. The main stem of middle Rondout Creek is a Class B water, except for the most
upstream 2.5 mile segment approaching Vernooy Kill, which is Class B(T). Water quality along the main
stem of middle Rondout Creek is described as slightly impacted due to agricultural runoff. However, the
increase in nutrients in the waters have no known impact on public use or the existing aquatic ecosystems
and the creek is not a PWL waterbody (NYSDEC 2007h). The mainline would cross the main stem of
middle Rondout Creek in two locations, both with Class B water quality.
A water quality assessment has not yet been performed for minor tributaries of this middle portion of
Rondout Creek. The mainline would cross minor tributaries of middle Rondout Creek in four locations.
The tributaries are Class C waters at each of the crossing locations.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Rondout Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known
to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of middle Rondout Creek or its tributaries.
Wallkill River (lower) Main Stem (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0027) and Minor Tributaries to Wallkill River
(lower) (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0040)
The lower portion of the main stem of the Wallkill River runs 17.1 miles from the inlet to Sturgeon Pond
to the Shawangunk Kill in Tuthill (NYSDEC 2007i). The lower Wallkill River main stem has been
designated as Class B for its entirety. The lower Wallkill River main stem has been documented to have
high levels of nutrients, suspended sediment and heightened levels of DDT and has been designated as a
minor impacted PWL waterbody (NYSDEC 2007i). The main stem of the Wallkill would be crossed by the
mainline in one location.
A water quality assessment has not yet been performed for minor tributaries of lower Wallkill River. The
mainline would cross minor tributaries of lower Wallkill River in 19 locations. The classification of the
tributaries at the proposed mainline crossings are Class B at the nine crossings between approximately MP
62.6 and MP 62.9 (TMMs 83.5 to 77.3) and Class C for the ten crossings between approximately MP 63. 2
and MP 69.0 (TMMs 82.9 to 77.2).
There is one large lake, Sturgeon Pond, within one mile of the mainline route along this reach of lower
Wallkill River. Sturgeon Pond is a Class B water that is an in-line pond just upstream of the mouth of the
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Wallkill River. Sturgeon Pond is approximately 0.5 to 0.7 miles east of the mainline route from
approximately MPs 62.0 to 63.0 (TMMs 84.1 to 83.1) and approximately 1.3 miles downstream of the
proposed mainline crossing of the main stem of the Wallkill River near MP 64.2 (TMM 81.9). No public
water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of the lower Wallkill River or its tributaries.
Swarte Kill and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0039)
Swarte Kill is a tributary to the Wallkill River that extends approximately 9 miles from its mouth at Sturgeon
Pond to its headwaters east of New Paltz near Clintondale Station. Swarte Kill is a Class B water and its
tributaries are Class C. A water quality assessment has not yet been performed for Swarte Kill and
tributaries. The mainline would cross a tributary to Swarte Kill at one location.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossing of Swarte Kill. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located
downstream of the proposed mainline crossing of Swarte Kill.
Platte Kill and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1306-0044)
Platte Kill is a tributary to the Wallkill River that extends approximately 8 miles from its mouth at the
Wallkill (approximately 1.6 miles southwest of New Paltz) to its principal headwater south of Modena
Gardens. Platte Kill has several tributaries that extend upstream to the northeast and to the southeast with
headwaters in the vicinity of the NYS Thruway. A water quality assessment has not yet been performed for
Platte Kill and its tributaries. The mainline would cross tributaries to Platte Kill in 14 locations. The water
classification at 13 of these crossing locations is Class B(T) and at one location is Class C.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Platte Kill and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to
be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of tributaries to Platte Kill.
Quassaick Creek (upper) and Tributaries (PWL-ID: 1301-0185) Quassaick Creek (lower) and Minor
Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0079)
The upper portion of Quassaick Creek runs approximately 4.1 miles from its headwater east of Camp Sunset
to its confluence with the middle portion of Quassaick Creek approximately 2.5 miles upstream of the inlet
to Chadwick Lake. The lower portion of Quassaick Creek runs approximately 6.8 miles from the outlet of
Chadwick Lake near Cronomer Valley to its mouth at the Hudson River south of Newburgh. All sections
of the main stem and most of the identified tributaries of the stream that are located east of the NYS
Thruway are Class C. A series of tributaries located to the west of the NYS Thruway are Class A waters.
The aquatic life support and recreational uses of the lower portion of Quassaick Creek (specifically in the
vicinity of Newburgh) have experienced minor impacts due to pollutants from combined sewer overflows
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and other urban stormwater runoff sources and as a result the lower portion of Quassaick Creek and its
minor tributaries are designated PWL waterbodies (NYSDEC 2008e). A water quality assessment has not
yet been performed for the upper portion of Quassaick Creek and its tributaries. The mainline would cross
tributaries to the upper Quassaick Creek in two locations (Class C) and tributaries to lower Quassaick Creek
in 13 locations (seven Class C and six Class A).
Chadwick Lake is an in-stream reservoir in the Quassaick Creek watershed located approximately 0.6 miles
east of the proposed mainline route from approximately MPs 81.4 to 83.0 (TMMs 64.8 to 63.2). Chadwick
Lake, a Class A water, supplies a portion of the source water for the TNCWD municipal water supply
system (TNCWD 2012). Chadwick Lake and the area immediately surrounding it has been designated as a
CEA by the Town of Newburgh.
No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed
mainline crossings of upper or lower Quassaick Creek and their tributaries.
Moodna Creek (lower) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1303-0010) and Moodna Creek (upper) and
Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1303-0011)
The lower portion of Moodna Creek spans 6 miles between its mouth at the Hudson River north of Cornwall
and the mouth of Woodbury Creek near Mountainville; the upper portion includes a total of 131.5 miles of
streams and tributaries located above Mountainville. Moodna Creek (both lower and upper portions) and
most of its tributaries are mainly Class C waters. There are several short segments of one tributary (Silver
Stream) that are classified as Class A, as these segments connect two Class A reservoirs (Browns Pond and
Lake Washington). The lower Moodna Creek has no current use impairments and no known water quality
impairments (NYSDEC 2008f). The upper Moodna Creek has stressed aquatic life due to increased levels
of nutrients in the water and has been designated as a PWL waterbody (NYSDEC 2008g). The mainline
would cross tributaries to the lower Moodna Creek in 12 locations, the upper Moodna Creek in one location
and a tributary to the upper Moodna Creek in two locations. One of the proposed mainline crossings (near
MP 87.9 (TMM 58.4)) would be across a Class A(T) segment of a tributary named Silver Stream, one
crossing (near MP 93.0 [TMM 53.4]) would be across a Class B(T) segment, and the remaining mainline
crossings would be across Class C waters.
As noted above, there are two large waterbodies in the Moodna Creek watershed. Lake Washington is
approximately 0.2 to 0.5 miles east of the proposed mainline route between approximately MPs 87.1 and
87.9 (TMMs 59.2 and 58.4). Browns Pond (also referred to as the Silver Stream Reservoir) is located
approximately 0.3 to 0.6 miles west of the proposed mainline route between approximately MPs 88.4 and
90.0 (TMMs 58.0 and 56.4). Both reservoirs are Class A waters and both supply a portion of the source
water for the City of Newburgh public water supply system (City of Newburgh Water Department 2013).
Browns Pond is located approximately 1.2 miles upstream of the proposed mainline crossing of Moodna
Creek near MP 87.9 (TMM 58.4). Lake Washington is located approximately 0.5 miles downstream of that
same crossing location, however there is a diversion structure that bypasses Silver Stream and flows past
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Lake Washington when supplemental flows to the lake are not required. No public water supply surface
water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of any of the other proposed mainline crossings of
Moodna Creek or its tributaries.
Woodbury Creek and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1303-0014)
Woodbury Creek runs approximately 7.7 miles from its headwater at Peckhams Pond to its mouth at
Moodna Creek. The main stem of Woodbury Creek is Class C(T) from its mouth to Highland Mills, and is
Class C from Highland Mills to its headwater. Tributaries to Woodbury Creek are primarily Class C, with
Class C(TS) at a few locations. The headwater of Woodbury Creek (near Peckhams Pond) is located
adjacent to the Woodbury Commons Premium Outlets mall and sampling performed in 2005 indicated that
the water quality is impacted by increased chlorides used in de-icing the parking areas during winter months
(NYSDEC 2008h). As a result, Woodbury Creek and its tributaries are designated as PWL waterbodies.
The mainline would cross Woodbury Creek in one location and its tributaries in 16 locations.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed mainline
crossings of Woodbury Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed mainline crossings of Woodbury Creek or its tributaries.
Ramapo River (lower) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1501-0012), Ramapo River (middle) and
Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1501-0036) and Ramapo River (upper) and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 15010037)
The mainline route crosses over tributaries of all sections (upper, middle and lower) of the Ramapo River.
The lower Ramapo River extends for approximately 7 miles from the New York-New Jersey state line to
Tuxedo Park, the middle Ramapo River runs approximately 8 miles from Tuxedo Park to Newburgh
Junction, and the upper Ramapo River continues an additional approximately 4 miles above Newburgh
Junction to the Monroe Ponds and then an additional 1.4 miles to Round Lake. The sections of the main
stem of the river are highly variable in classifications, with the waters classified as A or A(T) along the
main stem of lower and middle Ramapo River, Class C along the downstream portion of the upper Ramapo
River from approximately 1.5 miles south of Harriman to approximately Route 32 in Harriman, and Class
B or C further upstream along the upper Ramapo. Tributaries to the Ramapo River vary in classification,
but are generally Class B or C, with Class A and D waters present at a few locations. The lower and middle
Ramapo River have impaired water quality with phosphorus and suspended sediment as the main pollutants
and are designated as PWL waterbodies. The sources of the pollutant, municipal runoff and landfill
discharge, have caused the water supply in the area to be threatened. Additionally, sampling of aquatic life
has shown reduced ecological function. The upper Ramapo may be under threat of the same pollutants;
however additional studies are required to confirm the water quality status and this segment is not a
designated PWL waterbody (NYSDEC 2008i; NYSDEC 2008j; NYSDEC 2008k). The mainline would
cross tributaries to the upper, middle and lower sections of the Ramapo River in two, twelve, and eleven
locations, respectively. Water quality classifications at the crossings include Class A, A(T), B, C, and C(T).
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There are two ponds on either side of the mainline route in Rockland County that serve as indirect
components of a local public water supply. Potake Pond and Cranberry Pond are located on the west and
east sides, respectively, of the proposed mainline route from approximate MPs 114.2 to 115.5. Potake Pond
is approximately 0.1 to 0.3 miles west of the mainline route and Cranberry Pond is approximately 0.07 to
0.16 miles to the east. Both of these ponds are Class A waters. United Water New York, a private company
that provides public water to much of Rockland County, has an agreement that allows it to pump water
from these ponds (primarily Potake Pond) and route it to the Ramapo River to augment natural river flows
during low flow periods (UWNY 2012). United Water New York draws much of its public water supply
from a shallow well field located along the Ramapo River that is hydraulically connected to the river.
Augmenting flows in the river with water from Potake Pond and/or Cranberry Pond during low flow periods
allows for continued withdrawals from the well field during such times.
One proposed mainline crossing at approximately MP 115.4 would be approximately 0.3 miles upstream
of Cranberry Pond. Other than this one location, and with the understanding that Cranberry Pond is not
technically a public water supply source, there are no public water supply surface water withdrawals known
to be located downstream of proposed mainline crossings of the Ramapo River or its tributaries. As noted
above, the Ramapo well field indirectly withdraws water from the river by means of induced infiltration.
Laterals
Hudson River – Portion 5 (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0002)
A detailed description of Hudson River – Portion 5 is provided above in the discussion of the mainline. A
minor tributary to the Hudson River would be crossed by the CAL in one location. The tributary at this
crossing is a Class C water.
Quassaick Creek (lower) and Minor Tributaries (PWL-ID: 1301-0079) Quassaick Creek (middle) and
Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0184)
A detailed description of the lower portion of Quassaick Creek and its tributaries is provided above in the
mainline section. The middle portion of Quassaick Creek runs approximately 2.5 miles from the inlet to
Chadwick Lake to its confluence with the upper portion of Quassaick Creek and is an unassessed
waterbody. The RPL would crosses the middle Quassaick Creek in seven locations and water quality at
these crossings is Class A at six locations and Class C at one location. The NPL would cross the lower
Quassaick Creek in four locations and water quality at these four crossings is Class C.
Chadwick Lake, an in-steam reservoir in the Quassaick Creek watershed, is located approximately 0.7 mile
south of the RPL. Chadwick Lake is a Class A water and supplies a portion of the source water for the
TNCWD municipal water supply system (TNCWD 2012). Chadwick Lake and the area immediately
surrounding it has been designated as a CEA by the Town of Newburgh.
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No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed
NPL crossings of lower Quassaick Creek and its tributaries. The proposed RPL crossings of the middle
Quassaick Creek and its tributaries are located between approximately 0.7 to 1.3 miles upstream of
Chadwick Lake.
Gidneytown Creek and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0187)
Gidneytown Creek, a tributary to Quassaick Creek, runs approximately 7.3 miles from its mouth at
Quassaick Creek near Newburgh in Orange County to its headwaters near Marlboro Mountain in Ulster
County. Gidneytown Creek and its tributaries are Class C waters. A water quality assessment has not yet
been performed for Gidneytown Creek and tributaries. The RPL would cross Gidneytown Creek and
tributaries in three locations and water quality at these three crossings is Class C.
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed RPL
crossings of Gidneytown Creek and its tributaries. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed lateral’s crossings of Gidneytown Creek and its
tributaries.
Lattintown Creek and Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0193)
The main stem of Lattintown Creek runs entirely within Ulster County for approximately 6 miles from its
headwaters southeast of Tuckers Corners to its mouth at the Hudson River at Marlboro. A tributary to
Lattintown Creek extends from the creek near its mouth in Marlboro down to the south and southwest into
Orange County. The RPL would cross this tributary in Orange County in five locations. The main stem of
Lattintown Creek is Class C and Class C(T), however its tributaries are mainly Class C, as is the case at the
five proposed RPL crossing locations. Sampling of the waterbodies showed slightly impaired water quality,
citing mainly nonpoint nutrient runoff as the source of impairment. Lattintown Creek, however, is listed to
have no known impact as the water quality is not impacting either public use of the stream or the ecosystem
function (NYSDEC 2008l).
There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs located adjacent to or downstream of the proposed RPL
crossings of the tributaries to Lattintown Creek. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are
known to be located downstream of the proposed crossing of the tributaries to Lattintown Creek.
Moodna Creek (lower) and Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1303-0010) and Moodna Creek (upper) and
Minor Tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1303-0001)
A detailed description of Moodna Creek is provided above in the mainline section. The NPL would cross
tributaries to Moodna Creek in four locations; all Class C waters. No public water supply surface water
withdrawals are known to be located downstream of the proposed crossings of tributaries to Moodna Creek.
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Pump Stations
The Albany Pump Station site, located in the city of Albany at MP 0.0 and the Gorman Pump Station site,
located in the city of Rensselaer at MP 1.6 are both located in the Hudson River – Portion 5 watershed, as
described in detail above for the mainline. The Albany Pump Station site is approximately 650 feet west of
the Hudson River and the Gorman Pump Station site is approximately 1,300 feet east of the Hudson River.
No public water supply withdrawals are known to be located along this segment of the Hudson River. No
large ponds, lakes or reservoirs are located within one mile of these pump station sites.
The Kingston Pump Station site is located at MP 51.85 (TMM 93.65) in the city of Kingston in the Saw
Kill watershed (as described previously in the mainline section) immediately to the south of Saw Kill. Saw
Kill is a Class B water at this location. There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs within one mile of the
proposed pump station site and no public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located
along Saw Kill or Esopus Creek downstream of the pump station site.
The Harriman Pump Station site is located at MP 101.75 in the Village of Harriman in the Ramapo River
watershed (as described previously in the mainline section). The pump station would be located
approximately 0.25 miles northeast of a Class C segment of Ramapo River and approximately 270 feet east
of a tributary to the river. There are no large lakes or ponds in the vicinity of the proposed pump station site
and no public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located along the Ramapo River
downstream of this location. As noted in the mainline section, the Ramapo well field indirectly withdraws
water from the river by means of induced infiltration.
Meter Stations
All but three of the proposed meter stations would be located in either Rensselaer or Albany Counties within
the Hudson River – Portion 5 watershed, as described in detail for the mainline section. The Global
Terminal meter station would be located in the Global Terminal (MP 0.0) approximately 650 feet west of
the Hudson River. The IPT Terminal Meter Station would be located at the end of IPTL, approximately
1,400 feet east of the Hudson River. The Apex Terminal would be located at the Gorman Pump Station,
approximately 1,300 feet east of the Hudson River. The Buckeye Terminal and Sprague Terminal meter
stations would be located at the Sprague Terminal (MP 1.95), approximately 1,500 feet east of the Hudson
River. The Apex Terminal and Citgo Terminal meter stations would be located at the end of the CAL in the
Citgo Terminal, approximately 1,700 feet west of the Hudson River. No public water supply withdrawals
are known to be located along this segment of the Hudson River. No large ponds, lakes or reservoirs are
located within one mile of these proposed meter station locations.
The Heritage Terminal meter station would be located within the Kingston Pump Station at MP 51.85 in
the city of Kingston in Ulster County. The pump station (and meter station) would be located in the Saw
Kill watershed (as described previously for the mainline) immediately to the south of Saw Kill. Saw Kill is
a Class B water at this location. There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs within one mile of the pump
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station location and no public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located along Saw
Kill or Esopus Creek downstream of the proposed pump station site.
The Buckeye Terminal and Global Terminal meter station sites in Orange County would be located at the
end of the RPL and NPL, respectively. Both meter stations would be located in the Hudson River – Portion
4b watershed as described in detail for the mainline. There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs within
one mile of either of these meter station locations and no public water supply surface water withdrawals
are known to be located along the Hudson River downstream of these locations.
Block Valves
A discussion of surface water resources in the vicinity of the aboveground block valve facilities at the
Global, Gorman, Kingston and Harriman Pump Stations was presented previously above in the discussion
of pump stations. The aboveground block valve facilities located on the east side of the Hudson River
crossing (MP 2.45) would be in the Hudson River watershed, but would be located more than 0.2 miles
from the river. The aboveground block valve facilities located on the west side of the Hudson River crossing
(MP 3.06) would similarly be located approximately 0.2 miles from the river and would be located
approximately 270 feet south of Norman Kill, a Class C tributary of the Hudson River.
The aboveground block valve facility south of the NYS Thruway travel plaza at MP 41.960 would be
located in the Sawyer Kill watershed, approximately 250 feet to the north of a Class C intermittent tributary
to Sawyer Kill. The block valve site is separated from the tributary by an access road running beneath the
Malden Turnpike. The aboveground block valve facility north of Saw Kill at MP 51.530 would be
approximately 300 feet north of Saw Kill, but separated from the waterbody by the Sawkill-Ruby Road.
The aboveground block valve facility at the tie-in to the RPL (MP 80.706) would be located in the
Quassaick Creek watershed and would be approximately 0.1 miles west of a Class C ephemeral tributary
to Quassaick Creek and separated from the creek by the NYS Thruway. The aboveground block valve
facility at the tie-in to the NPL (MP 85.908) would be located in the Moodna Creek watershed and would
be approximately 0.3 miles west of Moodna Creek and separated from the creek by the NYS Thruway. The
aboveground block valve facility at Tuxedo Road (MP 110.191) would be in the Ramapo River watershed
and would be located approximately 125 feet south of a Class C(T) perennial tributary to the river and
separated from this tributary by Tuxedo Road.
The below ground block valve facilities are small facilities located in-line with the mainline.
Characterization of the surface water resources in the vicinity of the proposed mainline applies to these
below ground block valve facilities.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
The proposed site for the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard is located in Rensselaer, adjacent to the
IPTL and mainline. The yard would be approximately 900 feet east of the Hudson River and approximately
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600 feet west of Papscanee Creek, a Class C tributary to the Hudson River. The Hudson River – Portion 5
is described in detail for the mainline. There are no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs within one mile of this
proposed yard and no public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located downstream
along either the Hudson River or Papscanee Creek.
The proposed Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard site is an agricultural field approximately 1.2 miles east of
the mainline route in the village of Athens. The closest surface water to the proposed yard, Murderers Creek,
would be approximately 0.5 miles to the east. Murderers Creek (WI/PWL ID: 1301-0225) is a Class C
tributary to the Hudson River for which a water quality assessment has not yet been performed. There are
no large lakes, ponds or reservoirs within one mile of this proposed yard and no public water supply surface
water withdrawals are known to be located downstream along either Murderers Creek or the Hudson River.
The proposed Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard site is also in Athens in an undeveloped area. The
Valley Road yard would be within the Catskill Creek watershed, as described in detail for the mainline.
The northwest corner of the proposed yard would be approximately 500 feet east of a wetland area that
feeds into a tributary to Catskill Creek. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be
located downstream along this tributary or along Catskill Creek.
The proposed Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard would be on an undeveloped, but generally
cleared property situated between NYS Thruway and the Old Kings Highway (Route 31) in the Town of
Ulster, Ulster County. The Old Kings Highway yard would be within the Plattekill Creek watershed, as
described in detail for the mainline. A Class B stream that is an unnamed tributary to Plattekill Creek runs
from south to north across the middle section of the proposed yard and discharges to Plattekill Creek
approximately 0.5 miles to the north. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be
located downstream along this tributary or along Plattekill Creek.
The proposed JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on an undeveloped property
approximately 4.8 miles east of the mainline route in the town of Lloyd. The proposed yard would be within
the watershed of Twaalfskill Creek. A tributary of the creek is located to the east of the site on the opposite
side of US-9W. Twaalfskill Creek (WI/PWL ID: 1301-1999) runs approximately 5 miles from it headwater
in Marlborough to its point of discharge to the Hudson River at Highland Landing. Twaalfskill Creek and
its tributaries (WI/PWL ID: 1301-1999) are Class C waters. Water quality in the creek exhibits minor
impacts (reduced dissolved oxygen levels and excess nutrients) attributed to industrial and municipal
sources (NYSDEC 2008m).
The proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would be on a paved lot in Newburgh. The location is
within the Quassaick Creek watershed as described in detail for the mainline. The yard would be
approximately 500 feet south of Brookside Pond, an instream reservoir of Quassaick Creek, and
approximately 500 feet west of the creek downstream of the pond. Both the creek and the pond are Class C
waters. No public water supply surface water withdrawals are known to be located along Quassaick Creek
downstream of Brookside Pond.
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The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would be on a previously developed site situated immediately
north of Route 17A in Tuxedo, Orange County. The yard would be in the Indian Kill watershed, which is a
sub-basin of the larger Ramapo River watershed described in detail for the mainline. A Class C tributary to
Indian Kill flows from north to south along the length of the western boundary of the proposed 17A yard,
entering the main stream (also Class C) at a location just north of the access road to the yard. Indian Kill
then continues to flow to the east and south and enters the Indian Kill Reservoir at a location approximately
0.7 miles downstream of the 17A yard. Indian Kill Reservoir is a Class A water that serves as a public water
supply reservoir for United Water New York’s Indian Kill Water System, supplying residential and
commercial customers in the vicinity of Tuxedo (UWNY 2013).
Access Roads
Temporary and PARs are proposed at numerous locations along the proposed mainline and laterals. In
general, access roads would be relatively short in length. Table F-3 in Appendix F presents the 53 proposed
TARs that would cross waterbodies at a total of 67 locations and the 3 proposed PARs that would cross
waterbodies at a total of 3 locations. Detailed descriptions of the waterbodies that would be crossed are
provided in the discussion of the mainline.
3.1.3.2.2

Public Surface Water Supplies

There are several public water supply reservoirs located in the Project Area that would be either adjacent
to and potentially downgradient of the mainline route or a lateral route or downstream of a proposed
mainline or lateral crossing.
An unnamed reservoir that serves as a public water supply reservoir for the Coxsackie Correctional facility,
runs parallel to the mainline route from approximately MPs 23.4 to 23.6 (TMMs 121.0 to 120.8) and is
located between 120 and 230 feet to the west of and potentially downgradient of the mainline route. This
unnamed reservoir is a Class A water.
Chadwick Lake, an in-steam reservoir in the Quassaick Creek watershed, is located approximately 0.7 mile
south of the proposed RPL route. Chadwick Lake is a Class A water and supplies a portion of the source
water for the TNCWD municipal water supply system (TNCWD 2012). The RPL would cross the middle
Quassaick Creek in 10 locations. The tributaries that would be crossed by the lateral are located between
approximately 0.7 to 1.3 miles upstream of Chadwick Lake.
The City of Newburgh public water supply system has a pair of water supply reservoirs located in the
general project area. Browns Pond (also referred to as the Silver Stream Reservoir) is a reservoir located
0.3 to 0.6 miles west of the proposed mainline route between approximately MPs 88.4 and 90.0 (TMMs
58.0 and 56.4). Lake Washington is approximately 0.2 to 0.5 miles east of the proposed mainline route
between approximately MPs 87.1 and 87.9 (TMMs 59.2 and 56.4) and is located on the opposite side of the
NYS Thruway. Browns Pond outlets to Silver Stream, which flows upstream to the north and east
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approximately 1.2 miles to a proposed mainline crossing near MP 87.9 (TMM 58.4) and continues to the
east crossing under the NYS Thruway and into small pond equipped with a diversion structure. Typically,
water is allowed to continue to flow south on Silver Stream and away from Lake Washington. On occasion,
when water supply demands are high, water is diverted from this small pond into a stream that flows to the
north into Lake Washington, increasing the volume of available water supply in the lake. Consequently,
during periods when the diversion into Lake Washington is occurring, the lake would be downstream of
the proposed mainline crossing of Silver Stream (City of Newburgh Water Department 2013).
Potake Pond and Cranberry Pond would be located on the west and east sides, respectively, of the mainline
from approximate MPs 114.2 to 115.5. Potake Pond would be approximately 0.1 to 0.3 miles west of and
upgradient from the mainline. Cranberry Pond would be approximately 0.07 to 0.16 miles to the east and
downgradient from the mainline. The mainline would cross a tributary located approximately 0.3 miles
upstream of Cranberry Pond at approximately MP 115.4. United Water New York, a private company that
provides public water to much of Rockland County, has an agreement that allows it to pump water from
these ponds (primarily Potake Pond) and route it to the Ramapo River to augment natural river flows during
low flow periods (UWNY 2012). United Water New York draws much of its public water supply from a
shallow well field located along the Ramapo River that is hydraulically connected the river. Augmenting
flows in the river with water from Potake Pond and/or Cranberry Pond during low flow periods allows for
continued withdrawals from the well field during such times. While these ponds are not formally public
water supply reservoirs, they are considered components of a larger public water supply system.
The Indian Kill Reservoir is a Class A public water supply reservoir located along Indian Kill,
approximately 0.7 miles downstream of the proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard in Tuxedo, Orange
County. United Water New York operates this reservoir as part of its Indian Kill Water System, supplying
residential and commercial customers in the vicinity of Tuxedo (UWNY 2013).
3.1.3.2.3

Public Water Supply Aqueducts

New York City derives its drinking water from multiple reservoirs located in upstate New York. The water
is transported to the City through several aqueduct systems that were constructed utilizing a variety of
methods. Water obtained via the aqueducts also provides drinking water to a number of other communities,
including the towns of Newburgh and Marlborough. The two primary water transmission systems west of
the Hudson River are the Catskill and Delaware Aqueducts.
Catskill Aqueduct
The Catskill Aqueduct begins at the Ashoken Reservoir in Ulster County at an elevation of about 587 feet
AMSL and carries water in a southeasterly direction through Ulster and Orange counties. Just south of
Newburgh, the aqueduct system travels beneath the Hudson River, enters Putnam County and continues to
the southeast where it enters Kensico Reservoir in Westchester County. According to the NYCDEP
(NYCDEP 2012), the Catskill Aqueduct system is comprised of four types of tunnels: cut-and-cover; grade
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tunnels; steel-pipe siphons; and pressure tunnels. Cut-and-cover tunnels are horseshoe-shaped, unreinforced
concrete arches that are approximately 17 feet high with a maximum width of 17.5 feet. They are only a
few feet below the surface of the ground and generally follow local topography. Grade tunnels are located
where the aqueduct crosses beneath hills and mountains. They are also horseshoe-shaped, concrete
structures with a height of 17 feet and a maximum width of 13 feet. Grade tunnels are deeper than cut-andcover tunnels but both of these tunnel types have an air gap at the top and are therefore not pressurized.
The Catskill Aqueduct approaches the proposed mainline route from the west near MP 88.5 (TMM 57.9).
In this area, the aqueduct is located on the northeast side of Silver Stream Reservoir, about 1,200 feet west
of the NYS Thruway corridor. The aqueduct then turns southward and runs parallel to the NYS Thruway
for a distance of about 1.5 miles. Along this section, the aqueduct follows a small ridge and is located about
1,000 feet west of the NYS Thruway corridor.
Based upon a regional map of the aqueduct (NYCDEP 2012), historic information (New York City Board
of Water Supply 1917) and the surface topography, the northern section of the aqueduct in this area is a
shallow, cut-and-cover tunnel. Just west of proposed mainline MP 89.7 (TMM 56.7), the aqueduct
construction transitions to a deeper pressure tunnel. This transition occurs at a deep shaft (Catskill Aqueduct
Shaft 1) located approximately 1,000 feet to the west of the proposed mainline crossing location. The shaft
building (and presumably the top of shaft) is upgradient of the mainline route, located at a ground surface
elevation approximately 100 feet higher than the ground surface elevation at the proposed mainline crossing
location.
The deeper pressure tunnel turns to the southeast and would pass beneath the mainline at a location just
west of the NYS Thruway at approximately MP 90.05 (TMM 56.35) (New York City Board of Water
Supply 1917). The aqueduct continues to the southeast as a pressure tunnel, eventually crossing underneath
the Hudson River at a depth of approximately 1,000 feet below the river bed.
Delaware Aqueduct
The Delaware Aqueduct begins at the Rondout Reservoir (elevation 840 feet AMSL), located in the town
of Wawarsing in Ulster County. It carries water in a southeast direction and intersects the very northeast
corner of Orange County, just to the north of Roseton. From this location, the aqueduct passes beneath the
Hudson River and enters Dutchess County. The aqueduct then passes through Putnam and Westchester
counties, eventually connecting with Kensico Reservoir. The section of the Delaware Aqueduct between
the Rondout Reservoir and the Hudson River is known as the Rondout-West Branch Tunnel (RWBT). The
Delaware System provides approximately 50 percent of New York City’s drinking water. According to
NYCDEP (2012), the RWBT is 13.5 feet in diameter, lined with concrete, and varies in depth from 300 to
2,300 feet below ground. The tunnel is about 600 feet deep where it crosses beneath the Hudson River.
The existing Delaware Aqueduct approaches the NYS Thruway corridor from the northwest and would
cross beneath the proposed mainline at approximately MP 78.1 (TMM 68.1). This section of the aqueduct
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is a pressurized, concrete-lined tunnel with an approximate depth of 900 feet bgs at the crossing. To provide
access to the aqueduct, there are also a number of deep vertical shafts located between the Rondout
Reservoir and the Hudson River. According to NYCDEP documents (NYCDEP 2012), Shaft 5 is located
in the vicinity of the proposed mainline corridor. However, this shaft has been sealed. From the proposed
mainline and NYS Thruway crossing, the RWBT moves in a southeast direction towards the Hudson River.
In the Roseton area, the tunnel travels deeply beneath the ground and would cross under the proposed RPL
at about RPL MP 4.67 and RPL MP 6.43. The tunnel is approximately 600 feet deep in this area. An existing
vertical shaft (Shaft 5A) is located in the Town of Newburgh along Lattintown Road approximately 200
feet south of the proposed RPL route near RPL MP 4.67. The NYCDEP documents (NYCDEP 2012)
indicate that Shaft 5A is active. Based on USGS mapping, the shaft building appears to be at approximately
the same grade or at slightly higher ground surface elevation than the ground surface elevation in the
vicinity of the proposed lateral.
The RWBT tunnel is a deep rock, pressurized tunnel that is currently leaking 15 to 35 million gpd. To
remedy the leakage, NYCDEP is currently undertaking a multiphase project that will include activities in
the Warwarsing and Roseton areas. Construction for the project began in 2014 and is scheduled to be
completed in 2020. Work in the Roseton area will include the construction of a new bypass tunnel that is
to be constructed approximately 1,700 feet north of the existing RWBT. This tunnel will be approximately
600 to 900 feet deep and a vertical shaft will be constructed on each side of the Hudson River to provide
equipment access to construct the tunnel. The proposed location of the bypass tunnel, its new Shaft 5B
vertical shaft, and its temporary groundwater dewatering piping in relation to the proposed RPL route is
shown in Figure 3.1.3.5.
The proposed bypass tunnel to be constructed in this area would also cross under the RPL near
approximately RPL MP 5.7. The bypass tunnel is planned to be 600 to 900 feet below the ground. A new
shaft (Shaft 5B) to be used for construction of the bypass tunnel, would be located approximately 1,500
feet southwest of RPL MP 5.6. Associated infrastructure related to the bypass tunnel will also include a 30inch pipeline to carry groundwater from tunnel dewatering activities. The dewatering pipeline route will
begin at the new shaft location, travel south along NYS Route 9W, and then go eastward on Old Post and
River Roads. This planned dewatering discharge line would intersect the proposed RPL along River Road
at approximately RPL MP 6.33. The RPL would be installed beneath River Road at this location by way of
a conventional auger boring, which would eliminate potential interference with the dewatering line at this
location.
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3.1.3.2.4

Floodplains and Floodways

Floodplains are lowland and typically relatively flat areas located adjacent to and adjoining inland and
coastal waters. During a flood event, floodplains provide energy dissipation, temporary storage, gradual
conveyance of overbank flows, limiting downstream damage from local streams and rivers and storage for
overbank flows of water during flood events, limiting potential downstream damage caused by rushing
floodwaters. Floodplain storage also allows for gradual infiltration of excess waters and settling of fine
grained suspended sediments. Due to proximity to surface waters and rich soil conditions resulting from
reworking of soils during flood events, floodplains can offer diverse vegetative communities and may
provide habitat for mammals, reptiles, birds and other riverine and coastal biota.
From a regulatory perspective, the FEMA plays a primary role in floodplain management. FEMA defines
a floodplain as any land susceptible to being inundated by floodwaters of any source (FEMA 2014). FEMA
floodplain management and wetland protection regulations (44 CFR 9) define FEMA’s role in floodplain
protection and provide an expanded definition of floodplains as the lowland and relatively flat areas
adjoining inland and coastal waters including, at a minimum, that area subject to a one percent or greater
chance of flooding in any given year. This one percent flooding area has historically also been referred to
as the “100-year floodplain.” FEMA floodplain management regulations also provide a definition of the
term “floodway” as being that portion of the floodplain which is effective in carrying flow, within which
this carrying capacity must be preserved and where the flood hazard is generally highest (i.e., where water
depths and velocities are the greatest).
FEMA prepares Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that delineate flood hazard areas for communities,
such as the locations of the one percent annual occurrence (or 100-year) floodplains and associated
floodway. These maps are used to administer floodplain regulations and to reduce flood damage.
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, states that actions by federal agencies are to avoid to the
extent possible the long-and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. Each agency is to provide leadership
and shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety,
health, and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains
Mainline
Table 3.1.3-5 presents locations where the mainline would cross designated 100-year floodplains and
floodways. The table provides a cumulative crossing length for floodplain areas involving the watersheds
and waterbody crossings associated with the named waterbodies. In addition, if at least one of the floodplain
crossings would include a floodway crossing, then a “yes” is provided in the right column of the table.
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Table 3.1.3-5
Designated 100-Year Floodplain and Floodway Areas Crossed by the Mainline Pipeline
Cumulative
Crossing Length
(feet)

Waterbody Associated
With Floodplain

Floodway Crossing?

18,727

Hudson River

no

208

Vloman Kill

no

441

Coeymans Creek

no

65

tributary to Hannacrois Creek

no

816

Hannacrois Creek

no

678

tributary to Coxsackie Creek

no

225

Catskill Creek

yes

629

Kaaterskill Creek

yes

2,970

Sawyer Kill

no

15

Beaver Kill

no

381

Plattekill Creek

no

15,856

Esopus Creek

yes

377

Wallkill River

yes

333

Moodna Creek

yes

2,138

Woodbury Creek

yes

19,088

Ramapo River

yes

764

Cranberry Pond

no

Laterals
Table 3.1.3-6 presents locations where the Project laterals would cross designated 100-year floodplains and
floodways. The same methodology is used for this table as for Table 3.1.3-5.
Table 3.1.3-6
Designated 100-Year Floodplain and Floodway Areas Crossed by Project Laterals
Crossing Length
(feet)

Waterbody Associated
With Floodplain

Floodway
Crossing?

Hudson River

no

Hudson River

no

2,788

tributary to Quassaick Creek

no

340

tributary to Lattintown Creek

no

Quassaick Creek

yes

Buckeye Lateral
5,455
IPT Product Lateral
3,738
Roseton Product Lateral

Newburgh Product Lateral
530
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Pump Stations
The Albany and Gorman Pump Station sites are located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson River.
Approximately half of the property proposed to be occupied by the Kingston Pump Station is located within
the 100-year floodplain of Saw Kill and a smaller portion along the northern boundary of the site is located
within the floodway of Saw Kill. The Harriman Pump Station site is located within the 100-year floodplain
of the Ramapo River.
Meter Stations
With the exception of the meter stations sites at the Apex and Citgo Terminals, all of the meter station sites
in Albany and Rensselaer Counties are located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson River. The
Heritage Terminal Meter Station is located within the Kingston Pump Station. Approximately half of the
pump station property would be within the 100-year floodplain of Saw Kill and a smaller portion along the
northern boundary of the site is located within the floodway of Saw Kill. Depending on the actual placement
of the Heritage Meter Station within the property, it may or may not be located within the 100-year
floodplain or floodway. The Global Terminal Meter Station site in Newburgh is located within the 100year floodplain of the Hudson River. The Buckeye Terminal Meter Station site in Roseton is not within a
100-year floodplain.
Block Valves
As noted in the pump stations discussion, the aboveground block valve facilities at the Albany and Gorman
Pump Stations would be located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson River, the aboveground block
valve at the Kingston Pump Station could (but likely would not) be located within the 100-year floodplain
of Saw Kill and the aboveground block valve facility at the Harriman Pump Station would be located within
the 100-year floodplain of the Ramapo River. The aboveground block valve facilities on either side of the
Hudson River (MP 2.45 and MP 3.06) would both be located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson
River.
The below ground block valve facilities are small facilities located in-line with the mainline.
Characterization of the location of the proposed mainline relative to floodplain and floodways applies to
these below ground block valve facilities.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
The Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson
River. The Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would be within the 100-year floodplain of Quassaick
Creek. The 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would be within the 100-year floodplain of Indian Kill. The
other contractor and pipe yards (Maltari, Valley Road, Old Kings Highway and JD Blake) would not be
within a 100-year floodplain. No contractor and pipe yards are located in floodways.
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Access Roads
Temporary access roads and PARs are proposed at numerous locations along the proposed mainline and
one location along a proposed lateral. Table 3.1.3-7 lists proposed TARs and PARs that would be located
at least partially within a 100-year floodplain and/or floodway.
Table 3.1.3-7
Access Roads with Portions within Designated 100-Year Floodplain and Floodway Areas
Name

Approximate
MP

Crossing
Length
(feet)

Waterbody Associated
With Floodplain

Floodway
Crossing?

400

Hudson River

no

Crude and Product Mainline
PAR-NY-MP1.6

1.6

PAR-NY-MP3.05

3.0

520

Hudson River

no

NY-AL-TAR-14

12.3

1,016

Coeymans Creek

no

TAR-NY-MP12.2

12.2

230

Coeymans Creek

no

TAR-NY-MP12.2

12.2

230

Coeymans Creek

yes

NY-AL-TAR-13

12.3

2,298

Coeymans Creek

no

NY-AL-TAR14A

12.3

479

Coeymans Creek

no

NY-AL-TAR14

12.3

400

Coeymans Creek

no

NY-AL-TAR14

12.3

460

Coeymans Creek

yes

NY-AL-TAR15A

14

179

tributary to Hannacrois Creek

no

TAR-NY-MP16.2

16.2

130

Hannacrois Creek

no

NY-GR-TAR10A

20.9

181

tributary to Coxsackie Creek

no

NY-GR-TAR28A

33.5

847

Kaaterskill Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-2

39.8

355

Sawyer Kill

no

NY-UL-TAR-1

39.8

109

Sawyer Kill

no

NY-UL-TAR-4

41.1

23

Sawyer Kill

no

PAR-NY-MP41.96

42.0

38

Tributary to Sawyer Kill

no

NY-UL-TAR-7

42.0

371

Tributary to Sawyer Kill

no

NY-UL-TAR15A

48.6

90

Plattekill Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-22

50.7

686

Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-22

50.7

2,106

Esopus Creek

yes

NY-UL-TAR-23

51.4

74

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

PAR-NY-51.53

51.5

210

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR24alt

51.6

313

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-24

51.6

64

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-25

51.7

393

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

PAR-NY-MP51.85

51.9

1,200

Saw Kill and Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-28

52.6

110

Esopus Creek

no

PAR-NY-MP54.77

54.8

160

Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-33

54.8

445

Esopus Creek

no

NY-UL-TAR-48

61.9

105

Rondout Creek

no
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Table 3.1.3-7
Access Roads with Portions within Designated 100-Year Floodplain and Floodway Areas
Name

Approximate
MP

NY-UL-TAR-51

64.4

Crossing
Length
(feet)
200

NY-UL-TAR-51

64.4

53

PAR-NY-MP64.45

64.4

100

Wallkill River

no

TAR-NY-MP95.95

96.9

50

Woodbury Creek

yes

NY-OR-TAR31

99.5

52

Woodbury Creek

no

Waterbody Associated
With Floodplain

Floodway
Crossing?

Wallkill River

no

Wallkill River

no

NY-OR-TAR32

99.9

163

Woodbury Creek

no

TAR-NY-100.52

100.5

560

Woodbury Creek

no

PAR-NY-MP101.73

101.7

220

Ramapo River

no

PAR-NY-MP101.73

101.7

50

Ramapo River

yes

NY-OR-TAR35

101.8

229

Ramapo River

no

NY-OR-TAR35

101.8

50

Ramapo River

yes

NY-OR-TAR36

101.8

510

Ramapo River

no

NY-OR-TAR36

101.8

90

Ramapo River

yes

TAR-NY-MP102.1

102.1

2,660

Ramapo River

no

TAR-NY-MP102.1

102.1

200

Ramapo River

yes

TAR-NP-MP102.8

102,8

235

Ramapo River

no

TAR-NP-MP103.6

103.6

670

Ramapo River

no

TAR-NP-MP103.6

103.6

130

Ramapo River

yes

NY-RO-TAR1

115.7

43

Cranberry Pond

no

PAR-NY-BL0.0

BL MP 0.0

540

Hudson River

no

NY-RO-TAR1

115.7

426

Ramapo River

no

IPTL 0.6

365

Hudson River

no

Buckeye Lateral

IPT Product Lateral
NY-RE-TAR-2

3.1.3.2.5

Sensitive Waterbodies

Certain waters of the state are protected on the basis of their classification. Streams and small waterbodies
located in the course of a stream with a classification of AA, A, or B, or with a classification of C with a
standard of (T) or (TS) are collectively referred to as protected streams, and are subject to the stream
protection provisions of the Protection of Waters regulations under 6 New York Codes, Rules and
Regulations (NYCRR) Part 608. In New York State, all streams with trout designation in addition to all
Class A and B streams are protected. Individual waterbody crossings are identified in Appendix F.
Mainline
The mainline route would cross 80 protected streams. Table 3.1.3-8 summarizes the classifications of the
waterbodies along the proposed mainline route. The mainline would not cross any federally designated
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Wild and Scenic Rivers, nor would it cross any state designated Wild, Scenic or Recreational Rivers. The
fishery and aquatic habitat characteristics of the waterbodies that would be crossed by the mainline,
including these sensitive waterbodies, are discussed in Section 3.1.6.
Table 3.1.3-8
NYSDEC Classification and Standard Summary - Mainline
Classification and Standard

Number of Occurrences

Protected
(Yes/No)

A

16

yes

A(T)

9

yes

A(TS)

0

yes

B

25

yes

B(T)

15

yes

B(TS)

0

yes

C

150

no

C(T)

7

yes

C(TS)

8

yes

D

2

no

Laterals
Table 3.1.3-9 indicates the classifications of the waterbodies at proposed lateral crossings. Only
classifications are shown when a crossing is involved. The RPL would cross six protected streams. Laterals
would not cross any federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers, nor would they cross any state designated
Wild, Scenic or Recreational Rivers.
Table 3.1.3-9
NYSDEC Classification and Standard Summary – Laterals
Classification and
Standard

3.1.4

Number of Occurrences

Protected
(Yes/No)

BL

IPTL

CAL

RPL

NPL

A

0

0

0

6

0

yes

C

0

0

1

10

8

no

Air Resources

The climate in the Project Area is primarily continental. The summer consists of moderate to high
temperatures with most of the rain coming from the occasional thunderstorm during the summer months.
The winter is subject to cold Canadian air which can drop temperatures well below freezing. Snow is
common during the winter as cold air from the north mixes with moister air along the Atlantic coast. Table
3.1.4-1 presents temperature and precipitation statistics for the past four years (2010-2013) with emphasis
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on freezing temperatures and inclement conditions (National Climatic Data Center [NCDC] 2014). The
Project Area frequently experiences freezing temperatures during the winter months with 2013 showing a
substantial increase in freezing days over the climatic average. In addition, significant precipitation and
snowfall events showed an increase above the climatic normal in 2013 as well.
Table 3.1.4-1
Albany, New York Temperature and Precipitation Statistics
Statistic

2010

2011

2012

2013

Climatic Average

Mean Daily Temperature (°F) Min / Max

41.0 / 59.4

40.6 / 59.3

42.1 / 61.2

39.1 / 58.2

37.6 / 57.7

No. Days below 32°F

127

131

126

150

135.1

No. Days with 1 inch Precipitation

8

12

6

10

7.4

Total Snowfall (inch)

45.1

80.3

30.6

60.1

59.1

Source: NCDC 2014.

Winds are moderate throughout the year and predominantly from the southwest and north. Figure 3.1.4-1
depicts a wind-rose from the Dutchess County Airport in Poughkeepsie, New York (KPOU).

Source: NCDC 2013 - http://www1.ncdc.noaa.gov/pub/data/noaa/2013/

Figure 3.1.4-1 Wind-rose (KPOU)
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3.1.4.1

Ambient Air Quality

An extensive network of air quality monitors throughout the country record ambient air concentrations of
several pollutants including carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone
(O3), lead, and particulate matter with particle sizes ranging from 2.5 microns – 10 microns (PM10) and with
particle sizes less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). Each of these pollutants has a particular concentration level that
must be adhered to and is defined by the USEPA as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Table 3.1.4-2 shows the NAAQS that apply to the State of New York as well as the ambient air or
background concentrations for the Project Area as recorded by the air quality monitors.
Table 3.1.4-2
NAAQS and Background Concentrations
Pollutant

Averaging Period

NAAQS a/

Project Area
Background b/

Units

PM10

24-Hour

150

25

µg/m3

PM2.5

Annual

12

7.8

µg/m3

24-Hour

35

21.2

µg/m3

SO2

1-Hour

75

10.9

ppb

NO2

Annual

53

18.4

ppb

1-Hour

100

23

ppb

Ozone

8-Hour

0.075

0.075

ppm

CO

8-Hour

9

0.8

ppm

1-Hour

35

1.2

ppm

Lead

3 Month Rolling

0.15

0.11

µg/m3

Sources:
a/ NYSDEC 2014a - http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8542.html
b/ NYSDEC 2014b - http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/air_pdf/2013airqualrpt.pdf
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
ppm = parts per million

3.1.4.2

Attainment Status

Each state is responsible for complying with the NAAQS and develops a plan (State Implementation Plan
[SIP]) that describes how it will keep their background concentrations for each pollutant below the NAAQS.
If a region or part of a state cannot meet the standards, the region is labeled with “Non-Attainment” status
for the specific pollutant and averaging time that exceeds the NAAQS. This status usually prompts
promulgation of additional state permitting regulations and guidelines. Table 3.1.4-3 lists the counties
within which the Project would occur and their Non-Attainment status if applicable.
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Table 3.1.4-3
Attainment Status by County
County

Attainment for
Criteria Pollutants

Non-Attainment
Pollutant

Averaging Period

Orange

No

Ozone

8-Hour

Rockland

No

Ozone

8-Hour

Ulster

Yes

none

Albany

No

Ozone

8-Hour

Greene

No

Ozone

8-Hour

Rensselaer

No

Ozone

8-Hour

Source: USEPA. http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/greenbk/data_download.html

Most of the Project Area has a Non-Attainment status for ozone. Near the earth’s surface, ozone is mainly
formed by a reaction between sunlight and the chemicals emitted by the burning of everyday fossil fuels.
Background ozone concentrations can vary significantly and naturally throughout the year as seasons
change. For example, ozone is normally higher in the summer due to an increase in sunlight.
3.1.4.3

Greenhouse Gas

The main GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CH4), hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Fossil fuel combustion accounts for a large
percentage of the GHG emissions. Some gases are more effective at absorbing energy (and therefore
warming the Earth) than other gases based on their chemical properties and the amount of time they remain
in the atmosphere. CO2 is often used as a baseline and benchmark for all GHG emissions and monitoring;
the cumulative GHG emissions are often written in terms of “CO2 Equivalent” (CO2e), which is simply a
way to express GHG emissions relative to the warming potential of CO2 in the atmosphere.
In August of 2009 the Governor of the State of New York signed E.O. 24 and its directive to prepare a
climate action plan and establish a goal for the State of New York to reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent
of 1990 levels by the year 2050. Soon after in October of 2009, President Obama released an E.O. requiring
Federal agencies to set a 2020 GHG emissions reduction target (Office of the Press Secretary 2009). Figure
3.1.4-2 shows the historical and estimated CO2e GHG emissions from an interim report done by the New
York State Climate Action Council (created as part of the New York E.O. 24) in 2010 (New York State
Climate Action Council 2010). The State of New York needs to reduce GHG emissions to 197.6 Million
Metric Tons of CO2e by the year 2050 in order to meet the stated goal: 80 percent of 1990 levels.
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Source: New York State Climate Action Council Interim Report 11-9-10. Chapter 3

Figure 3.1.4-2 GHG Emissions by Source Category, 1990-2030

3.1.4.4

Mobile Source Emissions

Mobile source emission from cars, trucks and other vehicles powered by gasoline and diesel on roadways
emit CO2, CO, nitrous oxide (NOx), PM, SO2, VOCs, and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs). A majority of
the mainline (79 percent) is co-located with the NYS Thruway. Vehicles on the Thruway are regulated by
individual unit and not by the NYS Thruway Authority. The air quality along the pipeline ROW where it
parallels the Thruway is influenced by constant vehicular traffic, with peak periods during morning and
afternoon rush hours. The NYS Thruway Authority has programs in place to improve the environment
where they can, but doesn’t regulate localized emissions.
3.1.5

Terrestrial Ecology

This section describes existing terrestrial resources, including vegetation and wildlife in the general Project
Area. Information on existing terrestrial resources was obtained from governmental and non-governmental
sources, including the USFWS; NYNHP; 2000-2005 New York State Breeding Bird Atlas; and NYSDEC
Herp Atlas Project.
3.1.5.1

Vegetation

This section describes the existing terrestrial vegetation communities within the Project Area. Vegetative
land cover classes were assessed according to Ecological Communities of New York State (Edinger et al.
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2014) using GIS aerial photography interpretation at 1:2,400 scale. This section also includes a list of
invasive and/or noxious terrestrial plant species that occur in New York State.
The majority of the mainline would be located adjacent to or within the NYS Thruway ROW, much of
which is mowed or otherwise maintained for purposes such as drainage and access. The proposed pipeline
lateral routes tend to follow existing utility corridors which also undergo periodic vegetation management
or are in developed areas where vegetation is sparse. Table 3.1.5-1 presents the acreages of each vegetation
land cover class per Edinger et al. (2014) along the mainline and lateral routes, as well as the other proposed
Project facilities for construction and operation of the facilities. Following the table, each of these cover
classes is described. Construction acreages take into account the permanent facility footprint as well as all
temporary workspaces. Operation acreages take into account only the permanent facility footprint.
Table 3.1.5-1
Acreage of Vegetative Land Cover Classes in Proposed
Pilgrim Project Area
Vegetative Land Cover Class

Construction

Operation

71.88

26.74

Coniferous

7.46

3.37

Cropland

22.65

5.77

Deciduous

409.41

115.05

Mixed

147.22

29.75

Mainline
Cleared/Open space

Mowed Lawn

16.02

4.83

Mowed Roadside

322.46

36.12

Open Uplands

4.43

1.67

Wetlands

90.42

23.43

Cropland

4.12

1.65

Deciduous

0.80

0.39

Wetlands

0.35

0.12

Cleared/Openspace

0.24

0.15

Deciduous

3.30

1.68

Wetlands

0.11

0.00

Cleared/Openspace

30.71

10.39

Coniferous

0.39

0.12

Cropland

2.76

0.89

Buckeye Lateral
Paved
IPT Product Lateral

Citgo and Apex Lateral

Roseton Product Lateral
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Table 3.1.5-1
Acreage of Vegetative Land Cover Classes in Proposed
Pilgrim Project Area
Vegetative Land Cover Class

Construction

Operation

Deciduous

8.80

2.56

Mixed

10.96

3.44

Mowed Lawn

2.22

0.77

Mowed Roadside

0.02

0.02

Wetlands

7.89

2.74

Cleared/Openspace

8.08

2.00

Deciduous

20.16

7.56

Mixed

2.70

0.87

Mowed Lawn

1.32

0.42

Mowed Roadside

0.19

0.14

Wetlands

3.04

1.13

Deciduous

0.56

0.56

Mowed Lawn

0.12

0.12

Open Uplands

0.24

0.24

Wetlands

1.82

1.82

Cropland

10.48

0.00

Wetlands

0.48

0.00

7.58

0.00

Cleared/Openspace

10.31

0.00

Mixed

0.24

0.00

Wetlands

0.31

0.00

Newburgh Product Lateral

Albany Pump Station
Paved
Gorman Pump Station
Paved
Kingston Pump Station

Harriman Pump Station

Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard

Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard
Cleared/Openspace
Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard
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Table 3.1.5-1
Acreage of Vegetative Land Cover Classes in Proposed
Pilgrim Project Area
Vegetative Land Cover Class

Construction

Operation

Cleared/Openspace

0.04

0.00

Deciduous

1.28

0.00

Open Uplands

5.35

0.00

Wetlands

0.07

0.00

Mixed

10.87

0.00

Mowed Lawn

0.23

0.00

Open Uplands

1.38

0.00

Cleared/Openspace

9.38

0.00

Wetlands

0.01

0.00

Cleared/Openspace

23.92

0.00

Coniferous

0.08

0.00

Cropland

5.90

0.00

Deciduous

22.51

0.00

Mixed

10.91

0.00

Mowed Lawn

2.44

0.00

Mowed Roadside

1.83

0.00

Open Uplands

8.79

0.00

Wetlands

7.13

0.00

Cleared/Openspace

0.66

0.66

Coniferous

0.00

0.00

Cropland

0.06

0.06

Deciduous

1.66

1.66

Mixed

0.86

0.86

Mowed Lawn

0.24

0.24

Mowed Roadside

0.48

0.48

Open Uplands

0.18

0.18

Wetlands

0.35

0.35

Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard

JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard

Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard
Paved
17A Contractor and Pipe Yard

Temporary Access Roads

Permanent Access Roads
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3.1.5.1.1

Community Type Descriptions

Deciduous Forest is a hardwood or mixed forest that occurs on sites that have been cleared or otherwise
disturbed. Characteristic trees and shrubs include any of the following: quaking aspen (Populus
tremuloides), bigtooth aspen (P. grandidentata), balsam poplar (P. balsamifera), paper birch (Betula
papyrifera), gray birch (B. populifolia), pin cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), black cherry (P. serotina), red
maple (Acer rubrum), with lesser amounts of white ash (Fraxinus americana), green ash (F.
pennsylvanica), and American elm (Ulmus americana). In some instances, there can be sparse occurrence
of white pine (Pinus strobus) within this cover class (Edinger et al. 2014).
Mixed Forest is comprised of three vegetation communities: Hemlock-northern hardwood forest, Pinenorthern hardwood forest, and Spruce-northern hardwood forest.
Hemlock-northern hardwood forest: a mixed forest that typically occurs on middle to lower slopes of
ravines, on cool, mid-elevation slopes, and on moist, well-drained sites at the margins of swamps. In
any one stand, eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis) is codominant with any one to three of the
following: sugar maple (A. saccharum), red maple, yellow birch (B. alleghaniensis), black birch (B.
lenta), red oak (Quercus rubra), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), white ash, chestnut oak (Q.
montana), white oak (Q. alba), and white pine. Other trees may include hop hornbeam (Ostrya
virginiana), black cherry, and basswood (Tilia americana). The relative cover of eastern hemlock is
quite variable, ranging from nearly pure stands in some steep ravines to as little as 20 percent of the
canopy cover. Striped maple (A. pensylvanicum) is often prominent as a mid-story tree (Edinger et al.
2014).
Pine-northern hardwood forest: a mixed forest that occurs on gravelly outwash plains, delta sands,
eskers, and dry lake sands most often found in upstate New York and the Adirondacks. The dominant
trees are white pine and red pine (P. resinosa); these are mixed with scattered quaking aspen. On some
stands, there are mixtures of other northern hardwoods and conifers such as yellow birch, red maple,
balsam fir (Abies balsamea), and red spruce (Picea rubens) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Spruce-northern hardwood forest: a mixed forest that occurs on lower mountain slopes and upper
margins of flats on glacial till. This is a broadly defined community with several regional and edaphic
variants; it is one of the most common forest types in the Adirondacks. Codominant trees are red spruce,
sugar maple, American beech, yellow birch, and red maple, with scattered balsam fir. Striped maple
and mountain maple (A. spicatum) are common subcanopy trees (Edinger et al. 2014).
Coniferous Forest is comprised of four vegetation communities: spruce flats, balsam flats, mountain sprucefir forest, and mountain fir forest.
Spruce flats: a mixed forest that occurs on moist sites along the borders of swamps and in low flats
along lakes and streams in the Adirondacks. Soils are strongly podzolized, loamy to sandy, and
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seasonally moist, but not saturated and not peaty. Typically, the dominant trees are red spruce and red
maple mixed with smaller numbers of yellow birch, black cherry, and eastern hemlock. Spruce and
yellow birch, or sometimes these and eastern hemlock, make up about 75 percent of the canopy cover.
Smaller numbers of other northern hardwoods, such as American beech may also be present.
Balsam flats: a conifer forest that occurs on moist, well-drained soils of low flats adjoining swamps,
gentle low ridges, and knolls within swamps. The dominant tree is balsam fir, which occurs either in
pure stands or in mixed stands with red spruce or black spruce (P. mariana), and possibly a few yellow
birch, red maple, and black cherry.
Mountain spruce-fir forest: a conifer forest that occurs at high elevations in the Catskill and Adirondack
mountains, usually at elevations ranging from 3,000 to 4,000 feet (about 900 to 1,200 meters). This
forest occurs on upper slopes that are somewhat protected from the prevailing westerly winds, usually
at elevations above spruce-northern hardwood forests, and below mountain fir forests. Soils are strongly
podzolized, and they tend to be highly organic. The dominant trees are red spruce and balsam fir.
Common associates are mountain paper birch and yellow birch. Subcanopy trees that are usually
present at a low density include mountain ash (or dogberry (Sorbus americana, [S. decora])), mountain
maple, pin cherry and striped maple.
Mountain-fir forest: a conifer forest that occurs at high elevations in the Catskill and Adirondack
mountains, usually at elevations ranging from 3,500 to 4,500 feet (about 1,100 to 1,400 meters). This
forest typically occurs on cool upper slopes that are exposed to wind at elevations above sprucenorthern hardwood forests, usually above mountain spruce-fir forest, and below alpine krummholz.
Soils are typically thin (less than 20 inches or 50 centimeters), and they tend to be highly organic and
strongly acidic. The vegetation typically has a low species diversity; the tree layer is almost entirely
balsam fir, with a small amount of mountain paper birch and occasional individuals of red spruce and
mountain ash (Edinger et al. 2014).
Wetlands: A description of wetland vegetation communities is presented in Section 3.1.8.
Cleared/Open Space is a former forest, woodland, or shrubland that has been clear-cut or cleared by brushhog. The cut stumps of trees and shrubs are evident and usually common. There may be a lot of woody
debris such as branches and slashings from trees that were logged. Vegetation is patchy with scattered
herbs, shrubs, and tree saplings. The amount of vegetative cover probably depends on soil fertility and the
length of time since the land was cleared (Edinger et al. 2014).
Cropland is made up of three vegetative communities: row crops, field crops, and pastureland.
Cropland/row crops: an agricultural field planted in row crops such as corn, potatoes, and soybeans.
This community includes vegetable gardens in residential areas.
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Cropland/field crops: an agricultural field planted in field crops such as alfalfa, wheat, timothy, and
oats. This community includes hayfields that are rotated to pasture.
Pastureland: agricultural land permanently maintained (or recently abandoned) as a pasture area for
livestock.
Mowed Roadside is a narrow strip of mowed vegetation along the side of a road, or a mowed pathway
through taller vegetation (e.g., meadows, old fields, woodlands, forests), or along utility ROW corridors
(e.g., power lines, telephone lines, gas pipelines). The vegetation in these mowed strips and paths may be
dominated by grasses, sedges, and rushes; or it may be dominated by forbs, vines, and low shrubs that can
tolerate infrequent mowing (Edinger et al. 2014).
Mowed Lawn is comprised of residential, recreational, or commercial land, or unpaved airport runways in
which the groundcover is dominated by clipped grasses and there is less than 30 percent cover of trees.
Ornamental and/or native shrubs may be present, usually with less than 50 percent cover. The groundcover
is maintained by mowing and broadleaf herbicide application. This vegetative community also includes
mowed lawn with trees, which is described as residential, recreational, or commercial land in which the
groundcover is dominated by clipped grasses and forbs, and it is shaded by at least 30 percent cover of
trees. Ornamental and/or native shrubs may be present, usually with less than 50 percent cover. The
groundcover is maintained by mowing and broadleaf herbicide application (Edinger et al. 2014).
Open Uplands includes upland communities with less than 25 percent canopy cover of trees; the dominant
species in these communities are shrubs, herbs, or cryptogammic plants (mosses, lichens, etc.). Three
distinctive physiognomic types are included in this subsystem. Grasslands include communities that are
dominated by grasses and sedges; they may include scattered shrubs (never more than 50 percent cover of
shrubs), and scattered trees (usually less than one tree per acre, or 3 trees per hectare). Meadows include
communities with forbs, grasses, sedges, and shrubs codominant; they may include scattered trees.
Shrublands include communities that are dominated by shrubs (more than 50 percent cover of shrubs); they
may include scattered trees (Edinger et al. 2014).
3.1.5.1.2

Invasive and Non-native Plants

Invasive and non-native terrestrial plants may be encountered throughout the Project Area, especially given
the location of much of the proposed mainline route and portions of the proposed laterals along disturbed
roadway shoulder, utility corridors, or in developed areas. Typical invasive plants in these types of areas
are common reed (Phragmites australis), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), reed canary grass (Phalaris
arundinacea), and various vines, among others (Edinger et al. 2014). Table 3.1.5-2 provides a list of
invasive plants that are widely recognized as invasive or potentially invasive in New York State (NYSDEC
2012). Species on the list are assigned to the most commonly known plant category, although overlap may
exist.
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Table 3.1.5-2
NYSDEC Revised Interim List of Invasive Plant Species in New York State
Common Name

Scientific Name

Emergent Wetland & Littoral
Uruguayan Primrose-willow

Ludwigia grandiflora spp. hexapetala

Floating Primrose-willow

Ludwigia peploides spp. glabrescens

Purple Loosestrife

Lythrum salicaria

European Common Reed Grass

Phragmites australis

Tall Glyceria

Glyceria maxima

Yellow Iris

Iris pseudacorus

Broad-leaf Pepper-grass

Lepidium latifolium

Marsh Dewflower

Murdannia keisak

Reed Canary-grass

Phalaris arundinacea

Terrestrial – Herbaceous
Garlic Mustard

Alliaria petiolata

Slender False Brome

Brachypodium sylvaticum

Black swallow-wort

Cynanchum louiseae

Pale Swallow-wort

Cynanchum rossicum

Japanese Knotweed

Fallopia japonica

Japanese Stilt Grass

Microstegium vimineum

Lesser Celandine

Ranunculus ficaria

Wild Chervil

Anthriscus sylvestris

Mugwort

Artemisia vulgaris

Small Carpgrass

Arthraxon hispidus

Narrowleaf Bittercress

Cardamine impatiens

Spotted Knapweed*

Centaurea stoebe ssp.

Canada Thistle

Cirsium arvense

Chinese Yam

Dioscorea polystachya

Cut-leaf Teasel

Dipsacus laciniatus

Winter Creeper

Euonymus fortunei

Cypress Spurge

Euphorbia cyparissias

Leafy Spurge

Euphorbia esula

Giant Hogweed

Heracleum mantegazzianum

Japanese Hops

Humulus japonicus

Cogon Grass

Imperata cylindrica

Chinese Lespedeza

Lespedeza cuneata

Garden Loosestrife

Lysimachia vulgaris

Chinese Silver Grass

Miscanthus sinensis

Wavyleaf Basketgrass

Oplismenus hirtellus

Cup-plant

Silphium perfoliatum
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Table 3.1.5-2
NYSDEC Revised Interim List of Invasive Plant Species in New York State
Common Name

Scientific Name

Terrestrial – Vines
Oriental Bittersweet

Celastrus orbiculatus

Japanese Honeysuckle

Lonicera japonica

Mile-a-minute Weed

Persicaria perfoliata

Kudzu

Pueraria montana

Porcelain Berry

Ampelopsis brevipedunculata

Japanese Virgin's-bower

Clematis terniflora

Norway Maple

Acer platanoides

Japanese Angelica Tree

Aralia elata

Japanese Barberry

Berberis thunbergii

Autumn Olive

Elaeagnus umbellata

Winged Euonymus

Euonymus alatus

Amur Honeysuckle

Lonicera maackii

Morrow's Honeysuckle

Lonicera morrowii (incl. xbella)

Common Buckthorn

Rhamnus cathartica

Black Locust

Robinia pseudoacacia

Multiflora Rose

Rosa multiflora

Wineberry

Rubus phoenicolasius

Rusty Willow

Salix atrocinerea

Sycamore Maple

Acer pseudoplatanus

Smooth Buckthorn

Frangula alnus

Border Privet

Ligustrum obtusifolium

Amur Cork Tree

Phellodendron amurense

Beach vitex

Vitex rotundifolia

3.1.5.1.3

Rare Vegetation Communities

Significant rare natural vegetation communities identified by the NYNHP in the proposed Project Area are
described below. With the exception of calcareous talus slope woodland, which also occurs along the
proposed TAR NY-GR-TAR15A and TAR-NY-MP29.15, all other identified rare vegetation communities
occur along the mainline route.
Calcareous Cliff Community
Based on New York State GIS data a calcareous cliff community is mapped in Athens, Greene County,
parallel to the east side of the NYS Thruway. The mainline would intersect a small area of this community
located within an overhead electric utility easement at MP 29.8 (TMM 114.8). These communities are
typically characterized by a base of calcareous bedrock with minimal soil depth and sparse vegetation.
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Typical trees and shrubs in this community include red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), hop hornbeam, roundleaf dogwood (Cornus rugosa), Canada yew (Taxus canadensis), black cherry, downy arrow-wood
(Viburnum rafinesquianum) and northern white cedar (Thuja occidentalis). Typical herbaceous plants
include bulblet fern (Cystopteris bulbifera), bristleleaf sedge (Carex eburnea), herb Robert (Geranium
robertianum), zig-zag goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis), harebell (Campanula rotundifolia), purple cliff
brake (Pellaea atropururea), early saxifrage (Saxifraga virginiensis) and wild columbine (Aquilegia
canadensis) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Calcareous Talus Slope Woodland
Based on New York State GIS data, calcareous talus slope woodlands occur intermittently along a limestone
escarpment between the NYS Thruway and Vans Hosen Kill in Athens, Greene County, at MPs 28.1 (TMM
116.4), 28.7 to 29.6 (TMM 115.9), and 29.8 (TMM 114.8), as well as along the proposed NY-GR-TAR15A
in Coxsackie, Greene County and at MP 25.1 (TMM 119.4) and TAR-NY-MP29.15 in Athens, Greene
County. Typically calcareous talus slope woodland communities are characterized by loamy, moist soils
and numerous rock outcrops. Typical trees include sugar maple, mountain maple, white ash, hop hornbeam,
eastern red cedar, northern white cedar, basswood, slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), common hackberry (Celtis
occidentalis) and butternut (Juglans cinerea). When the tree canopy is more open, typical shrubs that may
dominate are round-leaf dogwood, downy arrowood, prickly ash (Zanthoxylum americanum), red osier
dogwood (Cornus sericea) and bladdernut (Staphylea trifolia). Common vines include Virginia creeper
(Parthenocissus quinquefolia), bittersweet (Celastrus scandens) and grape (Vitis spp.). Typical herbaceous
vegetation can be diverse, including bulblet fern, lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina var. asplenoides), oak
fern (Gymnocarpium dryopteris), bottlebrush grass (Elymus hystrix), herb Robert, Solomon’s-seal
(Polygonatum pubescens), wild ginger (Asarum canadense), white baneberry (Actaea pachypoda), early
meadow-rue (Thalictrum dioicum), bloodroot (Sanguinaria canadensis), wreath goldenrod (Solidago
caesia), blue cohosh (Caulophyllum thalictroides), lyre-leaved rock cress (Arabidopsis lyrata), white wood
aster (Eurybia divaricata) and ricegrass (Oryzopsis racemosa). Prominent rock outcrops may have ferns
such as walking fern (Asplenium rhizophyllum) and maidenhair spleenwort (A. trichomanes) (Edinger et al.
2014).
Calcareous Shoreline Outcrop
Based on New York State GIS data, a calcareous shoreline outcrop community occurs in Catskill, Greene
County along the proposed mainline route at MP 31.6 (TMM 113.3) on both sides of Catskill Creek. Catskill
Creek is a high energy creek within a deep limestone glen that flows to the Hudson River. Typical
calcareous shoreline outcrop communities are composed of sparse vegetation interspersed with mosses and
lichens. Common plants include wild columbine, sedges (Carex spp.), silky dogwood (Cornus amomum),
red osier dogwood, and meadow-rue (Thalictrum spp.) (Edinger et al. 2014).
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Chestnut Oak Forest
Based on New York State GIS data, a chestnut oak forest community occurs in Tuxedo, Orange County
along the mainline route between MPs 106.2 to 106.6 (TMMs 40.3 to 39.9). This community is generally
dominated by chestnut oak and red oak. The shrub layer is commonly made up of black huckleberry
(Gaylussacia baccata), mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia) and lowbush blueberry (Vaccinium pallidum).
The herbaceous layer typically consists of Pennsylvania sedge (Carex pensylvanica), wild sasparilla (Aralia
nudicalis), American wintergreen (Gaultheria procumbens), and white cushion moss (Leucobryum
glaucum) (Edinger et al. 2014).
3.1.5.2

Wildlife Resources
3.1.5.2.1

Existing Wildlife Resources

The Project Area includes the proposed mainline, laterals, pump stations, contractor and pipe yards, and
access roads and workspaces, which would be largely contained within the Hudson River Estuary corridor,
or ecoregion, which extends from the Troy Dam in the North to the Verrazano Narrows in the south, below
Manhattan Island (Bryce et al. 2010). Ecoregions denote areas of general similarity in ecosystems and in
the type, quality, and quantity of environmental resources; they are designed to serve as a spatial framework
for research, assessment, management, and monitoring of ecosystems and stratify the environment by its
probable response to disturbance (Bryce et al. 1999, 2010).
The diverse geology and soils of the Hudson River Valley formed its various habitats. These habitats
support a high diversity of fish, birds, and mammals. Turtles, snakes, bats, frogs, salamanders, birds of
prey, songbirds, waterfowl, and butterflies are just a few examples of the biodiversity of the Hudson River
ecosystem (Penhollow et al. 2006). Many species use the Hudson Valley as a migration route or breeding
or nursery habitat including migratory fish such as shad (Alosa sapidissima), sturgeon (Acipenser spp.), and
striped bass (Morone saxatilis), as well as a number of migratory bird species including the marsh wren
(Cistothorus palustris), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), and rubythroated hummingbird (Archilochus colubris) (Penhollow et al. 2006). Given the mobility of many of these
species and there ability, past and present, to occur and or spread across distances of many miles, the
following discussion covers the region of the facilities along the Hudson River Valley, between Albany and
the New Jersey border.
The immediate Project Area along the NYS Thruway, offers little habitat for species that are intolerant of
degradation and disturbance, and many species are considered to not have the potential to breed or otherwise
occur in this area. The proposed BL route, and Albany and Gorman Pump Station sites all occur within
entirely paved areas, and therefore none of the identified species are likely to breed or occur in these areas.
Wetlands, surface water and forests occur in the vicinity of the proposed Harriman and Kingston Pump
Station sites, and therefore may provide potentially suitable habitat for many of the identified species.
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Similarly, the proposed CAL, IPTL, NPL, and RPL routes all have at least some elements of wetlands,
forested areas, or other natural habitats that could provide potential suitable habitat.
Avifauna
The Hudson River area provides foraging habitat for many species of waterfowl and other birds. Over 200
species of birds occur in the lower Hudson Valley, owing to the region’s geographical position and habitat
diversity (NYSDEC 2011). Some are present year-round, whereas others only nest in, overwinter in, or
migrate through the area (DeOrsey and Butler 2006). Potential species that may occur during the breeding
season in the general Project Area are listed in Table 3.1.5-3.
Table 3.1.5-3
Potential Avifauna within the General Project Area During the Breeding Season
Common Name

Scientific Name

Canada Goose

Branta canadensis

Wood Duck

Aix sponsa

Mallard

Anas platyrhynchos

Pied-billed Grebe a/

Podilymbus podiceps

Ring-necked Pheasant

Phasianus colchicus

Wild Turkey

Meleagris gallopavo

Double-crested Cormorant

Phalacrocorax auritus

Great Blue Heron

Ardea herodias

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

Great Egret

Ardea alba

Green Heron

Butorides virescens

Least Bittern a/

Ixobrychus exilis

Turkey Vulture

Cathartes aura

Bald Eagle a/

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Northern Harrier a/

Circus cyaneus

Red-tailed Hawk

Buteo jamaicensis

Cooper's Hawk

Accipiter cooperii

Red-shouldered Hawk

Buteo lineatus

Broad-winged Hawk

Buteo platypterus

American Kestrel

Falco sparverius

Virginia Rail

Rallus limicola

Common Moorhen

Gallinula chloropus

Spotted Sandpiper

Actitis macularius

Upland Sandpiper a/

Bartramia longicauda

Wilson's Snipe

Gallinago delicata

American Woodcock

Scolopax minor

Rock Pigeon

Columba livia

Mourning Dove

Zenaida macroura

Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Coccyzus americanus
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Table 3.1.5-3
Potential Avifauna within the General Project Area During the Breeding Season
Common Name

Scientific Name

Black-billed Cuckoo

Coccyzus erythropthalmus

Eastern Screech-Owl

Megascops asio

Great Horned Owl

Bubo virginianus

Whip-poor-will

Caprimulgus vociferus

Chimney Swift

Chaetura pelagica

Ruby-throated Hummingbird

Archilochus colubris

Belted Kingfisher

Megaceryle alcyon

Red-bellied Woodpecker

Melanerpes carolinus

Downy Woodpecker

Picoides pubescens

Hairy Woodpecker

Picoides villosus

Northern Flicker

Colaptes auratus

Pileated Woodpecker

Dryocopus pileatus

Eastern Wood-Pewee

Contopus virens

Alder Flycatcher

Empidonax alnorum

Willow Flycatcher

Empidonax traillii

Least Flycatcher

Empidonax minimus

Eastern Phoebe

Sayornis phoebe

Great Crested Flycatcher

Myiarchus crinitus

Eastern Kingbird

Tyrannus tyrannus

Yellow-throated Vireo

Vireo flavifrons

Blue-headed Vireo

Vireo solitarius

Warbling Vireo

Vireo gilvus

Red-eyed Vireo

Vireo olivaceus

Blue Jay

Cyanocitta cristata

American Crow

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Fish Crow

Corvus ossifragus

Tree Swallow

Tachycineta bicolor

Northern Rough-winged Swallow

Stelgidopteryx serripennis

Bank Swallow

Riparia riparia

Cliff Swallow

Petrochelidon pyrrhonota

Barn Swallow

Hirundo rustica

Black-capped Chickadee

Poecile atricapillus

Tufted Titmouse

Baeolophus bicolor

Red-breasted Nuthatch

Sitta canadensis

White-breasted Nuthatch

Sitta carolinensis

Brown Creeper

Certhia americana

Carolina Wren

Thryothorus ludovicianus
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House Wren

Troglodytes aedon

Marsh Wren

Cistothorus palustris

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher

Polioptila caerulea
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Table 3.1.5-3
Potential Avifauna within the General Project Area During the Breeding Season
Common Name

Scientific Name

Eastern Bluebird

Sialia sialis

Veery

Catharus fuscescens

Hermit Thrush

Catharus guttatus

Wood Thrush

Hylocichla mustelina

American Robin

Turdus migratorius

Gray Catbird

Dumetella carolinensis

Northern Mockingbird

Mimus polyglottos

Brown Thrasher

Toxostoma rufum

European Starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Cedar Waxwing

Bombycilla cedrorum

Blue-winged Warbler

Vermivora pinus

Yellow Warbler

Dendroica petechia

Chestnut-sided Warbler

Dendroica pensylvanica

Magnolia Warbler

Dendroica magnolia

Black-throated Blue Warbler

Dendroica caerulescens

Yellow-rumped Warbler

Dendroica coronata

Black-throated Green Warbler

Dendroica virens

Blackburnian Warbler

Dendroica fusca

Prairie Warbler

Dendroica discolor

Black-and-white Warbler

Mniotilta varia

American Redstart

Setophaga ruticilla

Worm-eating Warbler

Helmitheros vermivorum

Ovenbird

Seiurus aurocapilla

Louisiana Waterthrush

Seiurus motacilla

Common Yellowthroat

Geothlypis trichas

Scarlet Tanager

Piranga olivacea

Eastern Towhee

Pipilo erythrophthalmus

Chipping Sparrow

Spizella passerina

Field Sparrow

Spizella pusilla

Savannah Sparrow

Passerculus sandwichensis

Song Sparrow

Melospiza melodia

Swamp Sparrow

Melospiza georgiana

White-throated Sparrow

Zonotrichia albicollis

Dark-eyed Junco

Junco hyemalis

Northern Cardinal

Cardinalis cardinalis

Rose-breasted Grosbeak

Pheucticus ludovicianus

Indigo Bunting

Passerina cyanea
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Bobolink

Dolichonyx oryzivorus

Red-winged Blackbird

Agelaius phoeniceus

Eastern Meadowlark

Sturnella magna
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Table 3.1.5-3
Potential Avifauna within the General Project Area During the Breeding Season
Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Grackle

Quiscalus quiscula

Brown-headed Cowbird

Molothrus ater

Baltimore Oriole

Icterus galbula

Purple Finch

Carpodacus purpureus

House Finch

Carpodacus mexicanus

American Goldfinch

Carduelis tristis

House Sparrow

Passer domesticus

a/ Indicates New York State threatened or endangered species.
Source: Breeding Bird Atlas Explorer 2014.

Several vegetative classes have specific bird species associated with them as described below by Edinger
(2014). See Section 3.1.5.1 for an analysis of vegetative cover classes traversed by the Project.
Deciduous Forest: Characteristic birds with varying abundance include chestnut-sided warbler (Dendroica
pensylvanica), Nashville warbler (Vermivora ruficapilla) in young forests with aspen and birch seedlings,
and yellow-bellied sapsucker (Sphyrapicus varius) in mature aspen forests.
Mowed Roadside: Common birds with varying abundance include Canada goose (Branta canadensis), rock
pigeon (Columba livia), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and house sparrow (Passer domesticus).
Mixed Forest: Birds frequently found in hemlock forests include Acadian flycatcher (Empidonax
virescens), blue-headed vireo (Vireo solitarius), black-throated green warbler (Dendroica virens), and
Blackburnian warbler (Dendroica fusca) (Ross et al. 2004). These birds are not restricted to this forest type.
Characteristic birds with varying abundance in pine-northern hardwood forest include pine warbler
(Dendroica pinus) and pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus). Characteristic birds with varying
abundance in spruce northern hardwood forests include white-throated sparrow (Zonotrichia albicollis),
winter wren (Troglodytes troglodytes), golden-crowned kinglet (Regulus satrapa), yellow-rumped warbler
(Dendroica coronata), blackpoll warbler (Dendroica striata), Swainson's thrush (Catharus ustulatus), and
yellow-bellied flycatcher (Empidonax flaviventris).
Wetlands: Characteristic birds with varying abundance in deep emergent marshes include swamp sparrow
(Melospiza georgiana), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), marsh wren (Cistothorus palustris),
American bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus), Virginia rail (Rallus limicola), and pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus
podiceps).
Characteristic birds with varying abundance in shallow emergent marshes include red-winged blackbird,
marsh wren, swamp sparrow, Virginia rail, and common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas) (Levine 1998).
Shrub swamp characteristic birds with varying abundance include common yellowthroat, American bittern,
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alder flycatcher (Empidonax alnorum), willow flycatcher (Empidonax trallii), and Lincoln’s sparrow
(Passerella lincolnii) (Levine 1998). Examples of wetland obligate birds that occur in red maple hardwood
swamps include wood duck (Aix sponosa), American black duck (Anas rubripes), and northern waterthrush
(Seiurus noveboracensis).
Cropland: Field/Row Crops - Characteristic birds with varying abundance include grasshopper sparrow
(Ammodramus savannarum), vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus), bobolink (Dolichonys oryzivorous),
and mourning dove. A rare bird that breeds in some croplands/field crops is the upland sandpiper
(Bartramia longicauda). Pastureland - Characteristic birds with varying abundance include grasshopper
sparrow, vesper sparrow, horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), and killdeer (Charadrius vociferus). A rare
bird that breeds in some pastureland is the upland sandpiper.
Mowed Lawn/Mowed Lawn with Trees: Characteristic birds with varying abundance include American
robin (Turdus migratorius) and killdeer. A rare bird that breeds in some of the larger mowed lawns, such
as airfields, is the upland sandpiper.
Coniferous Forest: A characteristic bird of Spruce Flats is the golden-crowned kinglet. Characteristic birds
of Mountain Spruce Fir Forest with varying abundance include white-throated sparrow, winter wren,
golden-crowned kinglet, yellow-rumped warbler, blackpoll warbler, Swainson's thrush, and yellow-bellied
flycatcher. Characteristic birds of Mountain Fir Forest with varying abundance include white-throated
sparrow, winter wren, blackpoll warbler, yellow-bellied flycatcher, magnolia warbler (Dendroica
magnolia), purple finch (Carpodacus purpureus), and Nashville warbler.
Herpetofauna
Reptile and amphibian species’ richness and diversity are particularly high in the lower Hudson Valley,
where the range limits of many northern and southern species converge (Gibbs et al. 2007). On the basis of
their habitat associations and habitat availability, the following reptiles and amphibians are considered to
have the potential to occur in the general Project Area: red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus),
American toad (Bufo americanus), Fowler’s toad (Bufo fowleri), northern spring peeper (Pseudacris
crucifer), bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina), red-eared slider (Trachemys
scripta elegans), garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), ringneck snake (Diadophis punctatus), and black rat
snake (Elaphe alleganiensis) (Gibbs et al. 2007; NYSDEC 2011). However, most habitats present in the
immediate Project Area are human modified and degraded, and unable to support many reptiles and
amphibians other than those species that are disturbance-tolerant, such as northern spring peeper, gray
treefrog (Hyla versicolor), and wood frog (Rana sylvatica). Table 3.1.5-4 provides a list of herpertofauna
species that potentially occur in the general Project Area.
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Table 3.1.5-4
Herpetofauna Potentially within the General Project Area
Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Mudpuppy

Necturus maculosus

Marbled Salamander

Ambystoma opacum

Blue-spotted Salamander

Ambystoma laterale

Spotted Salamander

Ambystoma maculatum

Red-spotted newt

Notophthalmus viridescens

Northern Dusky Salamander

Desmognathus fuscus

Allegheny Dusky Salamander

Desmognathus ochrophaeus

Northern Redback Salamander

Plethodon cinereus

Northern slimy Salamander

Plethodon glutinosus

Four-toed Salamander

Hemidactylium scutatum

Northern spring Salamander

Gyrinophilus porphyriticus

Northern Red Salamander

Pseudotriton ruber

Northern Two-lined Salamander

Eurycea bislineata

American Toad

Bufo a. americanus

Fowler's Toad

Bufo Fowleri

Northern Cricket Frog a/

Acris c. crepitans

Gray Treefrog

Hyla versicolor

Northern Spring Peeper

Pseudocris crucifer

Bullfrog

Rana catesbeiana

Green Frog

Rana clamitans

Wood Frog

Rana sylvatica

Northern Leopard Frog

Rana pipiens

Southern Leopard Frog

Rana sphenocephala

Pickerel Frog

Rana palustris

Common Snapping Turtle

Chelydra s. serpentina

Common Musk Turtle

Sternotherus odoratus

Wood Turtle

Clemmys insculpta

Eastern Box Turtle

Terrapene c. carolina

Common Map Turtle

Graptemys geographica

Red-eared Slider

Trachemys scripta

Eastern Painted Turtle

Chrysemys picta

Five-lined Skink

Eumeces fasciatus

Northern Water Snake

Nerodia sipedon

Northern Brown Snake

Storeria dekayi

Northern Redbelly Snake

Storia occiptomaculata

Common Garter Snake

Thamnophis sirtalis

Eastern Ribbon Snake

Thamnophis sauritus

Eastern Hognose Snake

Heterodon platirhinos

Ringneck Snake

Diadophis punctatus

Northern Black Racer

Coluber constrictor
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Table 3.1.5-4
Herpetofauna Potentially within the General Project Area
Common Name

Scientific Name

Black Rat Snake

Elaphe alleganiensis

Eastern Milk Snake

Lampropeltis triangulum

Northern Copperhead

Agkistrodon contortrix

Timber Rattlesnake a/

Crotalus horridus

a/ Indicates New York State threatened or endangered species.
Source: Gibbs et al. 2007.

Mammals
The degree of habitat fragmentation and development in the immediate Project Area and the location of 79
percent of the mainline route co-located with the NYS Thruway, limits the mammal community to species
accustomed to disturbed habitats in urban and suburban residential areas, as with the avian community
(NYSDEC 2011). Mammals expected to occur in the terrestrial sections of the immediate Project Area
include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), eastern cottontail
(Sylvilagus floridanus), groundhog (Marmota monax), raccoon (Procyon lotor), eastern chipmunk (Tamias
striatus), and eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis). In addition, eastern coyote (Canis latrans), red
fox (Vulpes vulpes), little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), and the federal and state endangered Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis) have the potential to occur in the general Project Area (NYSDEC 2011) (see Section 3.1.7
for more information on threatened and endangered species). Examples of wetland mammals that occur in
the glaciated northeast red maple-hardwood swamps include beaver (Castor canadensis), river otter (Lutra
canadensis), and mink (Mustela vison) (Edinger et al. 2014). Table 3.1.5-5 provides a list of mammal
species potentially in the general Project Area.
Table 3.1.5-5
Mammals Potentially within the General Project Area
Common Name

Scientific Name

Beaver

Castor canadensis

Black Bear

Ursus americanus

Bobcat

Lynx rufus

Eastern Coyote

Canis latrans

Gray Fox

Urocyon cinereoargenteus

Red Fox

Vulpes vulpes

White-tailed Deer

Odocoileus virginianus

North American Beaver

Castor canadensis

Fisher

Martes pennanti

Pilgrim Pipeline Project
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Neovison vison

Groundhog

Marmota monax

Muskrat

Ondatra zibethicus
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Table 3.1.5-5
Mammals Potentially within the General Project Area
Common Name

Scientific Name

Raccoon

Procyon lotor

North American River Otter

Lontra canadensis

Striped Skunk

Mephitis mephitis

Indiana Bat a/

Myotis sodalis

Little Brown Bat

Myotis lucifugus

Mink

Mustela vison

Eastern Cottontail

Sylvilagus floridanus

Eastern Gray Squirrel

Sciurus carolinensis

Eastern Chipmunk

Tamias striatus

a/ Indicates New York State threatened or endangered species.
Source: NYSDEC 2014a.

3.1.5.2.2

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Habitats

Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats
Various unique or unusual biological conditions exist in the general vicinity of the mainline route, which
support unique plant communities or critical habitats. Unique wildlife communities are often supported by
such habitats as well. Statutory boundaries of Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats (SCFWH) are
identified and recommended by NYSDEC and designated by NYSDOS. (For additional discussion of the
SCFWHs in the Project Area refer to Section 3.1.6).
New York Bird Conservation Areas
The New York State Bird Conservation Area (BCA) Program was established in 1997 to safeguard and
enhance bird populations and their habitats on state lands and waters. The goal of the BCA Program is to
integrate bird conservation interests into agency planning, management, and research projects, within the
context of agency missions.
The BCA Program is modeled after the National Audubon Society's Important Bird Areas (IBA) program,
which began in New York in 1996. The BCA Program applies criteria developed under the IBA program
to state-owned properties. To date, 52 BCA sites have been designated (NYSDEC 2014b). GIS analysis of
the proposed mainline route and work areas indicates that the closest BCA would be over 1 mile away.
3.1.6

Aquatic Ecology

The proposed Pilgrim Project is located within the watershed of the Hudson River Estuary. The Hudson
River Estuary is the portion of the Hudson River extending from the Battery at the southern tip of Manhattan
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north to the Federal Dam in Troy, New York. The Hudson River Estuary extends 152 miles from the mouth
of the river to the Federal Dam near Troy, New York (NYSDEC 2014).
As listed below, the Project would cross 24 different named waterbodies each of which has various
tributaries and reaches that would also be crossed, many in more than one location, and, at which there may
be differing water quality classes and water flow regimes. Most of the proposed crossings of Hudson River
tributaries are located between 6 and 10 miles upstream of where they flow into the Hudson River. A full
listing of waterbodies that would be crossed and NYSDEC Water Quality Classifications are discussed in
Section 3.1.3.2, and provided in Appendix F, Table F-1 Waterbodies Crossed by the Project Mainline and
Laterals. Of the waterbodies crossed, a total of eight are designated with fishery classifications of A(T),
B(T), C(T), or C(TS). As described in Section 3.1.3.2, NYSDEC Classification and Standards refer to the
quality and use of the waterbody with A through D ratings where A is the highest quality and most protected.
Where applicable the water quality letter rating has an additional qualifier associated with trout. Trout and
trout spawning streams are further identified with T and (TS), respectively. Depending on the location,
stream characteristics may be further classified by flow regime, as perennial (streams that hold water
throughout the year), intermittent (streams that hold water during wet portions of the year), or ephemeral
(a channel that holds water only during and immediately after rain events). Table 3.1.6-1 provides a
summary list of named waterbodies crossed, associated water quality classifications and where applicable
those associated with trout and trout spawning. (For additional details on waterbodies crossed by the Project
see Table F-1 in Appendix F.)
Table 3.1.6-1
Summary of Waterbodies crossed by the Project Mainline, Laterals and Temporary Access Roads
Waterbody Name

# of Crossings by Water Quality Classification a/
A

A(T)

B

B(T)

C

C(T)

C(TS)

D

Mainline
Hudson River

2

Tributaries to Hudson River

6

Papscanee Creek and Tributaries

1

Vloman Kill and Tributaries

4

Coeymans Creek and Tributaries

2

Hannacrois Creek and Tributaries

6

Coxsackie Creek and Tributaries

15

Van Hozen Kill and Tributaries

5

6

Catskill Creek and Tributaries

3

Kaaterskill Creek and Tributaries

2

4

Sawyer Kill and Tributaries

19

Beaver Kill and Tributaries

1

Esopus Creek and Tributaries

1

Plattekill Creek and Tributaries

2

Saw Kill and Tributaries

1
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Table 3.1.6-1
Summary of Waterbodies crossed by the Project Mainline, Laterals and Temporary Access Roads
Waterbody Name
Tributaries to DeWitt Lake

# of Crossings by Water Quality Classification a/
A

A(T)

7

B

B(T)

C

2

4

Wallkill River and Tributaries

11

9

Swarte Kill and Tributaries

D

1

Platte Kill and Tributaries

13
6

Moodna Creek and Tributaries

1
9

1

1

Woodbury Creek and Tributaries
Ramapo River and Tributaries

C(TS)

1

Rondout Creek and Tributaries

Quassaick Creek and Tributaries

C(T)

13
10

3

8

3

11

7
2

Citgo and Apex Lateral
Tributaries to Hudson River

1

Newburgh Product Lateral
Moodna Creek and Tributaries

4

Quassaick Creek and Tributaries

4

Roseton Product Lateral
Quassaick Creek and Tributaries

6

1

Gidneytown Creek and Tributaries

3

Lattintown Creek and Tributaries

5

Tributaries to Hudson River

1

Temporary Access Roads
Coeymans Creek and Tributaries

3

Hannacrois Creek and Tributaries

1

Coxsackie Creek and Tributaries

1

Van Hozen Kill and Tributaries

5

Catskill Creek and Tributaries

1

Kaaterskill Creek and Tributaries

6

4

Sawyer Kill and Tributaries

6

Esopus Creek and Tributaries

6

Platte Kill and Tributaries

1

Plattekill Creek and Tributaries

2

Quassaick Creek and Tributaries

2

Ramapo River and Tributaries

1

2
2

4

Tributaries to Rondout Creek

2

Swarte Kill and Tributaries

2

Vloman Kill and Tributaries

3

Tributary to Walkill Creek

1

Moodna Creek and Tributaries

3
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Table 3.1.6-1
Summary of Waterbodies crossed by the Project Mainline, Laterals and Temporary Access Roads
Waterbody Name

# of Crossings by Water Quality Classification a/
A

A(T)

B

B(T)

C

Woodbury Creek and Tributaries

6

Canoe Lake

1

C(T)

C(TS)

D

1

Permanent Access Roads
Sawyer Kill and Tributaries

1

Tributary to Plattekill Creek

1

Tributary to Ramapo River
Total

1
A

A(T)

B

B(T)

C

C(T)

C(TS)

D

25

11

34

16

219

8

12

2

a/ NYSDEC Classification and Standards refer to the Quality and Use of the Waterbody: A is highest quality and most protected.
Standard T and T(S) are trout and trout spawning streams.
Source: NYSDEC GIS 2014.

Within New York, the southern portion of the mainline route passes through the Hudson Highlands
(approximately between MP 86.1 and MP 112.7). The Highlands are noteworthy as a relatively
undeveloped region of forests, wetlands, and grasslands of regional importance to fish, wildlife and
vegetation communities. The portion of the Highlands west of the Hudson River includes 190,243 acres
within the State of New York and continues south and west to cross the entire northern portion of the State
of New Jersey (NYSDEC 2014a). Ridgelines and valleys, including stream courses and lakes are generally
oriented in a northeast to southwest alignment. Streams run directly into the Hudson River Estuary, or into
the Ramapo River, which flows south through the center of the Highlands into New Jersey, ultimately
flowing into the Hudson River (NYSDEC 2014a).
3.1.6.1

Aquatic Habitats and Communities Crossed by the Pilgrim Project

A diversity of aquatic habitats and ecological communities are encompassed within estuarine and riverine
systems of the Project Area, particularly considering the range of small tributaries to larger rivers that are
crossed by the Project. A variety of factors, both abiotic and biotic, result in various aquatic ecological
communities. Some abiotic factors include stream size, stream gradient, flow volume, sediment type(s), and
water quality factors such as: temperature, dissolved oxygen and turbidity. Various biotic characteristics of
the streams and rivers include bordering vegetation, submerged aquatic vegetation, wildlife, planktonic and
benthic invertebrate species assemblages and fisheries.
Throughout the Project Area, waterbodies support a variety of warmwater and coldwater fish species,
including migratory species in some of the waterbodies where the lack of dams, waterfalls or obstructions
make migration possible. The tributary habitats deliver water and transport nutrients and sediment from the
surrounding landscape to the Hudson River estuary while providing habitat for resident and migratory fish
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(Miller 2013). The variety of tributary stream habitats in the Project Area provide for a diverse assemblage
and robust community of fish throughout the Hudson River estuary watershed.
The benthic communities of the streams, creeks, and rivers crossed by the Project are strongly influenced
by substrate and water quality characteristics. Benthic macroinvertebrate species are differentially sensitive
to many biotic and abiotic factors in their environment. Consequently, macroinvertebrate community
structure has commonly been used as an indicator of the condition of an aquatic system (Rosenberg and
Resh 1993, as cited in Mandaville 2002). Changes in presence/absence, numbers, morphology, physiology
or behavior of these organisms can indicate that the physical and/or chemical conditions are outside their
preferred limits (Rosenberg and Resh 1993, as cited in Mandaville 2002). Presence of numerous families
of highly tolerant organisms usually indicates poor water quality (Hynes 1970).
The abundance of taxomomic groups Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera (EPT) and family of
chironomid worms (Chironomidae) indicates the balance of the community, since EPT are considered to
be more sensitive and Chironomidae less sensitive to environmental stress (Plafkin et al. 1989, as cited in
Mandaville 2002). A community considered to be in good biotic condition will display an even distribution
among these four groups, while communities with disproportionately high numbers of Chironomidae may
indicate environmental stress (Plafkin et al. 1989, as cited in Mandaville 2002).
Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams
Ephemeral and intermittent streams typically have a moderate to steep gradient and hydric soils, where
water flows only during the spring or after a heavy rain and often remains longer, ponded in isolated pools.
Typical plant species on streambed of intermittent streams may be covered with diverse emergent and
submergent mosses and the leafy liverworts, while characteristic vascular plants may include water-carpet
(Chrysosplenium americanum) and pennywort (Hydrocotyle americana). The fauna of intermittent streams
inhabit the streambed only during the rainy season, or are pool specialists that do not require a permanent
supply of running water. Such species include immature or hibernating amphibians, macroinvertebrates
including water striders (Gerris spp.), water boatman (Corixidae), caddisflies (Trichoptera), mayflies
(Ephemeroptera), stoneflies (Plecoptera), midges (Chironomidae), blackflies (Simuliidae), and crayfish
(Cambaridae, Cambarus bartoni) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Perennial Rocky Streams
Perennial small- to medium-sized rocky streams typically have moderate to steep gradients with cold water
that flows over eroded bedrock, boulders, and/or cobbles. These streams experience minimal deposition,
are well oxygenated, have high water clarity and are typically surrounded by upland forests and situated in
a confined valley. Terrestrial leaf litter or organic matter from the surrounding forest provides a
predominant source of food energy to the stream biota in the rocky streams. The varied topography of
perennial rocky streams assists in creating numerous alternating riffle and pool habitats which sometimes
include waterfalls, chutes, flumes, and cascades, where stream segments can alternate between rocky and

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-105

Environmental Setting

marsh headwater streams. Overhanging trees provide shade, contributing to cooler temperatures and
simultaneously reduce primary productivity. Perennial rocky streams typically have some amount of algae
and freshwater sponges with few larger rooted plants (Edinger et al. 2014).
The aquatic macroinvertebrate species assemblages within perennial rocky streams are characteristic of
riffles and rocky substrate with good water quality and may include stoneflies, mayflies, and caddisflies,
midges, crayfish, water penny beetle (Psephenidae), riffle beetles (Elmidae), craneflies (Hexatoma spp.),
and blackflies. Dominant macroinvertebrate species within the pool habitats of these streams may include
true bugs such as riffle bugs, smaller water striders, (Velliidae), water treaders (Mesovelliidae) and water
striders, water bugs, magic bugs, pond skaters (Gerridae). Mollusks in these streams are often of low
diversity and very sparse. Characteristic amphibians may include northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea
bislineata) and immature or the hibernating green frog (Rana clamitans) (A. Briesch pers. comm., as cited
in Edinger et al. 2014).
Riffle areas within perennial rocky streams typically provide habitats for coldwater fish species such as the
eastern blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus), common shiner
(Luxilus cornutus), slimy sculpin (Cottus cognatus) brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) and longnose dace
(Rhinichthys cataractae). In pool areas, species such as white sucker (Catostomus commersoni) are
common. Fish species commonly introduced to these streams include rainbow (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and
brown trout (Salmo trutta) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Perennial Brooks and Marsh Headwater Streams
Perennial brooks and marsh headwater streams are characterized by low gradient, slow flow rate waters
providing cool to warm water that flows through a marsh, fen, or swamp where a stream system originates.
Marsh headwater streams can be relatively deep meander throughout low topographic landscapes. Beaver
dams and pools are typical of this stream type. Although these streams are typically dominated by runs with
interspersed pool sections they usually lack riffles areas, and are surrounded by, or run through, palustrine
communities alternating between marsh and rocky headwater streams (Edinger et al. 2014).
The substrate of perennial brooks and marsh headwater streams is typically comprised of gravel or sand,
but some segments may be dominated by silt, muck, peat, marl deposits or woody or leafy debris. Often
brooks and marsh streams are narrow and can experience substantial deposition, contributing to high
turbidity. In addition, these streams may be poorly oxygenated and can vary in alkalinity and color (Edinger
et al. 2014).
Flora of perennial brooks and marsh headwater streams are abundant and include freshwater sponge
(Porifera), epiphytic and suspended algae and vascular plants often found as floating and submergent
aquatic beds. Submergent aquatic macrophytes may include watermilfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum),
coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), pondweeds (Potamogeton epihydrus, P. natans), duckweeds (Lemna
minor, L. trisulca), water stargrass (Heteranthera dubia), tapegrass or wild celery (Vallisneria americana),
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bladderworts (Utricularia spp.), bur-reeds (Sparganium americanum, S. angustifolium, S. fluctuans),
Nuttall’s waterweed (Elodea nuttallii), naiad (Najas guadalupensis and N. minor), white water-lily
(Nymphaea odorata) and common yellow pond-lily (Nuphar variegata) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Macroinvertebrates common in the pool and soft bottom sediments of perennial brooks and marsh
headwater streams include leeches (Hirudinea), amphipods, (Amphipoda) true bugs, mayflies, caddisflies,
deerflies (Merycomyia spp.), and water boatman. Mussel beds typically present in this broadly defined
community may include eastern floater (Pyganodon cataracta), pea clams (Pisidium spp.), and marsh ramshorn snail (Heliosoma trivolvis). Macroinvertebrate species assemblages can somewhat shift near lake
outlets and may include insects such as blackflies, caddisflies, midges, and fingernail clams (Sphaerium
spp.).
Common fish species found within perennial brooks and marsh headwater streams are primarily warmwater
species characteristic of pools and soft bottoms such as fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), northern
redbelly dace (Phoxinus eos), golden shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas), and central mudminnow (Umbra
limi). Additional characteristic fishes may include brook trout, white sucker, longnose sucker (Catostomus
catostomus), pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), and bluntnose
minnow (Pimephales notatus) (Edinger et al. 2014).
Larger Streams and Rivers
In the Project Area, there are some relatively large streams with moderate to gentle gradients typically with
well-defined patterns of alternating pools, riffles, and runs, as well as confined rivers with poorly defined
meanders. Large stream and river substrates can be a diverse mix of coarse rocky cobble to sandy silt
substrates. Many of these larger streams and rivers tend to occur in confined valleys with moderate depths
and widths, typically surrounded by open upland riverside communities including riverside sand/gravel bar,
cobble shore, or one of the two shoreline outcrop communities. Many varied and microhabitat creating
features within the larger streams and rivers often include plunge pools, flumes, chutes, cascades, alluvial
fans and waterfalls. In general, sediment deposition in confined rivers is moderate; they are well oxygenated
and have high water clarity (Edinger et al. 2014).
The aquatic community of larger streams and rivers includes a diversity of algae, moss and vascular plants.
Species in the Project Area may include submerged aquatic macrophytes such as native water celery
(Vallisneria americana) and clasping leaved pondweed (Potamogeton perfoliatus). Characteristic mollusks
species may include eastern elliptio (Elliptio complanta), eastern floater and fingernail clams. In addition
macroinvertebrates including net-spinning caddisflies, crayfish, mayflies, stoneflies, caddisflies, craneflies,
beetles (Elmidae, Psephenus spp.), dobsonflies (Corydalidae), midges (Polypedilum spp.), and blackflies
may be present. In pool habitats, true bugs may be present while run habitats may potentially have more
insect larvae, such as dragon and damselflies (Odonata) (Edinger et al. 2014).
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Fish species diversity of larger streams and rivers can be typically high to moderate with characteristic
species such as creek chub, pumpkinseed, common shiner, and trout-perch (Percopsis omiscomaycus) in
pools; rosyface shiner (Notropis rubellus) at the head of pools; tessellated darter (Etheostoma olmstedi),
longnose dace, slimy sculpin or mottled sculpin (C. bairdi), and stonecat (Noturus flavus) in riffles; and
bluntnose minnow and northern hogsucker (Hypentelium nigricans) in runs. Other characteristic fishes may
include blacknose dace and fantail darter (Etheostoma flabellare). Common introductions include rainbow
trout, brown trout, and (in rivers where it is not native) smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu) (Edinger
et al. 2014).
Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Habitats
Submerged aquatic vegetation beds play an important role in improving water quality by increasing oxygen
in the water (Findlay et al. 2006 and Caraco and Cole 2002, as cited in Miller 2013) and producing food
energy for the ecosystem. They also serve as essential feeding and refuge habitat for many species and
lifestages of fish, birds, turtles and invertebrate animals (Findlay et al. 2006, Korschgen and Green 1988,
as cited in Miller 2013). In addition, they play an important role in supporting the biodiversity and high
densities of invertebrates in the Hudson River estuary, (Strayer and Malcom 2007, as cited in Miller 2013)
such as worms and insects, and are thought to be the richest feeding grounds in the estuary for many fish
(Findlay et al. 2006, as cited in Miller 2013).
Submerged aquatic vegetation communities are exclusively found in lower intertidal and shallow water
habitats, primarily in the fresh water and slightly brackish portions of the estuary (Reschke 1990, as cited
in Miller 2013). Characteristic plants include water celery, waterweeds (Elodea canadensis and E. nuttallii),
naiads, and pondweeds (Potomogeton spp.). Two submerged aquatic vegetation exotic plant species in
Hudson River estuary are Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) and water chestnut (Trapa
natans) (USFWS 1997) (For additional details on invasive plant species Section 3.1.6.6 below).
Benthos
Benthic invertebrates in the Hudson River estuary are relatively abundant but the species diversity is low,
primarily oligochaetes and chironomids. The interface region, where fresh water and salt water meet, is
particularly important, since major spawning of anadromous and semi-anadromous species takes place here
(USFWS 1997). Benthic communities within the Hudson River vary in distribution depending on water
salinity, substrate type and depth. Typically benthos from Stony Point south dominated by marine worms
and crustacea, a mixture of freshwater and marine organisms between Stony Point and Poughkeepsie, and
freshwater snails, clams, chironomids, and insects north of Poughkeepsie. In areas of rapidly flowing water,
and coarser sediments of gravel, cobble, or bedrock, a diversity of species is common. Aquatic and semiaquatic benthic invertebrates in these habitats include multiple species within each of the of the following
generalized groups; flatworms, mussels, snails, worms (oligocheates), leeches, amphipods, crayfish,
sowbugs (isopods), mayflies, dragon-and damselflies, stoneflies, true bugs, dobson and alderflies, water
beetles and caddisflies and other true flies (NYSDEC 2014b).
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3.1.6.2

Fishery Resources

Warmwater Fishery
Warmwater fisheries in southeastern New York are characterized by fish such as; smallmouth bass,
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides) Northern pike (Esox Lucius), pickerel (Esox niger), walleye
(Sander vitreus), yellow perch (Perca flavescens) brown bullhead, black crappies (Pomoxis
nigromaculatus), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), pumpkinseed, rock bass (Ambloplites rupestris) yellow
bullhead (Ictalurus natalis), brown bullhead, white sucker (NYSDEC 2014b). Some of these fish are also
targeted by recreational fishermen, and depending on the occurrence of fish consumption advisories, may
be taken for consumption, while other species are catch and release. In addition, the warmwater fishery
consists of many smaller fish and minnows, some of which are part of the forage base for larger species.
Examples of these smaller warmwater fish include golden shiner, common shiner and fallfish (Semotilus
corporalis) (Lacustrine Communities, in Limburg 2006). The water temperature and turbidity in warmwater
streams is generally higher than in coldwater streams, conversely the dissolved oxygen of warmwater
streams is generally lower than that of coldwater streams. The substratum of warmwater streams is usually
comprised of silt, sand and organic matter indicative of slower currents and less relief in the watershed,
with lower stream gradients than typical coldwater fishery streams.
Typically, warmwater streams are associated with larger watersheds and include major rivers and portions
of their larger tributaries. In the Project Area, examples include the Hudson River. Waterbodies categorized
as warmwater crossed by the Project include the Hudson River and tributaries to the Hudson River, which
provide habitat for several of the common warmwater species listed above. A total of 13 named warmwater
streams are crossed by the Project. The named warmwater creeks and streams and crossed by the Project
include the Coxsackie, Coeymans, Moodna and Hannacroix Creeks which are of medium stream gradient
and provide habitat for perch, sunfish, bass, shiners and suckers (NYSDOS 2012a; NYSDOS 2012b;
NYSDOS 2012c; USFWS 1997). It is likely that Rondout, Quassaick, Wallkill, Swarte Kill, Gidneytown,
Van Hozen Kill, Kaaterskill Creek, Plattekill Creek, Sawyer and Lattintown Creeks possess similar fish
communities and habitat structure. Although Coeymans, Moodna and Hannacroix Creeks are classified as
trout streams and Coeymans Creek is classified as trout spawning habitat, these waterbodies are
documented as sustaining dominant warmwater fish communities (Table 3.1.6-1) (USFWS 1997). Most of
these streams become tidal as they approach the Hudson River, providing valuable spawning and nursery
grounds for species detailed in Section 3.1.6.3 - Migratory Fish below.
Hudson River
The Hudson River is an estuarine tidal river with a four-foot tidal pulse that extends from the Battery all
the way to Troy. In years with average amounts of precipitation falling in typical seasonal patterns, the
leading edge of salt water is held downriver between the Tappan Zee and Yonkers during spring runoff. As
runoff slackens during the summer, the salt front pushes northward to Newburgh Bay, and during droughts
to the region around Poughkeepsie. Because of the changing levels of salinity and tidal nature of the Hudson
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River, fish, benthos and aquatic species assemblages vary by locality and overall diversity is high. The
Hudson River estuary is divided into three general salinity habitat areas based on average annual salinities
(NYSDEC 2014a).


The lower Hudson River estuary area from Manhattan to Stony Point is outside of the Pilgrim
Project Area.



The terminus of the NPL would be within approximately 600 feet of the western shoreline of what
is considered the mid-Hudson River. The mid-Hudson River estuary is the oligohaline (low
salinity) zone from Stony Point north to about Newburgh/Beacon. The salinity of this area also
changes with season where fresh water is generally found in winter and has low salinity in summer.
This portion of the Hudson River encompasses spawning, migratory and nursery habitat for
anadromous, estuarine, and freshwater fish.



The mainline would cross the Hudson River at two locations, within the upper Hudson River
estuary about 1.5 miles apart, at MPs 0.31 to 0.45 and again at MPs 2.69 to 2.85 at approximately
NYSDEC river mile 143 (Appendix G, Figure G-1). The terminus of the RPL would be within
approximately 800 feet of the western shoreline of what is considered the southern portion of the
upper Hudson River estuary. The upper Hudson River estuary is a tidal freshwater zone from
Newburgh/Beacon north to the Troy Dam and is identified by the USFWS as the upper Hudson
River estuary Significant Habitat Complex. The upper Hudson River estuary follows the shores of
the Hudson River from Poughkeepsie (river mile 75 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]) to the Troy Lock
and Dam (river mile 152 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]). As the proposed mainline would cross the
Hudson River within the upper Hudson River estuary, the Hudson River discussion below is
focused primarily on fisheries habitats and species assemblages within the northern zone of the
upper Hudson River estuary.

Within the upper Hudson River estuary a variety of water depths create a range of habitats which dictate
the various vegetation and faunal communities found in them. Within the upper Hudson River estuary
differing water depths create freshwater deepwater tidal river areas, shallow subtidal areas, and intertidal
areas. Deepwater tidal river areas in the central Hudson River occur below the depths that support plant
growth, (i.e., generally below 6 to 10 feet mean low water where primary production comes only from
phytoplankton (NOAA 2014).
Shallow water habitats (including shallow subtidal and intertidal areas) within the Hudson River estuary
are defined as areas continuously submerged (or nearly so) and 6 feet deep or less at low tide. Shallow
subtidal areas occur above the deepwater zone in narrow shallow subtidal bands along the deepwater
sections of the tidal river and below the mean low tide. In addition, freshwater shallow subtidal areas include
tidal creeks, backwater channels, shallow bays, and the lower portion of tributaries feeding into this part of
the Hudson (USFWS 1997). The intertidal areas in the upper Hudson River estuary consist of freshwater
intertidal shore communities along rocky shorelines (sometimes including riprap along railroad
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embankments and dikes), freshwater intertidal mudflats, and freshwater tidal marsh communities along
more gentle sand and mud shorelines. Several larger tidal marsh areas in the Project vicinity have been
designated as SCFWHs. (Additional details on SCFWHs is provided in Section 3.1.6.5 SCFWHs below).
The Hudson River estuary and its watershed support more than 200 fish species, from the marine portions
of the river near New York City to freshwater portions of the upper estuary. Hudson River Estuary Fish
Count data through support of the NYSDEC Hudson River Estuary Program, indicate over the last three
years (2011 through 2014), 37 different species of fish have been recorded during a one-day count during
each summer at 17 different locations along the length of the Hudson River. Collection locations including
sites from New York City to Schodack Island State Park, approximately 12 miles south of Albany, showed
the most widespread species caught in both fresh and brackish waters of the Hudson River have been striped
bass, (Morone saxatilis), spottail shiners (Notropis hudsonius) and white perch (Morone americana)
(NYDEC 2014d).
The upper Hudson River also supports anadromous species. (For additional detail on anadromous species
refer to Section 3.1.6.3 - Migratory Species below).
Fisheries resources in the Hudson River also include endangered species such as the Atlantic sturgeon
(Acipenser oxyrinchus) and shortnose sturgeon, (Acipenser brevirostrum). (For additional detail on
threatened and endangered species refer to Section 3.1.7). The Project Area is not within designated
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). Table 3.1.6-2 below provides a representative list of fish species occurring
in the upper Hudson River estuary and tributary waterbodies crossed by the Project.
Table 3.1.6-2
Representative Fish Species in the Upper Hudson River Estuary and Tributary Waterbodies
Crossed by the Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Native Species b/

Migratory
Species c/

Petromyzon marinus

native

A

Shortnose sturgeon

Acipenser brevirostrum

native

A

Atlantic sturgeon

Acipenser oxyrhynchus

native

A

Taxonomic Group/ Common Name a/

Scientific Name

Lampreys
Sea lamprey
Sturgeons
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Table 3.1.6-2
Representative Fish Species in the Upper Hudson River Estuary and Tributary Waterbodies
Crossed by the Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Native Species b/

Migratory
Species c/

Anguilla rostrata

native

C

Blueback herring

Alosa aestivalis

native

A

Alewife

Alosa pseudoharengus

native

A

American shad

Alosa sapidissima

native

A

Gizzard shad

Dorosoma cepedianum

Taxonomic Group/ Common Name a/

Scientific Name

Eel
American eel
Herrings

-

Bullhead/Catfish
White catfish

Ictalurus catus

native

Yellow bullhead

Ictalurus natalis

native

Brown bullhead

Ameiurus nebulosus

native

Channel catfish

Ictalurus punctatus

-

Suckers
White sucker

Catastomus commersoni

native

Creek chubsucker

Erimyzon oblongus

native

Northern hog sucker

Hypentelium nigricans

native

Minnows
Goldfish

Carassius auratus

Common carp

Cyprinus carpio

Cutlips minnow

Exoglossum maxillingua

native

Golden shiner

Notemigonus crysoleucas

native

Eastern blacknose dace

Rhinichthys atratulus

native

Longnose dace

Rhinichthys cataractae

native

Creek chub

Semotilus atromaculatus

native

Fallfish

Semotilus corporalis

native

Eastern silvery minnow

Hybognathus regius

native

Comely shiner

Notropis amoenus

native

Emerald shiner

Notropis atherinodes

-

Satinfin shiner

Notropis analostanus

native

Common shiner

Luxilus cornutus

native

Spotfin shiner

Notropis spilopterus

-

Brindle shiner

Notropis bifrenatus

native

Spottail shiner

Notropis hudsonius

native

Fathead minnow

Pimephalis promelas

-

Bluntnose minnow

Pimephalis notatus

-
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Table 3.1.6-2
Representative Fish Species in the Upper Hudson River Estuary and Tributary Waterbodies
Crossed by the Pilgrim Pipeline Project
Taxonomic Group/ Common Name a/

Scientific Name

Native Species b/

Migratory
Species c/

Trouts (Salmonidae)
Rainbow trout

Oncorhynchus mykiss

-

Brown trout

Salmo trutta

-

Brook trout

Salvelinus fontinalis

native

Rainbow smelt

Osmerus mordax

native

Eastern mudminnow

Umbra pygmaea

native

Central mudminnow

Umbra limi

Smelts

A

-

Pikes
Redfin pickerel

Esox americanus

native

Chain pickerel

Esox niger

native

Percopsis omiscomaycus

native

Fundulus diapharus

native

White perch

Morone americana

native

Striped bass

Morone saxatilis

native

Trout-Perches
Trout-Perch
Killifish
Eastern banded killifish
Temperate Basses

A
A

Sunfishes
Rock bass

Ambloplites rupestris

-

Bluespotted sunfish

Enneacanthus gloriosus

native

Redbreast sunfish

Lepomis auritus

native

Pumpkinseed

Lepomis gibbosus

native

Bluegill

Lepomis machrochirus

-

Smallmouth bass

Micropterus dolomieui

-

Largemouth bass

Micropterus salmoides

-

Black crappie

Pomoxis nigromaculatus

-

Perches
Tessellated darter

Etheostoma olmstedi

Yellow perch

Perca flavescens

native

-

Log perch

Percina caprodes

-

Cottus cognatus

native

Sculpins
Slimy sculpin
Notes:
A = Anadromous
C = Catadromous
a/ Reference Adapted from Smith 1985.
b/ Reference Adapted from Lake 2012.
c/ Reference Adapted from Smith 1985.
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Coldwater Fishery
Typically coldwater streams are associated with upland or headwater streams surrounded by moderate to
steep topography and are generally categorized by swift currents and lower water temperatures which
contribute to higher levels of dissolved oxygen. The substratum of coldwater streams often includes
boulders, cobble, and or gravel and with the lower amount of fine sediments, water clarity due to lower
levels of suspended sediments, is typical, although this parameter can fluctuate during storm events.
According to NYSDEC regulations, freshwaters containing coldwater fisheries may also be classified as
trout waters, indicating that they provide habitat in which trout can survive and grow within a normal range
on a year round basis, or on a year-round basis excepting periods of time during which almost all of the
trout inhabiting such waters could and would temporarily retreat into and survive in tributary waters due to
natural circumstances. Coldwater fisheries are characterized by lower than average water temperatures 40
to 60 degrees Fahrenheit (4 to15 degrees Centigrade) (New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
[NJDEP] 2005) and the ability to support breeding fish such as brook trout. Representative coldwater
species in streams within the Project Area include but are not limited to, brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis),
brown trout (Salmo trutta), rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax)
(Smith 1985).
There are approximately five named coldwater streams crossed by the Project. Examples of coldwater
streams in the Project Area include the Catskill, Esopus, Platte Kill and Woodbury Creeks, as well as the
Ramapo River. The Ramapo River and Esopus Creek have documented populations of trout. Esopus Creek
is known to support wild populations and annual migrations of rainbow trout (NYSDEC 2014e), while the
Ramapo River is a recreational fishing destination with stocked populations of brook trout, brown trout and
rainbow trout (NYSDEC 2014f).
3.1.6.3

Migratory Species

Anadromous species in the Project Area range from large fishes such as Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser
oxyrinchus) and striped bass (Morone saxatilis) to smaller species such as rainbow trout, American shad,
blueback herring, alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), and rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax) (Table 3.1.6-2).
Fisheries in the Project Area may also be classified based on whether they support migratory species. Of
the diadromous fishes, anadromous fish are marine-living fish that travel upstream to spawn in freshwater
(e.g., American shad [Alosa sapidissima] or blueback herring [Alosa aestivalis]). Conversely, catadromous
fish are freshwater-living fish that travel downstream to breed in saltwater (e.g., American eel [Anguilla
rostrata]). The majority of the diadromous fishes that occur in the Hudson River estuary are anadromous;
the only catadromous species is the American eel (Waldman 2006). The Hudson River also hosts a number
of euryhaline species that typically remain within the estuary (e.g., white perch [Morone americana],
gizzard shad [Dorosoma cepedianum]). The Atlantic tomcod (Microgadus tomcod), make seasonal
movements between fresh and marine waters to the degree that they are often considered to be anadromous
(Waldman 2006). In addition to the Hudson River, waterbodies crossed that support migratory species in
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the Project Area include, but are not limited to Coxsackie, Coeymans, Hannacroix, Catskill, Esopus,
Rondout, Quassaick Creeks.
Studies evaluating the nontidal portions of tributaries as spawning areas for anadromous and resident
species indicate that anadromous fish spawning takes place more or less simultaneously over most of the
estuary areas excepting the northern cooler streams, which have a temporal delay. Substrate and water
current may be more important factors than tributary size or watershed area. Blueback herring run up
through Troy Locks to spawn in the Mohawk and its tributaries and many nontidal areas, but alewife, a
major component species in the system, and rainbow smelt are limited to spawning in the upper estuary
north of Poughkeepsie. Only a small percentage of the rainbow smelt population uses the tributaries for
spawning. Some species migrate from the estuary to the tributaries to spawn (potadromous). This group
includes white perch, yellow perch, spottail shiner (Notropis hudsonius), and white sucker. White suckers
are not common in the main estuary and may depend completely on the tributaries for spawning. White
perch eggs and larvae occur in all estuary waters, including the tributaries; high densities are found in
conjunction with alewife, and any enhancement efforts would probably benefit both species. Darters
(Etheostoma ssp.) are a dominant tidal marsh species, probably spawning in large numbers in the tributaries
and drifting during their larval stages down to the tidal areas. Black bass (Micropterus spp.) were not found
in large enough numbers to determine whether or not the tributaries contribute to their overall production
(USFWS 1997).
Sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus) spawn and are numerous in the two large systems that bracket the
Hudson River, i.e., the Connecticut and Delaware rivers, yet adult lamprey are scarce in the Hudson
(Waldman 2006). Although some reproduction of sea lamprey may occur in a few tributaries to the Hudson
River, the main channel of the Hudson River does not provide suitable spawning habitat for sea lamprey.
Larval specimens have been found in Rondout Creek (Greeley 1937, as cited in Waldman 2006) and adults
have been found in Catskill and Kaaterskill Creeks (R. Schmidt, Simon’s Rock of Bard College, personal
observation, as cited in Waldman 2006). Subadult sea lampreys have been seen in the Hudson River
attached to American shad (Greeley 1937; HRA 1998, as cited in Waldman 2006) and gizzard shad (HRA
1998, as cited in Waldman 2006).
3.1.6.4

Commercial and Recreational Fishery

Commercial fishermen in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries harvested a wide variety of finfish species
from the Hudson River. Among the species most heavily exploited were American shad, Atlantic sturgeon,
and striped bass. Atlantic sturgeon was valued for both their roe and flesh, while shad would be taken in
great numbers during the spring spawning run and salted for later consumption. Striped bass were abundant
and could be found throughout the harbors, East and Harlem Rivers, and up the Hudson River as far up as
Stony Point (Limburg et al. 2006). American shad and blueback herring typically migrate to and spawn in
the main channels of the Hudson and Mohawk Rivers. However, a majority of alewives migrate upstream
and spawn in the Hudson’s tributary streams (Werner 1986, as cited in Miller 2013). All three species have
historically supported important commercial fisheries in the Hudson, although recent declines due to a
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number of factors, including habitat loss, ecosystem change and overfishing, have resulted in fishery
restrictions or closure. Herring and shad also historically supported robust cod fisheries on the Atlantic
coast, because they were an important food source for cod (Miller 2013).
However, since 1975, the presence of high levels of PCBs in the fish has led New York State officials to
close various recreational and commercial fisheries and to issue advisories restricting the consumption of
fish taken from the Hudson River. A number of important commercial fisheries below Troy Dam have been
closed or severely restricted for nearly twenty-five years. At the same time, advisories against consumption
of Hudson River fish have been in effect over the entire 200 mile stretch of the Hudson River from Hudson
Falls to the Battery. Many of these closures and advisories still exist today (NYSDEC 2001). Several of the
important commercial fisheries are closed today and commercial fisheries effort is at an all-time low
(Waldman et al. 2006).
Beginning on February 25, 1976, all commercial fishing, with exceptions for baitfish, Atlantic sturgeon
greater than four feet, American shad, and goldfish used for ornamental purposes, was banned in the Hudson
River between the Troy Dam and the Battery in New York City (6 NYCRR Section 12.19). The commercial
fishing ban, with periodic adjustments, has remained in effect to the present. For example, in 1982 NYDEC
re-opened this reach for certain species, but continued the ban on commercial fishing for striped bass,
American eel, common carp, goldfish, white catfish and white perch (6 NYCRR Sections 11.2 and 11.4).
In 1985, the commercial fishing closure below Troy was again expanded to include black crappie, brown
bullhead and pumpkinseed. These closures have remained unchanged since 1985 (6 NYCRR Section 11.2)
(NYSDEC 2001).
In the 41 miles from the Troy Dam to Catskill, from 1982 to 1994, a minimum of six and as many as 17
species of fish were the subject of a commercial or recreational fishing ban, a consumption advisory, or
both. The consumption advice for the majority of those species was to ‘eat none.’ From 1994 to the present,
consumption advisories directed at all species except American shad have been in place; in most instances,
these advisories have been at the ‘eat none’ level (NYSDEC 2001).
Recreational fishing takes place within the expanse of the Hudson River estuary as well as within the
tributary streams and rivers. Representative sport fisheries include many species from both warmwater and
coldwater environments described above. Many of the rivers, streams and tributaries crossed by the Project
are regarded as sport fishing destinations. In addition several rivers with headwaters originating in the
Catskill region, including the Esopus, have been pivotal to the history and development of American fly
fishing. Typical sport fish of the rivers, streams and tributaries crossed by the Project include but are not
limited to black and striped bass as well as rainbow, brook and brown trout.
During 2001, Euston et al. (undated) conducted extensive recreational fishing surveys along the Hudson
River, from the Troy Dam at river mile 151 (Appendix G, Figure G-1) to the George Washington Bridge at
river mile 12 (Appendix G, Figure G-1). Data collected in areas of the Hudson River nearest to the Project
crossings at MP 0.4 and 2.8 (river miles 143 and 145 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]) (identified in the study as
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Section 3 and Segment 8) indicate that 53 percent of the overall catch during the recreational angling season
(March 16 to November 30, 2001) occurred in Section 3 of the Hudson River. However the largest number
of fish harvested came from the lower portion of the Hudson River nearer to the George Washington Bridge.
Among the 31 fish species collected during the angling season, striped bass, river herring (alewife and
blueback), white perch, black bass (largemouth and smallmouth) American shad accounted for
approximately 83 percent of all fishes collected. It is also noted that blue crabs were also collected and
enumerated within the 83 percent of the total catch reported.
The NYSDOH conducted a Hudson River angler survey in 1996. The survey included 172 miles of the
Hudson River from Hudson Falls to the Tappan Zee Bridge at Tarrytown. A similar angling survey was
conducted between 1991 and 1992, but was limited to within the New York City area. In both surveys, the
most important finfish species caught by anglers were white perch, white catfish, striped bass, carp,
largemouth and smallmouth bass, bluefish, and American eel (Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease
Registry [ATSDR] 2014). It has been determined that, several creeks crossed by the Project including
Coxsackie Cove, Catskill Creek, Esopus Creek, Rondout Creek, provide habitats for various life stages of
Hudson River black bass (largemouth and smallmouth bass) stocks and a number of other common river
species (USFWS 1997).
Each year NYSDEC releases over one million pounds of fish into more than 1,200 public streams, rivers,
lakes and ponds across the state to enhance recreational fishing and to restore native species to waters they
formerly occupied (NYSDEC 2014g). Brook, rainbow and brown trout are among the most common
species stocked in the state. During 2013, approximately 40 percent (10 of 25) of the streams in the Project
Area were stocked predominately with two-year-old brown trout (12 to 13 inches in length), but in some
streams both brown and rainbow trout were stocked (NYSDEC 2014g). Table 3.1.6-3 provides a list of
streams stocked with brown and rainbow trout during 2013.
Table 3.1.6-3
2013 Fish Stocking, NYSDEC Region 4
County (Waterbody)

Species

Albany County
Catskill Creek

Brown trout

Hannacrois Creek

Brown trout

Rensselaer County

n/a

Greene County
Catskill Creek

Brown trout

Kaaterskill

Brown trout

Ulster County
Esopus Creek

Brown trout

Plattekill Creek

Brown trout

Rondout Creek

Rainbow trout
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Table 3.1.6-3
2013 Fish Stocking, NYSDEC Region 4
County (Waterbody)

Species

Rondout Reservoir

Brown trout

Sawkill Creek

Brown trout

Orange County
Moodna Creek

Brown trout

Moodna Creek

Rainbow trout

Ramapo River

Brown trout

Ramapo River

Rainbow trout

Woodbury Creek

Brown trout

Rockland County
Ramapo River

Brown trout

Ramapo River

Rainbow trout

3.1.6.5

Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats

The proposed mainline route crosses the Hudson River at MPs 0.31 to 0.45 and again at MPs 2.69 to 2.85.
As shown on Figure 3.1.6-1, three SCFWHs are within 5 miles of the Hudson River crossings and one
SCFWH is crossed by the Project Mainline.
The Normans Kill SCFWH is located on the west side of the Hudson River, on the boundary between the
City of Albany and the Town of Bethlehem, Albany County near mainline MP 2.9 (approximate river mile
143 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]). The Normans Kill is a relatively large, medium gradient, perennial,
warmwater stream, with a drainage area of over 170 square miles, representing the largest tributary stream
in Albany County. The Normans Kill is one of four major tributaries which empties into the northern portion
of the Hudson River estuary. Freshwater inflows from the Normans Kill are important for maintaining water
quality in the Hudson River estuary and the freshwater wetlands within this area contribute to primary
productivity and improved quality of water that flows into the Hudson River. The first mile of the stream
below the falls flows through a steep-sided wooded gorge, and is relatively shallow, with a gravelly
substrate. The lower mile of the creek (referred to as “Island Creek”) is within the tidal range of the Hudson
River, and is relatively deep, with a silt and clay substrate (NYDEC 2014k; NYDOS 2012d).
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The length of stream channel accessible to migratory fishes and the lack of significant human disturbance
in the upper portion of Normans Kill provide favorable habitat conditions for coastal migratory as well as
resident freshwater fish species, in addition submerged aquatic vegetation provides food and refuge for fish
and invertebrates. The Normans Kill is an important spawning area for a number of fishes including white
perch (Morone americana) and anadromous species such as alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus) and blueback
herring (Alosa aestivalis). Generally, these species enter the stream between April and June; the adults leave
the area shortly after spawning, and within several weeks, the eggs have hatched, and larval fish begin
moving downstream to nursery areas in the Hudson River. A substantial population of smallmouth bass
(Micropterus dolomieui) also occurs in the Normans Kill throughout the year. Adults move into the upper
section of the creek in May and early June to spawn, and return to deeper areas as water temperatures rise.
American eels also make use of this creek (NYDEC 2014k; NYDOS 2012d).
The Papscanee Marsh and Creek SCFWH, encompasses approximately 700 acres and is begins on the
east side of the Hudson River, just south of the City of Rensselaer near proposed IPTL MP 0.5 (river mile
138 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]). The marsh and backwater extend south for approximately 4 miles, bordered
on the east by New York State Route 9J and on the west by the railroad. The Papscanee Marsh and Creek
habitat, is primarily a floodplain wetland area, encompassing a large tidal creek, emergent marshes,
freshwater tributaries, old fields, submerged aquatic vegetation, mainly water celery (Vallisneria
americana), and young woodlands. The habitat also includes a 1-mile segment of the Moordener Kill,
which is a medium gradient, warmwater stream, with a gravelly substrate and a drainage area of
approximately 33 square miles. Papscanee Creek and its tributaries, especially the Moordener Kill, are
important spawning and nursery areas for a variety of coastal migratory fish species such as blueback
herring (Alosa aestivalis), alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), American eel (Anguilla rostrata), and
American shad (Alosa sapidissima). In addition, the habitat is an important producer of forage fish (killifish,
shiners) that are consumed by larger predatory fish species. Many resident estuarine and freshwater fish
species are also found here, including white perch (Morone americana), white catfish (Ameiurus catus),
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), and smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieui). The submerged
aquatic vegetation located within the habitat provides food for fish, invertebrates and waterfowl as well as
refuge for fish and invertebrates (NYSDOS 2012e). The deepwater main channel of the Hudson River
bordering Papscanee Marsh and Creek is spawning area for shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum)
north to Troy (USFWS 1997).
The Shad and Schermerhorn Islands SCFWH covers approximately 1,100 acres, are located
approximately one and 0.5 miles east of the hamlet of Selkirk, on the western shore of the Hudson River,
across the River from the Village of Castleton-on-Hudson. The northernmost boundary of this SCFWH is
located approximately at river mile 138 (Appendix G, Figure G-1) (NYSDOS 2012f). Shad and
Schermerhorn Islands comprise a relatively large, undeveloped, floodplain ecosystem on the Hudson River
with important littoral zone areas between the deepwater channel and the shoreline in addition to freshwater
tidal wetlands and tidal mudflats. The submerged aquatic vegetation provides food and refuge for fish and
invertebrates, adds dissolved oxygen to the water and serves as a nursery area for young blueback herring
(Alosa aestivalis), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), striped bass (Morone saxatilis) as well as spawning
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and feeding areas for resident freshwater species in the Hudson River, including white perch (Morone
americana) (NYSDOS 2012f). The deepwater main channel of the Hudson River bordering Shad and
Schermerhorn Islands is spawning area for shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) north to Troy
(USFWS 1997).
The Binnen Kill and Vloman Kill are two sizeable tributaries in this complex that provide quality spawning
and nursery habitat for resident freshwater and anadromous species (USFWS 1997). The Binnen Kill, which
flows behind Shad Island and the wetlands between the historic Shad and Schermerhorn Islands also
provide spawning and feeding habitat for American shad, blueback herring, alewife (Alosa
pseudoharengus), and as well as resident freshwater species (NYSDOS 2012f).
The Vloman Kill is a medium gradient, warmwater stream, with a gravelly substrate, and a drainage area
of approximately 30 square miles (NYSDOS 2012f). Historically, the Vloman Kill has supported significant
runs of these three river herring (American shad, blueback herring, alewife) species and significant numbers
of river herring have historically been present at the base of this tributary. Striped bass feed upon these
herring. Smallmouth bass spawn here as well (NYSDOS 2012f).
The Catskill Creek SCFWH is located on the west side of the Hudson River in the Village of Catskill at
and in the Town of Catskill, Greene County. The mainline would cross the Catskill Creek SCFWH at
approximately MP 31.6 (TMM 113.2). The fish and wildlife habitat is an approximate 5-mile segment of
this freshwater tributary, extending from its mouth on the Hudson River to a falls that is located just
downstream from the New York State Route 23 Bridge. The lower 1.5 miles of Catskill Creek is within the
tidal range of the Hudson River, and is relatively deep with a silt and clay substrate. Part of this segment
may have been channelized in the past in conjunction with adjacent commercial and industrial
developments. Above this reach the creeks flow through steep-sided, wooded gorges that are relatively
shallow with rocky substrates (NYSDOS 2012g).
Catskill Creek is a significant spawning stream for anadromous fishes in the Hudson River. However, no
endangered, threatened or special concern species reside in this habitat. Recreational fishing attracts
residents from throughout New York State and neighboring states and Catskill Creek is one of the few
tributaries where rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax) have been historically reported (NYSDOS 2012g). The
tidal portion of the creek is also a wintering site for adult largemouth (Micropterus salmoides) and
smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu).
Habitat disturbances in the Catskill Creek area include the presence of road and railroad crossings,
discharges of wastewater from adjacent commercial developments, maintenance of boat docking facilities,
and invasive species including common reed (Phragmites australis), purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)
and water chestnut (Trapa natans) (NYSDOS 2012g).
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3.1.6.6

Invasive Aquatic Flora and Fauna

Didymo (Didymosphenia geminata), also known as “rock snot,” is a non-native invasive microscopic algae
(diatom) that can produce large amounts of stalk material to form thick brown mats on stream bottoms. The
species coloration is typically tan, brown or white in color rather than green, and the texture is much like
wet wool tending not to fall apart when rubbed between fingers. Didymo threatens aquatic habitat,
biodiversity and recreational opportunities. Native to northern North America and Europe, didymo has
rapidly expanded its range, invading streams in several western states before moving east. Didymo has been
found in several major New York water-based recreational rivers including Esopus Creek (NYSDEC
2014h).
Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) is the most common and widely distributed aquatic
invasive plant in New York State. Eurasian watermilfoil can be found in all New York watersheds, although
it remains relatively rare on Long Island. Watermilfoil stems are usually 3 to 10 feet in length and can range
from pale pink to reddish brown in color, with bright green feathery leaves that are finely divided and occur
in whorls (circles) around the stem. Eurasian watermilfoil can commonly be confused with native northern
watermilfoil (NYSDEC 2014i).
Within the Project Area the European water chestnut (Trapa natans), is found primarily in the Hudson
Valley (NYSDEC 2014i) and covers large areas of shallows in some areas of the freshwater section of the
Hudson River with thick dense mats that can reduce oxygen and light levels in the water and degrade
habitats (Caraco and Cole 2002, Hummel and Findlay 2006, as cited in Miller 2013). The Hudson River
was invaded in the 1940s by water chestnut, which is a prolific non‐native plant species that quickly
overtook shallows in protected or semi‐protected areas. Water chestnut is a rooted annual with long stems
to support rosettes of leaves and flowers that float on the water surface and shade plants below. Water
chestnut replaced native plants in protected shallows and today occupies almost 2,000 acres of Hudson
River shallows from Hastings to Troy (river miles 33 to 152 [Appendix G, Figure G-1]) (Cornell IRIS 2011,
as cited in, Miller 2013). Unlike native vegetation, it reduces oxygen in the surrounding area and provides
far less benefit to the food web.
During the early 1990s, the zebra mussel (Dreissena polymorpha) spread quickly throughout the freshwater
portion of the estuary, attaching to hard surfaces such as rocks, pilings, boat hulls and water intakes. Zebra
mussels feed on microscopic plants and animals (plankton) and other small particles by filtering a
tremendous amount of river water. At the height of their population, zebra mussels reduced the amount of
phytoplankton in the river by 80 percent and the amount of food available to fish by 50 percent (Strayer D.
L. 2009, as cited in Miller 2013) causing shifts in fish communities and potentially contributed to the decline
of some species (Miller 2013). Loss of phytoplankton as a source of energy for the ecosystem has made
other sources of energy more important. Submerged aquatic vegetation found in shallow areas of the
Hudson plays an increasingly important role in maintaining water quality and oxygen production and as
fish habitat due to the widespread presence of the zebra mussel (Miller 2013).

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-122

Environmental Setting

3.1.7

Threatened and Endangered Species

Special status species are defined as those plant and animal species that are listed as threatened, endangered,
proposed, or candidate under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531-1544) or listed as
threatened or endangered under New York State Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) Section
11-0535. The USFWS identifies federally listed species while the NYNHP and NYSDEC list state species
in New York. In addition, the USFWS can designate Critical Habitat areas, based on a determination that
an area has a high importance for protection of these listed species relative to maintaining locations with
appropriate biological and physical characteristics that support them, and potentially allow for recovery of
the populations. The NYSDEC identifies significant rare vegetation communities in an effort to manage
and protect these habitats and those rare plant species within them. This section describes those plant and
animal species, and vegetation communities that are federal or state listed and that have the potential to
occur in the proposed Project Area.
3.1.7.1

Threatened and Endangered Plants

Federal and state listed threatened and endangered plants that have the potential to occur in the Project Area
were identified from county lists provided through USFWS’ IPaC System on March 24, 2015 and from the
NYNHP in February 2015, and are listed in Table 3.1.7-1 and described below. Species records from
NYNHP after 1983 are identified by the date following the species common name. All other NYNHP
records are historic prior to 1983 or otherwise not identified with a date of last record. Potentially suitable
habitat for these species within the Project Area was assessed using aerial photo interpretation and available
existing mapping; however, formal surveys for these species or a subset of them, will be conducted based
on further consultation with the USFWS and NYNHP.
Stiff – leaf Goldenrod (Oligoneuron rigidum var. rigidum) is a member of the aster family (Asteraceae),
and is listed as a state threatened plant. This plant is rare on the east coast, but common in the Midwest.
There are nine known populations state-wide, one of which is in the Town of Athens in Greene County.
The decrease in population is attributed to development and invasive species and the last documented
population was in 1998. This goldenrod can be found in open areas on dry shaley slopes or on limestone
bedrock; open areas among shrubby thickets and edge of grasslands over shallow, dry, sandy and rocky
soils on limestone; dry post-agricultural successional habitats, usually on alkaline soils; successional fields
on clay soils; rocky summit grasslands on alkaline and circum-neutral soils; grassland habitats on dry,
clayey, stony soils; woodland edges between calcareous woodlands and successional old fields; and dry
shaly hillsides and slopes (NYNHP 2014).
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

Side-oats Grama (1996)

Bouteloua curtipendula var. curtipendula

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, Rensselaer, East Greenbush

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, Rensselaer, East Greenbush

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, Rensselaer, East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, Rensselaer, East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony (2003)

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, Rensselaer, East Greenbush

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Northern Dropseed

Sporobolus heterolepis

None

Threatened

Albany, Greene

Coeymans, New Baltimore

Stiff-leaf Goldenrod (1998)

Oligoneuron rigidum var. rigidum

None

Threatened

Greene

Athens

Common Name
Crude and Products Mainline

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

Threatened

Endangered

Greene, Ulster

New Baltimore, Coxsackie, Athens, Catskill,
Suagerties, Ulster, Kingston, Rosendale,
Esopus, New Paltz, Lloyd, Plattekill

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

Threatened

Endangered

Greene, Ulster

New Baltimore, Coxsackie, Athens, Catskill,
Suagerties, Ulster, Kingston, Rosendale,
Esopus, New Paltz, Lloyd, Plattekill

Prairie Wedgegrass

Sphenopholis obtusata

None

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

Cut-leaved Evening-primrose

Oenothera laciniata

None

Endangered

Ulster

Rosendale

Spreading Tick-trefoil

Desmodium humifusum

None

Endangered

Orange

Tuxedo
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

None

Threatened

Orange

Cornwall

Threatened

Endangered

Orange

Newburgh, New Windsor, Cornwall,
Woodbury, Tuxedo

Threatened

Orange

Tuxedo

Black-edge Sedge (2013)

Carex nigromarginata

Small Whorled Pogonia

Isotria medeoloides

Rough Avens (1993)

Geum virginianum

None

Glaucous Sedge (2002)

Carex glaucodea

None

Threatened

Orange

Cornwall

Button Sedge

Carex bullata

None

Endangered

Rockland

Ramapo

Woodland Agrimony (2003)

Agrimonia rostella

None

Threatened

Orange

New Windsor, Newburgh

Small Whorled Pogonia

Isotria medeoloides

Threatened

Endangered

Orange

New Windsor, Newburgh

Newburgh Product Lateral

Buckeye Lateral
Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Albany

Bethlehem

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Citgo and Apex Lateral
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Albany

Albany

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Albany

Albany

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Albany

Albany

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Albany

Albany

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany

Albany

Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

IPT Product Lateral

Albany Pump Station

Gorman Pump Station
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard
Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

None

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

Threatened

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard
Prairie Wedgegrass

Sphenopholis obtusata

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

NY-AL-PAR1 and 1A, and NY-RE-TAR2
Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany

Bethlehem

Sporobolus heterolepis

None

Threatened

Albany

Coeymans

Prairie Wedgegrass

Sphenopholis obtusata

None

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

Threatened

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

None

Endangered

Ulster

Rosendale, Esopus

Threatened

Endangered

Ulster

Rosendale, Esopus

None

Endangered

Ulster

Ulster

NY-AL-TAR3 and 3A
Large Twayblade
NY-AL-TAR15 and 15A
Northern Dropseed
NY-UL-TAR15, 15A, and 17

NY-UL-TAR47, 48, 50,and 51
Cut-leaved Evening Primrose

Oenothera laciniata

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

PAR-NY-MP49.09; TAR-NY-MP48.8
Prairie Wedgegrass

Sphenopholis obtusata

PAR-NY-MP61.43, 62.89, 64.06, and 64.45; TAR-NY-MP62.7
Cut-leaved Evening Primrose

Oenothera laciniata

Northern Wild Monkshood

Aconitum noveboracense

None

Endangered

Ulster

Rosendale, Esopus

Threatened

Endangered

Ulster

Rosendale, Esopus

PAR-NY-BL1.0; PAR-NY-CAL0.0 and 0.3; and PAR-NY-MP1.6, 2.45, 3.05
Delmarva Beggar-ticks

Bidens bidentoides

None

Rare

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Great Plains Flatsedge

Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem
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Table 3.1.7-1
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Plants
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State Status

County

Town (s)

Green Rock-cress

Boechera missouriensis

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Large Twayblade

Liparis liliifolia

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Mock-Pennyroyal

Hedeoma hispida

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Northern Bog Violet

Viola nephrophylla

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Small’s Knotweed

Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme

None

Endangered

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany, Rensselaer, East Greenbush,
Bethlehem

Troublesome Sedge

Carex molesta

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Woodland Agrimony

Agrimonia rostellata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

Swamp Lousewort

Pedicularis lanceolata

None

Threatened

Albany, Rensselaer

Bethlehem, East Greenbush

PAR – permanent access road
TAR – temporary access road
Source: NYNHP 2015.
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Black-edge Sedge (Carex nigromarginata) is a member of the sedge family (Cyperaceae), and is listed as
a state threatened plant. This sedge was thought to have been a historical species, but has lately been
discovered in small populations in the Hudson Highlands (2008). This sedge is found in rocky dry-mesic
to mesic deciduous forests, often with oak species. It is also known from coastal oak forests and it occurs
less frequently in open rocky environments (NYNHP 2014).
Green Rock-cress (Boechera missouriensis) is a member of the mustard family (Brassicaceae), and is listed
as a state threatened plant. This species may be found in the eastern part of New York, from the upper
Hudson and Champlain watersheds in the north, to the lower Hudson Valley and Long Island. There are 12
known populations in New York. In the Northeast, this is a species of rocky upland habitats, growing from
cracks and crevices in cliffs, ledges, talus slopes, and rocky woodlands. Different authorities have
characterized the species as preferring acid, circumneutral, or calcareous conditions, and in New York it
has been found on varying substrates, including sandstone, shale, limestone, and limy amphibolite (NYNHP
2014).
Troublesome Sedge (Carex molesta) is a member of the sedge family (Cyperaceae), and is listed as a state
threatened plant. There are 13 known populations and approximately 20 historical locations. This species
most commonly occurs in fields, wet fields, and native grasslands such as alvar grasslands and oak
openings. It also occurs less frequently on open edges of rivers, woodlands, talus slopes, and in waste areas
(NYNHP 2014).
Woodland Agrimony (Agrimonia rostella) is a member of the rose family (Rosaceae), and is listed as a
state threatened plant. This plant is the smallest of the Agrimonia genus in New York. There are 17 known
populations in New York, but all contain less than 100 plants. The last documented population was in 2003.
This plant may be found in rich mesic forests, forested gorge slopes cutting through calcareous bedrock,
streambanks in rich forests, forested slopes adjacent to streams, forested limestone benches, dry oak woods,
wooded pastures on rich soil, shrub thickets, and other mesic sites that are typically wooded and on
calcareous soils (NYNHP 2014).
Large Twayblade (Liparis liliifolia) is a member of the orchid family (Orchidaceae) and is listed as a state
endangered plant. There are eight existing populations but only one has more than 100 plants. All other
occurrences contain five or fewer plants. In New York, Large Twayblade is known to occur in a variety of
both upland and wetland habitats. It has been found in several red maple-dominated swamps with a substrate
of sphagnous peat, growing on hummocks. In contrast it also occurs in dry woods on limestone-influenced
soil and wooded talus slopes, and along railroad grades at the edge of swamps. Loamy or sandy woods and
clearings (Fernald 1950), rich woods (Gleason and Cronquist 1991), brushy second-growth thickets and
mixed woods, floodplains, pine plantations (Voss 1972; NYNHP 2014).
Northern Dropseed (Sporobolus heterolepis) is part of the grass family (Poaceae), and is listed as a state
threatened plant. In New York, this plant has been found in Albany, Greene, Jefferson, and Warren counties.
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Northern Dropseed is a prairie species with spotty distribution in the eastern part of its range, where it is
sometimes found on serpentine, limestone, or other unusual rocky substrates (NYNSE 2014).
Prairie Wedgegrass (Sphenopholis obtusata) is part of the grass family (Poaceae), and is listed as a state
endangered plant. In New York, this plant has been found in Bronx, Chemung, Jefferson, Nassau, New
York, Orange, Suffolk, Ulster, and Westchester counties (New York Nature Serve Explorer [NYNSE]
2014). This species may be found in wet to dry soil, lake shores, meadows, and woodland edges (Gargiullo
2007).
Cut-leaved Evening-primrose (Oenothera laciniata) is part of the evening-primrose family (Onagraceae)
and is listed as a state endangered plant. There are five existing populations in disturbed areas where their
habitat changes from year to year. All of these populations are small and unstable. This species may be
found on dry, sandy sites, including successional old fields, sandy embankments, and disturbed areas of
maritime grasslands (NYNHP 2010), sandy open ground (Fernald 1950), and dry, usually sandy soil
(Gleason and Cronquist 1991).
Spreading Tick-trefoil (Desmodium humifusum) is part of the forb (Fabaceae) family and is listed as a state
endangered plant. In New York, it has been found in Bronx, Orange, and Westchester counties. This plant
may be found in open, sunny woods with sandy, acidic soils that formed on chert or sandstone (NYNSE
2014).
Button Sedge (Carex bullata) is part of the sedge family (Cyperaceae), and is listed as a state endangered
plant. There are four existing populations with substantial numbers of plants in New York. This species
may be found in stream margins within red maple and sedges; wet pine barrens along railroad tracks; wet,
muddy banks of stream in a sedge meadow; small groundwater fed sedge meadow/seepage area along the
edge of pine barren; coastal plain pond shore; wet successional fields (NYNHP 2010). Acidic soil of bogs
and boggy meadows, open swamp forests, peaty or sandy pond and lakeshores, seeps (FNA 2002; NYNHP
2014).
Northern Bog Violet (Viola nephrophylla) is a member of the violet family (Violaceae) and is listed as a
state endangered plant. There are only four verified occurrences and seven historical occurrences known
from New York. This species may be found in a variety of cold, wetland habitats, including open marl fens
within larger swamps, northern white-cedar swamps and wet pastures. It also occupies calcareous shoreline
outcrops and boreal heath barrens. Gravelly (often calcareous) shores, slopes, bogs and open low grounds
(Fernald 1950). Mainly in the western cordillera, but extending east in cold, wet places (often in a high pH)
(Gleason and Cronquist 1991). Circumneutral soils of fens, ledges, and peaty shores (Haines and Vining
1998; NYNHP 2014).
Swamp Lousewort (Pedicularis lanceolata) is part of the figwort family (Scrophulariaceae) and is listed as
a state threatened plant. There are 19 existing populations and about half of these are in good to excellent
condition with hundreds of plants each. This species may be found in a variety of wetland habitats, usually
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with an open or absent canopy. It occupies rich fens, where it may grow among sphagnum with other
calciphilic species, as well as in freshwater tidal marshes and swamps, and along the edges of ponds or
shrub swamps. This species may benefit from some level of disturbance, as many of the known sites for it
have been grazed or cut-over, or are along roadsides, ROWs, and trails (NYNHP 2014).
Rough Avens (Geum virginianum) is a member of the rose Family (Rosaceae) and is listed as a state
threatened plant. There are 15 existing populations but only one of them has more than 50 plants. Half of
the populations do not have any specific information about their numbers or condition. There are 22
historical occurrences and most of these have not been resurveyed. Rough Avens has been found in a very
wide range of habitats in the state. These include Appalachian oak-hickory forests, northern-hardwood
forests, woodlands on limestone bedrock and on sand dunes, muddy riverbanks, forested swamps, marshes,
and roadsides (NYNHP 2014).
Glaucous Sedge (Carex glaucodea) is a state listed threatened species that occurs in wet to dry-mesic
deciduous forests and old fields, and on the edges of seasonal swamps and in seasonally wet depressions in
more open environments. Plants can often be found in roads and deer or human paths through forests. These
roads and paths probably are helping the seed bank germinate. Also, these roads and paths often have more
compacted soils creating slightly wetter situations preferred by this species. Specific habitats include mesic
to wet-mesic deciduous forests or seasonally moist prairies, usually in clays or loams, dry to moist
calcareous woods or fields, wet woods, swamps, moist fields, and calcareous woods and meadows (NYNHP
2014).
Side-oats Grama (Bouteloua curtipendula var. curtipendula) is a state listed endangered species, and is
strongly associated with dry limestone-derived soils, as well as with disturbance, both natural and artificial,
since it is also prefers open habitats. It occurs at riverside bluffs, shale cliffs and barrens, cedar glades, and
limestone pavements as well as abandoned sandpits and pastures, railroads, and powerlines.
Delmarva Beggar Ticks (Bidens bidentoides) is a state listed rare species, and has been found in freshwater
tidal mudflats and marshes, often at the border between mudflat and marsh, or along sandy or muddy
openings within a marsh, in fresh or brackish tidal shores, and estuaries. The shoreline habitats where this
plant grows are threatened by erosion from boat wakes, overuse by recreational boaters, direct development
or hardening of the shoreline and possibly by sea level rise in the future. Phragmites and purple loosestrife
may be a threat in some areas but the severity is low (NYNHP 2013a).
Great Plains Flatsedge (Cyperus lupulinus ssp. lupulinus) is a state listed threatened species. In New York
it has been collected from sandy soils at beaches, railroads, roadsides, pastures, dry woods, and fields. There
are seven existing populations but most of them are from specimens identified after collections took place
so there is no detailed information about their locations or populations. There are 15 historical populations
that have not been actively surveyed (NYNHP 2013b).

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-132

Environmental Setting

Mock-pennyroyal (Hedeoma hispida) is a state listed threatened species. In New York Mock-pennyroyal
has been found at a wide variety of open, dry sites. While some of these habitats are calcareous to
circumneutral, such as red-cedar rocky summits, rich talus slopes, and alvar grasslands, there are also
healthy populations at mowed airport aprons, dunes, and disturbances within pitch-pine plains, as well as
dry soil, sand dunes, barrens, plains, sands, and rocky banks (NYNHP 2013c).
Small’s Knotweed (Polygonum aviculare ssp. buxiforme) is a state listed endangered species. In New York
Small's Knotweed occurs mainly on sandy (sometimes also pebbly or gravelly) beaches in both maritime
and inland areas. It also has been found on areas of disturbed, compacted soils such as railroad yards and
old roads (NYNHP 2013d).
Northern Wild Monkshood (Aconitum noveboracense) is a federally listed threatened and state listed
endangered plant species. In New York State, it occurs along streams shaded by beech (Fagus grandifolia),
sugar maple (Acer saccharum), yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis), or eastern hemlock (Tsuga
canadensis). All existing occurrences have been found on sandstone-derived rocky or sandy soils, at
elevations ranging between 400 and 1000 meters (NYNHP 2007). Associated ecological communities
include: beech-maple mesic forest; calcareous cliff community; hemlock-northern hardwood forest.
Small Whorled Pogonia (Isotria medeoloides) is a federally listed threatened and state listed endangered
plant species. Small whorled pogonia prefers acidic soils covered with a thick layer of dead leaves, often
on slopes near small streams and grows in the open understory of older hardwood stands consisting of
beech, birch, maple, oak, and hickory. It has also been found growing in stands of softwoods, such as
hemlock.
3.1.7.1.1

Mainline

Surveys for the presence or absence of listed plant species within the proposed footprint of any Project
facilities have not occurred, but are scheduled for the spring-summer of 2015. The following assessment is
based on the general habitat characteristics of the species combined with existing mapping information and
aerial photography review.
Stiff-leaf goldenrod has the potential to occur in Athens, Greene County, along the mainline route from
MPs 29.64 to 29.66 (TMM 114.9). As the mainline would be located within an area where specimens have
been identified, potential suitable habitat for stiff-leaf goldenrod is likely present in this pipeline corridor
segment.
Black-edge sedge has the potential to occur in Cornwall, Orange County, along the mainline route from
MPs 94.51 to 94.58 (TMM 51.8). As the mainline would be located within a forested area, potential habitat
for black-edge sedge is present in this pipeline corridor segment.
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Green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, and woodland agrimony have the potential to occur in Rensselaer
and East Greenbush, Rensselaer County and Bethlehem, Albany County from proposed mainline MPs 1.50
to 4.73, including block valve (BV) 2.450 and BV 3.050. However, the area between MPs 1.50 to 4.73 east
of the Hudson River is a relatively flat area with urban and industrial areas interspersed with forested and
agricultural areas, and is considered unlikely to provide suitable habitat for green rock-cress due to the
absence of cliffs, ledges, talus slopes, and rocky woodlands. The area west of the Hudson River consists of
flat woodlands and an electrical utility ROW to propose mainline MP 3.55, and is also considered unlikely
to provide suitable habitat for green rock-cress. From MPs 3.55 to 4.73, the mainline would follow along a
steep slope, which may provide suitable habitat for green rock-cress. Similar to green rock-cress, the only
areas that are likely to potentially provide suitable habitat for woodland agrimony is the area from the
Hudson River west to proposed MP 4.73. Given the variety of habitats troublesome sedge is known to
inhabit, there is potential for this species to be present where suitable habitat occurs along the mainline
route in this area.
Large twayblade has the potential to occur in East Greenbush, Rensselaer County and Bethlehem, Albany
County along the proposed mainline route from MPs 1.80 to 5.71, including at the proposed BV 2.450 and
BV 3.050 sites.
Northern dropseed is known to occur in Coeymans, Albany County, and New Baltimore, Greene County
along the mainline route from MPs 13.29 to 15.08 (TMMs 131.0 to 129.1). This portion of the mainline
would occur almost entirely within the maintained portion of the NYS Thruway ROW, which is mowed
and typically consists of disturbed and compacted soils. It is therefore considered unlikely suitable habitat
for Northern dropseed.
Prairie wedgegrass has the potential to occur in Ulster, Ulster County along the mainline route from MPs
48.84 to 49.19 (TMMs 96.4 to 96.0). This species could be present along the woodland edge along the
maintained NYS Thruway ROW, but is not anticipated to be present within the maintained ROW itself.
Cut-leaved evening primrose has the potential to occur in Rosendale, Ulster County along the mainline
route from MPs 61.41 to 64.30 (TMMs 84.7 to 81.8), including BV 61.430, BV 62.089, and BV 64.060.
This area consists of primarily woodlands and maintained NYS Thruway ROW. As such, it is considered
unlikely that suitable habitat for this species is present.
Spreading tick-trefoil has the potential to occur in Tuxedo, Orange County along the mainline route from
MPs 105.59 to 107.39 (TMMs 40.9 to 39.1). This area consists of primarily forested areas and maintained
overhead electric utility ROWs. Spreading tick-trefoil could be present within the forested areas of this
pipeline segment but based on habitat requirements is considered unlikely to be present within the utility
ROWs.
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Button sedge has the potential to occur in Ramapo, Rockland County along the mainline route from MPs
114.8 to 115.65. Suitable habitat could occur within stream margins and wetlands along this segment of the
proposed mainline route, where present.
Northern bog violet and swamp lousewort have the potential to occur in Rensselaer and East Greenbush,
Rensselaer County and Bethlehem, Albany County along the mainline route from MPs 1.53 to 5.37. Based
on the presence of only a few small wetlands at the southern portion of this section of the mainline route, it
is considered possible, but unlikely that suitable habitat for these species is present in the Project Area.
Rough avens has the potential to occur in Tuxedo, Orange County along the proposed mainline route from
MPs 104.36 to 104.76 (TMMs 42.1 to 41.7). This area consists of primarily woodlands along railroad
tracks, and based on the habitat requirements of this species, suitable habitat may be present in this segment
of the pipeline corridor.
Glaucous sedge has the potential to occur in Cornwall, Orange County along the mainline route from MPs
94.6 to 94.7. This section of the mainline route consists of forested uplands and forested wetlands. Given
the variety of habitats glaucous sedge is known to inhabit, there is potential for this species to be present
where suitable habitat occurs along the mainline route in this area.
Side-oats grama has the potential to occur in Bethlehem, Albany County along the mainline route at MP
3.6. This section of the mainline route consists of a maintained overhead electric utility easement, and shrub
and forested areas. Given the variety of habitats glaucous sedge is known to inhabit, there is potential for
this species to be present where suitable habitat occurs along the mainline route in this area.
Delmarva beggar ticks has the potential to occur in Albany and Bethlehem, Albany County, and Rensselaer
and East Greenbush, Rensselaer County along the proposed mainline route from MPs 0.00 to 3.08. The
only potentially suitable habitat for this species is where the mainline would be constructed under the
Hudson River between approximate MPs 0.3 to 0.5 and MPs 2.7 to 2.9.
Great Plains flatsedge has the potential to occur in Albany and Bethlehem, Albany County, and Rensselaer
and East Greenbush, Rensselaer County along the mainline route from MPs 0.00 to 3.08. Given the variety
of habitats Great Plains flatsedge is known to inhabit, there is potential for this species to be present where
suitable habitat occurs along the proposed mainline route in this area.
Mock-pennyroyal has the potential to occur in Albany and Bethlehem, Albany County, and Rensselaer and
East Greenbush, Rensselaer County along the mainline route from MPs 0.00 to 3.08. This species may be
present where open, dry sites occur along the proposed mainline route in this area.
Small’s knotweed has the potential to occur in Albany and Bethlehem, Albany County, and Rensselaer and
East Greenbush, Rensselaer County along the mainline route from MPs 0.00 to 3.08. Given the variety of
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habitats Small’s knotweed is known to inhabit, there is potential for this species to be present where suitable
habitat occurs along the proposed mainline route in this area.
Northern wild monkshood is known to occur in Greene and Ulster Counties. NYNHP data did not contain
any records of known occurrences for this species in or near the Project Area. Since all existing occurrences
have been found on sandstone-derived rocky or sandy soils, at elevations ranging between 400 and 1,000
meters (NYNHP 2007), it is unlikely that this species occurs in or near the Project Area. Elevations along
the Thruway corridor in Greene and Ulster Counties range between 90 to 40 meters, but are no greater than
200 meters, well below the 400 to 1,000 meter range. The known populations of this species in Greene and
Ulster Counties likely occur in the western parts of both counties, where elevations are within the 400 to
1,000 meter range.
Small whorled pogonia is known to occur in Orange County. NYNHP data did not contain any records of
known occurrences for this species in or near the Project Area. Potentially suitable habitat for this species
may occur along the mainline between MPs 81 to 82.8 and MP 105 to the Orange/Rockland County Line
(MP 113.4). Future coordination with the USFWS and NYNHP will aid in confirming if there are any
known populations in or near the Project Area and whether or not any other potentially suitable habitat
exists in or near the Project Area.
3.1.7.1.2

Laterals

Woodland agrimony, green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, large twayblade, swamp lousewort, Northern
bog violet, Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s knotweed occur
as records in the NYNHP database for the general region of the proposed BL route in the City of Albany,
Albany County. However, the proposed BL route consists entirely of paved urban and industrial
development, and is considered unlikely for any threatened or endangered plant species to be present or
become established. Therefore, the BL is not discussed further in this section with regard to potential
impacts on threatened and endangered plant species.
Green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, Northern bog violet, and
swamp lousewort have the potential to occur in Bethlehem, Albany County along the proposed CAL route
from CAL MPs 0.00 to 0.33, and in East Greenbush, Rensselaer County along the proposed IPTL route
from IPTL MPs 0.00 to 0.71. Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s
knotweed also have the potential to occur along the proposed IPTL route from IPTL MPs 0.00 to 0.09.
Topography is relatively flat along the proposed CAL and IPTL routes, and therefore, suitable habitat is
not anticipated to be present along these laterals for green rock-cress. Suitable habitat for woodland
agrimony, Delmarva beggar ticks, and mock-pennyroyal is not likely to occur along the proposed IPTL as
that route consists of primarily agricultural fields adjacent to a commercial road. Since portions of the
proposed CAL, and NPL routes are forested, suitable woodland agrimony and small whorled pogonia
habitat could be present. Given the variety of habitats Great Plains flatsedge and Small’s knotweed is known
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to inhabitat, there is potential for this species to present where suitable habitat occurs along the IPTL in this
area. Given the paucity of wetlands and streams along the proposed CAL and IPTL laterals, coupled with
the level of disturbance from commercial and agricultural activities, it is considered unlikely that suitable
habitat for Northern bog violet occurs along these lateral routes. Given that swamp lousewort may benefit
from some level of disturbance such as commercial and agricultural activities, potential suitable habitat
may be present. Given the variety of habitats large twayblade and troublesome sedge are known to inhabit,
there is potential for these species to be present where suitable habitat occurs along the proposed CAL and
IPTL routes.
There are no threatened or endangered plant species with the potential to occur along the proposed RPL
route.
3.1.7.1.3

Pump Stations

Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, Small’s knotweed, and troublesome
sedge are mapped by NYNHP as occurring or having been recorded in the general area around the proposed
site for the Albany Pump Station. Green rock-cress, Northern bog violet, swamp lousewort, troublesome
sedge, woodland agrimony, Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flat sedge, mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s
knotweed have mapped by NYNHP as occurring or having been recorded in the general area around the
site for the Gorman Pump Station in East Greenbush, Rensselaer County. However, these pump stations
sites are located in paved and/or gravel parking areas, and are considered unlikely for any threatened or
endangered plant species to be present or become established. There are no threatened or endangered plant
species that have been mapped as occurring at or nearby the Harriman or Kingston Pump Stations.
3.1.7.1.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, Northern bog violet, swamp
lousewort, Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s knotweed have
the potential to occur in East Greenbush, Rensselaer County where suitable habitat occurs in the vicinity of
or at the proposed site of the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard. However, this proposed contractor and
pipe yard site is within an agricultural field and is unlikely to contain suitable habitat for these plant species.
Prairie wedgegrass has the potential to occur in Ulster, Ulster County where suitable habitat occurs in the
vicinity of or at the proposed site of the Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard. This species could
be present along the woodland edge or in the open areas present at this location.
Northern wild monkshood is not expected to occur in or near the Old King’s Highway Contractor and Pipe
Yard because the elevation of the affected topography is approximately 50 meters, well below the 400 to
1,000 meter elevation range the plant is found at when suitable habitat is present. Additionally, the habitat
at the Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard consists of successional old field and a narrow swath
of early successional forest and is not suitable habitat for the northern wild monkshood.
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There are no threatened or endangered plant species or habitat known in the immediate vicinity of the other
proposed contractor and pipe yard sites.
3.1.7.1.5

Access Roads

Green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, Northern bog violet, and
swamp lousewort have the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-RE-TAR2 in East Greenbush,
Rensselaer County, and proposed PARs NY-AL- PAR1 and 1A in Bethlehem, Albany County. However
proposed NY-RE-TAR2 would be within an agricultural field and is considered unlikely suitable habitat
for any of these six plant species. The proposed NY-AL- PAR1 and 1A would be located adjacent to
commercial streets and, given their short length and the habitat requirements of the identified species, are
also not likely to have suitable habitat for any of these six plant species.
Large twayblade also has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-AL-TAR3 and 3A in Bethlehem,
Albany County. Proposed NY-AL-TAR3 would occur along a maintained utility ROW and NY-ALTAR3A would consist of a maintained area between a commercial road and athletic fields. Given the
habitats large twayblade is known to inhabit, there is potential for this species to be present along proposed
NY-AL-TAR3 but not NY-AL-TAR3A.
Northern dropseed has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-AL-TAR15 and 15A in Coeymans,
Albany County. However, NY-AL-TAR15 would be located along an existing paved road and therefore is
not likely to provide suitable habitat for Northern dropseed. Proposed NY-AL-TAR15A would consist of
maintained lawn and forested areas, and as Northern dropseed is a prairie species, it is not likely this area
provides suitable habitat.
Prairie wedgegrass has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-UL-TAR15 and 15A and PARand TAR-NY-MP48.8 in Ulster, Ulster County. Since the access roads would be located in forested areas,
and prairie wedgegrass is a prairie species, there is not likely suitable habitat for this species at these
locations. Similarly, prairie wedgegrass also occurs in open areas and therefore suitable habitat for this
species is also not likely at this location. Prairie wedgegrass also has the potential to occur along proposed
NY-UL-TAR17 and PAR-NY-MP49.09 in Ulster, Ulster County. This area could provide suitable habitat
for this species in the open areas and along the woodland edge that it traverses.
Cut-leaved evening primrose has the potential to occur in Rosendale and Esopus, Ulster County in the area
of proposed NY-UL-TAR47, 48, 50, 50A, and 51 and PAR-NY-MP61.43, 62.89, 64.06, and 64.45; TARNY-MP62.7. However, each of these TARs and PARs would be located either within forested areas or
along maintained commercial road or overhead electric utility line ROWs, and therefore it is considered
unlikely that suitable habitat is present within the proposed access road footprints.
Northern wild monkshood occurs in the western portions of Greene and Ulster Counties, where the
elevations range between 400 to 1,000 meters. Since the elevations in the eastern parts of Greene and Ulster
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Counties along the Hudson River Valley are less than 200 meters, suitable habitat for this species does not
exist along proposed NY-UL-TAR15, 15A, 17 and NY-UL-TAR 47, 48, 50, 50A, and 51 or any other
proposed access roads in Greene and Ulster Counties.
Delmarva beggar-ticks, great plains flatsedge, green rock-cress, large twayblade, mock-pennyroyal,
northern bog violet, small’s knotweed, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, and swamp lousewort have
the potential to occur along proposed PAR-NY-BL1.0, PAR-NY-CAL0.0 and 0.3, and PAR-NY-MP1.6,
2.45, and 3.05. These proposed PARs would occur in disturbed areas associated with industrial
development. It is unlikely that any of these species are inhabiting the paved areas or adjacent maintained
lawns along the proposed routes.
There are no threatened or endangered plant species identified at any other proposed access road locations.
3.1.7.2

Threatened and Endangered Wildlife

The USFWS, NYNHP, and NYSDEC have identified potential federal and state listed threatened and
endangered wildlife species that have the potential to occur in the Project Area, which are described below
(Table 3.1.7-2). Potentially suitable habitat for these species within the Project Area was assessed using
aerial photo interpretation and general assessment during wetland delineation; however, formal surveys for
the presence or absence of species will be conducted based on further consultation with the NYNHP and
USFWS.
Table 3.1.7-2
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species
Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

County

Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

None

Threatened

Rensselaer,
Albany,
Ulster

East Greenbush,
Bethlehem, Ulster,
Kingston,
Rosendale

Indiana Bat

Myotis sodalis

Endangered

Endangered

Ulster,
Orange

Ulster, Rosendale,
Newburgh, New
Windsor, Cornwall

Common Name

Town (s)

Crude and Products Mainline

Northern Long-Eared Bat

Myotis septentrionalis

Timber Rattlesnake

Crotalus horridus

Bog Turtle

Glyptemys muhlenbergii

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Greene,
Ulster,
Orange,

Coxsackie, Athens,
Catskill, Ulster,
Kingston,
Rosendale, New
Paltz, Cornwall,
Woodbury, Tuxedo,
Ramapo

None

Threatened

Orange,
Rockland

Cornwall,
Woodbury, Tuxedo,
Ramapo

Threatened

Endangered

Orange

Woodbury
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Table 3.1.7-2
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species
Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

County

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

None

Threatened

Orange

Newburgh

Indiana Bat

Myotis sodalis

Endangered

Endangered

Orange

Newburgh

None

Threatened

Albany

Bethlehem

Myotis sodalis

Endangered

Endangered

Orange

New Windsor

Myotis septentrionalis

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Ulster

Ulster

Myotis septentrionalis

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Orange

Woodbury

None

Threatened

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Greene

Athens

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Greene

Athens

None

Threatened

Common Name

Town (s)

IPT Product Lateral
Bald Eagle
Roseton Product Lateral

Citgo and Apex Lateral
Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Newburgh Lateral
Indiana Bat
Kingston Pump Station
Northern Long-Eared Bat
Harriman Pump Station
Northern Long-Eared Bat

Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard
Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard
Northern Long-Eared Bat

Myotis septentrionalis

Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard
Northern Long-Eared Bat

Myotis septentrionalis

NY-RE-TAR-2; NY-UL-TAR2, 30, 33, 34A, 47, 48, and 50
Bald Eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Rensselaer,
Ulster

PAR-NY-MP2.45, 3.05, 54.77, 55.24, and 62.89; TAR-NY-MP55.8 and 62.7, NY-AL-TAR13; NY-OR-TAR9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26; NY-UL-TAR39, 40, 44A, 47, 48, and 50
Indiana Bat
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Table 3.1.7-2
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

County

Town (s)

PAR-NY-MP61.43, 62.89, 64.06, 89.49 and 93.93; PAR-NY-RPL7.0; TAR-NY-MP57.66, 58.62, 59.4, 59.8, 59.85, 60.1, 62.7,
84.65, 86.1, 87.74, 88.65, 90.02, 90.52, 91.57, 92.65, and 94.32, NY-GR-TAR16, 17, 17A, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28,
28A, 31, 32A, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 36Add; NY-OR-TAR23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 30A, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 37A, 37B, 37C,
and 40; NY-RO-TAR1; NY-UL-TAR22, 22A, 23, 24, 24alt, 25, 28, 29, 30, 33, 34A, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 44A, 47, 48, 50, and 51.
Northern Long-Eared Bat

Myotis septentrionalis

Threatened
(Effective
May 4, 2015)

None

Greene,
Orange,
Rockland,
Ulster

PAR-NY-MP27.45, 27.65, 31.34, 32.42, 51.53, 51.85, 54.77, 55.24, 61.43, 62.89, 64.06, 64.45, 93.93, 101.73, 110.30; TAR-NYMP27.65, 29.15, 30.8, 31.0, 34.2, 36.0, 36.96, 50.42, 53.2, 55.8, 57.66, 58.62, 59.4, 59.8, 59.85, 60.1, 62.7, 64.82, 64.95, 66.19,
66.6, 92.65, 94.32, 94.79, 95.49, 95.74, 95.95, 96.2, 96.47, 96.75, 98.55, NY-GR-TAR9, 10, 10A, 11, 12, 13, and 14
Northern Harrier

Circus cyaneus

None

Threatened

Greene

New Baltimore,
Coxsackie

Threatened

Orange,
Rockland

Ramapo, Tuxedo,
Woodbury, and
Cornwall

NY-RO-TAR1; NY-OR-TAR23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 37, 37A, 37B,37C, and 40
Timber Rattlesnake

Crotalus horridus

None

PAR-NY-MP-93.93 and 110.3; TAR-NY-MP94.32, 94.79, 95.49, 95.74, 95.95, 96.2, 96.47, 96.75, 98.55; NY-OR-TAR13, 14, and
15
Upland Sandpiper

Bartramia longicauda

None

Threatened

Orange

Newburgh

Threatened

Endangered

Orange

Woodbury

NY-OR-TAR32
Bog Turtle

Glyptemys muhlenbergii

Source: NYNHP 2015.

Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) is a federal and state listed endangered species, and one of nine bat species
found in New York. This species is roughly 2 inches (51 millimeters) in length and weighs approximately
0.2 to 0.3 ounces (6-9 grams). Generally, the Indiana bat is uniformly dark grey to grayish-brown in color
and often has a pinkish colored nose. With the coming of spring, Indiana bats disperse from their winter
homes, known as hibernacula, some going hundreds of miles. They feed solely on flying insects and
presumably males spend the summer preparing for the breeding season and winter that follows. Females
congregate in nursery colonies. During summer they roost under the peeling bark of dead and dying trees.
In August or early September, Indiana bats swarm at the entrance of selected caves or mines. This is when
mating takes place. Indiana bats spend the winter months in secluded caves or mines. Year after year, bats
often return to exactly the same spots within individual caves or mines. Hibernation can begin as early as
September and extend nearly to June. In New York, knowledge of its distribution is limited to known
wintering locations-caves and mines in which they hibernate. There are eight hibernacula currently known
in Albany, Essex, Warren, Jefferson, Onondaga and Ulster Counties. It is certain that the summer range of
this species extends well beyond these counties since the animals disperse to breeding areas and other
habitats to feed and raise their young (NYSDEC 2014a).
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Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is listed as a threatened species (effective May 4, 2015).
The northern long-eared bat is a medium-sized bat about 3 to 3.7 inches but with a wingspan of 9 to 10
inches. Its fur color can be medium to dark brown on the back and tawny to pale-brown on the underside.
As its name suggests, this bat is distinguished by its long ears, particularly as compared to other bats in its
genus, Myotis, which are actually bats noted for their small ears (Myotis means mouse-eared) (USFWS
2014).
Northern long-eared bats spend winter hibernating in caves and mines, called hibernacula. They typically
use large caves or mines with large passages and entrances; constant temperatures; and high humidity with
no air currents. Specific areas where they hibernate have very high humidity, so much so that droplets of
water are often seen on their fur. Within hibernacula, surveyors find them in small crevices or cracks, often
with only the nose and ears visible. During summer, northern long-eared bats roost singly or in colonies
underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live and dead trees. Males and non-reproductive females
may also roost in cooler places, like caves and mines. This bat seems opportunistic in selecting roosts, using
tree species based on suitability to retain bark or provide cavities or crevices. It has also been found, rarely,
roosting in structures like barns and sheds. Northern long-eared bats emerge at dusk to fly through the
understory of forested hillsides and ridges feeding on moths, flies, leafhoppers, caddisflies, and beetles,
which they catch while in flight using echolocation. This bat also feeds by gleaning motionless insects from
vegetation and water surfaces. The range of the northern long-eared bat includes much of the eastern and
north central U.S., and all Canadian provinces from the Atlantic Ocean west to the southern Yukon Territory
and eastern British Columbia (USFWS 2014a).
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a state listed threatened species. One of the largest raptors found
in North America, bald eagles stand about 30 inches (76 centimeters) high, have a wingspan of 72 to 84
inches (1.8 to 2.1 meters), and weigh between 8 and 14 pounds (3.6 and 6.4 kilograms). This bird is easily
identified in adult plumage by its brown body set off by a white head and tail and bright yellow bill
(NYSDEC 2014a).
Bald eagles mate for life, returning to nest in the general area (within 250 miles) from which they fledged.
Once a pair selects a nesting territory, they use it for the rest of their lives. A bald eagle nest is a large
structure, usually located high in a tall, live white pine tree near water. The nest is reused and added to each
year, often becoming 8 or more feet deep, 6 feet across, and weighing hundreds of pounds. In the last
century, reproductive impairment from pesticides (especially DDT) and heavy metals caused virtual
extirpation of the few remaining bald eagles in New York and many other areas. Persistent and toxic
compounds in fish from contaminated waters built up to high levels in the eagles' bodies, interfering with
the deposition of calcium in their eggshells and making many of the eggs infertile. Since the 1972 ban on
DDT, eagles and other birds of prey are once again producing young. However, there has been no reduction
in the human activity most damaging to eagle populations - destruction of habitat by logging and
development along watercourses. Even recently, extensive human activity within preferred eagle habitats
has disturbed important nest areas, resulting in reproductive failure and nest abandonment (NYSDEC
2014a).
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Timber Rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) is a state listed threatened species. Measuring from 3 to 4.5 feet
(91 to 137 centimeters) or more in length, the timber rattlesnake is the largest venomous snake in New
York. Despite their size, cryptic coloration allows them to be easily concealed. Timber rattlesnakes are
active from late April until mid-October, although in northern New York they may not emerge until midMay. Upon emerging from the den, they are very lethargic. Little feeding occurs early in the spring. Mating
occurs in the spring and fall. Males are especially active at this time, seeking out females. Populations were
once found on Long Island and in most mountainous and hilly areas of New York State, except in the higher
elevations of the Adirondacks, Catskills and Tug Hill region. They are now found in isolated populations
in southeastern New York, the Southern Tier and in the peripheral eastern Adirondacks (NYSDEC 2014a).
Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) is a state listed threatened species. The northern Harrier, formerly known
as the marsh hawk, hunts primarily on the wing and may cover up to 100 miles per day. Its prey, consisting
of mostly rodents and small birds, is detected using extremely keen hearing. This 16 to 24 inch (41 to 61
centimeter), slender-bodied hawk has a long tail and wings, long yellow legs, distinct facial disks and a
conspicuous white rump patch. Historically, populations of Northern Harriers were considered abundant
and widespread. However, significant declines began in the 1950s and were attributed to factors such as
loss of breeding habitat and effects of pesticides. Reforestation, filling in of wetlands, changes in land use,
changes in agricultural practices and urban and industrial development all contributed to habitat losses.
Although New York State breeding populations appear relatively stable, Breeding Bird Survey trend data
shows a survey-wide decline for this species at 1.7 percent per year (NYSDEC 2014a).
Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda) is a state threatened species. Upland Sandpipers arrive in New
York from their South American wintering grounds in late April, nesting begins in early-to-mid-May,
hatching and fledging by mid-June (the young are precocial), and the young are capable of flight by midJuly (Morgan and Burger 2007, as cited in NYNHP 2013e). Birds typically begin to flock together and
begin heading south during July-August (Yank and Breton 1996, as cited in NYNHP 2013e). This is a bird
of lowland agricultural areas. The prime agricultural lands on the Lake Plains in western New York, and
the St. Lawrence and Mohawk Valleys, and at JFK Airport (Garber et al. 1997, as cited in NYNHP 2013e)
seem to be consistently occupied. Small colonies in the upper and lower Hudson and Champlain Valleys
and on Long Island have also persisted. Their diet consists of small invertebrates (grasshoppers, crickets,
beetles, ants, snails, earthworms, millipedes) and seeds (NYNHP 2013b, 2013e).
Bog Turtle (Glyptemys muhlenbergii) is a federal threatened and state endangered species. In New York,
the bog turtle emerges from hibernation, often spent in an abandoned muskrat lodge or other burrow, by
mid-April. In New York bog turtles often hibernate communally with other bog turtles and with spotted
turtles (Clemmys guttata). Generally both the air and water temperature must exceed 50 degrees Fahrenheit
for the turtle to become active. Mating occurs primarily in the spring but may also occur in the fall and may
be focused in or near the hibernaculum (winter shelter). In early to mid-June, a clutch of two to four eggs
is laid in a nest which is generally located inside the upper part of an unshaded tussock. The eggs hatch
around mid-September. Some young turtles spend the winter in the nest, emerging the following spring.
The adults enter hibernation in late October. Sexual maturity may be reached at eight years or as late as
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eleven. A bog turtle may live for more than 30 years. Although generally very secretive, the bog turtle can
be seen basking in the open, especially in the early spring just after emerging from hibernation. It is an
opportunistic feeder, eating what it can get, although it prefers invertebrates such as slugs, worms, and
insects. Seeds, plant leaves, and carrion are also included in its diet (NYSDEC 2015).
3.1.7.2.1

Mainline

The following areas along the proposed mainline would be within one mile of a bald eagle nest: MPs 1.86
to 4.41 in East Greenbush, Rensselaer County and Bethlehem, Albany County, MPs 54.07 to 56.00 in Ulster
and Kingston, Ulster County, and MPs 61.67 to 63.41 in Rosendale, Ulster County. The area from MPs
1.86 to 2.37 consists primarily of paved and/or gravel industrial areas along American Oil Road and is
therefore unlikely to provide suitable habitat for bald eagles. The area from MPs 2.37 to 2.61, consists of
an agricultural field which could provide potential foraging habitat. The area from MPs 2.61 to 4.41, may
provide suitable habitat for bald eagles based on the presence of forested areas near the Hudson River. The
area from MPs 54.07 to 56.00, occurs entirely within the maintained NYS Thruway ROW and is therefore
not likely to provide suitable bald eagle habitat. The area from MPs 61.67 to 63.41, occurs within forested
areas proximate to waterbodies such as Rondout Creek and the Walkill River, and therefore may provide
suitable bald eagle habitat.
The following areas along the proposed mainline would be within 2.5 miles of documented Indiana bat
locations: MPs 57.12 to 64.06 in Ulster and Rosendale, Ulster County, MPs 83.70 to 88.05 in Newburgh
and New Windsor, Orange County; and MPs 88.70 to 94.13, in New Windsor and Cornwall, Orange
County. Suitable Indiana bat habitat is not present where the mainline would be located within the
maintained NYS Thruway ROW, but could be present where the proposed mainline would be within
forested areas along these reaches. The project is within a few miles of a hibernacula in the Harriman area
and within a half mile of a hibernacula in the Kingston area used by Indiana bats.
The following areas along the proposed mainline would be within 5 miles of documented Northern longeared bat locations: MPs 26.07 to 37.11, in Coxsackie, Athens, and Catskill, Greene County; MPs 50.13 to
67.09 in Ulster, Kingston, Rosendale, and New Paltz, Ulster County; and MPs 92.38 to 116.40 in Cornwall,
Woodbury and Tuxedo, Orange County, and Ramapo, Rockland County. Similar to Indiana bat, Northern
long-eared bat habitat is not present where the mainline would be within the maintained NYS Thruway
ROW, but could be present where the mainline would be within forested areas along these reaches. Suitable
habitat is most likely to be present where the proposed mainline route would leave the NYS Thruway at the
southern portion of the route at approximate MP 104.3, and traverse extensive forested areas. The project
is within a few miles of a hibernacula in the Harriman area and within a half mile of a hibernacula in the
Kingston area used by Northern long-eared bats.
The following areas along the proposed mainline route would be within 1.5 miles of timber rattlesnake
locations: MPs 93.15 to 98.66 in Cornwall and Woodbury, Orange County; MPs 103.17 to 109.58 in
Woodbury and Tuxedo, Orange County; and MPs 109.78 to 116.40, in Tuxedo, Orange County, and
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Ramapo, Rockland County. Similar to Northern long-eared bat, timber rattlesnake habitat is not likely to
occur within the maintained NYS Thruway ROW, but could be present where the proposed mainline would
be within more natural areas along this reach: suitable habitat is most likely to be present where the mainline
would diverge from the NYS Thruway at the southern portion of the route and traverse extensive forested
areas interspersed with rocky outcrops.
Bog turtle has the potential to occur in the area of the proposed mainline route in Woodbury, Orange County
from MPs 99.66 to 99.83 (TMMs 46.7 to 46.5) based on the presence of potentially suitable wetlands in
this area.
3.1.7.2.2

Laterals

The proposed IPTL route would be within one mile of a bald eagle nest. This area consists of an agricultural
field along American Oil Road that could provide potential bald eagle foraging habitat. The proposed CAL
and the proposed RPL from RPL MPs 5.47 to 7.01 would each be within one mile of a bald eagle nest based
on the presence of forested areas near the Hudson River and these laterals.
The area from RPL MPs 5.65 to 7.01 along the proposed RPL and from NPL MPs 0.00 to 0.76 along the
proposed NPL would be within 2.5 miles of documented Indiana bat locations. Based on the presence of
extensive forest in these areas, Indiana bat summer habitat could be present.
There are no threatened or endangered wildlife species identified along any other proposed lateral routes.
3.1.7.2.3

Pump Stations

The proposed Kingston Pump Station and the Harriman Pump Station would each be within 5 miles of
documented Northern long-eared bat locations. The forested portion of the proposed Kingston Pump Station
site may provide potential Northern long-eared bat habitat.The Harriman Pump Station would be located
predominantly within an open area that is not likely to provide suitable habitat for Northern long-eared bat.
There is a mapped occurrence of bald eagle within 1 mile of the Gorman Pump Station, but because this
site is located within an industrial property, suitable habitat for bald eagle does not exist. Within the Hudson
River, shortnose sturgeon may occur, but no suitable habitat is located at the Albany Pump Station or the
Gorman Pump Station, which are the only pump station close to the Hudson River.
3.1.7.2.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

A bald eagle nest has been documented within one mile of the proposed Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe
Yard. The proposed site for the contractor and pipe yard consists entirely of an agricultural field, and
therefore, is not likely to provide suitable habitat for bald eagle.
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The Maltari and Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yards would be within 5 miles of documented Northern
long-eared bat locations. The Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located entirely within a cleared
area, and the Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard would be within an agricultural area. Therefore, neither
of these locations is likely to provide suitable habitat for Northern long-eared bat.
There are no threatened or endangered wildlife species identified at any other proposed contractor and pipe
yard locations.
3.1.7.2.5

Access Roads

As presented in Table 3.1.7-2, 22 TARs and four PARs would occur in areas of known bald eagle
occurrence. But given the far ranging ability of eagles for foraging, and including perching and roosting at
some distance from nest trees, unique habitat features along PARs and TARs do not exist.
As presented in Table 3.1.7-2, 41 TARs and six PARs would occur in areas of known Indiana bat presence.
With many TARs and PARs located along existing road or trail features limited wooded habitat occurs in
the road footprints. These areas will be either assessed for suitable trees or dealt with through conservation
measure commitments.
As presented in Table 3.1.7-2, 94 TARs and 15 PARs occur in areas of known northern long-eared bat
occurrence. With many TARs and PARs located along existing road or trail features limited wooded habitat
occurs in the road footprints. These areas will be either assessed for suitable trees or dealt with through
conservation measure commitments.
Northern harriers have the potential to occur along several proposed TARs including NY-GR-TAR9, 10,
and 10A in New Baltimore, Greene County, and NY-GR-TAR11, 12, 13, and 14 in Coxsackie, Greene
County. However, proposed NY-GR-TAR9 and 10A would be located along a street and within an overhead
electric utility easement, respectively, and therefore would be unlikely to provide suitable habitat for
Northern harrier. Temporary access road NY-GR-TAR10 would be located within an open field and could
provide suitable foraging habitat. Proposed NY-GR-TAR11, 12, 13, and 14 would each be located along
residential or commercial streets, and therefore would not be likely to provide suitable habitat for Northern
harrier.
Timber rattlesnake have the potential to occur along several proposed TARs including NY-RO-TAR1
(basking and gestating), and NY-OR-TAR23 (foraging), 24 (foraging), 25 (foraging), 26 (foraging), 28, 29,
37, 37A, 37B, and 37C (hibernaculum) and 40. Proposed TAR NY-RO-TAR1 would occur almost entirely
within an overhead electric utility easement and, given the presence of numerous rock outcrops, could
provide habitat for timber rattlesnakes. The locations of proposed TARs NY-OR-TAR23, 24, 25, 26, 37,
37A, 37B, and 37C would be unlikely to provide suitable habitat for timber rattlesnake as they would be
within open fields or maintained areas, primarily within or adjacent to existing roads. The southern half of
proposed NY-RO-TAR28 would also be an existing gravel road and would be unlikely suitable habitat, but
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the northern half of proposed NY-RO-TAR28 as well as proposed NY-RO-TAR29 would be in a relatively
undisturbed forested area and therefore could provide suitable habitat. Proposed PAR-NY-MP93.93 is an
existing road and PAR-NY-MP110.3 would be in forested habitat where transient rattlesnakes could be
encountered. Proposed TAR-NY-MP-94.32, 94.79, 95.49, 95.74, 95.95, 96.2, 96.47, 96.75, and 98.55
would all occur where habitat is forested or field and transient or foraging rattlesnakes could be
encountered.
Upland sandpiper has the potential to occur along proposed TARs NY-OR-TAR13, 14, and 15 in
Newburgh, Orange County during the breeding season. However, NY-OR-TAR13 and 15 would be located
within a forested area and along an existing road, respectively, and therefore would be unlikely to provide
suitable habitat for upland sandpiper. Proposed TAR NY-OR-TAR14 would traverse an agricultural field
that could provide potential suitable habitat as upland sandpipers are lowland birds of agricultural areas.
Bog turtle has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-OR-TAR32 in Woodbury, Orange County.
This TAR would be located entirely within a paved parking area, and therefore suitable bog turtle habitat
is not present at this location.
There are no threatened or endangered wildlife species or their habitat identified at any other proposed
access road locations.
3.1.7.3

Threatened and Endangered Aquatic Species

Pilgrim conducted a desktop review of federal and state listed aquatic species, including federal candidate
and/or federal and state species of special concern, or their designated Critical Habitat known to occur
within the Project Area. Based on information collected, the federal or state listed threatened or endangered
aquatic mollusk and fish species potentially occurring in New York within the Project Area waterbodies
are summarized in Table 3.1.7-3.
Table 3.1.7-3
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Aquatic Species
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status a/

State
Status

County

Alasmidonta heterodon

Endangered

Endangered

Orange

Alasmindota varicosa

N/A

Threatened

Rockland

SGCN

Multiple counties
encompassing the
upper tidal portions
of the Hudson River

Waterbodies
(s)

Mainline and Laterals
Mollusks
Dwarf Wedge Mussel
Brook floater

Alewife floater
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Table 3.1.7-3
Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Aquatic Species
Common Name

Scientific Name

Federal
Status a/

State
Status

Acipenser brevirostrum

Endangered

Endangered

Acipenser oxyrinchus

Endangered

Endangered

County

Waterbodies
(s)

Fishes
Shortnose Sturgeon
Atlantic sturgeon

Albany, Greene,
Orange, Rensselaer,
Rockland, Ulster

Hudson River
Hudson River

a/ E= endangered, T= threatened, SGCN = Species of Greatest Conservation Need (NYSDEC).
Sources: NYSDEC 2014a. http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/7494.html

According to federal and state sponsored online resources, three aquatic animal species including one
mollusk and two fish may occur in the Project Area that are listed by federal and state agencies as
endangered. In New York State, endangered species must meet one or both of the criteria specified in
Section 182.2(g) of 6 NYCRR Part 182 and which are found, have been found, or may be expected to be
found in the state (NYSDEC 2014a).
Federal and state listed endangered species in the Project Area may include, the dwarf wedge mussel
(Alasmidonta heterodon), which may occur in coldwater streams crossed by the Pilgrim Project. Two fish,
the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus)
which may occur in the Hudson River near areas that would be crossed by the Project. The brook floater
(Alasmindota varicosa) is also a state listed threatened species which may occur in the Project Area. In
addition to the Hudson River, waterbodies crossed that support endangered species and portions of their
life stages in the Project Area include Moodna Creek. A brief life history, habitat requirements and regional
distribution discussion for each of these species is provided below.
The Dwarf Wedge Mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) is a federal and state listed endangered species. The
dwarf wedge mussel is a small freshwater mussel that rarely exceeds 1.5 inches (38 millimeters) in length.
It is brown or yellowish-brown in color. Adult mussels are filter-feeders, feeding on algae and other small
suspended particles.
The typical habitat for the dwarf wedge mussel includes running waters of all sizes, from small brooks to
large rivers where they spend most of their time buried almost completely in the bottom (NYSDEC 2014b).
The preferred bottom substrates for the dwarf wedge mussel include silt, sand and gravel, which may be
distributed in relatively small patches behind larger cobbles and boulders, where river velocities are usually
slow to moderate. In addition, it appears that the dwarf wedge mussels select or are at least tolerant of
relatively low levels of calcium in the water (NYSDEC 2014b).
Although this mussel was once found at 70 locations in 15 major Atlantic Coast drainages, its populations
have declined drastically, and most remaining populations number only in the hundreds. Currently, the
dwarf wedge mussel is found at 17 sites in seven Atlantic Coast drainages including New Hampshire,
Vermont, Connecticut, New York, Maryland, Virginia and North Carolina (NYSDEC 2014b). Within New
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York State, the dwarf wedge mussel was historically and is currently known to occur within the High
Allegheny Plateau where its population appears to be stable (NYSDEC 2005). One of two distinct locations
along the eastern seaboard known to have at least ten thousand if not tens of thousands of dwarf wedge
mussels is the lower Neversink River in Orange County, New York (NYSDEC 2014b). The Project does
not propose to cross any portion of the Neversink River.
No designated Critical Habitat for the dwarf wedge mussel is identified for the Project Area (USFWS
2014b).
The Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) is a federal and state listed endangered species.
Shortnose sturgeon have been protected prior to and since the inception of the ESA during 1973 (Bain et
al. 2007). The shortnose sturgeon is a large, long-lived (up to 60 years or more) benthic-feeding species of
anadromous fish that primarily inhabits slow-moving riverine, estuarine, and marine nearshore habitats
(Bain et al. 2007). The shortnose sturgeon is the smallest of New York's sturgeons, rarely exceeding 3.5
feet in length and 14 pounds in weight. It has a short, conical snout with four barbels in front of its large
underslung mouth (NYSDEC 2014a).
The diet of the adult shortnose sturgeon consists primarily on mollusks (25 to 50 percent) followed by
insects, crustaceans (Curran and Ries 1937; Townes 1937, as cited in Bain et al. 2007), whereas the diet of
young sturgeon primarily consists of insects and crustaceans (Smith 1985). From late spring through early
fall, shortnose sturgeon are typically in the deep channels in freshwater and brackish habitats of the estuary
(Bain et al. 2007). In late fall, most adults congregate in a single wintering site near Kingston, New York,
known as Sturgeon Point (approximately river mile 86) (Bain et al. 2007).
The shortnose sturgeon is anadromous, migrating from salt water to spawn in freshwater. Adult sturgeon
migrate upriver from their mid-Hudson overwintering areas to freshwater spawning sites north of Coxsackie
(NYSDEC 2014a). Adult shortnose sturgeon in the Hudson River migrate upstream to areas just
downstream of the Troy Dam to spawn. Spawning takes place during late April to early May in areas when
water temperatures increase to 46 to 48 50 degrees Fahrenheit, and usually ends once temperatures reach
54 to 59 degrees Fahrenheit (National Marine Fisheries Service [NMFS] 1998). Females lay between
40,000 to 200,000 eggs (Smith 1985) in areas where the river is relatively shallow and turbulent (Bain 1997,
as cited in Bain et al. 2007). Eggs and newly hatched larvae adhere to the river bottom. After a period of
approximately 10 to 15 days the larvae begin to disperse downstream and inhabit a greater range throughout
the estuary. While older fish move down to the lower estuary nearer to the coastal waters, many of the
immature shortnose sturgeon remain in the river near the saltfront (Smith 1985) south of West Point (Bain
et al. 2007). Juveniles are typically found at the saltwater/freshwater interface moving back and forth in the
low salinity areas and usually found in channels over silt substrates (NMFS 1998).
During the 1980s and 1990s, shortnose sturgeon population estimates in the Hudson River indicated
between 13,000 to 30,000 individuals (Smith 1985). More recent estimates using mark-recapture methods,
have suggested the population size in the Hudson River may be above 60,000 individuals (Bain et al. 2007).
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In New York State, the shortnose sturgeon is only found in the lower portion of the Hudson River from the
southern tip of Manhattan (river mile 0) upriver to the Federal dam at Troy (river mile 152)
(NYSDEC2014a). Thus, of the proposed water crossing locations for the Project, only the Hudson River
crossings offer suitable habitat for this species.
No designated Critical Habitat for the shortnose sturgeon is identified for the Project Area (USFWS 2014b).
The Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) was listed as endangered on February 6, 2012, by
NMFS for the New York Bight (NYB) distinct population segment (DPS) (Fed. Reg. 2012). Similar to the
shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is a long-lived, slow growing, anadromous fish occurring in the
Hudson River. Known spawning populations of the Atlantic sturgeon NYB DPS segment exist in the
Hudson and Delaware Rivers. In New York, the Atlantic sturgeon is confined to the deeper parts of the
Hudson River and sometimes found as far up river as Albany (Smith 1985).
The Atlantic sturgeon is a large, brownish gray to blue back with white shading on the underbelly with
dorsal and lateral shields. Adult Atlantic sturgeon are benthic feeders. Forage prey consist of worms, small
fish, isopods, amphipods midge larvae and sand lance (Smith 1985). While in freshwater its diet shifts
slightly, dominated by insects, amphipods and oligocheates (Smith 1985). Although specimens of this
species has recorded weights exceeding 800 pounds and lengths of up to 14 feet, individuals in the Hudson
River occasionally reach over 200 pounds in weight and 6 to 8 feet in length (NYSDEC 2014c) making it
the largest sturgeon species in the state. This species can live up to 60 years, with maturation in the Hudson
River at 11 to 21 years of age, depending on gender. Females reach sexual maturity at 18 to 19 years of age
when they are generally 6 to 8 feet in length and weigh 70 pounds. Males become sexually mature when
they are 12 to 14 years of age and are approximately 3.5 to 6.5 feet in length (NYSDEC 2014c).
Between April through June, when water temperatures are between 42 to 43 degrees Fahrenheit male
Atlantic sturgeon migrate into freshwater portions of the river first then followed by the females, reaching
Haverstraw about the middle of May when the water temperatures are approximately 55 degrees Fahrenheit.
Spawning takes place in freshwater just above the salt front. During spawning the fish may move upstream
or downstream with the movement of the tides and salt front as the season progresses. Females move
continuously while males may stop for hours or up to a day at a time (Smith 1985). Spawning Atlantic
sturgeon scatter eggs across a wide area where eggs adhere to stones and vegetation. Spawning interval
ranges from one to five years for males and two to five years for females (NMFS 2014a). Post spawning,
males may remain in the river or lower estuary until the fall and females typically exit the river within four
to six weeks.
Atlantic sturgeon eggs are 2.5 to 2.6 millimeter in diameter (Smith 1985). After hatching, young fish feed
on a variety of benthic organisms including small fish, isopods, amphipods midge larvae and plants
(NYSDEC 2014c). Larval and juvenile Atlantic sturgeon have been found from Kingston south from May
to July and when water temperatures drop below 68 degrees Fahrenheit, immature sturgeons move
downstream to congregate in deeper water more than 25 feet deep in between Cornwall-on-Hudson and the
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George Washington Bridge (Smith, 1985). Juveniles migrate downstream and inhabit brackish waters for
a few months, until approximately 30 to 36 inches in length, before moving into coastal waters (NMFS
2014a). After spending up to seven years of their lives in freshwater Atlantic sturgeon migrate out to sea
for the remainder of their lives with the exception of spawning periods. In New York, Atlantic sturgeon are
generally found in the deeper portions of the Hudson River and occasionally found as far upriver as Albany,
young fish are rarely seen upstream of Hudson (NYSDEC 2014c).
Prior to 1900, Atlantic sturgeon were abundant in the Hudson River estuary. Historically, 6,000-6,800
females contributed to the Hudson River spawning stock. Currently the existing spawning population in the
Hudson River is estimated to have a total of 870 adults spawning each year (600 males and 270 females)
(NMFS 2014b).
Other than the proposed Hudson River crossing locations, other tributaries, at their point of crossing by the
proposed Project, do not offer suitable habitat for this species.
No designated critical habitat for the Atlantic sturgeon is identified for the Project Area (USFWS 2014b).
State listed Threatened Aquatic Animal Species
In New York State, threatened species must meet one or both of the criteria specified in Section 182.2(h)
of 6 NYCRR Part 182 and which are found, have been found, or may be expected to be found in the state.
The Brook floater (Alasmindota varicosa), according to state sponsored online resources, is an aquatic
mollusk species listed as threatened by the State of New York. The brook floater (Alasmidonta varicosa)
may occur in the Project Area within Rockland County (NYSDEC 2014a). While once widespread in
southeastern New York, this species has disappeared from many creeks and rivers. Populations in the
Housatonic, Passaic, Susquehanna, and Delaware basins have disappeared or declined dramatically, and
only the Neversink River population appears healthy.
The brook floater is a unionid mussel that is an obligate fish parasite requiring young to disperse and latch
on to a fish host to complete their development cycle before dropping off in a new location. Brook floaters
may use a variety of host fish, such as the blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), pumpkinseed (Lepomis
gibbosus), or yellow perch (Perca flavescens) (Strayer and Jirka 1997, as cited in Perkins 2013a).
The brook floater may occur in cold- or warmwater streams or small rivers of gentle to moderate gradient,
most often in riffle areas with substrates of sand and gravel (NYSDE 2005). Similar to the dwarf wedge
mussel described above, the brook floater is currently and historically known to occur in the High Allegheny
Plateau, yet population stability remains unknown (NYSDE 2005). This species is also listed as a Species
of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) in State Wildlife Action Plans (SWAP) (see below for further
discussion of the SWAP and Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) (NYSDEC 2005).
While individuals of this species are unlikely to occur in the proposed Project Area because watershed
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development in many of the streams and rivers crossed by the project, including dams resulting in flow
alterations, is similar to that found in other watersheds in which populations of this species has drastically
declined or disappeared, suitable habitat may be found in a few of the named rivers tributary to the Hudson
River.
Species of Greatest Conservation Need
The alewife floater (Anodonta implicata) is a native bivalve mollusk designated as a SGCN by the
NYSDEC (Perkins 2013b) which may occur in the Project Area. Species of Greatest Conservation Need
includes species that are deemed rare, imperiled and those for which status has not been established and
therefore remains unlisted as threatened or endangered. Management of wildlife species in SGCN and
actions needed to conserve them in the future are described in New York's State Plan (which serves as the
state's guiding document) the SWAP and CWCS. Although the state’s wildlife action plan was initially
completed in 2005 a revised plan is expected to be made available during fall of 2015 (NYSDEC 2014d).
In New York, the alewife floater is found in only the tidal Hudson River, and in the lower Delaware and
Neversink Rivers (Perkins 2013b). The alewife floater lives within the deepwater river rocky habitats
among strong currents (Strayer and Jirka 1997, as cited in Perkins 2013b) in areas with very low gradient
and where the water is deep enough to prevent light from reaching the river bottom Perkins 2013b). This
mussel has a subelliptical greenish, brownish, or blackish shell sometimes with fine rays that is elongate,
anteriorly thicker and posteriorly thin, often greater than 100 millimeters long (Strayer and Jirka 1997, as
cited in Perkins 2013b).
The alewife floater is a unionid mussel that is an obligate fish parasite requiring young to disperse and latch
on to a fish host to complete their development cycle before dropping off in a new location. Alewife floaters
are known to parasitize specific host fish, such as the alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), although other
species of shad such as American shad (Alosa sapidissima) and blueback herring (Alosa aestivali) are
suspected hosts as well (Nedeau 2003 and Strayer and Jirka 1997, as cited in Perkins 2013b).
Alewife floater populations have declined along with the decline of their alewife fish hosts potentially due
to the construction of dams. In addition, alewife floater populations in the Hudson River have further
declined by over 90 percent from 1991 to 1996 (Strayer and Smith 1996, as cited in Perkins 2013) since the
introduction of zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha). The zebra mussels outcompete the native floater
for food resources (Strayer and Smith 1996, as cited in Perkins 2013b) and may also attach to and physically
suffocate native mussels (Perkins 2013b).
Populations of alewife floaters in New York once estimated at over 400 million individuals have been
greatly reduced and given a state rarity rank of S1/S2 indicating a species with 20 or fewer elemental
occurrences in the NYNHP database. Such designations also typically indicate very few acres, or miles of
stream, or some factor of its biology making it particularly vulnerable in New York State (NYSDEC 2005;
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Perkins 2013b). Only the proposed Hudson River crossing locations are the only suitable habitat locations
within the Project Area.
3.1.8

Wetland Resources

In New York, the proposed Project would be primarily located within the Hudson River Valley ecoregion
in the greater Northeastern Coastal Zone, which covers most of southern New England. The USEPA
Ecoregions are developed with interagency input and are used as a spatial tool for effective resource
management. They categorize landscapes based on similarities of ecosystems and environmental resources.
The Hudson Valley ecoregion is roughly 2,000 square miles, characterized by plains, hills and terraces,
with a narrow floodplain along the Hudson River containing freshwater marshes and mudflats. Much of the
proposed mainline parallels the Hudson River Estuary, which supports a large diversity of wetland habitat
and contains 29 of New York State’s 57 wetland community types. The Hudson River Estuary has 65 major
tributaries and its watershed contains over 3,600 miles of streams (Bryce et al. 2010). Freshwater wetland
resources in the Project Area are characterized in detail below.
The USEPA implemented the Federal E.O. 11990 (1977) to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation
of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”. To meet these
objectives, the order requires federal agencies, in planning their actions, to consider alternatives to wetland
sites and limit potential damage if an activity affecting a wetland cannot be avoided. The procedures require
the determination of whether or not the proposed Project will be in or will affect wetlands. If so, a wetlands
assessment must be prepared that describes the alternatives considered. The procedures include a
requirement for public review of assessments (FEMA 2014).
This section presents information on the existing wetlands that have been identified within the proposed
Project footprint. Potential impacts on these wetlands are described in Section 4.1.8.
3.1.8.1

Resource Classification and Jurisdiction

Wetlands in New York State are regulated at both the federal and state levels, and there are correspondingly
different approaches to how jurisdictional wetlands are first identified and then classified.
Federal Jurisdiction Wetlands
Wetlands in New York State are regulated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and by the NYSDEC under the Freshwater Wetlands Act
(Article 24 of the Environmental Conservation Law). The current USACE guidance asserts jurisdiction
over all wetlands adjacent to or abutting traditional navigable waters (TNWs). The USACE and USEPA
regulations define the term “adjacent” as bordering, contiguous, or neighboring. Wetlands separated from
other waters of the U.S. by man-made dikes or barriers, natural river berms, beach dunes and the like are
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adjacent wetlands. Abutting wetlands are defined as bordering on or directly connected to a waterbody
(USACE 2011).
The USACE also asserts jurisdiction over wetlands that directly abut non-navigable tributaries of TNWs
that are relatively permanent (i.e., relatively permanent waterbodies [RPW]). Relatively permanent
waterbodies are tributaries that typically flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g.,
typically 3 months of the year). Wetlands that are adjacent to RPWs are jurisdictional if the USACE
determines that the waterbody has a significant nexus with a TNW. A significant nexus exists if the
tributary, in combination with all of its adjacent wetlands, has more than a speculative or an insubstantial
effect on the chemical, physical, and/or biological, integrity of a TNW. The USACE’s primary criteria used
in evaluating a significant nexus include the volume, duration, and frequency of the flow of water in the
tributary and the proximity of the tributary to a TNW, plus the hydrologic, ecologic, and other functions
performed by the tributary and all of its adjacent wetlands.
Wetlands that abut or are adjacent to non-relatively permanent waterbodies (non-RPWs) may also be
USACE jurisdictional if a significant nexus with a TNW is demonstrated. The jurisdictional status of all
wetlands must be confirmed by a USACE Jurisdictional Determination and a Significant Nexus Test.
NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlands Classification and Jurisdiction
New York State freshwater wetlands greater than 12.4 acres are protected by New York’s Freshwater
Wetlands Act (Wetlands Act), but smaller wetlands that exhibit unusual local importance can gain state
protection. The Act regulates certain activities within protected wetlands and their 100-foot adjacent areas
(pursuant to 6 NYCRR 663). For activities that will impact these wetlands or their adjacent areas, a project
proponent must obtain a permit and demonstrate impact avoidance and minimization procedures. The
benefits of the activity must outweigh the costs of lost wetland values. The Wetlands Act also requires that
the approximate locations of all wetlands subject to the jurisdiction of the law be mapped.
Waterbodies
Waterbodies are protected under Sections 404 and 401 of the CWA. Waterbodies under the jurisdiction of
USACE include TNWs, which include all of the navigable waters of the U.S. as defined in 33 CFR, Chapter
329, and by numerous federal court decisions. In addition, non-navigable tributaries of TNW’s that are
RPWs are also considered to be jurisdictional waters of the U.S.
The USACE also can assert jurisdiction over non-navigable tributaries that have a channel and ordinary
high water mark (OHWM) but do not flow year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally if they
demonstrate a significant nexus with a TNW. These waterbodies are classified as non-navigable, nonRPWs.
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In New York, stream use designations are regulated under the NYSDEC’s Division of Water regulations at
Title 6 NYCRR Part 701: Classifications of Surface Waters and Groundwaters (Sections 701.1 – 701.19).
Information on groundwater and surface water classifications is provided in Section 3.1.3 of this DEIS.
During Pilgrim’s wetland delineation efforts, waterbodies within the Project Area were identified and
classified using guidelines presented in 33 CFR 328.4(c), which states, “the limits of federal jurisdiction
for non-tidal waters of the United States in the absence of adjacent wetlands is the ordinary high water
mark”. The OHWM is established by observations of water fluctuation, physical characteristics, such as a
clear natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the soil character, destruction of terrestrial
vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of
the surrounding areas” (Fed. Reg. 33 CFR 328.3(e)).
Waterbody types were identified as perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral. A perennial stream has flowing
water year-round during a typical year and under normal circumstances, supports fish and
macroinvertebrates. Intermittent streams typically flow continuously during wet seasons, but may be dry
for a portion of the year. Ephemeral streams flow only for a short period following major precipitation
events. Presentation of waterbody information is included in Section 3.1.3.2.
3.1.8.2

Wetland and Waterbody Field Survey

Wetland and waterbody boundaries were marked in the field with survey flagging. Wetland flags were
sequentially numbered (alpha-numeric) with pink flagging labeled with “Wetland Delineation.”
Waterbodies were marked with blue flagging. The location of each flag was pinpointed using a handheld
Trimble GeoXT or GeoXH Global Positioning System (GPS) unit. These data were downloaded into a GIS
system, plotted on the Project base map (a USGS georeferenced map), and used to map delineated wetland
boundaries as shown on Project Route Plans in Appendix A of the DEIS and referenced in the Project’s
Wetland Delineation Report (Appendix H).
Wetland Delineation
Prior to field delineations for wetland resources, USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps, aerial photographs,
NWI mapping, USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil mapping, and NYSDEC
freshwater wetlands mapping were reviewed to identify potential wetland features present within the Project
Area. Wetland delineation surveys were conducted along the proposed Project route between May and
December 2014 and will continue as necessary for parcels where access permission has not been granted
and in areas where Project designs are yet to be finalized or are revised. This section summarizes the results
of both the field surveys and the GIS desktop review. Where access was allowed, delineation data is
provided and summarized in this section. Where access or design changes prohibited field delineation prior
to completion of this DEIS, an estimate is provided using mapped NYSDEC and NWI wetlands as a
surrogate until delineation data is available. Future field work results will be provided in the final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) or prior to wetland permit issuance. Appendix H provides the
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complete delineation report including: wetland survey methodology, USACE data sheets, photographs, and
wetland delineator qualifications (resumes).
Wetland delineation methodologies outlined in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual
(1987 Corps Manual) (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the USACE
Wetland Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast Region, Version 2.0 (Regional Supplement)
(USACE 2011) were used to identify and delineate wetlands. As required, a three-parameter approach to
wetland boundary determination in the field was employed. This approach involves the identification of:
(i) evidence of wetland hydrology; (ii) presence of hydric soils; and (iii) predominance of hydrophytic
vegetation. Positive indicators of all three parameters are normally present in wetlands and serve to
distinguish between both upland and transitional plant communities.
The wetland classification system developed by Cowardin et al. (1979) was used to classify delineated
wetland vegetation community types as palustrine emergent wetland (PEM) palustrine forested (PFO),
palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS), or palustrine aquatic bed (PAB). Palustrine open water (POW) wetlands were
classified as waterbodies, as defined below. Vegetation community types described by Edinger et al. (2014)
were used to further describe each wetland community type based upon the vegetation identified in the
field.
Wetland delineation staff also characterized each wetland as having “low, medium, or high” quality. The
following guidelines were used to categorize wetlands into one of the three levels of wetland quality:


High quality wetlands: Field observation does not indicate stress or disturbance within high
quality wetlands or the adjacent area. Forested wetlands are typically comprised of diverse and
mature vegetation types. Hydrologic and soil indicators are characteristic of the specific community
type. High quality wetlands usually provide suitable habitat for species or rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and/or animal species. High quality perennial streams are often observed within
these wetlands.



Medium/Moderate quality wetlands: Field observation indicates that mild to moderate
disturbances have resulted in minor recognizable alterations to the plant community, hydrology, or
soils within the delineated wetland. Disturbances such as existing pipeline, road, railroad, or
powerline ROWs within these wetlands or silvicultural practices and logging roads in the area
immediately adjacent to these wetlands may slightly alter natural vegetation, hydrology, and/or soil
characteristics. The majority of moderate quality wetlands provide suitable habitat for wildlife
species or rare, threatened, or endangered plant and/or animal species. Perennial or intermittent
streams within these wetlands are of relatively good quality and are not significantly disturbed
(high erosion, damming, poor quality) due to the disturbances within the wetland in the adjacent
area.
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Low quality wetlands: Field observations indicated that severe disturbances such as existing
pipeline, road, railroad, or powerline ROW in wetland or silviculture practices and logging roads
in the area immediately adjacent to the wetland may have altered vegetation, hydrology, and/or soil
characteristics. Intense grazing activities from livestock may be evident. Channelization of stream
courses or ditching might have occurred. Exotic, nuisance, or invasive species may comprise
significant amounts of the plant community. Very few low quality wetlands provide suitable habitat
for wildlife or rare, threatened, or endangered plant and/or animal species due to the disturbance
intensity. Perennial or intermittent streams, if present, may be significantly disturbed (high erosion,
damming, poor water quality) due to the disturbances within the wetland or in the adjacent area.
3.1.8.3

Delineated Wetlands Per Project Component

This section summarizes delineated wetlands that would be directly crossed by a proposed Project
component, consisting of the mainline and laterals, Project workspaces, contractor and pipe yards, pump
stations, and TARs.
Mainline and Laterals
Table H-1 of Appendix H, lists wetlands that would be crossed by the centerline of the pipelines (mainline
and laterals) and hence have potential for direct disturbance associated with trenching during pipeline
construction. This data was obtained during field surveys conducted between May and December of 2014.
Table 3.1.8-1 and 3.1.8-2 below provides a summary of the data found in Table H-1 of Appendix H, and
are presented by wetland type and functional class per Project component.
Table 3.1.8-1
Delineated Wetlands Crossed by Proposed Pipeline Centerline (Mainline and Laterals) by Wetland Type
Project Component

Wetland Type
PFO

PSS

PEM

PEM/PFO

PSS/PFO

PAB/PSS

Total

Crude and Products Mainline

50

11

91

12

2

1

167

IPT Product Lateral

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Roseton Product Lateral

3

6

1

1

0

0

11

Newburgh Product Lateral

0

2

1

0

0

0

3

Subtotal

53

19

94

13

2

1

182
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Table 3.1.8-2
Delineated Wetlands Crossed by Pipeline Centerline (Mainline and Laterals) per Functional Class
Project Component

Wetland Functional Class
Low

Medium

High

Crude and Products Mainline

91

61

15

IPT Product Lateral

1

0

0

Roseton Product Lateral

8

0

3

Newburgh Product Lateral

1

2

0

Total

101

63

18

The mainline route would directly cross 167 delineated wetlands, the large majority (91, or 54.5 percent)
of which are PEM, further described below). Palustrine forested wetlands comprise 29.9 percent, or 50
wetlands, and PSS wetlands make up 6.6 percent, or 11 wetlands that would be crossed by the mainline. In
addition, the mainline would cross 12 PEM/PFO wetlands, 2 PSS/PFO wetlands, and 1 PAB/PSS wetland.
The proposed IPTL route crosses 1 PEM wetland. The proposed RPL route crosses 11 wetlands: 6 PSS, 3
PFO, 1 PEM, and 1 PEM/PFO wetland. The proposed NPL route crosses 3 wetlands: 2 PSS and 1 PEM.
There are no other proposed mainline or lateral crossings of delineated wetlands, as of the date of this DEIS
publication. As access is obtained in the future, it is anticipated that some additional wetlands would be
delineated.
The majority of wetlands (101, or 55.5 percent) that would be crossed by Project pipelines have a low
function and are located along the mainline route (91 wetlands, or 90 percent). This is likely due to the high
volume of drainage ditches/areas delineated along the NYS Thruway that were created during its
construction. Most of these wetlands are small, fed by stormwater, and are invasive-species dominant.
Moderate quality wetlands comprise 34.6 percent, or 63 wetlands crossed by the proposed Project. Only
9.9 percent, or 18 wetlands that would be crossed by the pipelines (mainline and laterals) are high quality
wetlands.
Project Workspaces, Contractor and Pipe Yards, and Temporary Access Roads
The summary data presented in this section includes those delineated wetlands that occur within areas
proposed as TWS and ATWS along the mainline and lateral routes, but are not directly crossed by the
proposed pipeline centerline, and are described as “intersections”. In addition, the data includes wetlands
delineated at the proposed contractor and pipe yards, and along proposed TARs (for an inclusive table refer
to Table H-2 of Appendix H.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-158

Environmental Setting

Tables 3.1.8-3 and 3.1.8-4 below, summarize the data found in Table H-2 of Appendix H, and are presented
by wetland type and functional class for proposed Project workspaces/ROWs, contractor and pipe yards,
and TARs.
Table 3.1.8-3
Delineated Wetlands Intersected by Project TWS, ATWS,
Contractor and Pipe Yards, and Temporary Access Roads by Wetland Type
Project Component

Wetland Type
PFO

PSS

PEM

PUB

PFO/PSS

PEM/PFO

PEM/PSS

PAB/PSS

Total

Crude and Products
Mainline ROW

64

15

97

0

2

16

2

1

197

IPT Product Lateral
ROW

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

Roseton Product Lateral
ROW

4

11

6

0

0

0

0

0

21

Newburgh Product
Lateral ROW

0

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

3

Rensselaer Contractor
and Pipe Yard

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

Valley Road
Contractor and Pipe
Yard

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

2

Temporary Access
Roads

5

2

15

2

0

0

0

0

24

Table 3.1.8-4
Delineated Wetlands Intersected by Project TWS, ATWS, Contractor and Pipe Yards, and Temporary Access Roads
per Functional Class
Project Component

Wetland Functional Class
Low

Medium

High

Crude and Products Mainline ROW

110

66

21

IPT Product Lateral ROW

1

0

0

Roseton Product Lateral ROW

11

7

3

Newburgh Product Lateral ROW

1

2

0

Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard

2

0

0

Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard

2

0

0

Temporary Access Roads

19

4

1

Total

146

79

25
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The TWS and ATWS of the proposed mainline would intersect 197 delineated wetlands, the majority (97,
or 49.2 percent) are PEM wetlands. PFO wetlands (64) comprise 32.5 percent, and PSS wetlands (15) make
up 7.6 percent of wetlands that would be intersected by the mainline ROW. In addition, the TWS and
ATWS of the proposed mainline would intersect 16 PEM/PFO wetlands, 2 PSS/PFO wetlands, and 1
PAB/PSS wetland.
The TWS and ATWS of the proposed IPTL would intersect 1 PEM wetland. The TWS and ATWS of the
proposed RPL would intersect 21 wetlands: 11 PSS, 6 PEM, and 4 PFO wetlands. The TWS and ATWS of
the proposed NPL would intersect 3 wetlands: 2 PSS and 1 PEM. The proposed site of the Rensselaer
Contractor and Pipe Yard includes 2 PEM wetlands. The site of the Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard
intersects 1 PEM and 1 PEM/PFO wetland.
Temporary access roads would intersect a total of 24 wetlands. The majority of wetlands that would be
intersected by TARs are PEM (62.3 percent, or 15) wetlands. PFO wetlands (5) comprise 20.8 percent of
wetlands that would be intersected by TARs. Two (2) PSS and 2 palustrine unconsolidated bottom (PUB)
wetlands make up the remainder of wetlands that would be intersected by TARs.
There are no other delineated wetland intersections within the proposed TWS and ATWS, contractor and
pipe yards, or TARs, as of the date of this DEIS publication. As access is obtained in the future, it is
anticipated that some additional wetlands would be delineated.
The majority of wetlands (110, or 43.3 percent) that would be intersected by Project TWS, ATWS,
contractor and pipe yards or TARs are located along the mainline route (75.8 percent) and have a low
function. This is due to the high number of drainage ditches/areas delineated along the NYS Thruway. Most
of these wetlands are small, fed by stormwater, and are invasive-species dominant as well as being affected
to some extent by Thruway vegetation management activities. Moderate quality wetlands comprise 31.9
percent, or 79 wetlands, and high quality wetlands include 10.0 percent, or 25 wetlands intersected by
Project TWS, ATWS, contractor and pipe yards, or TARs.
Wetland Cover Type
The primary wetland cover types delineated in the field (PFO, PEM, PSS, PUB, and PAB) follow the
designations of Cowardin et al. (1978) and include New York specific information based on Edinger et al.
(2014) as well as the results of the wetland delineation field work. In general, most delineated wetlands
along the proposed mainline route are located along the NYS Thruway and near developed areas with a
significant human influence. Therefore, the majority of existing wetlands along the mainline route have
elements of disturbance, which usually includes invasive species such as common reed (Phragmites
australis, henceforth Phragmites) and reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) which are common in New
York (Edinger et al. 2014).

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-160

Environmental Setting

Palustrine Emergent Wetland
Typical PEM wetlands in New York are dominated by herbaceous species such as sedges, cattails, ferns,
grasses (Glyceria spp.), spotted joe-pye weed (Eutrochium maculatum), boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum),
smartweeds (Persicaria spp.), and rushes (Juncus spp.). Depending on the level of disturbance, there may
also be a heavy presence of purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) and common reed, both of which are
invasive species (Edinger et al. 2014).
Palustrine emergent wetlands along the mainline route are comprised mostly of disturbed, low quality
wetlands fed by stormwater drainage created during NYS Thruway construction. Invasive species
Phragmites, reed canary grass, or purple loosestrife are the dominant species, however, a portion of these
wetlands are mowed as part of highway (NYS Thruway) maintenance.
Palustrine Forested Wetland
Typical PFO wetlands in New York are dominated by hardwood trees such as red maple (Acer rubrum),
ashes (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, F. nigra, F. americana) and yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis). There
may also be a low percentage of white pine (Pinus strobus) and swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor).
Common understory shrubs include spicebush (Lindera benzoin), alders (Alnus incana), viburnums
(Viburnum dentatum) and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum). The herbaceous layer is often
diverse but includes ferns (Osmunda cinnamonea, Osmunda regalis, Onoclea sensibilis), skunk cabbage
(Symplocarpus foetidus) and sedges (Carex stricta, C. lacustris, C. inumescens) (Edinger et al. 2014). Vines
may include oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) and grape
(Vitis spp.).
Palustrine forested wetlands along the mainline route are mostly comprised of low to moderate quality
wetlands with red maple, white ash, green ash, and American elm (Ulmus americanus) as the dominant tree
species. Understory vegetation primarily consists of buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), dogwood (Cornus
spp.), skunk cabbage, and poison ivy. Phragmites and reed canary grass are also common dominant plants
in the understory.
Palustrine Scrub-Shrub Wetland
Typical PSS wetlands in New York are dominated by scrub-shrub species such as alders, dogwood (Cornus
sericea, C. amomum), meadowsweet (Spiraea alba, S. tomentosa), highbush blueberry, male-berry (Lyonia
ligustrina), willows (Salix spp.) and viburnums (Edinger et al. 2014).
Palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands along the mainline route are comprised of low to moderate quality wetlands
with red maple, green ash, multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), Phragmites, silky dogwood (Cornus
amomum), and cattails (Typha spp.) as the dominant vegetation. Delineated PSS wetlands along the
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mainline route tend to be located along the toe of the slope of highway (NYS Thruway) fill and fed by
stormwater drainage.
Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom
The PUB wetland class includes wetland habitats with at least 25 percent cover of particles smaller than
stones, and a vegetative cover less than 30 percent (Cowardin et al. 1979). Two wetlands (D-NY-W115 and
D-NY-W126) were delineated with the PUB classification. Wetland D-115 is an excavated stormwater
management pond vegetated with pondweed (Potamogeton sp.). Wetland D-126 is an unvegetated,
diked/impounded pond.
Palustrine Aquatic Bed
The PAB class of wetland is dominated by plants that grow principally on or below the surface of the water
for most of the growing season in most years (Edinger et al. 2014). One wetland (D-NY-47) along the
Project route was delineated with the PAB classification. Wetland D-47 is a large wetland with peat moss
(Sphagnum sp.), pondweed, and duckweed (Lemna minor) as the dominant species of vegetation. This area
is permanently flooded as a diked/impounded pond.
3.1.8.4

Desktop Identified Wetlands per Project Component

This section describes wetlands that would be crossed by the Project for which access and/or delineation
data is currently unavailable. Mapped NYSDEC and NWI data is presented in this section as a surrogate
until field data is available. Delineation data for these wetlands will be provided in the FEIS or prior to
issuance of required wetland permits. Table 3.1.8-5 provides mapped wetlands for the mainline and laterals
where the pipeline centerline would cross a portion of the mapped wetland. Table 3.1.8-6 provides data for
wetlands that would be located within a Project workspace (TWS and ATWS, contractor and pipe yards,
TARs or PARs) but would not be crossed by the centerline of the mainline or a lateral.
Table 3.1.8-5
Mapped Direct Wetland Crossings by Project Route (Mainline and Laterals)
Approximate
MP

Nearest Thruway
Mile Marker
(TMM)

NYSDEC ID

NYSDEC Class

NWI

NWI-009

1.01

TMM 141.3

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-005

2.98

TMM 140.1

NA

NA

PFO1E/R/PSS1/EM1E

NWI-023

28.41

TMM 116.1

NA

NA

PEM1Eb

NWI-013

101.47

TMM 44.9

NA

NA

PFO1/SS1E

NWI-012

101.51

TMM 44.9

NA

NA

PEM1E

Mapped Wetland ID
Mainline – New York
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Table 3.1.8-5
Mapped Direct Wetland Crossings by Project Route (Mainline and Laterals)
Mapped Wetland ID

Approximate
MP

Nearest Thruway
Mile Marker
(TMM)

NYSDEC ID

NYSDEC Class

NWI

NWI-011

101.86

TMM 44.6

NA

NA

PEM1E/PSS1E

NWI-006

108.14

TMM 38.4

NA

NA

PEM1C/PSS1E

NWI/DEC-SL-3

115.90

TMM 32.6

SL-3

3

PFO1E

RPL 0.54

NA

NB-4

2

PEM1Fb

NWI-021

RPL 0.73

NA

NA

NA

PFO1B

NWI/DEC-NB-34

RPL 2.14 / 2.16 /
2.24 / 2.42

NB-34

2

PSS1/FO5Fb/PSS1E

NWI-001

RPL 3.59 / 3.62

NA

NA

NA

PEM1E/PSS1E

Roseton Product Lateral
NWI/DEC-NB-4

Newburgh Product Lateral
NWI/DEC-CO-9

NPL 0.26 / 0.29 /
0.33 / 0.38 / 0.44

NA

CO-9

2

PSS1/EM1E

NWI-010

NPL 01.51

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-016

NPL 1.62

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

There are no other mapped direct wetland crossings by other Project lateral centerlines.
Table 3.1.8-6
Mapped Wetlands Intersected by Project TWS, ATWS, Contractor and Pipe Yards, Pump Stations and
Temporary and Permanent Access Roads
Approximate
MP

Nearest Thruway
Mile Marker (TMM)

NYSDEC ID

NYSDEC
CLASS

NWI

DEC-EG-1

0

TMM-140.2

EG-1

1

NA

NWI-009

1

TMM-141.3

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-024

1.5

TMM-141.2

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-005

2.9

TMM-140.1

NA

NA

PFO1R/PFO1E

NWI-026

5.6

TMM-138.4

NA

NA

PEM1Ad

NWI-018

9.9

TMM-134.2

NA

NA

PFO1C

NWI-008

10.2

TMM-133.9

NA

NA

PEM5A

NWI-023

28.8

TMM-115.8

NA

NA

PEM1E/PEM1Eb

NWI-002

49.2

TMM-96

NA

NA

PSS1E

NWI-025

49.5

TMM-95.7

NA

NA

PEM1E

NWI-015

64.5

TMM-81.6

NA

NA

PSS1E

NWI-017

64.9

TMM-81.2

NA

NA

PSS1C

Mapped Wetland ID
Mainline ROW
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Table 3.1.8-6
Mapped Wetlands Intersected by Project TWS, ATWS, Contractor and Pipe Yards, Pump Stations and
Temporary and Permanent Access Roads
Mapped Wetland ID

Approximate
MP

Nearest Thruway
Mile Marker (TMM)

NYSDEC ID

NYSDEC
CLASS

NWI

NWI/DEC-CD-49

71.1

TMM-75

CD-49

2

PFO1E/PSS1E

NWI-003

99.7

TMM-46.7

NA

NA

PFO1E/PFO1A

NWI/DEC-PO-17

100.2

TMM-46.2

PO-17

2

PFO1/SS1E

NWI-004

101.3

TMM-45.1

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-014

101.4

TMM-45

NA

NA

PFO1/SS1E

NWI-012

101.5

TMM-44.9

NA

NA

PEM1E

NWI-013

101.5

TMM-44.9

NA

NA

PFO1/SS1E

NWI-011

101.9

TMM-44.5

NA

NA

PSS1E/PEM1E

NWI-006

108.1

TMM-38.2

NA

NA

PSS1E/PEM1C

NWI-007

108.8

TMM-37.8

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI/DEC-SL-3

115.9

TMM-32.5

SL-3

3

PFO1E

CAL 0.3

TMM-138.8

NA

NA

PSS1E

Citgo & Apex Lateral ROW
NWI-019
Roseton Product Lateral
NWI-001

RPL 3.6

NA

NA

NA

PSS1E/PEM1E

NWI/DEC-NB-34

RPL 2.2

NA

NB-34

2

PSS1E/PSS1/FO5Fb

NWI-027

RPL 2.3

NA

NA

NA

PSS1E/PFO1E

NWI-028

RPL 2.4

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-021

RPL 0.7

NA

NA

NA

PFO1B

NWI/DEC-NB-4

RPL 0.5

NA

NB-4

2

PEM1Fb

NWI-001

RPL 3.6

NA

NA

NA

PSS1E/PEM1E

Newburgh Product Lateral ROW
NWI/DEC-CO-9

NPL 0.4

NA

CO-9

2

PFO1E/PSS1/EM1E

NWI-010

NPL 1.5

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-016

NPL 1.6

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

101.7

TMM-44.7

NA

NA

PEM1E

DEC-KW-22

NA

NA

KW-22

2

UK

NWI/DEC-C-15

NA

NA

C-15

3

PFO1/SS1E

NWI/DEC-CD-42

NA

NA

CD-42

3

PFO1E

NWI/DEC-CD-49

NA

NA

CD-49

2

PFO1E

NWI/DEC-KW-14

NA

NA

KW-14

2

PEM1/SS1E

NWI/DEC-KW-16

NA

NA

KW-16

2

PSS1E

Harriman Pump Station
NWI-012
Temporary Access Roads
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Table 3.1.8-6
Mapped Wetlands Intersected by Project TWS, ATWS, Contractor and Pipe Yards, Pump Stations and
Temporary and Permanent Access Roads
Mapped Wetland ID

Approximate
MP

Nearest Thruway
Mile Marker (TMM)

NYSDEC ID

NYSDEC
CLASS

NWI

NWI/DEC-MO-28

NA

NA

MO-28

2

PEM1Ed

NWI/DEC-NB-15

NA

NA

NB-15

2

PFO1E

NWI/DEC-PO-17

NA

NA

PO-17

2

PEM1/SS1E

NWI/DEC-SL-2

NA

NA

SL-2

2

PFO1E

NWI-003

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-004

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-008

NA

NA

NA

NA

PEM5A

NWI-011

NA

NA

NA

NA

PSS1E/PSS1E

NWI-017

NA

NA

NA

NA

PSS1C

NWI-022

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1B

NWI-023

NA

NA

NA

NA

PEM1E

NWI-026

NA

NA

NA

NA

PEM1Ad

NWI-031

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-032

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-033

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-034

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1A

NWI-035

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-036

NA

NA

NA

NA

PEM1E

NWI-037

NA

NA

NA

NA

PFO1E

NWI-005

NA

NA

NA

NA

PSS1/EM1E/PFO1E

NWI-012

NA

NA

NA

NA

PEM1E

Permanent Access Roads

There are no other mapped wetland areas within the proposed Project workspace/ROW, contractor and pipe
yards, pump station sites, or access roads.
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3.2

Human Resources

3.2.1

Transportation

Transportation resources in the Project Area fall into four general categories: roadways, railroads, airports
and waterways. The principle features in each category are as follows:


Roadways – The majority (79 percent) of the proposed mainline route is located within the NYS
Thruway (I-87) ROW. The mainline route also parallels New York 9J for about 1.0 mile in
Rensselaer County, and crosses numerous U.S. and NYS Highways. With the exception of
Thruway crossings, U.S. Interstate 84 is the largest highway that would be crossed by the Project
in New York. A list of roads crossed by the proposed pipelines is provided in Appendix I.



Railroads – The Project mainline and lateral routes cross both active and inactive rail lines at a
number of locations. Short segments of the Project mainline would be parallel to the CSX rail lines
(Amtrak shares CSX track on service lines). A short segment of the NPL would be parallel to, but
not within, a rail ROW.



Airports – The only public airport in the vicinity of the Project Area is Stewart International Airport,
located west of Newburgh. The Thruway and mainline route abut the eastern boundary of the airport
property for approximately one-half mile.
A private air strip is adjacent to the Thruway at TMP 70 in the Town of Plattekill, on the opposite
side of the Thruway from the pipeline route. The air strip is identified as FAA #2NK9 – Old
Orchard Airpark. The Airpark has a turf runway accommodating non-commercial single engine
airplanes and ultralights.



Marine Traffic – The Hudson River is a principle marine traffic route. The mainline route crosses
the Hudson River twice: once at Albany and again immediately south (downstream) of the
confluence of the Normans Kill with the Hudson.
3.2.1.1

Roadways

Approximately 90 miles of the Pilgrim mainline ROW would be located within or adjacent to the NYS
Thruway (I-87) ROW. Where the mainline route intermittently leaves the Thruway ROW, it crosses roads
in the full range of functional classes, from Interstate to local road. At the north end of the Project Area,
from the Global Partners Terminal in Albany to the point where the mainline route enters the Thruway
ROW at MP 5.4 (TMM 138.45), the mainline and laterals would traverse urban and rural areas where they
parallel or cross roads in functional classifications from local streets to arterials. At the southern end of the
New York portion of the Project Area, from the point where the mainline route departs from the Thruway
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at approximately MP 109 (TMM 37.7) to the New Jersey boarder at MP 116.4, the mainline would traverse
rural and suburban areas where it would intersect mostly local streets and collector roads.
Roadway ownership and maintenance are delegated to various entities depending generally on location and
functional classification. Non-interstate roadways include major and minor arterials, major and minor
collector roads, and local streets. Many non-interstate arterials are part of the National Highway System
(NHS). With the exception of the Thruway, which is owned and maintained by the NY Thruway Authority,
roads that are designated as part of the NHS, whether interstate or state route highways in New York, are
under the jurisdiction of the NYSDOT for maintenance and operation. Non-NHS roads, mostly county,
town or local municipal roadways, are generally under the jurisdiction of local Departments of Public
Works, County Highway Superintendents, or Engineering Departments, for maintenance, and city, county
and municipal law enforcement agencies for safety and security.
Based on statistics compiled by the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) in its 2012
report, NYMTC Regional Freight Plan Update 2015-2040, Interim Plan, Task 2.2.1 Commodity Flow
Analysis, the amount of freight travelling between the New York City metropolitan area and upstate New
York was in approximately 44 million tons for the year 2007 by all transportation modes, and is estimated
to grow approximately 20 percent by 2040. The NYMTC report indicates that 91 percent of freight (by
weight) is carried into, out of and through the region by truck.
The NYS Thruway is a 641-mile long superhighway system crossing New York State. The Project Area
includes a portion of the corridor of the North/South oriented portion of the Thruway system between
Albany and Ramapo that is also part of NYS Thruway.
In the Project vicinity, the Thruway is generally a four-lane interstate highway with two lanes of traffic in
each direction that is separated by a median. This limited access interstate highway has twelve-foot travel
lanes and shoulders on both sides. The Thruway ROW varies in width from approximately 150 feet to over
250 feet. The right stabilized shoulder of the Thruway adjacent to the roadbed is generally ten feet wide.
Figure 3.2.1-1 illustrates a typical Thruway four-lane highway section based on standard highway design
dimensions used by NYSDOT and the NYS Thruway Authority.

Figure 3.2.1-1 Existing Thruway - Typical Cross Section
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There are no intersections at grade on the Thruway, and horizontal and vertical geometries are generally
built in accordance with interstate highway standards. Acceleration and deceleration lanes are generally
1,200 feet long, at all interchanges, travel plazas and parking areas. Sight distance of at least 1,000 feet is
provided to allow for safe stopping distance for motorists.
Transportation-related features along the NYS Thruway in the Project Area include rest areas, interchanges,
toll plazas, and emergency access points. A listing of each of these features is provided in Table 3.2.1-1.
The NYS Thruway Authority also maintains commuter Park and Ride lots where parking is limited to a
maximum stay of 16 hours. There are no overnight or long-term parking facilities on the interstate system.
Table 3.2.1-1
Transportation Related Facilities Along NYS Thruway (North to South)
Facility Name

Milepost

North/South

Description

Parking/Rest Area

139

Southbound

Located 3 miles South of Albany, between exits 23
(Albany) & 22 (Selkirk)

New Baltimore Travel Plaza

127

North & Southbound

Located Between exits 21A (Berkshire/ Mass Pike) &
21B (Coxsackie)

Parking/Rest Area

103

Southbound

Located 11 miles South of Catskill, between exits 21
(Catskill) & 20 (Saugerties)

Malden Travel Plaza

103

Northbound

Located between exit 20(Saugerties) & 21 (Catskill)

Parking/Rest Area

99

Northbound

Located 8 miles North of Kingston, between exits 19
(Kingston) & 20 (Saugerties)

Ulster Travel Plaza

96

Southbound

Located between exits 20 (Saugerties) & 19 (Kingston)

Modena Travel Plaza

66

Southbound

Located between exits 18 (New Paltz) & 17
(Newburgh, I-84)

Plattekill Travel Plaza

65

Northbound

Located between exits 17 (Newburgh, I-84) & 18
(New Paltz)

Woodbury Toll Barrier

45.2

North & Southbound

Located between exit 16 (Harriman) and 15A (Suffern)

Ramapo Travel Plaza

33

Southbound

Located between Woodbury Toll Barrier & 15A (Suffern)

Sloatsburg Travel Plaza

33

Northbound

Located between exits 15A (Suffern) to 16 Woodbury
Toll Barrier

Non-transportation features located within the NYS Thruway ROW include cell towers, buried fiber optic
cable, and numerous crossing utilities, including public and electric, gas, telecommunication, water and
sewer services. A telecommunication fiber optic cable is located within the Thruway ROW, generally on
the outer shoulder. The distance between the cable and the edge of pavement varies along the length of the
Thruway. Other utilities that cross under (or over in the case of transmission lines) the thruway can consist
of gas pipelines, water lines, electrical, sewer and storm water facilities. Installation of these utilities has
previously disturbed the natural environment within and in the vicinity of the Thruway ROW.
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Measurable Transportation Parameters
The characteristic of travel mobility, or the efficiency with which roadways convey traffic, is measured by
standard engineering parameters used in transportation planning and operation. These parameters include
Functional Classification, Level of Service and Delay, Pavement Condition, and Safety/Accident
Frequency Records. Functional classification reflects the balance of mobility and access, and is used to
distinguish the general categories of road and highway uses, such as freeway, major or minor arterial, major
or minor collector, and local street, to which the measurable transportation parameters apply. Roadway
capacity (or flow) is a consideration for characterizing the Functional Classification and factors into
determination of Level of Service or Delay. Flow is quantitatively measured by Daily Traffic Volume (trips)
and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Data is collected for individual road segments and is most often
reported as annual average daily trips (AADT). Level of Service is a qualitative measure that expresses
degrees of congestion on a scale of A (free flow) to F (breakdown of flow with queuing behind breakdown
points). The level of service (LOS) can be applied to both linear roadway segments and intersections.
Several factors go into the determination of LOS including traffic density, speed, volume to capacity ratio,
and maximum service flow rate.
In 2013, 250 million customers traveled approximately 7.8 billion vehicle-miles over the NYS Thruway
freeway network (all sections). Table 3.2.1-2 lists LOS ratings reported for 2013 for segments between
exits on the portion of the NYS Thruway along which the mainline would be located.
Table 3.2.1-2
LOS for Thruway Segments in the Project Area
Segment

Number of Lanes

2013 LOS

M15-M15A

6

E

M15A-M16

6

D

M16-M17

4

D

M17-M18

4

C

M18-M19

4

C

M19-M20

4

C

M20-M21

4

C

M21-M21B

4

C

M21B-M21A

4

C

M21A-M22

4

C

M22-M23

4

C

M23-M24

6

B

Source: NYS Thruway Authority.

The primary measure of safety is the fatality rate, which is calculated as the number of fatalities per 100
million vehicles miles (MVM) traveled. In 2012, with more than 345 million vehicles traveling
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approximately 8.5 billion miles on the Thruway, there were 17 fatalities resulting from 15 accidents. These
statistics reflect a rate of 0.20 fatalities per 100 MVM, the lowest rate in the Thruway's history. In 2010 and
2011, the fatality rates were 0.41 and 0.45 per 100 MVM, respectively.
Measurable transportation parameters (VMT, AADT, LOS, fatality data) and pavement condition
inventories of are maintained by the NYSDOT for roadways within the New York State Highway System.
Similar data is maintained by some New York County Highway Departments for roadways under local
jurisdiction. Where necessary, the measurable transportation parameters are developed by transportation
engineers for road segments affected by local development or special uses.
Pavement Condition
Pavement condition is a qualitative measure that reflects the degree of degradation of the road surface over
time. It is used to assess the optimal interval for repair efforts in order to ensure comfort and safety, and to
balance maintenance costs with rehabilitation costs over the roadway’s lifecycle.
Since 1975, NYSDOT has collected and maintained a photographic inventory of the state Touring and
Reference Route System Highways. These total approximately 16,500 miles, including the NYS Thruway.
The Photolog provides a permanent visual record of the highway and roadside at the time the photographs
are taken. Each photograph shows features such as number of lanes, pavement type and condition,
markings, signs, structures, ROW, and other highway attributes in true perspective. The data attributes
collected include the International Roughness Index (IRI), rutting, bumps, and faults. The Pavement
Management Unit coordinates the statewide decision-making process for managing pavements, monitors
and evaluates pavement treatment selection and performance, performs analysis of pavement conditions
and trends, and monitors and reports on the statewide pavement program and accomplishments.
Permitted Vehicles
Roadways are utilized by passenger, commercial, and freight vehicles, as well as a variety of safety and
emergency vehicles. Less frequently encountered are vehicles which require permits for non-standard
dimensions or weights.
Permits for overweight and oversize vehicles are administered by the NYSDOT on all roads in New York
State other than the Thruway. Special Dimension Vehicles may obtain permits to operate on the National
Network Highways and designated Access Highways. Special Dimension Vehicles may also operate on all
highways within one road mile of Qualifying Highways (National Network) using the most reasonable and
practicable route available, except for specific safety reasons on individual routes. An Access Highway is
a highway designated for use by STAA vehicles and 53 foot trailers, however, unlike a Qualifying Highway,
these vehicle combinations may not travel off the access highway for any distance.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-170

Environmental Setting

The permitting system for non-standard dimension and weight vehicles using the Thruway is the Thruway
Over-Dimensional Permit System (TOPS). A TOPS permit is required for vehicles that are greater than:
80,000 lbs. in weight, 8 feet 6 inches in width, 65 feet 0 inches in length and carrying loads that have an
overhang of 4 feet 0 inches or greater. Straight-trucks over 40 feet 0 inches and buses and self-propelled
vehicles over 45 feet 0 inches in length also require a Permit. Surface Transportation Assistance Act
(STAA) vehicle dimension limits also apply to the Thruway. Surface Transportation Assistance Act vehicle
limits are discussed in the discussion of off-Thruway roads below.
A Special Hauling Permit for non-divisible loads is generally issued for the transportation of a single piece
or item. Multiple items such as wood trusses, precast concrete pipe or manholes, construction equipment,
etc., are allowable as long as the additional items do not cause an overweight condition or cause an
additional over dimension condition. NYSDOT does not issue a permit for a load which can be reduced to
legal weight or dimensions (a “divisible load”). A Divisible Load Overweight Permit may be granted to
haul items at weights exceeding the legal weight limitations. “Legal weight” is the weight at which a vehicle
or combination of vehicles can operate without the need for a Divisible Load Overweight Permit. The
calculation of the legal weight of a vehicle or combination of vehicles is determined by either the New York
State Bridge Formula or the Federal Bridge Formula, which restrict individual axle loads and gross vehicle
weights up to 80,000 pounds. On a case-by-case basis, loads exceeding the criteria for divisible and nondivisible loads can obtain a superload permit. A superload is defined as any vehicle or combination of
vehicles which exceed 16 feet in width; or 16 feet in height or greater; or greater than 160 feet in length; or
200,000 pounds or greater in gross weight; or a combination of the above.
Permitted Uses, Occupancy
The setting, or existing conditions of all roadways necessarily includes activities on or near the traveled
lanes related to routine and ongoing maintenance and repairs, as well as improvements to the roads and
appurtenant facilities, including intersections, bridges, overpasses, and in the case of highways, ramps and
rest areas. The range of activities affecting traffic conditions runs the spectrum from frequent and
insignificant disturbance related to routine roadside or median maintenance such as mowing, the less
frequent but regular traffic slowing effects of ditch maintenance, ice control and snow removal, to less
frequent moderately disruptive activity where the traveled way may be narrowed with barriers or traffic
may be diverted to the opposite side of the median, such as for repaving, bridge deck repairs or overpass
replacement, to the infrequent significantly disruptive activities involving detours or temporary closures for
accidents or major ROW modifications.
Use and occupancy of the Thruway ROW is subject to procedures outlined in NYS Thruway Authority
Real Property Management Policies. Permits issued by the NYS Thruway Authority grant revocable
privileges to use or access real property under its jurisdiction. Permits may be issued where the real property
is not presently required for Thruway purposes, but held for future use in carrying out its corporate purposes.
The NYS Thruway Authority may grant an Occupancy Permit for installation of infrastructure, or Work
Permits for access and temporary occupancy for construction, maintenance, inspection, survey, or other

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-171

Environmental Setting

type of work or short-term activity. Occupancy Permits are issued and administered in accordance with the
Authority’s Occupancy and Work Permit Accommodation Guidelines.
Additional requirements that pertain to all utilities that occupy NYS Thruway Authority property, are
contained in the Authority’s Utility Occupancy Supplement (TAP-401U). Design and construction
requirements for the installation, modification, relocation, maintenance, operation and repair of all
permitted facilities, including utility facilities, located over, under, along and on NYS Thruway Authority,
are set forth in the Authority’s TAP-421 publication series.
The use of any NYS Thruway ROW must be carried out and completed in accordance with terms and
conditions of a highway work permit issued by the Commissioner of Transportation to ensure that work
done on the ROW, and the finished projects, meet the standards and policies of public safety, highway laws
and regulations, preservation and function of the highway, and that the work is in the best interests of the
traveling public as well as the owner of the project. Developers, utility companies, municipalities, residents,
and others desiring to conduct activity on any part of the state highway system, its properties or ROW, must
obtain a permit. Some typical examples of this work would be permanent or temporary driveway
installations and related improvements, drainage work, slope work, sign installations, erecting banners
across a state highway, land development, landscaping and plantings, and the various activities of utilities
in maintaining and installing lines and equipment on the ROW. Requests to access NYSDOT ROW to
perform work or other functions require the completion and submission of a Highway Work Permit
Application.
The NYSDOT categorizes work zone operations by the degree of traffic disruption and required traffic
controls.


General Operations, primarily related to off shoulder activity and mowing in particular, along with
the movement of mowing equipment along the shoulder or in the traveled lane, typically requiring
signage or shadow vehicles;



Mobile Operations (continuously moving or stopped for less than 15 minute intervals) which may
include shoulder, single or double lane closures, typically requiring shadow vehicles and/or truck
or trailer mounted impact attenuators (TMIAs);



Short Duration Operations (up to an hour) which involve signage, flaggers, TIMAs, and cones
between traffic and activity; and



Short Term Operations (more than an hour, within a single daylight period) which require signage,
flaggers, TMIAs, and cones for lane transitions.
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Bridges
Bridges carry the NYS Thruway over several U.S. and state highways, as well as water features, ramps,
local roads and railroad lines in the Project Area. Bridges over the larger roads are often multi-span girder
structures. The NYS Thruway also crosses many smaller roads with culvert style structures, where a girder
structure spans between retaining walls located on either side of the road that is crossed. With few
exceptions, the Project mainline ROW would cross each of the roads crossed by the NYS Thruway between
Albany and Ramapo. Table 3.2.1-3 lists the largest bridges in the Project Area.
Table 3.2.1-3
Large Bridges in the Project Area
Waterbody Crossed

Mainline MP

Thruway MM

Vloman Kill

7.82

136.12

Coeymans Creek

12.3

131.9

Hannacrois Creek

16.15

128.1

Catskill Creek

3165

113.25

Kaaterskill Creek

33.95

111.15

Plattekill Creek

48.5

96.73

Sawkill Creek

off Thruway

Esopus Creek

54.95

91.03

Rondout Creek

61.85*

84.23

Wallkill River

64.25

81.80

Moodna Creek

93.48

52.85

Aside from locations where the Project mainline would cross the NYS Thruway, within New York State,
the only other interstate thruway crossed by the Project is I-84 at MP 85.7 (TMM 60.5) near Newburgh. A
list of all road crossings from Albany to the New Jersey line is presented in Table 3.2.1-4.
Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Road Name

Highway
Number

Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

Mainline
Smultz Rd

Bethlehem

Albany

0.0

Riverside Ave

Rensselaer

Rensselaer

0.5

Stewart Port Exp

Rensselaer

Rensselaer

1.0

Riverside Ave

East Greenbush

Rensselaer

1.9

East Greenbush

Rensselaer

2.3
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Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Road Name

Highway
Number

Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

River Rd

144

Bethlehem

Albany

3.6

NYS Thruway

87

Bethlehem

Albany

5.5

NYS Thruway

87

Bethlehem

Albany

5.5

Wemple Rd

Bethlehem

Albany

5.9

Clapper Rd

Bethlehem

Albany

7.3

Beaver Dam Rd

Bethlehem

Albany

8.5

Bethlehem

Albany

9.4

Coeymans

Albany

13.7

Coeymans

Albany

13.9

New Baltimore

Greene

15.8

New Baltimore

Greene

16.7

New Baltimore

Greene

19.8

New Baltimore

Greene

19.8

Maple Ave

Main St

396

143

New Baltimore Rd
State Route 144

144

US Route 9W

9W

New Baltimore

Greene

20.7

State Route 81

81

Coxsackie

Greene

22.2

Old Plank Rd

9

Coxsackie

Greene

23.2

NYS Thruway

87

Coxsackie

Greene

25.0

Athens

Greene

26.5

Schoharie Tpke
NYS Thruway

87

Athens

Greene

29.8

NYS Thruway

87

Athens

Greene

29.9

Athens

Greene

30.4

Catskill

Greene

30.8

Leeds Athens Rd

Catskill

Greene

31.0

Route 23B

23B

Catskill

Greene

31.2

State Hwy 23

23

Catskill

Greene

31.5

State Hwy 23

23

Catskill

Greene

31.5

Cauterskill Rd

47

Catskill

Greene

32.3

NYS Thruway

87

Catskill

Greene

33.4

Catskill

Greene

33.9

Catskill

Greene

34.0

Cauterskill Rd
Route 23A

23A

Catskill

Greene

35.1

NYS Thruway

87

Catskill

Greene

35.2

NYS Thruway

87

Catskill

Greene

35.3
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Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

Catskill

Greene

36.5

Catskill

Greene

36.9

W Camp Rd

Saugerties

Ulster

39.8

Lauren Tice Rd

Saugerties

Ulster

41.1

Malden Service Area

Saugerties

Ulster

41.7

Malden Service Area

Saugerties

Ulster

41.9

Saugerties

Ulster

42

Saugerties

Ulster

42.8

Saugerties

Ulster

43.9

Saugerties

Ulster

44.1

Saugerties

Ulster

47.1

Ulster

Ulster

48.6

Road Name

Highway
Number

Brick Schoolhouse Rd
NYS Thruway

Malden Tpke

87

34

Peoples Rd
Route 32

Glasco Tpke

32

32

Sheehan Ln
Sawkill Ruby Rd

31

Ulster

Ulster

49.9

NYS Thruway

87

Ulster

Ulster

51.0

Sawkill Ruby Rd

31

Ulster

Ulster

51.0

Sawkill Rd

30

Ulster

Ulster

51.5

Ulster

Ulster

52.1

Ulster

Ulster

52.2

Ulster

Ulster

52.3

Lem Boice Ln
Sawkill Rd

31

US Hwy 209

209

Ulster

Ulster

52.3

Sawkill Rd

31

Ulster

Ulster

54.0

Ulster

Ulster

54.4

Ulster

Ulster

54.5

Ulster

Ulster

54.6

State Route 28

28

Ulster

Ulster

54.8

Hurley Ave

29

Kingston

Ulster

55.4

Lucas Ave Ext

1

Ulster

Ulster

56.7

NYS Thruway

87

Ulster

Ulster

56.8

NYS Thruway

87

Ulster

Ulster

56.9

DeWitt Mills Rd

28

Rosendale

Ulster

59.1

Rosendale

Ulster

59.8

Rosendale

Ulster

60.6

Rosendale

Ulster

60.6

Whiteport Rd
State Hwy 32
Birmingham Ln
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Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Road Name

Highway
Number

Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

Creek Locks Rd

25

Rosendale

Ulster

61.4

Rosendale

Ulster

63.3

Esopus

Ulster

64.3

New Paltz

Ulster

67.4

Grist Mill Rd
State Route 213

213

Horsenden Rd
NYS Thruway

87

New Paltz

Ulster

69.5

Main St

299

New Paltz

Ulster

69.7

New Paltz

Ulster

70.1

New Paltz

Ulster

70.2

New Paltz

Ulster

70.3

Brookside Rd

New Paltz

Ulster

71.9

S Ohioville Rd

New Paltz

Ulster

72.7

Plattekill

Ulster

74.5

Plattekill

Ulster

75.4

Plattekill

Ulster

78.3

Routes 44 and 55

44

Freetown Rd
State Route 32

32

Hoppenstedt Rd

Plattekill

Ulster

79.5

Modena Service Area

Newburgh

Orange

80.1

Modena Service Area

Newburgh

Orange

80.4

Mill St

Newburgh

Orange

80.6

Newburgh

Orange

82.3

Newburgh

Orange

83.0

Newburgh

Orange

84.5

Newburgh

Orange

85.2

Newburgh

Orange

85.7

Newburgh

Orange

85.7

Route 300

300

Union Ave
S Plank Rd

52

Meadow Hill Rd
NYS Thruway

84

Route 17K

17K

Newburgh

Orange

86.5

Little Britain Rd

207

New Windsor

Orange

87.9

State Route 94

94

New Windsor

Orange

90.4

Orrs Mills Rd

20

Cornwall

Orange

91.9

Pleasant Hill Rd

79

Cornwall

Orange

93.2

Cornwall

Orange

93.7

Taylor Rd

Woodbury

Orange

96.6

Pine Hill Rd

Route 32

Woodbury

Orange

98.7

Smith Clove Rd

Woodbury

Orange

99.3
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Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

Woodbury

Orange

99.9

Woodbury

Orange

101.1

Woodbury

Orange

101.2

Woodbury

Orange

101.6

Arden House Rd

Woodbury

Orange

101.8

Arden Rd

Tuxedo

Orange

104.1

Road Name

Highway
Number

Estrada Rd

US Route 6

6

Tuxedo

Orange

104.9

County Highway 106

Arden Valley Rd
106

Tuxedo

Orange

107.9

Route 17

17

Tuxedo

Orange

108.8

Tuxedo

Orange

109.0

Tuxedo

Orange

109.3

Fox Hill Rd

Tuxedo

Orange

110.2

Tuxedo Rd

Tuxedo

Orange

110.3

Eagle Valley Rd

68

Ramapo

Rockland

113.4

Sterling Mine Rd

72

Ramapo

Rockland

113.5

Ramapo

Rockland

114.4

Ramapo

Rockland

116.3

Sterlington Rd

Buckeye Lateral

BL MP

East St
River Rd

144

Albany

Albany

0.3

Bethlehem

Albany

0.3

Citgo and Apex Lateral
River Rd

CAL MP
144

Bethlehem

Albany

87

Newburgh

Orange

0.0

Newburgh

Orange

0.2

Newburgh

Orange

0.7

Newburgh

Orange

0.8

Newburgh

Orange

1.1

Plattekill

Ulster

2.0

Roseton Product Lateral
NYS Thruway

RPL MP

Mill St

Rocky Rd
State Route 32

0.3

32

Pressler Rd
East Rd

14

Plattekill

Ulster

2.6

East Rd

14

Plattekill

Ulster

2.7

Plattekill

Ulster

2.9

Marlborough

Ulster

3.5

Frozen Ridge Rd
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Table 3.2.1-4
Project Road Crossings in New York State
Municipality

County

Crossing
Location
(MP)

Newburgh

Orange

4.7

Newburgh

Orange

5.6

Old Post Rd

Newburgh

Orange

6.1

River Rd

Newburgh

Orange

6.3

River Rd

Newburgh

Orange

7.0

Road Name

Highway
Number

Lattintown Rd
Route 9W

9W

Newburgh Product Lateral

NPL MP

NYS Thruway

87

New Windsor

Orange

0

Temple Hill Rd

300

New Windsor

Orange

0.5

Union Ave

69

New Windsor

Orange

1.8

San Giacomo Dr

New Windsor

Orange

1.8

Ellis Ave

Newburgh

Orange

2.8

New Windsor

Orange

3.1

New Windsor

Orange

3.3

New Windsor

Orange

3.4

Windsor Hwy

32

Walsh Ave
Quassaick Ave

New Windsor

Orange

3.7

Mill St

New Windsor

Orange

3.8

Walsh Ave

New Windsor

Orange

4.3

New Windsor

Orange

4.4

River Rd

3.2.1.2

9W

980T

Railroads

Rail lines within the Project Area are used by freight and passenger service railroad operations. CSX and
Amtrak are the primary operators on these lines.
Rail freight reaches the Hudson Valley from the north via Albany and from the south via the New York
metropolitan area. In 2007, the amount of freight carried by rail between the New York City metropolitan
area and upstate New York was on the order of 16 million tons on rail routes west of the Hudson River, and
on the order of 11 million tons on rail routes east of the Hudson River (NYMTC 2007). The amount of
freight carried by rail into, out of, and through the New York metropolitan area is anticipated to increase
by 47 percent by the year 2040: the amount of overall freight carried by all modes between the metropolitan
area and the rest of New York State is expected to increase by approximately 20 percent by 2040 (NYMTC
2012). Table 3.2.1-5 lists the number of railroad crossings made by the mainline and laterals.
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Table 3.2.1-5
Railroad Crossings by the Project Mainline and Laterals

3.2.1.3

Project Component

Number of Crossings

Mainline

18

BL

4

CAL

1

NPL

4

Airports

The only public airport in the vicinity of the Project Area is Stewart International Airport, which is located
west of Newburgh at MP 87 (roughly TMM 59.4). The Thruway and mainline abut the eastern boundary
of the airport property for approximately one-half mile.
A private air strip is adjacent to the Thruway at TMP 70 in the Town of Plattekill, on the opposite side of
the Thruway from the pipeline route. The air strip is identified as FAA #2NK9 – Old Orchard Airpark. The
Airpark has a turf runway accommodating non-commercial single engine airplanes and ultralights.
3.2.1.4

Marine Traffic

The proposed mainline route crosses the Hudson River twice via HDD, anticipated to be 40 feet beneath
the riverbed: once at Albany between MPs 0.3 and 0.5, and a second time between MPs 2.7 and 2.9 which
is immediately south (downstream) of the confluence of the Normans Kill with the Hudson River.
The Port of Albany, at the northern end of the Project Area, serves as an intermodal hub connecting river,
rail and truck cargo, and is therefore a natural location for terminals and transfer points for all modes of
transportation. The Hudson River is a principle marine traffic route: shallow draft vessels such as barges
have seasonal access to the Albany area eight months of the year, but deep draft vessels generally have
year-round access. The Hudson River is also a principle recreation resource for charter and private marine
tourism, and serves as the gateway to the Erie Canal System, which connects the Atlantic Ocean to the
Great Lakes for cargo and recreational traffic.
The Port of Coeymans is located approximately 10 miles south of Albany on the west side of the Hudson
River. In addition to customary freight movements through the Port of Coeymans, the facility recycles
concrete into sand and stone products, and the facility is being used for the assembly of girders for the new
Tappan Zee Bridge. Girder segments are received by barges coming up the river, and assembled girders are
barged downriver for construction of the bridge.
Shallow draft vessels such as barges have seasonal access to the Albany area eight months of the year. Deep
draft vessels have access year round. Navigation on the lower Hudson River between New York City and
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Kingston has well marked channels and relatively deep water. Above Kingston, the channel narrows and
the river contains middle grounds, flats, and shoals up to Albany. Tides in the Hudson River vary from
about 4.5 feet at The Battery, dropping to 2.8 feet at Newburgh and then increasing again to 4.7 feet at
Troy. Velocities of currents in the River generally increase from about 1.4 knots flood tide and 1.4 knots
ebb tide in the vicinity of The Battery to about 1.6 flood and 2.2 knots ebb at George Washington Bridge.
North of the bridge, current speeds lessen slightly and average about 1.1 knots on the flood and 1.3 knots
on the ebb as far north as Kingston. North of Kingston the current speeds drop again and average around
0.3 knots on the flood and 0.8 knots on the ebb (note the tide and current information is for the summer
months when freshwater discharge to the Hudson is minimal) (BlueSeas 2014).
A recent study by Stevens Institute of Technology (2014) found that the extreme dry weather throughout
the country has reduced river water levels all over the nation, and most of New York State. Many areas that
drain into the Hudson River have been hit by conditions ranging from abnormally dry to severe drought.
Less water draining into the Hudson has meant shallower waters and consequently some concerns for large
oceangoing freighters that travel up to the Port of Albany. The data from Stevens alerted the Hudson River
Pilots to a seasonal drop in the water levels which, aggravated by the drought, caused the water level in the
upper Hudson to be 12 to 18 inches below its normal levels. In response, the Hudson River Pilots
Association has placed the first-ever restrictions on vessel draft, reducing it from 31 feet to 30 feet for ships
loading or discharging in the Port of Albany, where water levels have dropped an average of two feet
(Stevens Institute of Technology 2014).
Large volume cargo on the Hudson includes petroleum products, grains, cement, road salt, mined and
crushed stone products, wood pulp, dimensioned stock and scrap metal, lumber, heavy equipment,
agriculture products, and shipping containers. While crude oil shipment downriver is a relatively recent
phenomena on the Hudson River, the increasing production of crude in North America because of fracking,
and Canadian tar sands, is likely to result in increasing demand to move the crude oil to coastal areas for
shipment to refineries. A total of 200,469 vessel trips (inbound and outbound) were reported for the Hudson
River in 2012. The overall freight volume in 2012 for the Hudson River between New York Harbor and
Waterford, New York was reported to be 13.6 million tons, of which crude oil made up 1.8 million tons
and other petroleum products including refined fuels made up 6.1 million tons. Based on this data, crude
and other petroleum products accounted for approximately 58 percent of the total waterborne cargo by
weight on the Hudson River in 2012 (Navigation Data Center 2014).
The 2012 Annual Report for the Port of Albany indicates the Port is expecting to have its own “oil boom.”
Port fees are expected to reach $500,000 a year from oil industry alone (Albany Port Commission 2013).
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3.2.2

Land Use and Recreation
3.2.2.1

Land Use by Project Component

Mainline
About 79 percent of the proposed mainline would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW. From north
to south, the proposed mainline would begin in the City of Albany in the Albany Port District among
petroleum tank farms and lands dedicated to industrial use. Within the first 0.25 mile, the mainline would
head east from an industrial area and cross under the Hudson River into a former brownfield site that has
been developed as environmental education classroom and wildlife habitat as well as another industrial area
on the east bank of the Hudson River in Rensselaer. The proposed mainline route then heads
south/southwest staying within industrial use lands (predominantly petroleum tank farms) and into the
Town of East Greenbush and industrial use lands before crossing a cultivated agricultural field between
about MP 2.4 and MP 2.7 and back under the Hudson River into the Town of Bethlehem. In Bethlehem,
the mainline would travel west and south, paralleling the CSX Port Subdivision rail corridor, then cross
rural, undeveloped forest before entering the NYS Thruway corridor at about MP 5.4 (TMM 138.4).
Land use that would be crossed by the mainline is listed in Table 3.2.2-1. Figures for each Project facility
discussed herein are provided in Chapter 2.0 of this DEIS.
Laterals
There are five proposed laterals in New York State. A general description of the land use along each lateral
route is as follows:


The BL route would run from mainline MP 0.1 to the Buckeye Terminal. The lateral would be
located in the City of Albany within the Port of Albany on land dedicated to Port and industrial
use.



The IPTL route, located within East Greenbush, would leave the mainline at mainline MP 2.4 and
heads south to the IPT Terminal. The land use to the west side of the lateral is industrial. The land
use along the east side is open or cultivated fields.



The CAL route would leave the mainline at MP 4.56 and head east along Smultz Road to the Citgo
and Apex Terminals. The lateral would be located in an area dedicated to heavy industrial use in
the Town of Bethlehem.
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Table 3.2.2-1
Land Use in the Proposed Mainline ROW
Albany
Land Use

Greene

Total Percent of Total
area
Count
area
(acres)
Total
(acres)

Orange

Rensselaer

Percent
of
County
Total

Total
area
(acres)

Percent
of
County
Total

Total
area
(acres)

Percent
of
County
Total

Rockland

Ulster

Percent
Total
Total
of
area
area
County
(acres)
(acres)
Total

Percent
of Total

Total
Acreage

Percent of
Mainline
ROW

Agricultural

2.71

2.40

3.18

1.45

0.01

0.00

3.57

15.28

0.00

0.00

2.47

0.65

11.95

1.06

Roads/Impervious
surface

1.21

1.07

2.21

1.01

0.53

0.15

7.46

31.97

0.18

0.49

0.85

0.22

12.43

1.10

Non-vegetated areas

0.04

0.04

0.37

0.17

1.64

0.46

1.51

6.46

1.21

3.34

2.81

0.74

7.58

0.67

Open Fields

7.52

6.64

9.75

4.45

21.44

6.03

4.54

19.43

0.43

1.19

6.25

1.63

49.93

4.42

Residential

0.09

0.08

0.05

0.02

0.21

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.13

0.30

1.49

0.13

Surface Water

0.90

0.79

0.24

0.11

0.26

0.07

0.71

3.04

0.02

0.06

0.18

0.05

2.31

0.20

Forest

30.18

26.65

34.15

15.60

99.82

28.06

4.03

17.27

32.32

89.30

20.44

5.34

220.93

19.55

Wetland

9.11

8.05

1.27

0.58

14.58

4.10

1.53

6.55

2.04

5.63

5.41

1.42

33.95

3.00

Thruway ROW

61.48

54.29

167.75

76.61

217.17

61.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00%

343.02

89.66

789.42

69.86

Total

113.24

100.00

218.97

100.00

355.67

100.00

23.34

100.00

36.19

100.00

382.58

100.00

1,130.00

100.0

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-182

Environmental Setting



The RPL route would begin at mainline MP 80.7 (TMM 65.5) and runs east and south through the
Towns of Newburgh, Plattekill, and Marlborough. Where it leaves the mainline, this lateral route
proceeds through a residential district until about RPL MP 1.9, where it joins and parallels an
existing utility corridor through residential and agricultural lands. It continues along the utility
corridor until about RPL MP 6.3 where it turns south and then southeast through forested land
before terminating at a storage terminal adjacent to the Hudson River.



The NPL route would run from mainline MP 89.5 (TMM 56.83) in New Windsor, crossing into the
Town of Newburgh and back into New Windsor before terminating at the Global Terminal on the
bank of the Hudson River. This lateral route heads east-northeast from the mainline. Until about
NPL MP 1.75, the lateral route is adjacent to a utility corridor, with residences on the northnorthwest side and forested lands along to the south-southeast. At about NPL 1.85, this lateral route
heads away from the utility corridor and turns northeast to travel through forest. Between NPL 2.7
and NPL 2.8, the lateral route turns generally east and crosses through a mix of forested and
industrial lands before terminating at the Global Terminal.

Pump Stations and Meter Stations
Four pump stations are proposed to be included in the Project in New York. The location and land use at
each of the pump station sites would be as follows:


The Albany Pump Station would be within the Global Terminal in the Port of Albany on land
dedicated to petroleum terminals and other Port facilities. The site would include two mainline
pump foundations for crude oil and one prefab control building.



The Gorham Pump Station would be located in Rensselaer on paved land among existing tank
farms and industrial facilities. The site would include two booster pump foundations for crude, two
booster pump foundations for product, and two prefab control buildings.



The Kingston Pump Station site would be in the Town of Ulster on property owned by Heritage
Oil. The site would include two booster pump foundations for crude, two booster pump foundations
for product, and two prefab control buildings.



The Harriman Pump Station site would be located between MP 101.7 and MP 101.8 (between
TMM 44.7 and TMM 44.6) in Harriman Village. The proposed site is undeveloped, but adjacent to
the NYS Thruway and the Arden House Road overpass. The site would include two booster pump
foundations for crude, two booster pump foundations for product, and two prefab control buildings.

Meter stations would be located in or at existing terminals or associated with a pump station. Pipeline
inspection gauge launchers and receivers would be located in the pump stations.
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Pipe and Contractor Yards
There are seven contractor and pipe yards proposed for the Project in New York:


The proposed Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in the Town of East
Greenbush in the southwest corner of the intersection of the mainline (between MP 2.3 and 2.6)
and the IPTL (between IPTL 0.0 and IPTL 0.2). The site is currently open land in an industrial area
along American Oil Road.



The proposed Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on the east side of US 9W, about
0.5 mile north of Schoharie Turnpike in the Town of Athens. The site is currently open land in an
agricultural area.



The proposed Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in the Town of Athens. The
site was used a former quarry and is made up of rock outcrop, surrounded by forest on the north
and west sides, and trees, and residences to the east and south.



The proposed Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in Ulster Park
between Old Kings Highway to the east and the NYS Thruway to the west. The site is currently
bounded by the NYS Thruway to the west, a local roadway to the east and trees adjacent to both
the northern and southern boundaries.



The proposed JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in the Town of Lloyd on the
west side of US 9W between Riverside Road to the north and Route 299 to the south. The site is
currently located in an area with both low density commercial and agricultural land use.



The proposed Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located north of Route 17K in the
Town of Newburgh. The site is currently a paved lot in a light industrial/commercial part of the
city.



The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in Town of Tuxedo, on the north
side of and immediately adjacent to Route 17A, about 2.3 miles west of the proposed mainline
ROW and NYS Thruway. The site is currently used as a storage yard.

Access Roads
Land use in the areas proposed for TARs and PARs is listed in Table 3.2.2-2.
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Table 3.2.2-2
Land Use in Areas Proposed For Access Roads
Total length
(miles)

Percent of total

2.08

5.4

Roads/Impervious Surface

6.33

16.3

Undeveloped/open

12.52

32.2

Residential

0.82

2.1

Surface Water

0.04

0.1

Forest

14.14

36.4

Land Use Type
Temporary Access Roads
Agriculture

Wetland

2.96

7.6

38.88

100

Agriculture

0.10

3.1

Roads/Impervious Surface

1.36

42.3

Undeveloped/open

0.51

16.0

Residential

0.04

1.31

Surface Water

0.00

0.0

Forest

1.03

32.1

Wetland

0.17

5.22

3.21

100

Total
Permanent Access Roads

Total

3.2.2.2

Land Use Plans

Local comprehensive or master land use plans can provide important information on what the community
looks like now. The typical purpose of a local comprehensive or master land use plan is, however, to define
and communicate a common view of what the community should be and what it should look like in the
future. The local comprehensive or master plan typically articulates fundamental principles of community
life that in turn are translated into a set of common community goals and objectives. Such goals and
objectives are frequently expressed in terms of protection, preservation, conservation, enhancement, growth
and development.
An important function of a local comprehensive or master plan is to identify and to harmonize potentially
conflicting goals and objectives and to set out a plan for achieving those goals and objectives. Most
municipalities crossed by the Project have comprehensive plans or functionally equivalent documents that
describe land use within their jurisdiction. In most municipalities, the mainline would be primarily located
within the NYS Thruway ROW. Planning documentation for municipalities in which Project facilities
would be located is listed in Table 3.2.2-3. The consistency of the Project with local land use plans is
discussed in Chapter 4.0.
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Table 3.2.2-3
Municipal Land Use Plans
Jurisdiction

Document

Date of adoption

City of Albany

City of Albany Comprehensive Plan

April 2012

City of Rensselaer

City of Rensselaer Comprehensive Plan

January 2006

Town of Bethlehem

Town of Bethlehem Comprehensive Plan

August 2005

Town of Coeymans

Town of Coeymans Comprehensive Plan

September 2006

Town of New Baltimore

New Baltimore Comprehensive Plan

February 2007

Town of Coxsackie

Comprehensive Plan currently in development

Town of Athens

Town and Villages of Athens Comprehensive Plan

September 2007

Town of Catskill

Town and Village of Catskill Joint Comprehensive Plan

June 2007

Town of Ulster

Town of Ulster Comprehensive Plan (Draft)

March 2007

City of Kingston

Draft Comprehensive Plan

January 2015

City of Newburgh

Zoning Map City of Newburgh

December 2007

Town of Newburgh

Comprehensive Plan Update, Town of Newburgh, New York

June 2012

Town of New Windsor

Official Town of New Windsor Zoning Districts Map

October 2012

Town of Cornwall

Draft Comprehensive Development Plan Update

September 2011

Village of Woodbury

Village of Woodbury Comprehensive Plan Update and Zoning Amendments

April 2011

Town of Tuxedo

Town of Tuxedo Comprehensive Plan Update

August 2011

Village of Tuxedo Park

Official Zoning Map

June 2009

Town of Ramapo

Town of Ramapo Zoning Map

February 2012

Village of Hillburn

Comprehensive Plan (not available for review)

Town of Plattekill

Updated Master Plan

May 2003

Town of Marlborough

Town of Marlborough Zoning District Map

April 2002

In addition to the municipal plans, the Project Area is within the Hudson River Valley National Heritage
Area, which was established by Congress in 1996. The Management Plan, produced by the Hudson River
Valley Greenway Communities Council and the Greenway Conservancy for the Hudson River Valley, Inc.
presents comprehensive recommendations for the Heritage Area.
3.2.2.3

Zoning

While local comprehensive or master plans may set out a generalized plan for achieving a community’s
land use goals and objectives, local laws or ordinances are needed for the implementation of those plans.
Land use local laws and ordinances are the tools for implementation of the comprehensive or master plan.
Such local land use laws and ordinances commonly, but not universally, include a local zoning code. The
local laws or ordinances that constitute the zoning code typically establish districts to accommodate a wide
variety of necessary and beneficial land uses, to promote their compatible location and to reasonably
regulate the proliferation of those land uses that may have characteristics not conducive to location near
other land uses markedly different in kind or character. Zoning codes classify, authorize, regulate and
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restrict uses (and the structures and buildings employed in those uses) in each zoning district, in accord
with the community’s comprehensive or master plan.
The validity of zoning provisions is determined by judicial decisions that establish general rules that guide
the application of zoning techniques to the infinite variety of specific uses a community may face. Some
uses are amenable to regulation but are not subject to exclusion or to severe restriction. Projects on lands
owned by a superior sovereign, such as the federal or state governments, or those involving certain types
of interstate commerce, are examples of where the zoning power to exclude or regulate may be limited.
Each jurisdiction in the proposed Project Area has a zoning code, local law or ordinance that regulates land
use; and while each community uses similar zoning district categories (e.g., residential commercial,
industrial, etc.), the specific designations and uses addressed in these districts differ for each community.
In general, the Project would be consistent with all potentially applicable regional and local land use plans,
zoning codes, zoning laws and ordinances, or would be exempt from, and would comply with all applicable
local land use laws and ordinances.
3.2.2.4

Agricultural Resources
3.2.2.4.1

Agriculture

About 23 percent (7 million acres) of New York State’s land area is used for farming. In total, the 36,000
farms in the state created $5.70 billion in agricultural production value in 2012 (New York State Department
of Agriculture & Markets 2014).
Albany County
The proposed mainline would cross land in Albany County’s Agricultural District 3. As reported in the
2012 Census of Agriculture, there were 494 farms in Albany County in 2012, down 1 percent from 498
farms in 2007 (USDA 2012). From 2007 to 2012, farm land increased by 4 percent and the average farm
size increased by 4 percent. In 2012, there were 63,394 farm acres in the county and the average farm size
was 128 acres. The 2012 land in farms was comprised of 57.5 percent cropland, 21.0 percent woodland,
13.2 percent pastureland, and 8.3 percent other. A total of 0.07 miles of agricultural land would be crossed
by the mainline in Albany County.
Rensselaer County
The proposed mainline potentially crosses agricultural land included in Rensselaer County’s 6 th
Agricultural District. There were 495 farms in Rensselaer County in 2012, down 2 percent from 506 farms
in 2007 (USDA 2012). From 2007 to 2012, the land in farms increased by 4 percent and the average farm
size increased by 7 percent. In 2012, there were 88,763 farm acres in the county and the average farm size
was 179 acres. The 2012 land in farms was comprised of 57.1 percent cropland, 25.1 percent woodland,
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9.6 percent pastureland, and 8.3 percent other. The mainline would cross about 0.67 miles of agricultural
land in Rensselaer County.
Greene County
The proposed mainline would abut lands in Greene County’s Agricultural District 124. In Greene County,
there were 273 farms in 2012, down 5 percent from 286 farms in 2007 (USDA 2012). From 2007 to 2012,
the land in farms decreased by 3 percent although the average farm size increased by 1 percent. In 2012,
there were 42,986 farm acres in the county and the average farm size was 157 acres. The 2012 land in farms
was comprised of 43.5 percent cropland, 33.1 percent woodland, 15.7 percent pastureland, and 7.6 percent
other. The mainline would cross along the edge of approximately 0.35 miles of cultivated land in Green
County.
Ulster County
The proposed mainline would cross or abut lands in Ulster County’s 1st, 2nd and 4th Agricultural Districts.
There were 486 farms in Ulster County in 2012, down 3 percent from 501 farms in 2007 (USDA 2012).
From 2007 to 2012, the land in farms decreased by 5 percent and the average farm size decreased by 2
percent. In 2012, there were 71,222 farm acres in the county and the average farm size was 147 acres. The
Ulster County land in farms in 2012 was comprised of 39.6 percent woodland, 36.7 percent cropland, 12.6
percent pastureland, and 11.1 percent other. The mainline would cross approximately 0.19 mile of
agricultural land in Ulster County.
Orange County
The proposed mainline would cross land in Orange County’s Agricultural District 1. In Orange County,
there were 658 farms in 2012, up 2 percent from 642 farms in 2007 (USDA 2012). From 2007 to 2012, the
land in farms increased by 9 percent and the average farm size increased by 6 percent. In 2012, there were
88,030 farm acres in the county and the average farm size was 134 acres. The 2012 land in farms was
comprised of 52.0 percent cropland, 19.3 percent woodland, 17.1 percent pastureland, and 11.6 percent
other. The mainline would cross 0.07 miles of agricultural land in Orange County.
Rockland County
There are no agricultural lands within or adjacent to the proposed mainline route in Rockland County.
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3.2.2.4.2

Prime Farmland

Prime farmland is defined as follows by the USDA according to the Soil Survey Manual, USDA Handbook
18, published in October 1993:
Land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food,
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is also available for these uses. It has the soil quality,
growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce economically sustained high yields of
crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods, including water
management. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and dependable water supply from
precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or
alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks. They are permeable to water
and air. Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a long period of
time, and they either do not flood frequently or are protected from flooding. (USDA 2014)
The mainline would pass through a total of approximately 5.82 miles of prime farmland: and 7.63 miles of
farmland of statewide importance. These totals exclude land that might contain soils that might qualify as
‘prime agriculture’ but are in the Thruway ROW. Tables 3.2.2-4 and 3.2.2-5 list prime farmland and
farmland of statewide importance, respectively that would be crossed by the Project pipelines (mainline
and laterals) outside the NYS Thruway ROW.
Table 3.2.2-4
Prime Farmland In the Project Area
Project Component

Beginning MP

Crude and Products Mainline

5.00

5.10

544

Crude and Products Mainline

5.26

5.46

1,056

Crude and Products Mainline

8.96

9.08

646

Crude and Products Mainline

10.63

10.76

679

Crude and Products Mainline

16.90

17.44

2,828

Crude and Products Mainline

19.78

19.91

651

Crude and Products Mainline

31.30

31.38

468

Crude and Products Mainline

31.41

31.49

420

Crude and Products Mainline

31.79

31.96

883

Crude and Products Mainline

33.96

34.04

445

Crude and Products Mainline

51.55

51.61

321

Crude and Products Mainline

51.63

52.11

2,555

Crude and Products Mainline

54.97

55.03

320
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Table 3.2.2-4
Prime Farmland In the Project Area
Project Component

Beginning MP

Crude and Products Mainline

93.43

93.46

202

Crude and Products Mainline

100.17

100.17

20

Crude and Products Mainline

100.63

100.97

1,799

Crude and Products Mainline

103.07

103.21

728

Crude and Products Mainline

104.16

105.12

5,068

Crude and Products Mainline

105.13

105.14

42

Crude and Products Mainline

105.17

105.18

41

Crude and Products Mainline

105.28

105.70

2,207

Crude and Products Mainline

107.54

107.64

560

Crude and Products Mainline

108.33

108.55

1,150

Newburgh Product Lateral

2.96

3.16

1,048

Newburgh Product Lateral

3.22

3.35

703

Newburgh Product Lateral

3.45

3.68

1,253

Newburgh Product Lateral

3.78

3.82

205

Roseton Product Lateral

0.48

0.52

160

Roseton Product Lateral

0.75

0.80

216

Roseton Product Lateral

1.94

1.97

183

Roseton Product Lateral

1.99

2.03

167

Roseton Product Lateral

4.18

4.33

812

Roseton Product Lateral

4.63

4.66

171

Roseton Product Lateral

4.84

4.89

310

Roseton Product Lateral

4.97

5.01

186

Roseton Product Lateral

5.65

5.84

1,025

Roseton Product Lateral

6.01

6.05

215

Roseton Product Lateral

6.17

6.25

417

Total

Ending MP

Length (feet)

30,704

Note: Totals do not include land currently occupied by the Thruway.
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Table 3.2.2-5
Farmland of Statewide Importance
Project Component

Beginning MP

Ending MP

Length (feet)

Citgo and Apex Lateral

0.01

0.05

222

Citgo and Apex Lateral

0.17

0.30

6534

Crude and Products Mainline

0.00

0.01

11

Crude and Products Mainline

4.42

4.51

483

Crude and Products Mainline

9.18

9.24

333

Crude and Products Mainline

14.62

14.63

36

Crude and Products Mainline

20.65

20.66

73

Crude and Products Mainline

27.98

28.01

180

Crude and Products Mainline

28.10

28.11

25

Crude and Products Mainline

28.15

28.39

1,280

Crude and Products Mainline

29.54

29.77

1,200

Crude and Products Mainline

29.80

29.81

74

Crude and Products Mainline

31.71

31.79

434

Crude and Products Mainline

33.41

33.44

154

Crude and Products Mainline

33.57

33.64

384

Crude and Products Mainline

33.72

33.82

547

Crude and Products Mainline

33.87

33.89

127

Crude and Products Mainline

34.16

34.24

427

Crude and Products Mainline

48.51

48.52

14

Crude and Products Mainline

51.25

51.39

770

Crude and Products Mainline

90.33

90.37

222

Crude and Products Mainline

93.31

93.35

198

Crude and Products Mainline

100.28

100.34

351

Crude and Products Mainline

100.51

100.57

280

Crude and Products Mainline

101.03

101.10

349

Crude and Products Mainline

101.30

101.41

580

Crude and Products Mainline

101.98

102.12

777

Crude and Products Mainline

105.70

105.83

728

Crude and Products Mainline

105.86

106.13

1,406

Crude and Products Mainline

106.13

106.20

373

Crude and Products Mainline

106.22

106.27

248
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Table 3.2.2-5
Farmland of Statewide Importance
Project Component

Beginning MP

Ending MP

Length (feet)

Crude and Products Mainline

106.34

106.38

168

Crude and Products Mainline

106.42

106.49

344

Crude and Products Mainline

106.51

106.54

134

Crude and Products Mainline

106.69

106.76

398

Crude and Products Mainline

106.80

107.10

1,596

Crude and Products Mainline

107.15

107.19

187

Crude and Products Mainline

107.87

108.05

978

Crude and Products Mainline

108.60

108.80

1,046

Crude and Products Mainline

112.34

112.45

580

Crude and Products Mainline

113.37

113.39

116

Crude and Products Mainline

115.00

115.24

1,296

Newburgh Product Lateral

0.06

0.12

360

Newburgh Product Lateral

0.20

0.25

296

Newburgh Product Lateral

0.49

0.64

794

Newburgh Product Lateral

0.70

0.79

477

Newburgh Product Lateral

0.83

1.08

1,323

Newburgh Product Lateral

1.19

1.87

3,573

Newburgh Product Lateral

3.35

3.45

496

Newburgh Product Lateral

3.94

4.02

457

Newburgh Product Lateral

4.07

4.28

1,108

Newburgh Product Lateral

4.28

4.29

60

Newburgh Product Lateral

4.34

4.37

135

Roseton Product Lateral

0.04

0.13

497

Roseton Product Lateral

0.20

0.23

182

Roseton Product Lateral

0.26

0.36

511

Roseton Product Lateral

0.47

0.48

65

Roseton Product Lateral

0.52

0.54

110

Roseton Product Lateral

0.56

0.68

632

Roseton Product Lateral

0.80

1.02

1,162

Roseton Product Lateral

1.18

1.25

391

Roseton Product Lateral

1.31

1.34

173
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Table 3.2.2-5
Farmland of Statewide Importance
Project Component

Beginning MP

Ending MP

Length (feet)

Roseton Product Lateral

1.84

1.94

534

Roseton Product Lateral

1.97

1.99

119

Roseton Product Lateral

2.08

2.14

332

Roseton Product Lateral

2.77

2.84

350

Roseton Product Lateral

3.19

3.35

819

Roseton Product Lateral

3.49

3.58

465

Roseton Product Lateral

3.73

3.74

52

Roseton Product Lateral

3.88

4.06

955

Roseton Product Lateral

4.33

4.47

720

Roseton Product Lateral

4.94

4.97

182

Roseton Product Lateral

5.01

5.04

142

Roseton Product Lateral

5.11

5.36

1,324

Roseton Product Lateral

5.45

5.54

464

Roseton Product Lateral

5.61

5.65

186

Roseton Product Lateral

5.93

6.01

389

Roseton Product Lateral

6.05

6.09

228

Roseton Product Lateral

6.40

6.45

251

Roseton Product Lateral

6.65

6.68

187

Total

46,164

Note: Totals do not include land that is part of the Thruway.

3.2.2.4.3

Orchards, Vineyards, and Specialty Crops

Between MPs 68.1 and 68.3 (TMMs 77.98 and 77.78) the mainline would be located along the western
edge of an orchard in New Paltz. The only other orchards within the Project Area would be crossed by the
RPL between about RPL MP 3.31 and RPL MP 3.38 and again further east between about RPL MP 5.1 and
RPL MP 5.2. Both of the orchards crossed by the RPL occur within an existing electric transmission line
corridor.
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3.2.2.5

Recreation Resources

The proposed Project facilities (mainline, laterals and aboveground features) were sited to avoid to the
maximum extent practicable, crossing or abutting public or private recreation resources. With the exception
of the parks discussed herein, no other public recreation facilities are within or adjacent to the Project.
The mainline would cross or abut the BASF Environmental Education Classroom and Wildlife Habitat,
Catskill Park, Perrine’s Bridge Park, Harriman State Park, Schunnemunk Mountain State Park, Sterling
Forest State Park, and Papscanee Island Nature Preserve.
The exit point and pullback area for the northern HDD under the Hudson River would be located within the
Environmental Education Classroom and Wildlife Habitat created by BASF at the site of the company’s
former manufacturing facility on Riverside Avenue in Rensselaer. The property includes an educational
building and 10 acre wildlife habitat (WebWire 2011).
The mainline route abuts privately owned portions of Catskill Park from approximately MP 48.50 (TMM
96.7) to MP 51.0 (TMM 94.3) and the other side of the NYS Thruway from MP 51.0 (TMM 94.3) to MP
54.92 (TMM 91.1). Catskill Park spans the Counties of Delaware, Greene, Sullivan, and Ulster, with 1,102
square miles or 705,500 acres within its boundaries (NYSDEC 2008). The portion of the park that is
adjacent to the mainline route is held in private ownership and not developed for public recreation use. The
Project would not traverse any areas of Catskill Park that are a designated forest preserve.
Perrine’s Bridge Park is a small park in Ulster County preserving the land around Perrine’s Bridge, a mid19th century covered bridge that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (New York State
Covered Bridge Society 2014). The bridge is currently pedestrian-only, no longer serving vehicle traffic.
The mainline would pass through Perrine’s Bridge Park from about MP 64.2 (TMM 81.9) to MP 64.5
(TMM 81.4).
Harriman State Park is part of the Palisades Interstate Park System and includes more than 44,000 acres in
the Counties of Orange and Rockland (OPRHP 2014). There are over 200 miles of trails in the park, as well
as public and group camping areas, 31 lakes and reservoirs, and several scenic drives and vistas. The
mainline would pass through Harriman State Park from approximate MP 104.3 (TMM 42.2) to MP 108.3.
While in the park, the mainline would be within or adjacent to an existing electric transmission line ROW
and a railroad. This section of the park is not developed or improved for active recreation use.
Schunnemunk Mountain State Park is located in Orange County and contains 2,700 acres of park land
(OPRHP 2015). The park would be nearest to the mainline between MP 94.0 and MP 97.0 in the Towns of
Cornwall and Woodbridge. Schunnemunk Mountain State Park has over 25 miles of hiking trails. The
portion of the park adjacent to the Thruway is not developed for recreation use.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-194

Environmental Setting

A small section of Sterling Forest State Park would be about 0.04 mile west of the proposed mainline at
Sterling Forest is approximately 21,935.08 acres in size, and activities at the park include biking, fishing,
hiking, hunting, ice fishing, and snowshoeing (OPRHP 2015).
Papscanee Island Nature Preserve is east and adjacent to the ITPL between ITPL 0.3 and the ITP meter
station at ITPL 0.07 in the Town of East Greenbush. There are over 250 acres in the preserve, which serves
hikers, birdwatchers, picknickers, and kayakers (Open Space Institute 2015; Capital District Transportation
Committee 2015).
In addition to the public parks, the mainline would be located adjacent to two privately owned golf courses.
The Hidden Meadows Golf Course, a privately owned golf club in Bethlehem, would be immediately north
of the proposed mainline from MPs 5.0 to 5.2. Further south, the Wiltwyck Golf Club would be immediately
adjacent to the mainline route between MPs 56.9 and 57.6 (TMMs 69.25 and 68.45).
3.2.2.6

Coastal Zone Management

In New York State, the Project would be located in the Coastal Zone in Albany, Rensselaer and Orange
Counties. The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1451 et seq.) was
enacted by Congress to balance the competing demands of coastal resource protection with growth and
development. The primary means of achieving this balance is through coastal zone management programs
adopted by the states and designed to regulate land use activities that could affect coastal lands and waters.
The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 strengthened the Act by requiring the state
programs to focus on controlling land use activities, and on the cumulative effect of activities in coastal
zones.
New York State administers its federally-approved coastal zone program (N.Y. Executive Law Section 910
et seq. [Consol. 1996]) through the NYSDOS. Pursuant to the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act, New
York State established the New York State Coastal Management Program (CMP), which has delineated its
coastal zone boundaries and defined the policies to be used to evaluate projects therein. The CMP was
created to balance economic development and preservation by promoting waterfront revitalization and
water-dependent uses while protecting natural resources. The CMP incorporates 44 policy statements that
support the Act’s intent to promote a balance between coastal resource preservation and economic growth
and development. It also offers local governments the opportunity to participate in the State's CMP on a
voluntary basis: localities are encouraged to prepare and adopt LWRP which in turn, provide more detailed
implementation of the State's CMP through use of existing broad powers, such as those covering zoning
and site plan review. (For additional details on the Project’s consistency with LWRPs refer to the
Consistency with Coastal Management Programs analysis provided as Appendix J).
A LWRP is prepared in partnership with NYSDOS and in accordance with the New York State Waterfront
Revitalization of Coastal Areas and Inland Waterways Act (NYS Executive Law, Article 42). With local
adoption and approval by the New York State Secretary of State, the LWRP serves to coordinate local and
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state actions needed to achieve the community’s goals for its waterfront. The incorporation of the LWRP
into the New York State CMP also serves to coordinate federal actions needed to achieve the community’s
goals for its waterfront. Within the Project Area, Albany, Rensselaer and Newburgh are the only
municipalities that have approved LWRPs. (Appendix J provides a more detailed analysis of the Project’s
consistency with New York’s Coastal Zone Management Program and LWRPs.)
Of the approximately 130 total miles of the proposed Project pipelines (mainline and laterals) in New York
State, an estimated 12.51 miles (or about 9.6 percent) would be located in the state-designated coastal zone.
The mainline would be within a total of about 4.4 miles of the coastal zone while the laterals, in total, would
comprise about 8.19 miles therein. The Project pipelines would also cross an estimated 3.38 miles of land
(or about 2.6 percent of the total) in places that have a state-approved LWRP. Table 3.2.2-6 identifies
portions of the mainline and laterals that would be located within both the Coastal Zone and in stateapproved LWRP areas.
Table 3.2.2-6
Coastal Zone and LWRP areas that would be Crossed by the Project
Length of Crossing in
Coastal Zone
(miles)

Length of Crossing in
State-Approved LWRP
(miles)

Mainline (Crude and Product)
Albany * / Albany
Bethlehem / Albany
East Greenbush / Rensselaer
Rensselaer* / Rensselaer
Catskill / Greene
Mainline Total

0.42
1.64
1.21
1.11
0.02
4.40

0.42
NA
1.21
NA
NA
1.63

Buckeye Lateral
Albany* / Albany

1.03

1.03

IPT Product Lateral
East Greenbush / Rensselaer

0.71

NA

Citgo and Apex Lateral
Bethlehem / Albany

0.31

NA

1.80
2.35

NA
NA

4.15

0.00

Newburgh Product Lateral
Newburgh* / Orange
New Windsor / Orange
Newburgh Product Lateral Total

1.99
1.30
3.29

0.72
NA
0.72

Project Total

13.89 miles

Pipeline
Town / County Location

Roseton Product Lateral
Marlborough / Ulster
Newburgh** / Orange
Roseton Product Lateral Total

3.45 miles

Notes:
NA – Not Applicable (Pipeline not within LWRP).
* LWRPs through which the pipeline would cross or on which aboveground facilities would be located.
** LWRP of Newburgh is not crossed by RPL.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-196

Environmental Setting

In addition to the pipelines, the Project’s other permanent and aboveground facilities that would be within
the coastal zone are presented in Table 3.2.2-7.
Table 3.2.2-7
Other Permanent Project Facilities in the Coastal Zone and/or LWRP Areas
LOCATION
Town – City / County

Other Permanent Facilities
Pump Stations
Albany Pump Station
Gorman Pump Station

Albany / Albany
Rensselaer / Rensselaer

Aboveground Block Valves
BV 0.00
BV 1.600
BV 2.450
BV 3.050

Albany / Albany
Rensselaer / Rensselaer
East Greenbush / Rensselaer
Bethlehem / Albany

Meter Stations
Global
Apex
Buckeye
Spraque
IPT
Apex
Citgo
Buckeye
Global
Heritage

Albany / Albany
Rensselaer / Rensselaer
Rensselaer / Rensselaer
Rensselaer / Rensselaer
East Greenbush / Rensselaer
Bethlehem / Albany
Bethlehem / Albany
Newburgh / Orange
New Windsor / Orange
Ulster / Ulster

Permanent Access Roads
PAR0-NY-BL0.0
PAR-NY-MP1.6
PAR-NY-MP3.05
PAR-NY-CAL0.3
PAR-NY-RPL7.0
PAR-NY-NPL4.4

Albany / Albany
Rensselaer / Rensselaer
Bethlehem / Albany
Bethlehem / Albany
Newburgh / Orange
New Windsor / Orange

Temporary access roads and one contractor and pipe yard also to be located within the coastal zone and
LWRP areas are listed in Table 3.2.2-8.
Table 3.2.2-8
Temporary Construction Features in Coastal Zone and/or LWRP Areas
Temporary
Construction Features

Size (acres)
Length (feet)
In Coastal Zone or LWRP

Location
Town / County Location

11 acres

East Greenbush / Rensselaer

432 feet
50 feet

East Greenbush / Rensselaer
Coeymans / Albany

Contractor and Pipe Yards
Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard
Temporary Access Roads
NY-RE-TAR2
NY-AL-TAR14

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-197

Environmental Setting

3.2.3

Community Services

The municipalities in which the Project would be located contain a variety of resources that serve the needs
of those communities. Given the short-term of Project construction (10 months), resources such as schools
would be unlikely to be impacted and are, therefore, not discussed in this DEIS. This section focuses on the
public services that could be needed or impacted during Project construction and/or operation.
3.2.3.1

Fire and Police

The proposed Project Area contains or is in close proximity to numerous public safety resources,
specifically fire and law enforcement.
Fire
Every municipality that would be crossed by the Project in New York State has at least one fire station:


In Albany County, the City of Albany has eight fire stations (City of Albany 2014a); the Town of
Bethlehem has five stations (Town of Bethlehem 2014a); and the Town of Coeymans has one
station (FireDepartment.net 2014a).



In Rensselaer County, the City of Rensselaer has two stations (City of Rensselaer 2014a) and East
Greenbush has three stations (FireDepartment.net 2014b).



In Greene County, New Baltimore and Coxsackie each have two stations (FireDepartment.net
2014c and 2014d) and Athens and Catskill both have three stations (Town of Athens 2014;
FireDepartment.net 2014e).



Within Ulster County: Saugerties has four stations (FireDepartment.net 2014f); Ulster has five
stations (Ulster Hose 2014); Kingston has eight stations (City of Kingston 2014a); Rosendale has
one station (FireDepartment.net 2014g); Esopus has one station (FireDepartment.net 2014h); New
Paltz has two stations (FireDepartment.net 2014i); Lloyd has one station (Town of Lloyd 2014a);
Plattekill has three stations (Town of Plattekill 2014a); and Marlborough has two stations
(Marlboro Volunteer Fire Department 2014).



In Orange County, Newburgh has six stations (FireDepartment.net 2014j); New Windsor has one
station (FireDepartment.net 2014k); Cornwall has two stations (Town of Cornwall 2014a);
Harriman has one station (FireDepartment.net 2014l); Woodbury has two stations (Woodbury Fire
Department 2014); and Tuxedo has three stations (Tuxedo Fire District 2014).



In Rockland County, Ramapo has one station (Sloatsburg Fire Department 2014).

Specialized hazardous materials units associated with fire departments will be identified prior to operation.
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Police
There is one police station in each of the municipalities in which the Project would be located with the
following exceptions: Albany, Coxsackie, Newburgh, Cornwall, and Tuxedo have two stations; and Esopus
has no stations and is served by the Ulster County Sherriff’s Office (City of Albany 2014b; Town of Athens
2014; Town of Bethlehem 2014b; Village of Catskill 2014; Town of Coeymans 2014; Town of Cornwall
2014b; Cornwall on Hudson 2014; Town of Coxsackie 2014; Village of Coxsackie 2014; Town of East
Greenbush 2014; Town of Esopus 2014; PoliceOne.com 2014a and 2014b; City of Kingston 2014b; Town
of Lloyd 2014b; Town of Marlborough 2014; Town of New Baltimore 2014; Village of New Paltz 2014;
Town of New Windsor 2014; Town of Newburgh 2014; Town of Plattekill 2014b; Town of Ramapo 2014;
City of Rensselaer 2014b; Town of Rosendale 2014; Town of Saugerties 2014; Town of Tuxedo 2014;
Town of Ulster 2014; Town of Woodbury 2014).
Counties in the Project Area are served by Troop F and Troop G of the New York State Police. Troop F
serves five counties, including Green County, Orange County, Rockland County, and Ulster County. It has
station locations in 23 municipalities, including Kingston, Catskill, and Coxsackie, which are crossed by
the Project (New York State 2014a). Troop G serves ten counties including Albany County and Rensselaer
County. It has station locations in 25 municipalities, none of which are crossed by the Project (New York
State 2014b).
3.2.3.2

Hospitals and Health Services

There are several local and regional hospitals in the Project Area:


In Albany County, there are six medical centers with a total of 1,691 hospital beds. These six
medical centers are all located within the City of Albany. The Albany Medical Center Hospital has
714 beds (NYSDOH 2014a); the Albany Medical Center – South Clinical Campus has 20 beds
(NYSDOH 2014b); Albany Memorial Hospital has 165 beds (NYSDOH 2014c); Albany Stratton
VA Medical Center has 150 beds (US News & World Report 2014a); St. Peter’s Hospital has 442
beds (NYSDOH 2014d); and the Capital District Psychiatric Center has 200 beds (US News &
World Report 2014b).



There are 423 hospital beds in Rensselaer County, all of which are located in Troy. St. Mary’s
Hospital has 196 beds (NYSDOH 2014e); Samarian Hospital has 212 beds (NYSDOH 2014f); and
The Burdett Care Center has 15 beds (NYSDOH 2014g).



Ulster County has 325 hospital beds. Ulster’s hospitals are located primarily in Kingston:
Benedictine Hospital has 150 beds (NYSDOH 2014h), and Kingston Hospital has 150 beds
(NYSDOH 2014i). The Village of Ellenville also contributes medical services through the
Ellenville Regional Hospital with 25 beds (NYSDOH 2014j).



Orange County is home to five hospitals and a total of 910 hospital beds. Bon Secours Community
Hospital in Port Jervis has 122 beds (NYSDOH 2014k); Orange Regional Medical Center in
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Middletown has 383 hospital beds (NYSDOH 2014l); St. Anthony Community Hospital in
Warwick has 60 hospital beds (NYSDOH 2014m); and for St. Luke’s Cornwall Hospital, there are
103 beds in Cornwall (NYSDOH 2014n) and 242 beds in Newburgh (NYSDOH 2014o).


There are 865 hospital beds in Rockland County. Good Samaritan Hospital of Suffern has 286 beds
(NYSDOH 2014p); Helen Hayes Hospital in West Haverstraw has 130 beds (NYSDOH 2014q);
Nyack Hospital in Nyack has 375 beds (NYSDOH 2014r); and Summit Park Hospital-Rockland
County Infirmary in Pomona has 74 beds (NYSDOH 2014s).



There are no hospitals in Greene County.
3.2.3.3

Solid Waste and Landfills

The Project would not contribute to public landfills. All waste produced by the Project would be disposed
at private, licensed facilities. Therefore, public solid waste landfills are not discussed in this document.
3.2.4

Demography and Socioeconomics
3.2.4.1

Population

New York State’s population growth has slowed over the past two decades, and its deceleration is expected
for the foreseeable future. According to the Decennial Census, in 1990, the population in New York State
was just under 18 million people. In the subsequent decade, the State’s population increased by nearly a
million people to just under 19 million in 2000. Between 2000 and 2010, the population increased by about
400,000 people for a total of about 19.4 million. Projections from the Cornell Program on Applied
Demographics predict that the population of New York State will approach 19.7 million by 2020 and 19.8
million ten years later in 2030. Population growth was at 5.5 percent from 1990 to 2000 and it is projected
to be 0.5 percent from 2020 to 2030. By 2040, the state’s population is expected to be in decline. Table
3.2.4-1 lists population and population density in Project Area counties; Tables 3.2.4-2 and 3.2.4-3 list
population and population change for counties and towns in the Project Area, respectively.
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Table 3.2.4-1
Population and Density by County, 2000-2010
County

Land Area (Square Miles)

Population

Density (People per Square Mile)

2000

2010

2000

2010

2000

2010

Change

Albany

523.45

522.80

294,565

304,204

563

582

19

Rensselaer

653.96

652.43

152,538

159,429

233

244

11

Greene

647.75

647.16

48,195

49,221

74

76

2

Ulster

1,126.48

1,124.24

177,749

182,493

158

162

5

Orange

816.34

811.69

341,367

372,813

418

459

41

Rockland

174.22

173.55

286,753

311,687

1,646

1,796

150

Change
2010-2030

Percent
Change
2010-2030

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000a, 2010a.

Table 3.2.4-2
Population Change by County, 2000-2030
County

2000
Population

2010
Population

Change
2000-2010

Percent
2000-2010

Projected
2030
Population

Albany

294,565

304,204

9,639

3.27

304,322

118

0.04

Rensselaer

152,538

159,429

6,891

4.52

161,804

2,375

1.49

Greene

48,195

49,221

1,026

2.13

49,192

-29

-0.06

Ulster

177,749

182,493

4,744

2.67

178,028

-4,465

-2.45

Orange

341,367

372,813

31,446

9.21

424,958

52,145

13.99

Rockland

286,753

311,687

24,934

8.70

344,540

32,853

10.54

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000a, 2010a; Cornell Program on Applied Demographics 2009.
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Table 3.2.4-3
Population by Municipality, 2000-2010
City

Population
2000

2010

Change

Percent

Albany

95,658

97,856

2,198

2.30

Rensselaer

7,761

9,392

1,631

21.02

East Greenbush

15,560

16,473

913

5.87

Bethlehem

31,304

33,656

2,352

7.51

Coeymans

8,151

7,418

-733

-8.99

Ravena

3,369

3,268

-101

-3.00

New Baltimore

3,417

3,370

-47

-1.38

Coxsackie

8,884

8,918

34

0.38

Athens

3,991

4,089

98

2.46

Catskill

11,849

11,775

-74

-0.62

Saugerties

19,868

19,482

-386

-1.94

Ulster

12,544

12,327

-217

-1.73

Kingston

23,456

23,893

437

1.86

Rosendale

6,352

6,075

-277

-4.36

Esopus

9,331

9,041

-290

-3.11

New Paltz

12,830

14,003

1,173

9.14

Lloyd

9,941

10,863

922

9.27

Plattekill

9,892

10,499

607

6.14

Newburgh (City)

28,259

28,866

607

2.15

Newburgh (Town)

27,568

29,801

2,233

8.10

Marlborough

8,263

8,808

545

6.60

New Windsor

22,866

25,244

2,378

10.40

Cornwall

12,307

12,646

339

2.75

Woodbury

9,460

11,353

1,893

20.01

Harriman (Woodbury part)

605

667

62

10.25

Tuxedo

3,334

3,624

290

8.70

Tuxedo Park

731

623

-108

-14.77

Ramapo

108,905

126,595

17,690

16.24

Hillburn

881

951

70

7.95

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000b, 2010b. To avoid double counting, note the following: the Village of Ravena is located
within the Town of Coeymans; the Village of Harriman is partially located within the Town of Woodbury; the Village of Tuxedo
Park is located within the Town of Tuxedo; and the Village of Hillburn is located within the Town of Ramapo.
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Albany County
Albany County is the third most populous county in which the Project would be located. The population in
2010 was 304,204, a growth of 3.3 percent from 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000a, 2010a). Population
density in Albany County in 2010 was about 582 people per square mile. Over the next few decades,
population growth in this county is expected to increase by less than 0.05 percent by the year 2030.
The proposed mainline route would be located in the Albany municipalities of the City of Albany, the
Towns of Bethlehem and Coeymans and the Village of Ravena. The Albany Pump Station, and BL would
be located in the City of Albany and the CAL would be located in the Town of Bethlehem, the population
of which between 2000 and 2010 is shown in Table 3.2.4-3.
Rensselaer County
Rensselaer County is the only county on the eastern shore of the Hudson River in which the Project would
be located. Its population has grown over the past decade, although the rate of change is anticipated to
decline over time (Table 3.2.4-1). The County’s 2010 population of 159,429 (244 people per square mile)
represented about a 4.5 percent increase in population between 2000 and 2010. The population growth in
Rensselaer County is anticipated to continue, but with only about a 1.49 percent increase by 2030 (Table
3.2.4-2).
The proposed mainline route would traverse two municipalities in Rensselaer County, the City of
Rensselaer and the Town of East Greenbush. The population of these municipalities between 2000 and
2010 is shown in Table 3.2.4-3. Also in Rensselaer County, the proposed Gorman Pump Station would be
located in the City of Rensselaer and IPTL would be in the Town of East Greenbush.
Greene County
Greene County is the least populous county traversed by the proposed mainline. In 2010, the population of
Greene County was 49,221, with a population density of 76 people per square mile. As noted in Table 3.2.42, Greene County population is anticipated to remain relatively unchanged or decrease slightly (less than
one percent) over the next couple of decades. The mainline route would cross through the Towns of Athens,
Catskill, Coxsackie, and New Baltimore in Greene County.
Ulster County
In 2010, the population of Ulster County was 182,493, an increase of about 2.7 percent over 2000 (Table
3.2.4-1). The county’s population density was 162 people per square mile in 2010. The population of Ulster
County is projected to decline slightly over the next two decades.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-203

Environmental Setting

The proposed mainline route would traverse several municipalities within Ulster County: the City of
Kingston and the Towns of Esopus, Lloyd, Marlborough, New Paltz, Plattekill, Rosendale, Saugerties, and
Ulster. The Kingston Pump Station would also be located in the Town of Ulster and a portion of the RPL
route would be located in the Towns of Marlborough and Plattekill.
Orange County
Orange County contained a population of 372,813 at a density of 459 people per square mile in 2010, an
increase of 9.2 percent over 2000 (Table 3.2.4-1). Of the counties in which the Project would be located,
Orange County has shown the greatest population increase since the year 2000 and is anticipated to continue
to grow more than the rest of the Project Area counties over the next two decades (Table 3.2.4-2).
The proposed mainline route would cross several municipalities within Orange County; the Towns of
Cornwall, New Windsor, the Town of Newburgh, Tuxedo, the Villages of Harriman, Tuxedo Park and
Woodbury and the City of Newburgh. In addition, portions of the RPL would be located in the Town of
Newburgh and the NPL would be in the Town of New Windsor and the City of Newburgh.
Rockland County
The population of Rockland County was 311,687 in 2010, an increase of 8.7 percent over its 2000
population (Table 3.2.4-1). The county’s population density was 1,796 people per square mile in 2010. As
noted in Table 3.2.4-2, the population of Rockland County is projected to grow by about 10.5 percent
between 2010 and 2030.
The proposed mainline route would cross through the Town of Ramapo and the Village of Hillburn in
Rockland County.
3.2.4.2

Economic Development, Income, and Employment

Economic development in New York State centers on business, financial, and tourism services. As reported
in “Industry Clusters in New York’s Economy: a Statewide and Regional Analysis” (NYSDOL 2012), the
largest employment cluster in 2011 was front office and producer services with more than 587,000 jobs,
consisting primarily of work related to business services and company headquarters operations. Financial
services had the second highest job count at 558,000, and tourism was third with 367,600 jobs.
Recent changes in the New York State economy are described in the New York State Labor Department’s
report “The Decade in Review: New York State’s Labor Markets, 2000-2010,” published in December
2010. This time span is referred to as a “lost decade” for the American labor market, since it was bookended
by the post-tech bubble recession and the Great Recession. Since 1940, job growth by decade in the U.S.
had never been less than 17 percent, until 2000-2001 when it was -2.9 percent. During this period, New
York State lost 1.9 percent of its jobs, including 294,500 manufacturing jobs (39.1 percent of the industry
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total in the state), 95,200 jobs in trade, transportation, and utilities (6.2 percent of the state’s industry total),
and 79,300 jobs related to financial activities (10.7 percent of the state’s industry total). Offsetting these
losses, industry sectors with job gains during this period included education and health services, which
added 309,500 new jobs, growing the sector by 22.4 percent; leisure and hospitality, which added 86,500
jobs for a 14.0 percent increase in industry employment; and government, which added 36,400 jobs,
expanding 2.5 percent.
Tourism plays a major role in the economy of Project Area counties. The Hudson River and its surroundings
are highly valued for the money they contribute to the state economy through tourism. National Geographic
named the Hudson Valley one of its “Best Trips for 2013” and tourism and resource protection have been
identified by Governor Cuomo’s Regional Economic Development Councils as key strategies (Hudson
River Valley Greenway Association 2013). The Hudson River Valley National Heritage Area (HRVNHA),
comprising Albany, Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange, Putnam, Rensselaer, Rockland, Saratoga County
(Village of Waterford only), Ulster, and Westchester counties contribute revenue to the state’s economy
through the following:




Tourism generates over $4.7 billion in the regional economy annually;
The HRVNHA program alone generates $584,986,026 million in economic benefit, supports
6,530 jobs, and generates over $66.6 million in tax revenue per year; and
The Hudson River Valley Ramble, an annual in-water event, generates over $21 million per year
(TrippUmbach 2013).

Albany and Rensselaer Counties
The largest employer in the Albany-Schenectady-Troy Metro Area is government. According to “The
Decade in Review” (NYSDOL 2010), there were 107,300 jobs in government in 2010, a decline of -0.3
percent since 2000. Out of a total of 438,000 private sector jobs in 2010, the top sectors were education
with 85,400 jobs (up 22.0 percent since 2000); trade, transportation, and utilities, with 70,200 jobs (down
9.1 percent since 2000); and professional and business services, with 53,300 jobs (up 4.7 percent since
2000). The next five industries in the region in descending order include leisure and hospitality; financial
activities; manufacturing; natural resources, mining, and construction; and information.
The median household income of Albany County was $59,359 per year in 2012 according to the American
Community Survey. In July 2014, according to the NYSDOL, Albany County had an unemployment rate
of 5.5 percent, which is lower than the 6.2 percent unemployment rate for the 52-county upstate average.
The median household income of Rensselaer County was $58,959 per year in 2012 according to the
American Community Survey. In July 2014, according to the NYSDOL, Rensselaer County had an
unemployment rate of 5.7 percent, which is lower than the 6.2 percent unemployment rate for the 52-county
upstate average.
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Greene County
Government is also the largest employer in Greene County. There were 4,800 jobs in this sector in 2010,
an increase of 9.1 percent since 2000. Out of 10,000 private sector jobs in 2010, the top sectors were trade,
transportation and utilities with 3,100 jobs (up 14.8 percent since 2000); leisure and hospitality with 2,700
jobs (up 17.4 percent since 2000); and education and health services, with 1,300 jobs (up 8.3 percent since
2000). The next five industries in the region in descending order include manufacturing; natural resources,
mining, and construction; professional and business services; other; and information.
The median household income of Greene County was $47,539 per year in 2012 according to the American
Community Survey. In July 2014, according to the NYSDOL, Greene County had an unemployment rate
of 6.4 percent, which is higher than the 6.2 percent unemployment rate for the 52-county upstate average.
Ulster, Orange, and Rockland Counties
The Hudson Valley Region includes the counties of Ulster, Orange, and Rockland, as well as Sullivan,
Dutchess, Putnam, and Westchester. Education and health services were the largest employment sectors in
the Hudson Valley Region in 2010. There were 181,800 jobs in these sectors in 2010, an increase of 16.9
percent since 2000. Rounding out the top three, the next biggest employers were government with 171,300
jobs (up 6.2 percent since 2000); and trade, transportation, and utilities with 169,100 jobs (down 3.5 percent
since 2000). The next five industries in the region in descending order include professional and business
services; leisure and hospitality; manufacturing; financial activities; and natural resources, mining, and
construction.
The median household income of Ulster County was $58,934 per year in 2012 according to the American
Community Survey. In July 2014, according to the NYSDOL, Ulster County had an unemployment rate of
5.5 percent, which is lower than the 6.2 percent unemployment rate for the 52-county upstate average.
The median household income of Orange County was $70,712 per year in 2012. In July 2014, Orange
County had an unemployment rate of 6.3 percent, which is higher than the 6.2 percent unemployment rate
for the 52-county upstate average.
The median household income of Rockland County was $86,020 per year in 2012. In July 2014, Rockland
County had an unemployment rate of 5.4 percent, which is lower than the 7.1 percent unemployment rate
for the 10-county downstate average.
3.2.4.3

Housing

The total housing supply in New York State increased 5.6 percent between 2000 and 2010, from 7,679,307
units to 8,108,103 units, according to the Decennial Census (U.S. Census Bureau 2000b, 2010b). Housing
within each county in which the Project would be located is discussed in this section. In addition to the
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housing stock, the region also contains numerous hotels, motels, campgrounds and accommodations for
short-term visitors to the region.
Albany County
According to the Decennial Census (2010), there were 137,739 housing units in Albany County, an increase
of 6.0 percent over the total in 2000 of 129,972 units (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units
(6.0 percent) was greater than the rate of increase in population during this period (3.3 percent).
Table 3.2.4-4
Housing Units, 2000-2010
County

Housing Units, 2000

Housing Units, 2010

Net Increase

Percent Change

Rensselaer County

66,120

71,475

5,355

8.1

Albany County

129,972

137,739

7,767

6.0

Greene County

26,544

29,210

2,666

10.0

Ulster County

77,656

83,638

5,982

7.7

Orange County

122,754

137,025

14,271

11.6

Rockland County

94,973

104,057

9,084

9.6

Total

518,019

563,144

45,125

8.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Table GCT-PH1 2000a, 2010a.

Data from the Decennial Census (2010), shows that in 2010, out of 126,251 occupied housing units in
Albany County, about 57.5 percent (72,577 units) were occupied by homeowners and 42.5 percent (53,674
units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the remaining 11,488 vacant units, 1,168 were available
for sale, 3,853 were available for rent, and 6,467 were unclassified.
Table 3.2.4-5
Housing Inventory by Tenure, 2010
Occupied

Vacant

Owner

Renter

Total

For Sale

For Rent

Other

Total

Total
Units

Rensselaer
County

41,336

23,366

64,702

685

1,898

4,190

6,773

71,475

Albany County

72,577

53,674

126,251

1,168

3,853

6,467

11,488

137,739

Greene County

14,365

5,458

19,823

523

552

8,312

9,387

29,210

Ulster County

48,781

22,268

71,049

1,203

1,930

9,456

12,589

83,638

Orange County

86,756

39,169

125,925

2,008

3,158

5,934

11,100

137,025

Rockland
County

68,806

30,436

99,242

812

1,923

2,080

4,815

104,057

Total

332,621

174,371

506,992

6,399

13,314

36,439

56,152

563,144

County

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2014.
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Rensselaer County
There were 71,475 housing units in Rensselaer County in 2010, an increase of 8.1 percent over the total in
2000 of 66,120 (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units (8.1 percent) was greater than the rate
of increase in population during this period (4.5 percent). Between 2000 and 2001, 6,891 people moved to
Rensselaer County and 5,355 new housing units entered the market.
Out of 64,702 occupied housing units in Rensselaer County in 2010, about 63.9 percent (41,336 units) were
occupied by homeowners and 36.1 percent (23,366 units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the
remaining 6,773 vacant units, 685 were available for sale, 1,898 were available for rent, and 4,190 were
unclassified.
Greene County
In 2010, there were 29,210 housing units in Greene County, an increase of 10.0 percent over the total in
2000 of 26,544 (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units (10.0 percent) was greater than the
rate of increase in population during this period (2.1 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, 1,026 people moved
to Greene County and 2,666 new housing units entered the market.
In 2010, out of 19,823 occupied housing units in Greene County, about 72.5 percent (14,365 units) were
occupied by homeowners and 27.5 percent (5,458 units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the
remaining 9,387 vacant units, 523 were available for sale, 552 were available for rent, and 8,312 were
unclassified.
Ulster County
There were 83,638 housing units in Ulster County in 2010, an increase of 7.7 percent over the total in 2000
of 77,656 (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units (7.7 percent) was greater than the rate of
increase in population during this period (2.7 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, 4,744 people moved to
Ulster County and 5,982 new housing units entered the market.
In 2010, out of 71,049 occupied housing units in Ulster County, about 72.5 percent (14,365 units) were
occupied by homeowners and 27.5 percent (5,458 units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the
remaining 9,387 vacant units, 523 were available for sale, 552 were available for rent, and 8,312 were
unclassified.
Orange County
In 2010, there were 137,025 housing units in Orange County, an increase of 11.6 percent over the total in
2000 of 122,754 (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units (11.6 percent) was greater than the
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rate of increase in population during this period (9.2 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, 31,446 people
moved to Orange County and 14,271 new housing units entered the market.
Out of 125,925 occupied housing units in Orange County in 2010, about 68.9 percent (86,756 units) were
occupied by homeowners and 31.1 percent (39,169 units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the
remaining 11,100 vacant units, 2,008 were available for sale, 3,158 were available for rent, and 5,934 were
unclassified.
Rockland County
There were 104,057 housing units in Rockland County in 2010, an increase of 9.6 percent over the total in
2000 of 94,973 (Table 3.2.4-4). The rate of increase in housing units (9.6 percent) was greater than the rate
of increase in population during this period (8.7 percent). Between 2000 and 2010, 24,934 people moved
to Rockland County and 9,084 new housing units entered the market.
In 2010, out of 99,242 occupied housing units in Rockland County, about 69.3 percent (68,806 units) were
occupied by homeowners and 30.7 percent (30,436 units) were occupied by renters (Table 3.2.4-5). Of the
remaining 4,815 vacant units, 812 were available for sale, 1,923 were available for rent, and 2,080 were
unclassified.
3.2.4.4

Environmental Justice Communities

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, provides that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and lowincome populations.”
Table 3.2.4-6 lists percent minority population and the percent of population living below the poverty level
in each of the communities in which Project facilities would be located.
Table 3.2.4-6
Minority Population and Persons in Poverty In the Project Area
Place

County

Albany a/
Bethlehem
Coeymans

Albany

Ravena
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2010 Percent
Minority

2013 Below
Poverty Level

46

25.2

10

4.0

10

8.8

14

7.9
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Table 3.2.4-6
Minority Population and Persons in Poverty In the Project Area
2010 Percent
Minority

2013 Below
Poverty Level

22

19.1

10

5.1

5

5.0

30

12.4

8

12.6

Catskill a/

16

16.0

Saugerties

10

7.0

Ulster

13

10.9

Kingston City

33

17.6

Rosendale

10

8.4

14

7.8

New Paltz Town

20

22.1

Lloyd

19

10.0

Plattekill

26

9.9

Newburgh Town

32

6.4

New Windsor

35

5.1

Cornwall

14

4.6

28

5.0

29

5.3

Harriman Village

44

1.4

Tuxedo Town

17

2.0

Tuxedo Park Village

17

2.8

Marlboro

16

11.1

35

22.7

60

13.3

Place
Rensselaer
East Greenbush

County

Rensselaer

New Baltimore
Coxsackie
Athens

Esopus a/

Greene

Ulster

Woodbury Town
Woodbury Village

Ramapo
Hillburn

Orange

Rockland

a/ Crossed by or abutting pipeline ROW.
Source: U.S. Census. DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics: 2010a.
U.S. Census 2009-2013 American Community Survey.

In New York, Environmental Justice (EJ) is defined as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of
all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies (NYSDEC 2003).
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The NYSDEC has identified potential EJ Areas based on U.S. Census block groups of 250 to 500
households each that, in the 2000 Census, had populations that met or exceeded at least one of the following
statistical thresholds:




At least 51.1 percent of the population in an urban area reported themselves to be members of
minority groups; or
At least 33.8 percent of the population in a rural area reported themselves to be members of minority
groups; or
At least 23.59 percent of the population in an urban or rural area had household incomes below the
federal poverty level.

Table 3.2.4-7 identifies New York designated EJ areas in the Project Area based on the 2000 U.S. Census
data. Figure 3.2.4-1 through 3.2.4-3 shows New York designated EJ areas relative to the proposed Project
components.
Table 3.2.4-7
New York Designated Environmental Justice Communities in the Project Area
Begin MP / TMM

End MP / TMM

Crossed by Project

New York Designated EJ Area

Mainline
0.0

0.4

Yes

Albany EJ area

33.4 / 111.5

35.25 / 108.5

Yes

Catskill EJ area

64.2 / 81.8

65.3 / 80.8

Yes

Esopus EJ area

69.4 / 76.7

69.7 / 76.4

No

East side of New Paltz EJ area

76.5 / 69. 7

78.3 / 67.9

No

On opposite side of Thruway from Plattekill EJ
area

115.8

116.4

Yes

Mainline crosses southwestern corner of Hillburn
Village EJ area

BL

BL 0.0 – BL 1.1

Yes

Albany EJ area

RPL

RPL 2.0 – RPL 3.0

Yes

The RPL crosses through the southern tip of the
Plattekill EJ area

NPL

NPL 4.08 – NPL 4.28

Yes

The NPL crosses the southern edge of the
Newburgh EJ area

Laterals
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3.2.5

Cultural Resources

This section identifies known archaeological or historical resources in the Project Area. The methodology
for assessing the potential impacts on cultural resources is in accordance with the standards and methods
contained in Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections
in New York State, published by the New York Archaeological Council in 1994 (NYAC Guidelines).
Consultation with the OPRHP is ongoing. In New York State, the OPRHP serves as the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO).
Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and Section 14.09 of the New York
State Historic Preservation Act (NYSHPA), the SHPO’s role in the review process is to ensure that effects
or impacts on eligible or listed properties are considered and avoided or mitigated during the Project
planning process. In addition, the SHPO advises local communities on local preservation environmental
reviews, upon request, under the provisions of the SEQRA.
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended through 2000, requires that federal or federally permitted
projects “take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure or object
that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register [of Historic Places (NRHP)].” According
to regulations implementing the NHPA, these cultural resources are called historic properties [36 CFR Part
800, Section 800.16 (l) 1] or designated historic properties [33 CFR Part 325, Appendix C 1(a)]. These
cultural resources may be prehistoric (pre-European contact period) or historic (more than 50 years old),
and include archaeological sites and historic structures and districts. Historic properties can also be
generically termed significant cultural resources.
An Area of Potential Effect (APE) for a project is defined as that geographic area or areas within which
construction, operation or maintenance of a project may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the
character or use of historic properties [36 CFR Part 800 Section 16(d)]. There are different types of potential
effects a project may have on historic properties, including physical effects (such as ground disturbance or
destruction), noise effects or visual effects of aboveground structures on the setting of historic properties.
A potential adverse effect may occur when an undertaking alters the characteristics or use of an historic
property that qualified that property for inclusion in the NRHP. When such an adverse effect is identified
to an historic property, measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate that effect are sought in consultation with
the OPRHP.
3.2.5.1

Cultural Context
3.2.5.1.1

Precontact Period

The Precontact period of the Hudson Valley and Highland Region of New York encompasses the PaleoIndian, Archaic, Transitional and Woodland periods. Paleo-Indian period groups were the first human
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occupants of the region around 11,000 years ago when small groups began moving into northeastern North
America adapting to cooler climatic and different physiographic conditions. The groups were characterized
by small bands spread across the region, particularly along the broad meadows and river terraces, and
subsisted by hunting large and small mammals. Archaeological sites dating to this time period are most
commonly recognized by the presence of distinctive projectile points called fluted points, though these
finds are rare. Paleoindian groups of the period were likely small, mobile bands dependent on a hunting and
gathering economy.
Archaeological evidence suggests that human occupation of the region did not occur again for another 4,000
years until the Archaic period, which is subdivided into the Early, Middle, Late, and Terminal subperiods.
The Archaic groups were adept hunters, fishermen and gathering foragers that frequented favorite riverine
and uplands locations on a seasonal basis. It is generally viewed that the beginning of the Early Archaic
dates to 9500 BP. Most Early Archaic sites have been identified by the presence of projectile points
analogous to dated types found in the Southeast. Early Archaic projectile point types include Hardaway,
Palmer, Kirk, and LeCroy bifurcated points. During the Middle Archaic, inhabitants formed distinct bands
and settled into defined territories. Several new tool types were developed during this period, including
woodworking tools such as gouges and axes, and large ground stone semi-lunar knives. Archaeologists
recognize the Late Archaic period as one in which the numbers and types of sites increase dramatically. In
New York, two major Late Archaic traditions, the Lamoka and the Laurentian, are recognized. The
Terminal – or Transitional – period brought the first signs of semi-sedentary or settled village life in the
region, while permanent villages and the beginning of social order/rankings led to the Woodland period.
The Woodland period also is divided into four subperiods, Early, Middle, Late, and Final. Some evidence
of a population decline in the region exists for this time period; subsistence data indicates hunting and an
extensive dependence on shellfish, including clams, oysters, and scallops. Site distribution during the
Middle Woodland period exhibits a significant rise in frequency and occupation area. During the Late
Woodland period (ca. 1,000 – 450 B.P.) the antecedents of the historically recognized Native American
groups become recognizable. Late Woodland period characteristics include increased villages sizes,
increased sedentism, increased trade networks, and the utilization of cultigens such as maize, squash, and
beans. Settlements of the Final Woodland period were similar to the preceding period, and were
characterized by large permanent and semi-permanent settlements in riverine areas, with small seasonal
camps and a high frequency of task-specific camps located in the uplands.
3.2.5.1.2

Historic Period

Albany County was created on November 1, 1683 by New York Governor Thomas Dongan, who defined
its territory “to containe the Towns of Albany, the Collony Rensselaerwyck, Schonecteda, and all the
villages, neighborhoods, and Christian Plantaçons on the east side of Hudson River from Roelef’s Creek,
and on the west side from Sawyer's Creek (Saugerties) to the Sarraghtoga.” In 1772 with the creation of
Tryon County and Charlotte County, Albany gained definitive boundaries that included what are now
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Albany, Columbia, Rensselaer, Saratoga, and Schenectady counties; large parts of Greene and Washington
counties; and the disputed southwest corner of Vermont.
The City of Albany was the first municipality within this large county, Albany was erected as a city in 1686
by Governor Dongan. Schenectady was given a patent with some municipal rights in 1684 and became a
borough in 1765. In a census of 1697, there were 1,452 individuals living in Albany County. In 1774,
Albany County, with 42,706 people, was the largest county in colonial New York. According to the first
Federal Census in 1790, Albany County reached 75,921 inhabitants and was the largest county in the state.
Albany County is situated at a major crossroads. Even before the U.S. Interstate Highway System, Albany
County was the hub of many turnpikes and plank roads that connected the region. Today, it is in Albany
County that I-87 and I-90 meet. The Thomas E. Dewey New York State Thruway is a toll-road that from
Exit 24 in the city of Albany is Interstate 87 and travels south to connect the county with downstate New
York and the counties of Schenectady, Utica, Syracuse, Rochester, and Buffalo.
Albany County has a myriad of different architectural styles spanning centuries of development. Within the
City of Albany alone there is Dutch Colonial (the Quackenbush House), French Renaissance (the New York
State Capitol), Federal style (the original Albany Academy in Academy Park), Romanesque Revival
(Albany City Hall), Art deco (the Alfred E. Smith Building), and Modern (Empire State Plaza).
Greene County was created on March 25, 1800, by the partitioning of Albany and Ulster Counties,
producing a county of 620 square miles. On April 3, 1801, land was transferred from Delaware and Ulster
counties, raising the total area to 710 square miles. Later, land was lost to Schoharie County, reducing the
total area to 660 square miles, and reassigning Manorkill; thus producing the Greene County that exists
today.
The area of present day Ulster County was called Esopus by the Dutch settlers: it was then part of the New
Netherland Colony. In 1683, its boundaries included the present Sullivan County, and portions of the
present Delaware, Orange, and Greene Counties. In 1777, the capital of New York State was established at
Kingston, though it was subsequently moved to Kerhonkson when the British burned that city. In 1797,
portions of Otsego and Ulster Counties were split off to create Delaware County. In 1798, the southernmost
towns in Ulster County were moved into Orange County, to compensate Orange for breaking away the
southernmost portion of that county in order to form Rockland County. In 1800, portions of Albany and
Ulster Counties were split off to create Greene County. In 1809, Sullivan County was split off from Ulster
County.
Due to its small population, the original Orange County was not fully independent and shared government
functions with other counties. The first public buildings were erected in Orangetown in 1703, and the first
court was established in 1801. Due to a boundary dispute between New York and New Jersey, the extent
of many of the southern towns of the county was not established until the 19th century.
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Rockland County dates from February 23, 1798, when it was formed as an administrative division of the
State of New York. The county seat is the Hamlet of New City. Early attempts to settle the county by the
Dutch were generally unsuccessful, and in 1664 they handed over the territory to the English. Yet the Dutch
did leave a legacy in place names like Dunderberg Mountain, Sparkill and High Tor, as well as a small
collection of unique sandstone houses like the 1700 DeWint House, built in Tappan and still standing,
which later served as George Washington’s headquarters.
During the American Revolutionary War, Rockland County was a strategic crossroads, camping ground
and vital link between the northern and southern colonies. Troops often used Kings Ferry at Stony Point
and Dobbs Ferry at Snedens Landing in Palisades. The first post office in Rockland County was established
at New Antrim, now Suffern, on October 4, 1797. By 1800, the total population of the newly created County
of Rockland was nearly 6,400. The land was cleared, homes, schools and churches were built and sawmills
and gristmills erected along the numerous creeks.
During the American Revolution, when control of the Hudson River was viewed by the British as strategic
to dominating the American territories, Rockland saw skirmishes at Haverstraw, Nyack and Piermont, and
significant military engagements at the Battle of Stony Point, where General “Mad” Anthony Wayne earned
his nickname. George Washington had headquarters for a time at John Suffern's tavern, the later site of the
village of Suffern.
The American Industrial Revolution was supplied, in part, from forests and iron mines in Rockland County.
Resource utilization extracted a heavy toll on the region, especially from lumbering and agriculture, since
the poor, thin soils on hillsides were easily depleted. By the early 20th century, development along the
lower Hudson River had begun to destroy much of the area's natural beauty.
Many unsuccessful efforts were made to turn much of the Hudson Highlands into a forest preserve.
However, when the State of New York tried to relocate Sing Prison to Bear Mountain in 1909, some of the
wealthy businessmen who had homes in the area, led by Union Pacific Railroad president E. H. Harriman,
donated land as well as large sums of money for the purchase of properties in the area of Bear Mountain.
Bear Mountain/Harriman State Park became a reality in 1910, and by 1914 it was estimated that more than
a million people a year were coming to the park.
In 1833, a charter was given to the New York and Erie Railroad, which had trains running in the county by
1840. The New York and Erie Railroad was completed in 1851 becoming the longest railroad in the U.S.
stretching 483 miles from Piermont to Dunkirk on Lake Erie and the second-longest railroad in the world.
3.2.5.2

Archaeological Resources

Archaeological surveys were initiated in the proposed Project Area in the fall of 2014, the full results of
which will be presented in the FEIS. Information presented herein is based on the review of the SHPO
Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS), which revealed 23 archaeological sites previously recorded
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within the Project Area, two of which has been determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP. The remaining
21 sites have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. One previously recorded prehistoric site
(11118.000007) and one previously recorded historic site (07114.000143) was re-investigated by TRC
during the current survey and assigned additional temporary field numbers (TRC-6-NYP and TRC-8-NYP).
Additional information regarding these sites is provided in Table 3.2.5-1.
Table 3.2.5-1
Archaeological Sites Recorded within the Pilgrim Project Area
Site Name

Age/Cultural Affiliation

County

Town/City/
Village

NRHP
Eligibility

8303.000102
NYSM 11693

Papscanee Creek Site 2

Historic Farm house and Late
Woodland

Rensselaer

East
Greenbush

No DOE a/

8303.000109
NYSM 12135

Papscanne Island Nature
Preserve Site 3

Late Woodland

Rensselaer

East
Greenbush

No DOE

8303.000009

Van Buren Site

17th Century

Rensselaer

East
Greenbush

No DOE

8303.000101
NYSM 11692

Papscanee Creek Site 1

Late Woodland

Rensselaer

East
Greenbush

No DOE

00102.000572

Tech Park Prehistoric Site
LA 59-3

Prehistoric lithic scatter

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

00102.000573

Tech Park Prehistoric Site
LA 59-11

Prehistoric lithic scatter

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

00102.000556
NYSM 10915

The Exit 22 Site;

Prehistoric lithic scatter/
workshop

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

03902.000277

Meyer Prehistoric Site 1

Prehistoric lithic scatter/
Quarry

Greene

Athens

No DOE

11115.000249

Former Mt. Marion
Schoolhouse

Ca. 1849 Historic Structure

Ulster

Saugerties

No DOE

11115.000246

Brink House

Ca. 1820-1851 Historic
Structure

Ulster

Saugerties

No DOE

Prehistoric lithic scatter

Ulster

Rosendale

No DOE

Site Number
Mainline

11114.000010
11118.000007,
TRC-6-NYP

Village site

Prehistoric village site

Ulster

Ulster

No DOE

11140.000620

Duck Pond site

Prehistoric “stray find”
Susquehanna Broad point

Ulster

Kingston

No DOE

11118.000002

DeWitt Lime Kiln

18th century lime kiln

Ulster

Ulster

No DOE

07120.000241

99-32901-17L-01

Historic stone wall

Orange

Woodbury

No DOE

07115.000584

Historic Structure

Orange

New Windsor

NE b/

07154.000008

Metro North RR Bridge

Historic Bridge

Orange

Tuxedo

NE

07116.000350

Tuxedo Reserve Fairy
rock

Historic site

Orange

Tuxedo

No DOE

07116.000337

Tuxedo Reserve
Charcoal Bottom #126

Historic site

Orange

Tuxedo

No DOE

07116.000335

Tuxedo Reserve
Charcoal Bottom #61-62

Historic site

Orange

Tuxedo

No DOE

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-219

Environmental Setting

Table 3.2.5-1
Archaeological Sites Recorded within the Pilgrim Project Area
Site Number

Site Name

Age/Cultural Affiliation

County

Town/City/
Village

NRHP
Eligibility

07116.000339

Tuxedo Reserve
Charcoal Bottom #190

Historic site

Orange

Tuxedo

No DOE

19th to 20th century domestic
site with foundation and
cistern

Orange

Newburgh

No DOE

Domestic site

Orange

New Windsor

Ineligible

Roseton Product Lateral
07114.000143,
TRC-8-NYP

J.J. Jova House Site

Newburgh Product Lateral
George Clinton
Farmhouse

07115.000111

a/ DOE = Determination of Eligibility
b/ NE = Not Eligible
Source: NPS 2015, OPRHP 2015.

Survey of the Project Area through December 2014 resulted in the identification of 13 previously
unrecorded archaeological sites (three precontact, seven historic, and three multicomponent sites) and nine
isolated finds (two prehistoric and seven historic). These sites are undergoing analysis and therefore remain
unevaluated for NRHP eligibility. Additional information regarding these sites is provided in Table 3.2.5.2.
Table 3.2.5.2
Previously Unrecorded Archaeological Sites Identified within the Pilgrim Project Area
Site Name

Age/Cultural Affiliation

County

Town/City/
Village

NRHP
Eligibility

TRC-1-NYP

Multicomponent – 20th Century
Historic Field Scatter/Prehistoric
Isolated Find

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

TRC4-NYP

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

TRC-5-NYP

Prehistoric Lithic Scatter

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

TRC-15-NYP

Historic Scatter

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

IF-8

Historic Isolated Find

Albany

Bethlehem

No DOE

IF-9

Historic Isolated Find

Ulster

Ulster

No DOE

IF-10

Historic Isolated Find

Greene

Catskill

No DOE

TRC-2-NYP

Historic field scatter

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE a/

TRC-3-NYP

Historic field scatter

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

20th Century Historic Scatter

Orange

Newburgh

No DOE

Mainline

IPT Product Lateral

Roseton Product Lateral
TRC-7-NYP
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Table 3.2.5.2
Previously Unrecorded Archaeological Sites Identified within the Pilgrim Project Area
Age/Cultural Affiliation

County

Town/City/
Village

NRHP
Eligibility

Historic Scatter

Orange

New Windsor

No DOE

Multicomponent – Prehistoric
Lithic Scatter/Historic Isolated
Find

Ulster

Saugerties

No DOE

Late Woodland lithic scatter

Greene

Catskill

No DOE

IF 1

Prehistoric Isolated Find

Greene

Catskill

No DOE

IF 2

Prehistoric Isolated Find

Greene

Catskill

No DOE

TRC-11-NYP

Historic Early 19th Century
Cemetery

Greene

Catskill

No DOE

TRC-13-NYP

Historic scatter

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

IF-4

Historic Isolated Find

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

IF-5

Historic Isolated Find

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

IF-6

Historic Isolated Find

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

IF-7

Historic Isolated Find

Rensselaer

East Greenbush

No DOE

Multicomponent - Prehistoric
lithic scatter/Historic Isolated
Finds

Greene

Athens

No DOE

Site Name
Newburgh Product Lateral
TRC-9-NYP
Access Road – NY-UL-TAR-1
TRC-10-NYP
Access Road – NY-GR-TAR-18
TRC-12-NYP
Access Road – NY-GR-TAR-36

Rensselaer Pipe Yard

Multari Pipe Yard
TRC-14-NYP
a/ DOE = Determination of Eligibility

3.2.5.3

Historic Resources
3.2.5.3.1

Historic Properties

A review of NRHP and State Register of Historic Places files maintained by the OPRHP and National Park
Service was undertaken to identify potential resources. Three NRHP-listed historic resources are previously
recorded within the Project Area. Additional information regarding these sites is provided in Table 3.2.53.
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Table 3.2.5-3
Historic Properties Recorded within the Pilgrim Project Area
Site Name

Address

County

Town Code
and City

NRHP
Eligibility
(Record #)

90NR03282

Van Bergen House

Jct. of NY 9W and Schiller Park
Rd.

Greene

42
City: Coxsackie

Listed
(416032)

90NR01081

Trumpbour
Homestead Farm

1789 Old Kings Hwy.

Ulster

48
City: Saugerties

Listed
(400891)

90NR01079

Perrine's Bridge

Over Wallkill River, immediately
east of Interstate 87

Ulster

46
City: Esopus and
Rosendale

Listed
(365029)

Site Number
Mainline

Source: NPS 2015, OPRHP 2015.

3.2.6

Visual Resources

This section describes the visual context and visual resources of the Project Area. The NYSDEC identifies
the following as aesthetic resources that require visual impact analysis (NYSDEC 2000):















A property on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or State Register of Historic Places
State Parks
Urban culture parks
The State Forest Preserve
National Wildlife Refuges
National Natural Landmarks
National Parks, Recreation Areas, Seashores and Forests
Rivers designated as National or State Wild, Scenic or Recreational
A site, area, lake, reservoir or highway designated or eligible for designation as scenic
Scenic areas of statewide significance (SASS) (e.g., Catskill-Olana SASS)
A federal or state designated trail
State nature and historic preserve areas
Palisades Park
Bond Act properties.

In addition to a description of the general visual context of the Project Area, with the exception of properties
listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP which are discussed in Section 3.2.5, this section also identifies
the above resources located within the Project Area.
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3.2.6.1

Pipelines
3.2.6.1.1

Mainline

The proposed mainline route has been sited predominantly within existing ROW: approximately 79 percent
is within the NYS Thruway ROW. The northernmost approximately 4.8 miles of the mainline would be
located in the Albany Port District, an area visually dominated by industrial uses including petroleum tank
farms and storage facilities. A short section of the mainline route, starting at about MP 4.8, would cross
through undeveloped land before entering the NYS Thruway ROW at MP 5.5 (TMM 138.4). Along
Thruway portions of the proposed mainline route, the existing visual character is dominated by
transportation uses. Travelers on the Thruway have views of the land along the edge of the cleared Thruway
ROW, which varies in character and includes open land, forest, agriculture, rock outcrop, and developed
uses. At about MP 104.1 (TMM 42.4) the mainline route would shift west from the Thruway and parallel a
railroad ROW until about MP 108.8. At about 108.8 the mainline route would continue west-southwest
through undeveloped, primarily rural forested land with limited sight lines until reaching the New
York/New Jersey state line at MP 116.4. Figure 3.2.6-1 shows the aesthetic resources that would be crossed
by or adjacent to the mainline.
Table 3.2.6-1 is a list of aesthetic resources that would be crossed by or adjacent to the mainline.
In addition to the parks listed in Table 3.2.6-1, the proposed mainline would also pass adjacent to two
privately run golf courses: the Hidden Meadows Golf Course (MPs 5.0 to 5.2) in Bethlehem, New York;
and the Wiltwyck Golf Club in Kingston (MPs 56.9 to 57.6; TMMs 89.2 to 88.5).
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Table 3.2.6-1
Aesthetic Resources Crossed or Adjacent to the Mainline Route
Resource Name

Description

Location Along Mainline Route

Great Vly State
Wetland
Preservation Area

Large freshwater marsh bordered by rock
cliffs and wooded hills. Forest separates
the marsh from the Thruway

Greene and Ulster Counties - About 0.5 mile east of the
mainline from MPs 39.0 to 39.7 (TMMs106.1 to 105.5).
Between MP 39.7 (TMM 105.5) and MP 39.75 (TMM
105.45) the separation decreases to about 0.15 mile.

Bristol Beach State
Park

165 acres of undeveloped land adjacent
to the west bank of the Hudson River.

Ulster County - About 1 mile east of the mainline and
Thruway from about MP 41.6 (TMM 103.6) through MP
42.4 (TMM 102.8).

Catskill Park

1,102 square miles of public and private
lands. Over 60% of the lands are privately
owned, the rest is publicly-owned "forest
preserve‘‘

Delaware, Greene, Sullivan and Ulster Counties - Abuts
west side of mainline and Thruway from about MP 48.
(TMM 96.7) to MP 55.0 (TMM 91.0).

Perrine’s Bridge
Park

Small park and picnic area focused on the
NHRP listed Perrine’s Bridge

Ulster County - From approximately MP 64.2 (TMM 81.9)
to MP 64.45 (TMM 81.4).

Chadwick Lake Park

Reservoir for Orange County with
recreation facilities at the southern end

Orange County – About 0.36 mile east of the mainline at
its closest point at MP 82.1 (TMM 4.1) and about 0.64 mile
east of the mainline and Thruway at the southern end.

Algonquin Park

41 acre park with ball fields, playground,
nature trails, fishing, picnicking and
parking amid Civil War period powder mill
buildings

Newburgh - About 0.6 mile east of mainline MP 85.2
(TMM 61) at closest point.

New Windsor
Historic Parklands

Undeveloped forest with trails

New Windsor - Abuts east side of Thruway from MP 88.8
(TMM 57.6) to MP 89.3 (TMM 57.1).

Knox Headquarters
State Historic Park

50 acres consists of the Georgian house
of the Ellison family, built in 1754, and the
grounds around it

New Windsor - About 0.75 mile east of MP 90.2 (TMM
56.1).

Schunnemunk
Mountain State Park

2700 acres of meadow and mountain top
with trails in

Orange County - Abuts west side of Thruway from MP
93.6 (TMM 52.7) to MP 95.1 (TMM 51.2) than
approximately 0.17 mile west of Thruway until MP 96.1
(TMM 50.3).

Harriman State Park

44,000 acres - Part of the Palisades
Interstate Park System

Orange and Rockland Counties – Between MP 100.5
(TMM45.9) and 101.6 (TMM44.8) Harriman State Park
abuts the east side of the Thruway (the mainline is on the
west side). Between MP 103 (TMM 43.5) and MP 108.2
the pipeline abuts or crosses through the Park.

Sterling Forest State
Park

21,935.08 acres of nearly pristine natural
refuge amidst densely populated areas

Orange County - Small section of southeastern Forest
boundary is about 0.04 mile west of the mainline at MP
113 and about 0.14 mile west at MP 113.18.
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3.2.6.1.2

Laterals

Buckeye Lateral
The proposed BL would be located within the Albany Port District on land dedicated entirely to and visually
dominated by industrial use. No resources identified on the NYSDEC list of aesthetic resources requiring
visual analysis would be crossed or in the immediate vicinity of this lateral.
IPT Product Lateral
The proposed IPTL route would extend south from the mainline at MP 2.4 adjacent to American Oil Road.
The lateral would pass cultivated fields and a rock quarry before terminating at the IPT Terminal in East
Greenbush. The visual character is a combination of open land and industrial. The northernmost boundary
of the Papscanee Island County Nature Preserve is located adjacent to the terminus of the lateral and extends
for over 1.5 miles south of the proposed lateral route along the Hudson River. No other resources identified
in the NYSDEC list of aesthetic resources requiring visual analysis would be crossed or in the immediate
vicinity of this lateral.
Citgo and Apex Lateral
The proposed CAL route leaves the proposed mainline route at about MP 4.5 where it would head east
along Smultz Road. A small area of forest separates Smultz Road from industrial facilities to the north: the
south side is visually dominated by industrial uses (tank farm). The Papscanee Island County Nature
Preserve is located across the Hudson River and about 0.5 mile east of the terminus of the CAL. No other
resources identified on the NYSDEC list of aesthetic resources requiring visual analysis would be crossed
or in the immediate vicinity of this lateral.
Roseton Product Lateral
The RPL would leave the proposed mainline corridor at about MP 80.7 (TMM 65.5) where it would cross
through undeveloped land until about RPL MP 1.9, where it would parallel an existing utility corridor
through residential and agricultural lands. In this area, the electric towers and wires are a dominant visual
element. The lateral route would follow the utility corridor until about RPL MP 6.3 where it would turn
south and then southeast through forested land before terminating at the Buckeye Terminal adjacent to the
Hudson River. At about RPL MP 1.0, the lateral would be about 0.6 mile north of the northernmost
boundary of Chadwick Lake Park. No other resources identified on the NYSDEC list of aesthetic resources
requiring visual analysis would be crossed or in the immediate vicinity of this lateral.
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Newburgh Product Lateral
The NPL route diverts away from the proposed mainline route at MP 89.5 (TMM 56.6) and heads eastnortheast parallel to an existing electric utility corridor within the Town of New Windsor to about NPL 1.9.
Along this section of the lateral route, residences border the utility corridor on the north-northwest side and
forested lands characterize the opposite side of the corridor. Along this section of the lateral, the electric
towers and wires are a major focal point in the view: between NPL 0.6 and NPL 1.2, while still parallel to
the utility corridor, the lateral route heads northeast around the New Windsor Cantonment State Historic
Site, staying a minimum of 0.10 mile from the outer boundary of the southern portion of the site. In this
area, the lateral would be separated from the State Historic Site by forest. At approximately NPL 1.75, the
lateral route heads away from the utility corridor and turns northeast to travel through forest. Still in forest,
at about NPL 2.5, the lateral route enters the City of Newburgh and at about NPL 2.7, turns generally east
to travel through a mix of forested lands and industrial properties before reaching its end at the Global
Terminal along the Hudson River. Between NPL 3.23 and NPL 3.35 the lateral would cross through the
northern portion of Little Falls Park, a small, generally undeveloped community park with ball fields at its
southern end. Figure 3.2.6-2 shows the NPL route in the vicinity of the New Windsor Cantonment State
Historic Site and Little Falls Park.
Block Valves
Pilgrim proposes to install block valves approximately every 10 miles along the mainline route and within
the proposed mainline ROW. The majority of block valves would be below ground, but five of the valves
in New York would include aboveground elements as described in Section 2.2.1.3. Table 3.2.6-2 lists the
proposed aboveground block valve locations and identifies the visual character of each proposed site.
Table 3.2.6-2
Location and Visual Context of Aboveground Block Valves in New York
Block Valve Number

Location

Visual Character

BV 2.450

Rensselaer

On the east side of the southern Hudson River crossing in agricultural fields but within
800 feet of industrial facilities and tank farms.

BV 3.050

Bethlehem

On west side of southern Hudson River crossing adjacent to an existing access road
with Transmission lines and trees to the north and west and forest to the east and
south.

BV 80.706

Newburgh

Located at the point where the RPL would connect with the mainline within the NYS
Thruway on the west side of the Thruway with a local road and agricultural field on
the west side, the NYS Thruway on the east and NYS Thruway ROW on the north
and south.

BV 89.490

New Windsor

Located at the point where the NPL would connect with the mainline on the west side
of the NYS Thruway and within the Thruway ROW. The NYS Thruway is on the east,
and the north, south and west side of the site is forested.

BV 110.30

Tuxedo Park

Within the proposed mainline ROW just south west of Tuxedo Road. The proposed
valve site is surrounded by forest.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

3-227

Environmental Setting

!
!

!
!

80

NPL-1.5

RPL-5

RPL-7

!
!

88.5
New Windsor Cantonment
State Historic Site

!
!

85

NPL-1

!
!

Algonquin County Park

!
!

89

!
!

!
!

Chadwick Lake Park

New Windsor Historic Parklands
!
!

!
!

NPL-4.4
!
!

NPL-0.5

New Windsor Cantonment
State Historic Site
90 !!

89.5

0.5 Miles

New Windsor Historic Parklands
Knox Headquarters
State Historic Site

95

!
!

Schunnemunk Mountain

100

!
!

105

!
!

Harriman State Park

V:\PROJECTS\AUGUSTA\Pilgrim\V351_Figures\Figure 3-2-6-2 Newburgh DEC Aesthetic Resources 8x11.mxd

Sterling Forest State Park

K

0 0.5 1

110

!
!

New Jersey
2

3

4

115

Miles

MA

Legend
!
!

Milepost
Proposed Mainline Route
Proposed Lateral Route

CT

PA

116.4

!
!

VT

NY

!
!

NJ
Sources: ESRI, Pilgrim Transportation of New York, Inc, TRC, NYGIS

Conserved or Recreation Lands

Aesthetic Resources in Vicinity
of the Mainline and Newburgh Lateral
Created:
4/13/2015

Figure 3.2.6-2

14 Gabriel Drive
Augusta, ME 04330

3.2.6.2

Aboveground Facilities

Pipeline construction would require the use of temporary construction facilities at contractor and pipe yards
for storage of construction materials and construction offices. Table 3.2.6-3 lists the proposed contractor
and pipe yards along with the visual context of each site. Figures 2.2-12 through 2.2-17 show the locations
and boundaries of the contractor and pipe yards.
Table 3.2.6-3
Visual Context of Proposed Contractor and Pipe Yards
Name

Location

Visual Character

Rensselaer Contractor
and Pipe Yard

Rensselaer: Off American Oil Road at IPTL
0.1.

Site is a cultivated agricultural field separated by a
small forested area from the Hudson River to the
west, across American Oil Road from an active
quarry to the east, and immediately south of existing
oil storage terminal.

Maltari Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Athens: On East side of US9W about ½ mile
north of the intersection of 9W and Route
28. Approximately 1.2 miles east of MP 27.1
(TMM 117.3).

Existing cultivated agricultural field bounded by an
electric utility corridor on the east and US 9W on the
west. The northern and southern boundaries are
forested. The northern half of the site is also
screened from US 9W by trees. There are two
residences across US 9W from the site.

Valley Road Contractor
and Pipe Yard

Athens: On Valley Road about ½ mile west
of the MP 28.3 (TMM 116.2).

The site is a quarry on west side of Valley Road.
Bounded on all sides by Trees. Residences are
located across Valley Road from the site and
immediately south of the site.

Old Kings Highway
Contractor and Pipe
Yard

Ulster Park: Adjacent to the proposed
mainline ROW on the east side of the NYS
Thruway at about MP 49.1 (TMM 96.1).

Between Old Kings Highway to the east and the NYS
Thruway to the west with trees abutting the site on
the north and south.

JD Blake Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Lloyd: East of New Paltz on west side of US
9W and about 1/3 north of the intersection of
US 9W and Route 299 and about 5 mi east
of the Thruway.

Forested site bounded on the west and south by
vineyards, on the east by US 9W and on the north by
an industrial operation and a residence. Residences
are also located east of US 9W.

Manheim Contractor
and Pipe Yard

Newburgh: On Long Meadow Road north of
NY Route 17K.

The site is a paved parking lot surrounded by
commercial/industrial uses.

17A Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Tuxedo Park: Immediately north of Route
17A about 2.3 miles west of the mainline
and NYS Thruway.

Parcel surrounded by forest on east, south and west
and disturbed storage area on north side. Site
currently used for equipment storage.

Permanent aboveground Project structures would include the pump stations, meter stations, PIG/scrapper
launcher/catcher, and an operations center. The operations center would be either leased or purchased space
in an existing structure: exterior modifications are not anticipated to be required. The PIG/scrapper
launcher/catchers would be located within the fenced boundaries of the pump stations or in existing
terminals. The visual context of the pump station sites are identified in Table 3.2.6-4.
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Table 3.2.6-4
Visual Context of Pump Station Sites
Station Name

Location

Visual Character

At the start of the Crude mainline in the
Global Terminal.

Industrial. This site is in the Albany Port District
with an established industrial character dominated
by tank farms.

Gorman Pump Station

In the City of Rensselaer at approximately
MP1.6 in an existing tank farm.

Industrial. On paved land surrounded by large
storage tanks on the north, south and west and
American Oil Road on the east. A forested area is
located on the east side of the road. The visual
character is dominated by the storage tanks.

Kingston Pump Station

At about MP 51.9 on property owned by
Heritage Oil.

Industrial. This pump station would be constructed
on paved property with structures and facilities
owned and used by Heritage Oil. The site is within
Catskill Park.

Harriman Pump Station

At MP 101.77 (TMM 44.2) on west side of
railroad tracks and about 0.3 miles west of the
mainline.

Mixed. Open land with some trees adjacent to
railroad tracks and the Thruway.

Albany Pump Station

Meter stations would be located in or at existing terminals or associated with a pump station with established
industrial character.
3.2.7

Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound resulting from vibrations in the air (USEPA 1978). The range of
pressures that cause the vibrations that create noise is large. Noise is therefore measured on a logarithmic
scale, expressed in decibels (dB). The frequency of a sound is the “pitch” (high or low). The unit for
frequency is hertz (Hz). Most sounds are composed of a composite of frequencies. The normal human ear
can usually distinguish frequencies from 20 Hz (low frequency) to about 20,000 Hz (high frequency),
although people are most sensitive to frequencies between 500 and 4,000 Hz. The individual frequency
bands can be combined into one overall dB level.
Noise is typically measured on the A-weighted scale. The A-weighting scale was developed and has been
shown to provide a good correlation with the human response to sound and is the most widely used
descriptor for community noise assessments (Harris 1991). The faintest sound that can be heard by a healthy
ear is about 0 A-weighted decibels (dBA), while an uncomfortably loud sound is about 120 dBA.
Common descriptors used to define environmental noise are provided below.


Leq – The equivalent noise level over a specified period of time. It is a single value of sound that
includes all of the varying sound energy in a given duration. The USEPA has identified the Leq as
one of the parameters for the purpose of identifying levels of environmental noise. The L eq can be
defined for any time period (e.g., 1-hour (Leq(1), 24-hour (Leq(24)).
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Statistical Sound Levels – The A-weighted noise level exceeded a certain percentage of the time.
The L90 is the noise level exceeded 90 percent of the time and is often considered the background
or residual noise level. It is representative of the lower range of noise levels without the contribution
of intrusive noises, such as passing trains, cars, aircraft, etc.; a conservative measure of ambient
noise levels. The L10 is the noise level exceeded 10 percent of the time and is a measurement of
intrusive noises, such as aircraft overflights.



Lmax – The maximum sound level measured during the measurement period.



Lmin – The minimum sound level measured during the measurement period.

In order to provide a frame of reference, some common sound levels are listed below.











Pile Driver at 100 feet
Chainsaw at 30 feet
Truck at 100 feet
Noisy Urban Environment
Average Speech at 3 feet
Lawn Mower at 100 feet
Typical Suburban Daytime
Quiet Office
Quiet Suburban nighttime
Soft Whisper at 15 feet
3.2.7.1

90 to 100 dBA
90 dBA
85 dBA
75 dBA
60 dBA
65 dBA
50 dBA
40 dBA
35 dBA
30 dBA

Pipeline Corridor

The vast majority (approximately 79 percent) of the pipeline corridor would be located on or immediately
adjacent to the NYS Thruway. Ambient noise levels in the area are therefore likely dominated by noise
from vehicular traffic. General ambient noise levels by land use have been estimated by the USEPA
(USEPA 1978). However, a more detailed estimate is provided in the American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) standard 12.9-1993/Part 3. The standard provides estimates of existing ambient equivalent sound
level (Leq) and day-night sound level (Ldn) levels based on detailed descriptions of land use categories. The
levels are in general agreement with those published by USEPA. The ANSI standard noise estimation
divides land uses into six distinct categories. These categories, their descriptions and the estimated daytime
and nighttime Leq ambient noise levels are provided in Table 3.2.7-1.
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Table 3.2.7-1
Land Use Categories for Estimating Ambient Noise Levels

ANSI
Category

Land Use

Estimated
Existing
Daytime Leq
(dBA)

Estimated
Existing
Nighttime
Leq
(dBA)

Very heavy traffic conditions, such as in busy
downtown commercial areas, at intersections of
mass transportation and other vehicles, including
trains, heavy motor trucks and other heavy traffic,
and street corners where motor buses and heavy
trucks accelerate.

66

58

Description

1

Noisy Commercial and
Industrial Areas

2

Moderate Commercial and
Industrial Areas, and Noisy
Residential Areas

Heavy traffic areas with conditions similar to
Category 1 but with somewhat less traffic, routes of
relatively heavy or fast automobile traffic but where
heavy truck traffic is not extremely dense, and
motor bus routes.

61

54

3

Quiet Commercial,
Industrial Areas, and
Normal Urban and Noisy
Residential Areas

Light traffic conditions where no mass
transportation vehicles and relatively few
automobiles and trucks pass, and where these
vehicles generally travel at low speeds. Residential
areas and commercial streets and intersections
with little traffic comprise this category.

55

49

4

Quiet Urban and Normal
Residential Areas

These areas are similar to Category 3 above but,
for this group, the background is either distant
traffic or is unidentifiable.

50

44

5

Quiet Suburban
Residential Areas

Isolated areas, far from significant sources of
sound.

45

39

6

Very Quiet, Sparse
Suburban or Rural Areas

These areas are similar to Category 5 above but
are usually in unincorporated areas and, for this
group, there are few if any near neighbors.

40

34

Source: ANSI S12.9-1993/Part 3.

Existing ambient noise levels along the proposed Project route were estimated by determining the land uses
in the area through a review of aerial photography, and by considering the presence of vehicular traffic
noise from the NYS Thruway. Table 3.2.7-2 provides a summary of the general land uses along the corridor
by MP and TMM, including the presence of nearby NSAs and the most appropriate land use noise category
from the above table.
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Table 3.2.7-2
Land Uses Along the Proposed Mainline Route and Land Use Noise Categories

Land Uses

Adjacent to
NYS
Thruway?

ANSI
Land Use
Category

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient Daytime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient Nighttime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

---

Mostly industrial, few NSAs.

No

2

61

54

138.4

No nearby NSAs.

No

3

55

49

138.4-136

Some NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

8-11

136-133.2

Some light density residential
NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

11-13

133.2-131.2

No nearby NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

13-15

131.2-129.2

Medium density residential
NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

15-40

129.2-105.1

Scattered NSAs. Few near
corridor. Some commercial uses.
Mainly rural.

Yes

2

61

54

40-42

105.1-103.2

Golf course, some NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

42-48

103.2-97.2

Scattered NSAs, few nearby.
Some commercial and industrial
uses.

Yes

2

61

54

48-50

97.2-95.2

Medium density residential.
Some nearby.

Yes

2

61

54

50-55

95.2-91.0

Scattered NSAs. Light density
residential. Some commercial
and industrial.

Yes

2

61

54

55-58

91.0-88.0

Medium density residential
NSAs, golf course.

Yes

2

61

54

58-67

88.0-79.1

Mostly rural. Few NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

67-69

79.1-77.1

Light density residential NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

69-70

77.1-76.1

Commercial and industrial. No
nearby NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

70-82

76.1-64.2

Light density residential NSAs.
Mainly rural.

Yes

2

61

54

82-85

64.2-61.2

Medium density residential
NSAs. Some 100 feet from
corridor.

Yes

2

61

54

85-87

61.2-59.3

Commercial and industrial. No
nearby NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

87-94

59.3-52.3

Residential. Some schools.

Yes

2

61

54

94-100

52.3-46.3

Light to medium density
residential NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

100-102

46.3-44.4

Commercial.

Yes

2

61

54

102-105

44.4-41.5

Rural. Few NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

106

40.5

Residential NSAs.

Yes

2

61

54

107-111

39.5-35.6

Rural and light density residential
NSAs.

Yes

3

55

49

111-116

35.6-30.6

Rural. No nearby NSAs.

No

4

50

44

Thruway
Mile Marker
(TMM)

0-3
3-5
5-8

Milepost
(MP)
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As indicated in the above table, the vast majority of the mainline route would be located in Category 2 land
use areas due to the proximity of the NYS Thruway, with relatively high estimated daytime Leq noise levels
of 61 dBA. The lowest estimated daytime ambient noise levels in the corridor area would be along the
extreme southern end of the route (50 dBA), although no NSAs were identified in this area.
3.2.7.2

Aboveground Facilities

Aboveground facilities that would be permanent noise generators are limited to the proposed pump stations.
The land uses on and around each of these sites is described in Section 3.2.2.1. Provided in Table 3.2.7-3
below is a summary of each proposed pump station site in New York, the distances from each site to the
nearest NSA, and the estimated daytime and nighttime ambient noise levels at the NSAs.
Table 3.2.7-3
Proposed Pump Stations, NSA Locations and Estimated Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)

Pump Station

Distance to
Nearest
NSA (Feet)

Corresponding
Estimated Ambient
Daytime Leq Noise
Level

Corresponding
Estimated Ambient
Nighttime Leq Noise
Level

---

Albany Pump Station

2,000

61

54

1.6

---

Gorman Pump Station

1,800

61

54

51.85

93.7

Kingston Pump Station

200

61

54

101.8

44.6

Harriman Pump Station

1,100

61

54

Milepost
(MP)

Thruway
Mile Marker
(TMM)

0.0

Note: Estimated ambient noise levels as per Table 3.2.7-2.

3.2.7.3

Horizontal Directional Drilling

Horizontal directional drilling activities are currently proposed to occur at 64 locations along the proposed
mainline and lateral routes. The proposed HDD MP locations, the distances to the nearest NSA to each
HDD, and the estimated daytime and nighttime ambient noise levels at the NSAs, are provided in Table
3.2.7-4.
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Table 3.2.7-4
Proposed HDD Locations, NSA Locations and Estimated Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)

Distance to
Nearest
NSA (feet)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Daytime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

Corresponding
Estimated Ambient
Nighttime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

End
MP

0.14

> ½ Mile

61

54

2.56

1,600

61

54

3.61

650

55

7.63

500

61

Start
MP

Distance to
Nearest
NSA (Feet)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Daytime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Nighttime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

0.56

900

61

54

2.96

1,300

61

54

49

3.68

750

55

49

54

7.9

800

61

54

Mainline

9.4

200

61

54

9.57

200

61

54

12.21

> ½ Mile

61

54

12.45

> ½ Mile

61

54

13.65

200

61

54

13.97

300

61

54

16.13

900

61

54

16.23

800

61

54

23.14

500

61

54

23.25

500

61

54

27.5

350

61

54

27.64

350

61

54

29.82

900

61

54

29.87

900

61

54

31.2

250

61

54

31.29

400

61

54

31.45

1,100

61

54

31.98

1,200

61

54

33.8

800

61

54

34.23

600

61

54

39.78

1,100

61

54

39.8

1,100

61

54

45.27

200

61

54

45.29

50

61

54

45.82

900

61

54

45.86

900

61

54

46.38

600

61

54

46.41

800

61

54

48

500

61

54

48.02

400

61

54

48.44

250

61

54

48.79

600

61

54

49.19

300

61

54

49.21

300

61

54

49.34

150

61

54

49.36

150

61

54

49.9

350

61

54

50.26

350

61

54

51.54

400

61

54

51.66

100

61

54

54.8

1,300

61

54

55.05

1,400

61

54

56.96

1,000

61

54

57.74

1,000

61

54

59.48

1,100

61

54

59.65

600

61

54

61.7

600

61

54

62.1

1,500

61

54

64.13

700

61

54

64.4

1,200

61

54

64.86

2,300

61

54

64.88

2,300

61

54

66.05

2,200

61

54

66.08

2,200

61

54

66.26

2,200

61

54

66.29

2,200

61

54

70.7

1,100

61

54

71.15

700

61

54

71.7

200

61

54

71.74

200

61

54
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Table 3.2.7-4
Proposed HDD Locations, NSA Locations and Estimated Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)

Start
MP

Distance to
Nearest
NSA (feet)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Daytime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

Corresponding
Estimated Ambient
Nighttime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

End
MP

Distance to
Nearest
NSA (Feet)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Daytime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

Corresponding
Estimated
Ambient
Nighttime
Leq Noise Level
(dBA)

82.19

150

61

54

82.43

200

61

54

84.48

700

85.83

400

61

54

84.63

200

61

54

61

54

86.05

1,000

61

54

86.48
87.93

300

61

54

86.51

300

61

54

400

61

54

87.95

400

61

54

90.31

300

61

54

91.25

600

61

54

93.38

500

61

54

93.53

150

61

54

94.35

2,300

61

54

94.54

> ½ Mile

61

54

95.41

1,600

61

54

95.43

1,600

61

54

96.25

900

61

54

96.42

500

61

54

96.43

500

61

54

96.74

50

61

54

98.56

350

61

54

98.91

600

61

54

102.61

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.63

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.67

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.68

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.74

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.76

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.87

> ½ Mile

61

54

102.89

> ½ Mile

61

54

103.08

> ½ Mile

61

54

103.1

> ½ Mile

61

54

103.93

1,600

61

54

103.94

1,600

61

54

104.76

2,000

61

54

104.8

2,000

61

54

106.43

300

61

54

106.45

300

61

54

107.3

1,500

55

49

107.8

> ½ Mile

55

49

113.35

1,600

50

44

113.49

1,600

50

44

Roseton Product Lateral
0.53

600

61

54

0.55

400

61

54

2.11

350

61

54

2.27

900

61

54

4.65

200

55

49

4.68

400

55

49

5.75

800

61

54

5.76

800

61

54

0.33

1,100

61

54

Newburgh Product Lateral
0.28

1,400

61

54

1.23

300

61

54

1.4

300

61

54

4.04

400

55

49

4.05

400

55

49

4.27

600

55

49

4.29

800

55

49

Notes:
1. Estimated ambient noise levels as per Table 3.2.7-2.
2. NSA locations greater than one-half mile from an HDD are typically not evaluated for noise.
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4.0
4.1
4.1.1

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Natural Resources
Geology
4.1.1.1

Bedrock and Surficial Geology

The environmental settings for bedrock and surficial geology were described separately in Sections 3.1.1.1
and 3.1.1.2, respectively, because bedrock is typically deeper and is distinctly different in origin/nature
compared to surficial geologic deposits. In New York State, the bedrock deposits are “lithified” rock that
are millions of years old, whereas the surficial deposits are primarily “unconsolidated” materials associated
with glacial activities that are about 10,000 years old. Since potential project impacts for these two geologic
materials would be similar, the discussions of potential impacts (below) have been combined into a single
section.
4.1.1.1.1

Impacts During Construction

Mainline and Laterals
The proposed Project would cause minor temporary impacts on bedrock and surficial geology during
construction. Along the mainline route, bedrock and surficial geology would be temporarily disturbed by
trenching to allow for pipeline installation. The trench, typically 6 feet deep and 6 feet wide, would represent
a relatively minor disturbance compared to the natural processes that these geologic materials have
previously experienced. Bedrock deposits formed millions of years ago, and throughout their history they
have been subjected to extreme physical processes, including deposition, burial and compaction; mountain
building and metamorphism (in some areas); up to four periods of glacial advance that caused significant
erosion and further compaction; and recent erosion. The surficial glacial deposits that overlay bedrock for
most of the mainline route are at least ten thousand years old and have been subject to many of the same
physical processes. As a result of these processes and their ancient history, geologic deposits along the route
are generally compact and stable.
The majority of Project construction would take place within the NYS Thruway ROW (78.8 percent) and
other existing ROWs (7.5 percent) such as railroads, utility corridors, and roadways. Near-surface geologic
deposits have already been widely disturbed along these existing ROWs. For example, in the process of
originally designing and constructing the NYS Thruway, the engineers considered various alignments and
grades for constructability purposes and for the safety of the traveling public. Such considerations dictated
the NYS Thruway current route, which caused the roadway to be built on a combination of grades including
on fill, native soil, or rock. In all of these situations, the ground was previously modified by clearing and
grubbing activities, by adding fill on top of original ground, or by excavating or blasting to achieve the
required grade. Therefore, the near-surface was previously disturbed along the proposed mainline route
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within the NYS Thruway ROW. Additionally, subsequent maintenance activities have caused modified the
ground within the ROW, including trimming of slopes and periodic slope stabilization activities such as
removing potentially unstable materials, reducing slope angles, and installing geotechnical controls (e.g.,
rock bolts, netting). Most of these prior actions within the NYS Thruway ROW involved disturbance to
large sections of the existing ground. As such, very little undisturbed ground remains within that ROW and
no significant, long-term environmental impact to geology would occur.
Where the mainline route traverses ground off of the NYS Thruway ROW that has seen limited previous
disturbance, the nature of the Project and construction methodology would only cause minor, temporary
disturbances. Depending upon the subsurface conditions, the trench would be constructed using various
technologies including standard excavation, mechanical hammer, HDD, or shallow blasting. Where shallow
rock was encountered, as much as possible would be crushed and returned to the trench as backfill.
Depending upon the nature of the material, shallow bedrock would be removed with a backhoe, controlled
blasting, or a mechanical hydra-hammer. Blasting would only be conducted by licensed and trained
professionals (see Appendix B for the Blasting Plan). Unconsolidated soils removed to construct the
trenches would be screened as necessary, and returned to the excavated trench for backfill. Any excess earth
or rock that was removed during the excavation process would either be graded within the ROW at
designated and approved locations or transported off-site for disposal.
Along some segments of the mainline, HDD or boring would be required to create a subsurface pathway
for the pipelines. The size of the horizontal drill or boreholes would be the minimal dimensions necessary
to allow installation of the pipelines.
The mainline would traverse a wide variety of bedrock types (sandstone, shale, limestone, crystalline) and
unconsolidated surficial deposits (alluvium, till, clay, silt, sand, gravel). Although these materials would
experience temporary disturbance, none of the deposits are rare or precious, and they are widely available
at quarries in the region. As such, the Project would not significantly impact access to commodity materials.
Additionally, the mainline route does not cross any known geologic interest areas (New York State
Geologic Survey 1990).
Besides the mainline portion of the Project, five relatively short lateral pipelines are also proposed. As
discussed in Section 2.2.1.2, the laterals connect the mainline to various petroleum terminal facilities. The
laterals range in length from 0.3 miles to 7.01 miles and would have a combined total distance of 13.52
miles. The laterals would traverse a combination of industrial property, existing roadways, other utility
corridors, and previously undisturbed lands. As with the mainline, the laterals would not significantly
impact the bedrock and surficial geology due to the limited disturbance associated with construction and
the site restoration activities. In addition, the laterals would not cross any areas of geologic interest, nor
would they significantly impact the availability of geologic commodity material.
Because heavy equipment would be utilized for construction of the pipelines, there is a potential for minor
impacts on the surficial geologic materials in the event of inadvertent petroleum leaks (e.g., gasoline,
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hydraulic fluids) from the equipment. If such leaks were to occur, it is expected that they would be in small
quantities (e.g., a few quarts or less for oils, a few gallons or less for fuels). Spills/leaks of this magnitude
would only have minor impacts since they would generally affect about one cubic yard or less of surficial
soils. Best management practices involving spill control and cleanup procedures would also be established
and strictly adhered to that would minimize the frequency and potential impacts from an inadvertent
petroleum leak. Chapter 5.0 and the SWPPP (Appendix C) discuss procedures to prevent petroleum spills
during construction and to mitigate potential inadvertent releases. The Project would also assign an EI to
each construction spread to ensure compliance with all permits, Pilgrims procedures, and established BMPs.
Pump Stations
Disturbance of the bedrock and surficial geology would be minimal at the pump station sites. Shallow
grading could be required but no deep excavations are anticipated. Concrete foundations would be
constructed at the pump stations for control buildings and pumps. Because these foundations would be
relatively small (approximately 14 feet x 40 feet; 40 feet x 40 feet) and constructed at grade, the surficial
and bedrock geology would not be impacted.
Contractor and Pipe Yards and Access Roads
Disturbance of the bedrock and surficial geology would also be minimized at the contractor and pipe yards
and along the access roads. Seven contractor and pipe yards would be utilized as temporary facilities during
Project construction. These areas were selected because they have suitable locations and surficial features
that would allow use with minimal to no grading and no blasting. Potential impacts on the surficial geology
could occur in the event of a spill of petroleum products or liquid epoxy stored or handled at these locations.
Chapter 5.0 and the SWPPP (Appendix C) discuss procedures to prevent inadvertent spills and to mitigate
potential impacts. These procedures include the establishment of designated vehicle refueling areas, storage
of chemicals/petroleum products in areas with impervious surfaces, provisions for secondary containment,
on-site access to spill cleanup supplies, and oversight by a designated EI.
4.1.1.1.2

Impacts During Operation

The normal operation of the Project would not cause any impacts on bedrock or surficial geology. It is
possible that the pipelines could require occasional, limited excavation to further investigate an anomalous
condition such as a pressure drop or an irregularity detected by a smart PIG. Such excavations, if necessary,
would be infrequent and limited in scope to targeted sections of the pipeline. These activities would be far
less disruptive than the original construction process and would have no impact on bedrock or surficial
geology since they would occur in areas that had previously been excavated during construction.
There would be no impacts on bedrock or surficial geology associated with the pump stations or meter
stations.
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4.1.1.2

Topography
4.1.1.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Mainline and Laterals
Construction of the proposed Project would result in negligible to minor impacts on topography. During
the mainline and lateral pipeline construction process, some grading would be required within the
construction ROWs. The ROWs would have a maximum width of 100 feet but may be narrower in
congested areas or in other places to avoid impacts. Grading would be limited to the minimum amount
necessary to allow safe passage of work equipment and to create a stable surface for pipeline installation.
During trenching, soil and rock materials would be removed from below the ground surface along the
trench. However, once the pipelines were installed, the trench would be backfilled with soil that is free or
large rocks. The soil would be placed in lifts, compacted, and crowned slightly to accommodate some
settling. Although there may be some localized, permanent changes to grade, slopes would be blended with
the surrounding, regional topography, and overall impacts would be negligible to minor. Additionally, the
majority of the mainline would be within the NYS Thruway ROW and other existing ROWs where
construction has already modified the natural topography.
Pump and Meter Stations
Pump stations and meter stations could also require minor grading, but these locations were selected
because of relatively flat terrain and therefore no significant changes to topography would be made.
Contractor and Pipe Yards and Access Roads
Some grading would be required for preparation of the contractor and pipe yards and the access roads.
Surface improvements, including grading and gravel placement would be done at four of the proposed
contractor and pipe yards (Rensselaer, Maltari, Old Kings Highway and J.D. Blake) to improve the working
conditions of the surface. Since the proposed yards have gentle slopes already, grading would be relatively
minor to allow a uniform working surface and placement of gravel. Impacts of this activity to overall
topography would be negligible to minor.
During construction, access roads would be needed to provide access for work crews, equipment, and
materials. To the extent possible, existing roadways would be utilized. However, newly constructed TARs
would be developed. Clearing, grading, and the addition of a six-inch gravel layer may be necessary for
newly constructed access roads. Grading activities would be kept to a minimum. However, it would not be
completely avoided because a gentle-sloped, stable, surface must be established for safe transport. At the
completion of the construction activities, the road bed of TARs would be broken up with a cultivator and
re-seeded as required by the owner. The topography would be blended into the surrounding regional
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topography resulting in a negligible to minor change to original conditions. A total of 35 TARs would
become PARs to be maintained for access during operation.
Overall, during or as a result of construction, no significant impacts on topography would occur associated
with any Project component.
4.1.1.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Normal operation of the pipeline facilities would not require ground disturbance or topography altering
activities. If the pipeline needed to be exposed to perform maintenance, such activities would be infrequent
and very limited in lateral extent. Topography in the area of maintenance would be restored, thereby
preventing impacts on topography.
4.1.1.3

Unique Geological Features

The discussion of unique geological features in Section 3.1.1.4 includes separate discussions of seismicity,
landslides and ground subsidence. Since potential impacts associated with these geologic aspects can be
interrelated, they are combined into a single section below.
4.1.1.3.1

Impacts During Construction

Seismicity in the vicinity of the mainline, laterals, access roads, and Project support areas would not be
impacted by construction. According to the most recent maps produced by FEMA and the USGS, the entire
Project Area falls within zones of low-moderate seismic risk. During construction, there would be localized
ground vibrations that would occur during blasting activities, which would be limited to areas of excavation
that encounter rock that could not be removed by conventional excavation methods. Blasting would be
necessary for sections of the mainline, laterals, and possibly some of the access roads. Charge size would
be kept to the minimum size necessary to break up the rock so it could be excavated. The resulting ground
vibrations would be relatively minor, and certainly less than those that were previously produced by the
large rock cuts/blasting required for the initial Thruway construction. All blasting plans would be prepared
and reviewed by qualified geotechnical engineers in accordance with Pilgrim’s Blasting Plan (Appendix
B). In addition, field activities would be supervised by appropriately licensed blast professionals.
The potential for landslides during construction would be minimal. The majority of the mainline route runs
through low incidence areas (“less than 1.5 percent of area has been involved in landsliding” [United States
Geological Society, Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States]). In addition, much of
the route follows the Thruway ROW where slopes were adjusted during the initial construction of the
Thruway. As previously mentioned, the NYS Thruway Authority regularly evaluates potential unstable
slopes and performs slope stabilization activities as necessary. Outside of the NYS Thruway corridor, new
ROW areas would be cleared and graded to facilitate construction. As mentioned in Section 4.1.1.2, steep
slopes would be graded as necessary to create a stable surface for pipeline installation and for safe passage
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of equipment. The areas previously identified in Section 3.1.1.4.2 within high incidence areas (“more than
15 percent of area involved in landsliding” [United States Geological Society, Landslide Overview Map of
the Conterminous United States]) and those areas near historical landslides (Radbruch-Hall 1982) would
be closely evaluated prior to construction to develop final design parameters. Steep slopes that could
potentially be unstable (particularly those with clay-rich soils) would be identified and necessary
construction and engineering controls would be established.
Ground subsidence in shallow bedrock areas would not be expected to occur naturally in any of the Project
Areas nor would it be expected to result from the construction activities. Soil backfill within the trenches
would be compacted to minimize the potential for later settlement. The backfill would also be slightly
crowned at the surface, in the event that minor settlement occurred. Loose or clay-rich soils could slump in
areas where the slope is steep and newly excavated, which could result in localized subsidence. Grading in
the ROW, permanent trench breakers to prevent piping of water, as well as slope breakers to prevent the
accumulation of surface runoff would be used to minimize the potential for slumping or subsidence along
the pipeline trench.
Temporary foundations, designed by a geotechnical engineer, would be established at the contractor and
pipe yards to prevent settlement of prefabricated offices and parts facilities (e.g., trailers).
4.1.1.3.2

Impacts During Operation

After construction, excavated areas would be restored to their previous grades and re-stabilized. Routine
pipeline operations would not cause any significant changes to unique geological features (seismicity,
landslides, or ground subsidence). Because monitoring and maintenance of the pipeline would be primarily
performed with internal devices and sensors, future land disturbance would be minimal. On the rare
occasion that the pipeline needs to be physically exposed, excavations would be limited, quickly restored,
and have no impact to land stability.
As discussed in Section 3.1.1.4, there are areas where the proposed Project mainline and laterals would be
constructed on clay-rich soils. These types of soils may be prone to slumping, particularly in steeper-sloped
areas. In addition, potential ground movement resulting from natural seismic activity could be higher on
clay soils, compared to the published map presented on Figure 3.1.1-1. That figure presented a peak
acceleration (ground movement) for a uniform firm-rock site condition. These potential impacts on the
pipelines would be further evaluated during final design and pipeline alignment. Visual monitoring of the
pipeline corridor during operation would also be done to verify slope stability.
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4.1.2

Soil

This section discusses the potential impact of Project construction and operation on soil resources. General
impacts on soil are discussed first, followed by discussions of contaminated soils and erodible soils.
4.1.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Construction of the pipelines (mainline and laterals) would involve the temporary disturbance of soils along
a considerable linear distance (116 miles of mainline and 13.5 miles of laterals in New York State).
Approximately 85 percent of the mainline would be constructed within existing ROWs, the majority of
which (79 percent) would be within the NYS Thruway ROW. Because the soils along the existing ROWs
have (for the most part) been previously disturbed/impacted, the Project would have negligible to minor
long term impact in those areas. In locations where the soils were not previously disturbed, long-term
potential impacts would be greater (minor to moderate), but construction procedures and controls would be
established to minimize the impacts.
As discussed in Chapter 2.0, the pipeline would be primarily installed within a trench that is 6 feet deep and
6 feet wide. To facilitate construction, the surrounding area could require clearing and grading across a
maximum width of 100 feet. During construction, soils would be temporarily impacted by grading,
excavation, and compaction. Soils would also be more prone to erosion in areas where the vegetation cover
was stripped. To minimize these temporary impacts, erosion controls would be established as discussed in
the SWPPP (Appendix C). Such controls would include silt fencing, hay bales, erosion logs, rip rap, and
use of temporary drainage controls (e.g., waterbars, slope breakers, culverts).
To the extent possible, soils excavated during trenching would be screened, as necessary to remove larger
stones. The soil would then be used as backfill in the same general area where it was originally removed.
In locations where topsoil was stripped and stockpiled, the topsoil would be replaced as part of final grading
after the pipelines were installed. The restoration of the stripped topsoil would re-establish pre-construction
soil conditions to the greatest extent possible to ultimately support the revegetation of the work areas.
Excess soils would be disposed of at approved locations within the ROW or taken to an off-site location.
As discussed further in Chapter 5.0, the disturbed soil would be restored and stabilized by grading, seeding,
and planting of native species matching or consistent with the surrounding terrain and vegetation, or in
accordance with landowner agreements.
Since pipeline construction would utilize heavy excavation equipment and trucks, there would be a potential
for inadvertent leakage or spillage of fuels and oils. As discussed previously in Section 4.1.1.1.1, these
leaks would typically be of small quantity (a few quarts to a few gallons) generally resulting in
contamination of one cubic yard or less of soil. Mitigation controls and BMPs that would be utilized to
minimize these potential impacts are discussed in Chapter 5.0, Pilgrim’s spill prevention, control and
countermeasures are included in the SWPPP, which is provided in Appendix C. Since these spills would
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typically be small volume, easily contained and cleaned up, no significant impacts would occur from such
an accidental release.
At some of the pump stations and contractor and pipe storage yards, the soils would be temporarily impacted
by site preparation and construction activities. Of the seven contractor yards, several would require surface
work (e.g., gravel, limited grading) to prepare the site for usage. Contractor and pipe yards would also
require temporary concrete slabs for prefabricated offices and other trailers. Since the contractor and pipe
yards would be utilized for liquid storage (e.g., fuels, oils, epoxy) and vehicle re-fueling, there would be a
chance of inadvertent leaks and spills. Mitigation measures to minimize spills would include storage of
chemicals/petroleum products in appropriate containers, secondary containment, and designated re-fueling
areas. These and other measures are discussed in Section 5.3. Upon completion of construction activities,
all structures, temporary slabs, and impervious surfaces in the contractor and pipe yards would be removed.
The surface would be re-graded, loosened with a cultivator, seeded and restored to original condition or
according to the terms of the landowner agreement.
To provide access for Project construction and to minimize disruption to existing transportation corridors,
TARs would be necessary for Project use. To the extent possible, Project access roads were selected to take
advantage of existing, improved surfaces and minimize new ground disturbance. However, many of the
access roads would require site improvements that could include: localized grading, compaction, and adding
gravel. These activities would temporarily impact the underlying soils for the majority of access roads. See
Section 5.1.2 for a description of mitigation measures for access road construction.
During pipeline grading and trenching activities, environmental monitoring would include observation of
disturbed soils for the presence of potential contaminants. Heavily stained soils, unusually colored soils, or
soils with debris indicative of past dumping activities that might have included sources of contamination,
would be evaluated, and as necessary, photo-ionization devices or other testing equipment would be used.
If potentially contaminated soils were exposed, excavation would cease, spoil piles covered to prevent wind
or water erosion, and the measures provided in the Materials Handling Work Plan (Appendix M) would be
implemented. As necessary, contaminated soils would be managed, and if necessary, disposed of according
to state and federal regulatory requirements. These measures would minimize the spread of contaminated
soils within the work space, while ultimately allowing construction to be completed.
4.1.2.2

Impacts During Operation

No significant impacts associated with soil erosion or stability would be expected from normal operations
of the pipeline. During operation, the new ROW would be monitored regularly to ensure that revegetation
was occurring accordingly and there was no ongoing erosion of soil. Permanent slope breakers would be
constructed as needed to replace temporary erosion control barriers. The entire new ROW would be
maintained in accordance with BMPs and requirements of the permitting agencies and land owners.
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In the event that the pipeline required maintenance, soil disturbance would be far less than that which
occurred during construction because only the limited pipeline segment needing inspection would be
disturbed. Soils would be replaced in the excavation, and compacted and similar BMPs would be used to
ensure soil stability and site restoration. This work would result in negligible impacts on soils.
In addition to the pipelines, permanent facilities would include pump stations, meter stations, and an
operations center. Facilities would be relatively minor at the pump stations, consisting of small prefabricated buildings (14 feet x 40 feet) and concrete foundation slabs for the pre-fabricated buildings,
booster pumps and PIG launchers and/or receivers. All meter stations would be housed at existing terminals
with the meters mounted on small skids. The operations center would be located within an existing building
that would be leased or purchased. Due to their limited area, soil impacts would be minor.
4.1.3

Water

The Project’s mainline, laterals, associated facilities (pump stations, metering facilities block valves and
contractor and pipe yards), TARs and PARs would be located within areas with groundwater and surface
water resources that have varying degrees of environmental sensitivity. This section describes the potential
impacts that construction activities and subsequent facility operations could have on the groundwater and
surface water resources in the Project Area.
4.1.3.1

Groundwater Resource Impacts
4.1.3.1.1

Mainline

Construction Impacts
In general, project construction activities that have the potential to impact groundwater include shallow
excavations, HDD and boring activities, discharges of hydrostatic test water, and potential spills or leaks
of hazardous liquids such as from the refueling of construction vehicles or temporary storage of fuel, oil,
and other fluids. The Project could also encounter contaminated groundwater, and Pilgrim is researching
the specific locations of potential contaminated groundwater along the mainline and/or in the vicinity of
associated facilities and access roads. Construction of the block valves would occur in conjunction with the
pipeline facilities and pump stations, and as such potential impacts at block valves would be those that are
discussed below for these Project features.
As described in the sections that follow, temporary, minor and highly localized impacts on groundwater
could potentially occur during various construction stages of the mainline, particularly during clearing and
grading, trench excavation, and blasting. During pipeline construction, local water table elevations could
be affected by trenching and backfilling, potentially temporarily affecting wells or springs located in close
proximity to the activity. In locations where groundwater is near the surface, trench excavation could
intersect the water table, similarly affecting groundwater levels.
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Trenching
Trench dewatering could be required in areas with a high water table or after a heavy rainfall event. Data
from groundwater wells installed in the vicinity of the proposed mainline route (NYSDEC 2014) indicates
that depth to groundwater is relatively deep and is anticipated to be below the approximate 6-foot excavation
depth in most locations. While it is possible that groundwater would be encountered in a few discrete
locations, the need for groundwater dewatering along the mainline route would likely be limited. Trench
dewatering could be required in the vicinity of certain waterbody crossing locations identified in Table F-1
of Appendix F, as groundwater tends to be shallower in areas adjacent to streams and other waterbodies.
Removal of the water from the pipeline trench could result in a temporary fluctuation in the elevation of
the local groundwater table, which could potentially result in a minor impact on the yield of water supply
wells and springs located in the immediate vicinity of the activity. Trench dewatering activities would
generally be completed in a few days at a particular location; as a result, impacts would be expected to be
temporary and minor. Infiltration of dewatering effluent back into the ground would be implemented when
practicable, which would further minimize potential impact of dewatering activities on groundwater table
elevations and well/spring yields.
As described in Pilgrim’s SWPPP (Appendix C), erosion and sedimentation control BMPs such as
installation of silt fence, temporary trench plugs, interceptor dikes, and other similar construction methods
would serve to limit the inflow of surface runoff and water from adjacent wetlands and/or waterbodies into
the trench, reducing the potential need for trench dewatering and reducing the potential for impacts on
groundwater resources.
During pipeline trenching activities, environmental monitoring would include observation of the trench for
the presence of potential contaminants within encountered groundwater. Heavily stained soils, unusually
colored soils, or soils with debris indicative of past dumping activities that might have resulted in
groundwater contamination, would provide clues as to the potential for groundwater contamination, and as
necessary, photo-ionization devices or other testing equipment would be used. In addition, an oily sheen or
unnatural color to the water would provide indications of potential groundwater contamination. If
potentially contaminated groundwater were encountered, no dewatering would occur until sampling and
analysis is performed, and the measures required in a SPDES discharge permit issued for the project are
complied with. These measures would minimize the release of contaminated groundwater outside of the
trench, while ultimately allowing construction to be completed.
Water Supply Wells
Pipeline construction could potentially affect well yield and/or water quality of water supply wells located
in close proximity to the activity. As previously described in Section 3.1.3.1.5 and listed in Table 3.1.3-2,
a desktop study identified seven water supply wells within 300 feet of proposed construction areas along
the Pilgrim mainline route, four of which are located within 150 feet (NYSDEC 2014). None of the water
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supply wells identified within 300 feet of the route are public water supply wells. Pilgrim has committed to
further assess the potential presence of water supply wells in the vicinity of Project activities through
consultation with local municipalities and field surveys. Pilgrim has committed to complete preconstruction
and post-construction surveys on water supply wells encountered within 150 feet of the mainline route (and
laterals routes) to ensure and confirm that water supply wells have not been adversely affected in terms of
water quality or yield.
Accidental Spill and Leaks
Unconfined aquifers and shallow groundwater areas can be potentially vulnerable to contamination caused
by inadvertent surface spills of hazardous materials used during construction. Accidental spills and leaks
of hazardous liquids resulting from refueling of construction vehicles poses some limited risk to
groundwater resources.
As discussed in Section 4.3.4.2, an accidental release of diesel fuel or gasoline to the ground surface,
depending on the amount released, the characteristics of the soils at the spill location, and local depth to
groundwater, could percolate downward through the soil and potentially reach the groundwater table.
Potential accidental releases of fuels, oil and hazardous liquids to the ground surface during mainline
construction would likely be in limited quantities (typically less than several gallons) that could be rapidly
contained and cleaned up prior to mobilizing groundwater. As a component of Pilgrim’s SWPPP (Appendix
C), Pilgrim has developed preliminary spill prevention, control and countermeasures which would be
finalized by Pilgrim, prior to construction. The spill prevention, control and countermeasures portion of the
SWPPP, was developed in accordance with federal and state oil pollution prevention regulations and
specifies the physical measures and BMPs that would be implemented during construction to prevent the
occurrence of inadvertent spills and identify the measures that would be taken to contain, control and clean
up a spill in the unlikely event that one occurred. Implementation of the SWPPP would minimize the
potential for groundwater impacts associated with an inadvertent spill of hazardous materials. Preventive
measures identified in the SWPPP include implementation of secondary containment for transfer and
storage of petroleum products, daily equipment inspections for leaks, and restrictions on the transport of
potentially hazardous materials to the construction work areas. Implementation of Pilgrim’s SWPPP would
adequately address the storage and transfer of hazardous materials and petroleum products. As a result, the
potential for an accidental spill or leak during Project construction to contaminate local aquifers or water
supply wells would be minimal and potential impacts on groundwater would be negligible.
Contaminated Groundwater
As noted in Section 3.1.2.6 and discussed in Section 3.1.3.1.6, Pilgrim performed research to identify
potential environmental “sites of concern” relative to the potential presence of soil and/or groundwater
contamination in the vicinity of the proposed Project mainline. Initial research identified 23 potential sites
of concern within 100 feet of either side of the mainline centerline. Additional research narrowed this list
down to eleven “potential sites of concern”. There is the possibility that contaminated groundwater could
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be encountered at one of these sites. The southern boundary of BASF’s manufacturing facility site in the
City of Rensselaer would be located immediately adjacent to the proposed mainline from approximately
MP 0.5 to approximately MP 0.8. Pilgrim continues to evaluate the database search results as well as the
federal and state files to determine if field sampling would be required prior to construction at this location
or in any of the Project Areas. If contaminated groundwater is identified as occurring along the Project
route, measures would be implemented during construction to ensure that groundwater would be treated
and managed in accordance with federal and state regulations.
Operation Impacts
Under normal operations, there would be no impacts on groundwater associated with the mainline. As
described in Section 2.6, Pilgrim would be required to develop a detailed Project Operations Manual prior
to commencement of operation that would address; safety, operations, maintenance, and emergency
procedures. The Operations Manual would also include a rigorous Operations & Maintenance (O&M)
program and detailed emergency response procedures for containment and cleanup of spilled or leaked
material.
Additional detail and discussion of the potential impact in the unlikely event of a crude oil or product spill
on groundwater resources is provided in Section 4.3.
4.1.3.1.2

Laterals

Construction Impacts
Potential impacts on groundwater resources associated with the construction of laterals would be of the
same general nature, duration and magnitude as those noted above for mainline construction, as the
hydrogeological characteristics and proposed construction activities would be similar.
Groundwater is relatively deep and would be below the proposed approximate 6-foot excavation depth in
most locations, likely limiting requirements for trench dewatering associated with construction of the
laterals. Three completed water wells are located within 300 feet of the proposed RPL centerline; however,
none would be within 150 feet and construction activities would be unlikely to impact these wells
(NYSDEC 2014). Three potential environmental “sites of concern” would be within 100 feet of either side
of two proposed lateral centerlines. One potential environmental “site of concern” was identified in the
vicinity of the proposed IPTL route and two were identified in the vicinity of the proposed NPL route. If
contaminated groundwater is identified as present along any of the proposed laterals, measures would be
implemented during construction to ensure that groundwater would be managed in accordance with state
regulations.
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Operation Impacts
Potential impacts on groundwater resources associated with the operation of the five laterals would be of
the same general nature, duration and magnitude as those noted above for mainline operations. Additional
detail and discussion of the potential impact of crude oil or product spills on groundwater resources is
provided in Section 4.3.
4.1.3.1.3

Pump Stations and Meter Stations

Construction Impacts
Construction of the pump stations and meter stations would be unlikely to cause impacts on groundwater.
Effective implementation of Pilgrim’s construction phase SWPPP would minimize the risk to groundwater
posed by potential inadvertent spills and leaks of hazardous liquids resulting from refueling of construction
vehicles.
As described in Section 2.3.3.1, foundation excavation would require excavation to a depth below prevalent
frost line for the pump station site, which would be in the approximate range of four to five feet for the
Project Area. At this excavation depth, it is not anticipated that the groundwater table would be encountered
and groundwater dewatering for foundation excavation would not be anticipated at most of the pump station
locations. The Harriman Pump Station is the one exception, where the proximity to wetlands indicate
potential shallow groundwater, in which case any required dewatering would be accomplished in
accordance with SPDES permit requirements. Typically dewatering occurs such that a sump is installed to
avoid withdrawing heavily sediment laden water, and the discharge occurs within a dewatering basin in a
well vegetated location where scour would not occur as the water flows overland, with some infiltration
into the ground. The only pump station that would be located in area of relatively shallow bedrock would
be the Kingston Pump Station; however, it is considered unlikely that blasting would be required to achieve
the excavation depth. There are no known water wells installed within 300 feet of the proposed pump station
sites.
Meter station construction would be unlikely to cause impacts on groundwater resources. Were they to
occur, potential impacts would be similar to, but somewhat less than, those described above for pump
station construction, as construction activities at meter stations would be similar to those at pump stations,
but of a smaller scale.
Operation Impacts
Operation of the pump stations and meter stations would have no impact to groundwater because operations
at these aboveground facilities does not involve activities that expose or contact groundwater.
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4.1.3.1.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Construction Impacts
The Project’s proposed contractor and pipe yards would be subject to varying degrees of preparation
ranging from little in the way of site preparation at the currently paved yards to some grading and placement
of gravel cover. The site clearing and grading activities and subsequent placement of gravel, where
necessary, would disturb only the top layer of soil and because the gravel represents a permeable land cover,
there would be no impacts on the groundwater underlying the yards.
The primary risk to groundwater at contractor and pipe yards would be associated with potential inadvertent
spills and leaks of hazardous liquids resulting from refueling and maintenance of construction vehicles and
equipment or the temporary storage of fuel, oil and other fluid. In accordance with the Project SWPPP,
gasoline and diesel storage tanks at the yards would be located within impermeable secondary containment
sufficient to contain 110 percent of the volume of the respective tank, plus freeboard for precipitation.
Secondary containment would similarly be provided for drum storage of lubricants and hydraulic fluids and
for other chemicals and/or hazardous materials stored at the yards. Precautions would be taken during fuel
transfers and transfer of other chemicals to and from the yards to minimize the potential for an inadvertent
release of fuel and/or chemicals to the ground and surrounding environment. Effective implementation of
the construction phase SWPPP as related to storage and transfer of fuels and chemicals would minimize the
risk to groundwater posed by potential inadvertent spills and leaks of hazardous liquids.
There are no known water supply wells serving a public water supply system within 1 mile of a proposed
contractor and pipe yard. NYSDEC drilled well records identify the presence of an historic drilled bedrock
well (DU4851) within the boundaries of the proposed JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard site (NYSDEC
2014). The existence and current use (if any) of this well would be investigated prior to initiation of
construction and if confirmed a plan would be developed for avoiding and/or managing potential impacts.
The proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located above the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer
Systems SSA. However, there are no known public water supply wells within 1 mile of the proposed yard
and with the effective implementation of the Project SWPPP as described above construction phase
activities in the yard would be unlikely to impact the underlying SSA.
Operation Impacts
At the conclusion of Project construction, contractor and pipe yards would be restored to as near original
condition as practical or per landowner agreements, and resort back to their prior use. The pipe yards would
not be components of the operational Project.
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4.1.3.1.5

Access Roads

Construction Impacts
Impacts on groundwater resources associated with the construction and use of TARs and PARs during the
construction phase of the Project would be anticipated to be negligible. Access road construction would
involve varying degrees of roadway preparation including, at certain locations, clearing of trees and/or
vegetation, grading, subsurface treatment (as needed) and placement of gravel. Preparation of access roads
would disturb only the top layer of soil and because the gravel represents a permeable land cover, impacts
on the groundwater underlying the access roads, if any, would be minor, localized, and short-term.
While 13 of the proposed TARs would include segments located above an USEPA-designated SSA, only
one of the 13 roads, the TARs, in Rockland County proposed from mainline MP 115.68 to Route 17 (NYRO-TAR1), would have a portion located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer. A portion of this
access road would also be located within the Ramapo Aquifer and Well Field Protection Zone. Construction
vehicles and equipment traversing TARs would all comply with the SWPPP, which would minimize the
potential of impacts on groundwater associated with a potential, but unlikely, inadvertent spill of fuel or
hazardous liquids or materials.
Operation Impacts
Proposed TARs would be used only during Project construction and would be regraded and re-seeded as
required by the land owner or per permit conditions once construction was completed.
Pilgrim would also construct 35 PARs that would continue to be used after construction was completed to
access Project facilities during Project operation. Under normal use, the PARs, and the use of the PARs by
Pilgrim employees or occasional contractors, would have no impact on groundwater resources since they
would be constructed to avoid long-term changes in stormwater runoff or local hydrology characteristics.
4.1.3.2

Surface Water Resources

The section describes the potential impact that Project construction and operation could have on surface
water resources in Project Area. Surface water resources addressed in this section include major rivers,
streams and associated tributaries, lakes, ponds and reservoirs located in proximity to Project pipelines and
facilities. Also addressed are the components of the New York City water supply system that traverse the
Project Area; specifically the Delaware and Catskill Aqueducts.
To the extent practicable, the proposed mainline and laterals, pump stations, meter stations, block valves,
contractor and pipe yards, and access roads were sited to avoid surface water resources in the Project Area.
In areas where crossings of waterbodies could not be avoided, Pilgrim proposes location-specific crossing
construction methods to minimize the potential impacts on surface water resources and water quality.
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Implementation of the Project’s SWPPP (Appendix C) during construction would serve to further protect
the surface water resources in the Project Area from potential construction related impacts.
The safety aspects inherent in the design of Project pipelines and facilities, along with implementation of a
rigorous monitoring, inspection and spill response program during operation would serve to minimize
potential impacts on surface water resources over the operational life of the Project.
4.1.3.2.1

Mainline

Construction Impacts
Construction of the mainline would involve activities that have the potential to impact surface water
resources, including clearing and grading, trench excavation (and associated dewatering, when necessary),
open cut crossing of waterbodies, dry crossing of waterbodies (dam and pump and/or dry flume methods),
and methods to cross beneath waterbodies (HDD and conventional auger boring). Activities associated with
hydrostatic testing, specifically test water withdrawal and discharge could also potentially impact surface
water resources, as could potential accidental spills and/or leaks of hazardous liquids resulting from
refueling of construction vehicles. A discussion of the potential impacts of these various construction
activities on surface waters is presented in the sections that follow.
Construction Outside of Waterbody Crossing Locations
Mainline construction in upland areas would involve activities such as clearing and grading, trench
excavation, soil stockpiling, and backfilling and restoration operations, all of which have the potential to
result in the discharge of sediment laden water (either as stormwater runoff or trench dewatering effluent)
to local surface waters. Such discharges could have adverse impacts on water quality in the receiving waters
including increased total suspended solids concentrations, increased sedimentation, increased turbidity, and
decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations. Increased suspended solids and turbidity could result in a
reduction light penetration and photosynthetic oxygen production. Receiving water quality would be further
affected if discharges were to result in a resuspension of previously deposited organic material and
inorganic sediments, as these materials could exert and increased oxygen demand, potentially result in a
further decrease in dissolved oxygen concentrations. Section 4.1.6 provides a description of the potential
impact that increased suspended solids and decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations could have on the
fisheries and aquatic resources present in the receiving waters.
Ground disturbing activities associated with mainline construction would be performed in accordance with
the erosion and sedimentation control measures included in the Project SWPPP and applicable permits or
approvals. Temporary sediment barriers (e.g., silt fence, staked straw or hay bales, compacted earth, or
other equivalently effective measures) would be installed following vegetative clearing activities and prior
to initiation of ground disturbing activities in a given area along the construction ROW. These sediment
barriers would intercept the flow of potentially sediment laden stormwater runoff and/or trench dewatering
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effluent and prevent the deposition of sediments in local receiving waters. Other similar physical controls
and BMPs, as described in detail in the Project SWPPP would be implemented to minimize the potential
water quality impacts of mainline construction on surface water resources. These controls and BMPs could
include grading measures, installation of temporary water diversion/erosion control devices (e.g.,
waterbars, swales and berms, side trenches, etc.), use of trench plugs to reduce erosion and sedimentation
within trenches and isolate waterbodies, and implementation of BMPs during trench dewatering to
minimize discharge to sediment to surface waters. The appropriate implementation, inspection and
maintenance of these BMPs during mainline construction would ensure that impacts on surface water
resources associated with pipeline trenching activities would be temporary, minor and localized.
Waterbody Crossings
As presented in Appendix F, Table F-1, the proposed mainline would cross surface water resources at 232
locations. Table 4.1.3-1 below, provides a summary of the waterbodies that would be crossed by the
mainline. Proposed crossing methods are based on flow type, state-designated water quality classification
and fishery classification, and waterbody inclusion in the state PWL. With one exception, waterbodies
crossed by Project pipelines that are included in the state PWL are waters with minor impacts on water
quality where designated uses remain fully supported, but are considered “stressed”. The Hudson River is
the one PWL waterbody that would be crossed by the mainline that has designated uses that are considered
“impaired” (due primarily to the presence of PCB’s in sediments), however, crossing under the river via
HDD would eliminate the potential for construction activities to exacerbate the impaired condition of the
river.
Table 4.1.3-1
Summary of Stream Crossings and Crossing Methods - Mainline
Flow Type

State Water Quality Class, Fishery Class a/

Crossing
Method

Total
Crossings

Intermittent
or
Ephemeral

Perennial
or
River

A, A

A(T)

B, B

B(T)

C, C

C(T)

C(TS)

D, D

PWL
b/

Open Cut c/

102

102

0

2

6

17

3

71

0

3

0

44

Dry Flume or
Dam and Pump

70

1

69

11

2

2

7

41

4

2

1

22

Conventional
Auger Bore

13

7

6

0

0

1

2

7

2

0

1

4

HDD

47

15

32 d/

3

1

12

3

24

1

3

0

21

TOTALS

232

125

107

16

9

32

15

143

7

8

2

91
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Table 4.1.3-1
Summary of Stream Crossings and Crossing Methods - Mainline
Flow Type
Crossing
Method

Total
Crossings

Intermittent
or
Ephemeral

Perennial
or
River

State Water Quality Class, Fishery Class a/
A, A

A(T)

B, B

B(T)

C, C

C(T)

C(TS)

D, D

PWL
b/

a/ State water quality and fishery classifications:
AA or A - suitable for use as drinking water supply, primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of
fish, shellfish and wildlife
B - suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
C - suitable for survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation,
but other factors may limit use
D - suitable for survival of fish, shellfish and wildlife; not conducive to fishery propagation due to intermittency of flow and/or stream
bed conditions; should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, but other factors may limit use;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (T) indicates the potential presence of trout waters in a waterbody;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (TS) indicates presence of trout waters, trout spawning or spawning
habitat.
b/ PWL indicates crossing of a NYSDEC-designated Priority Waterbodies List waterbody.
c/ In waterbodies that are state-designated fisheries, open cut would be performed using a dry open cut method only, unless otherwise
expressly permitted by the appropriate federal or state agency in writing on a site-specific basis.
d/ An HDD crossing at MP 85.87 crosses under a waterbody classified as a “lake, pond”. This crossing is included in the 32 “perennial or
river” HDD crossings presented in this table.

A majority (172) of the waterbodies along the proposed mainline route are ephemeral or intermittent
streams that would be crossed using open cut excavation (102 locations) or perennial streams that would
be crossed using a dry crossing method, such as a dam and pump or dry flume (70 locations). At 13
locations, conventional auger boring would be utilized to cross waterbodies along the mainline that are also
located adjacent to a roadway and/or railway. At these 13 locations, the bore would cross beneath both the
roadway/railroad and the waterbody. Crossing of navigable waterways would be accomplished using HDD,
a trenchless installation process by which the pipeline would be installed well beneath the bottom of the
waterway. The HDD method would be implemented at 49 waterbody crossing locations along the mainline,
including two crossings of the Hudson River and a 656-foot crossing of a “ponded area” located at about
MP 85.9.
Open cut crossings would typically be implemented as a “dry open cut” to cross primarily intermittent or
ephemeral streams during times when flowing water is not present. The dry open cut crossing method
typically utilizes standard upland construction techniques, provided that water is unlikely to flow between
the initial disturbance and the final stabilization of the feature.
When water is present in a stream and “dry open cut” crossing methods are not deemed feasible, a “wet
open cut” method could be employed. The “wet open cut” crossing method would only be employed within
waterbodies that are not state-designated coldwater or trout fisheries, unless expressly permitted by the
appropriate federal or state agency on a site-specific basis. The use of “dry” or “wet” open cut crossing
methods in any waterbodies would be confirmed during the federal and state permitting processes.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-18

Significant Environmental Impacts

Trench excavation and subsequent backfilling for the open cut method typically involves the use of
backhoes or other excavation equipment working from the banks of the waterbody. Spoil would be stored
at least 10 feet from the banks (topographic conditions permitting). Following installation of the pipeline,
the trench would be backfilled with the excavated spoil materials and the bottom of the watercourse and
banks restored and stabilized. Best management practices such as silt fencing (and/or other sediment
barriers), trench plugs and other erosion and sediment control BMPs would be installed to prevent spoil and
sediment laden water from entering the waterbody from adjacent upland areas. To the extent possible a
vegetative buffer strip would be maintained along the banks on both sides of the crossing area to maintain
soil stability and provide protection against soil erosion in non-disturbed areas.
Typically, dry crossing methods would be used to cross streams where water flow was present, with the
method involving diversion of streamflow around the crossing area, to allow for a dry excavation of the
crossing. The “dry flume” method would involve partially damming the stream with sandbags at both side
of the area to be crossed and diverting flow across the crossing area within a flume pipe(s), allowing trench
excavation, pipe lay, and backfilling to occur in the dry (Figure 2.3-3 in Section 2.3). The “dam and pump”
method would involve damming the stream on upstream and downstream sides of the crossing area and
pumping flow around the crossing (Figure 2.3-4). Spoil stockpiling measures and erosion and sediment
control BMPs similar to those described above for open cut crossing methods would also be implemented
at “dry flume” and “dam and pump” crossing locations.
The primary potential impact associated with the in-stream trenching methods described above would be a
temporary increase in suspended sediments downstream of the crossing. Sediment releases would occur
during wet open cut crossings and could also occur after a dry open cut crossings, when ephemeral and/or
intermittent flows are re-established and a small amount of disturbed bottom sediments are transported by
flows. Temporary releases of sediment could occur during dry crossings, associated with the timeframe
during installation and removal of dams and/or flumes. Temporary releases of sediment could occur in the
first few days following completion of the crossings, as streambed sediments compact and stabilize.
Increased suspended sediment concentrations and resultant turbidity could reduce light penetration and
photosynthetic oxygen production. Resuspension of organic and inorganic sediments and introduction of
nutrient and chemical contaminants could increase oxygen demand and reduce dissolved oxygen
concentrations. Removal of riparian vegetation along river banks could reduce shade, increase water
temperatures and exacerbate the localized reduction of dissolved oxygen levels (a discussion of potential
impacts of waterbody crossings on aquatic ecology is provided in Section 4.1.6.). Given the short reach of
streams and rivers affected at each crossing (generally less than 100 feet) these effects would result in barely
measurable changes in temperature or dissolved oxygen. At most crossings, a vegetated buffer strip along
the bank would be maintained, with only the trench area having full vegetation removal. These impacts on
water quality would be temporary, typically associated with the several days following return of flow to the
crossing location.
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With the appropriate implementation of the construction methods and BMPs and the appropriate
implementation of streambed and bank restoration measures, all performed in accordance with the Project
SWPPP, downstream water quality impacts associated with open cut and dry waterbody crossing methods
would be temporary to short-term and minor. Should an extreme weather event occur during or immediately
following a crossing, such that pumps or flumes could not contain flow or water volumes/velocities
increased to the point where backfilled sediment or stabilized stream banks eroded, potential impacts could
increase to short-term and moderate. Because development of extreme weather events can be tracked,
mitigative measures could be implemented, such as expediting completion of stream crossings, or ceasing
work if it is just beginning, potentially including removing dam and pump or flume installations.
At 13 locations, waterbodies crossed by the mainline would be located adjacent to roadways and/or railroad
tracks. In these locations, mainline installation would be accomplished by crossing beneath the
roadway/railroad as well as the adjacent waterbody using a conventional auger boring method. Successfully
completed bores would result in no impacts on surface waterbodies. The sediment and erosion control
measures specified in the Project SWPPP would be implemented in the workspaces on both sides of a bored
crossing. Temporary sediment barriers and other BMPs would also be installed downgradient of bore pits
and soil/cuttings stockpiled to minimize the potential for discharge of sediment-laden stormwater or pit
dewatering effluent to local surface waters.
All navigable waters and some road and railroads would be crossed by HDD. Pipeline installations via
HDD avoid impacts on water resources by crossing beneath the waterbody feature rather than through it.
Successfully completed HDDs would result in no impacts on surface waters. However, in the unlikely event
of an inadvertent release of drilling fluids during drilling operations quantities of drilling fluid could be
introduced into a nearby waterbody. If such a release occurred, it would typically take place in areas near
the entry or exit points of the drill alignment, where the drill path would not be deep underground and the
drilling fluid pressure would be above the bearing capacity of the overburden soil materials or if in rock,
the drilling fluid could travel upwards through fractures. In some occasions, releases do occur directly to
the waterbody.
Horizontal directional drilling activities would be closely monitored throughout the drilling process in
accordance with Pilgrim’s BMPs for HDD Plan (Appendix D). Horizontal directional drill operators would
closely monitor annular pressures and drilling fluid return rates throughout the drilling process to detect
potential issues and minimize the potential for inadvertent release. In accordance with the HDD Plan, if a
release of drilling fluid was detected, appropriate control, containment and cleanup measures would be
implemented to reduce the potential extent and impact of the release. The drilling fluid would be a slurry
formed by a mixture of water and naturally occurring, non-toxic bentonite clay. An inadvertent drilling
fluid release would result in increased suspended sediment concentration and downstream suspended solids
deposition similar to that described above for open cut and dry crossing methods. If an inadvertent release
of drilling fluid were to occur, potential water quality impacts (increased suspended sediment, increased
sediment deposition, decreased dissolved oxygen, etc.) would be short-term and minor with the rapid
response specified in the HDD Plan.
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Hydrostatic Testing
The entire length of all Project pipelines (mainline and laterals) would be hydrostatically pressure tested
prior to operation to ensure the integrity of the system and that pipe joints are sealed and free of leaks.
Hydrostatic testing would be accomplished by flooding a pipeline segment with water, pressurizing the
water in the pipeline and performing testing procedures in accordance with 49 CFR Part 195 Subpart E,
before dewatering the pipeline. When practicable, water used to test an individual pipeline segment would
be transferred to the next segment for use in its testing, thereby reducing the total volume of water
potentially required for testing.
Hydrostatic testing of the mainline would require approximately 62,472 gallons per mile of water for the
crude oil pipeline and approximately 49,378 gallons per mile of water for the products pipeline. The
currently proposed water sources for testing of the mainline are natural in origin. Should approval for use
of a natural source at a given location be problematic, consideration could be given for use of municipal
water sources at specific locations.
The preference would be to reintroduce (discharge) the test water back to its point of origin after appropriate
measures were taken to prevent water degradation and potential introduction of foreign or undesirable
species, and to ensure that the water met environmental standards and permit requirements. If such means
were impractical or volumes were small for certain segments, such water could be transported for handling
at a POTW, or as dictated by permit conditions.
Potential water sources and discharge destinations for mainline hydrostatic test water include:


MP 3.0 – Hudson River, possible intake and discharge



MP 23.3 – 20-acre lake (Coxsackie Correction Facility public water supply reservoir) possible
intake



MP 31.6 to MP 31.7 – Stream (Catskill Creek) possible intake and discharge



MP 33.9 to MP 34.0 – Stream (Kaaterskill Creek) possible intake and discharge with well vegetated
area for disposal



MP 48.5 – Stream (Plattekill Creek) possible intake and discharge



MP 50.0 – Lake/Wetland possible intake and discharge



MP 50.7 – Stream (Esopus Creek) east of pipeline possible intake and discharge



MP 51.7 – Stream (Saw Kill) near Kingston Pump Station possible intake and discharge



MP 64.2 – River (Wallkill River) possible intake and discharge



MP 76.4 – 8-acre Pond in orchard possible intake and discharge. Also potential to purchase water
from landowner
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MP 93.5 – Stream (Moodna Creek) possible intake; MP 93.6 possible discharge in open field off
Taylor Road



MP 107.6 – River/Wetland (Ramapo River) possible intake and discharge



MP 114.3 – Pond (Cranberry Pond) possible intake

The Project would perform water withdrawals in accordance with an applicable NYSDEC water withdrawal
permit and the status of source water streamflow and water level conditions would be assessed prior to
initiating the approved withdrawal. Pumps used for hydrostatic testing within 50 feet of any waterbody or
wetland would be operated and refueled in accordance with the Project’s SWPPP. State-designated
exceptional value waters, waterbodies that provide habitat for federal or state listed threatened or
endangered species, or waterbodies designated as public water supplies, would not be used as source water
for hydrostatic testing unless appropriate federal, state, and/or local permitting agencies grant written
permission.
After tests were completed, water would be discharged in a well-vegetated area at a location at least 50 feet
from a waterbody and the flow would be routed through a dewatering/energy dissipation structure to
intercept excess sediment and residuals from the interior of the pipe (e.g., minimal quantities of dirt, welding
residues, epoxy coating residues, etc.), minimize potential erosion and provide aeration to offset potential
reduced dissolved oxygen. Some reduction in stream flow volume during withdrawals from streams or
rivers may occur, however typical requirements to minimize this impact would include that no more than
10 percent of low flow would be withdrawn. Typical permit requirements include testing discharge water
for pollutants and dissolved oxygen levels, prior to release and intermittently during discharges. No
treatment chemicals (corrosion/scale inhibitors, biocides, etc.) would be added to water used for hydrostatic
testing. Withdrawal impacts associated with entrainment/impingement are described in Section 4.1.6.
Accidental Spill and Leaks
Accidental spills and leaks of hazardous liquids resulting from refueling of construction vehicles could
potentially impact surface water resources located in the vicinity of the mainline. Potential accidental
releases of fuels, oil and hazardous liquids during mainline construction would likely be in limited
quantities (typically less than several gallons) that could be rapidly contained and cleaned up prior to
reaching a local surface water. If a fuel, oil or hazardous liquid were to enter a waterbody, in addition to
potential immediate impacts on aquatic resources (discussed in Section 4.1.6), it could contaminate the
waterbody downstream of the release point, increasing local concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons
(benzene, toluene, ethylene, and xylene), decreasing water clarity and light penetration and reducing
dissolve oxygen concentrations. The Project SWPPP includes specific BMPs that would be implemented
during construction to minimize the potential occurrence of inadvertent spills and identify the measures that
would be taken to contain, control and cleanup up a spill in the unlikely event that a spill should occur. For
instance, to the extent practical, refueling would occur at least 50 feet from a waterbody. Pumps at dam and
pump crossings would have secondary containment and spill cleanup materials would be on hand during
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refueling. These measures would serve to minimize the potential for impacts on surface waters associated
with an inadvertent spill or release of hazardous materials. Should released hazardous liquids enter a
waterbody, resultant water quality impacts would depend in the quantity released to the waterbody, the flow
regime of the waterbody (impacts on standing waters would be of longer duration than to flowing streams),
and the timing of spill containment and cleanup. Rapid implementation of the response measures provided
in the SWPPP would serve to limit impacts in the case of such a release to a surface water to minor and
temporary.
Public Surface Water Supplies
The mainline would not cross any surface waters that serve as components of public water supply systems.
As noted in Section 3.1.3.2.2, there are public surface water supply reservoirs located in proximity to the
proposed mainline construction ROW and/or downstream of proposed mainline waterbody crossings.
The Coxsackie Correctional Facility water supply reservoir, runs parallel to the mainline route from
approximately MPs 23.4 to 23.6 (TMMs 121.0 to 120.8) and would be located between 120 and 230 feet
west of and potentially downgradient of the proposed mainline. The mainline would be installed in this area
using conventional trenching techniques. Effective implementation of sediment and erosion control BMPs,
in accordance with the Project SWPPP, would minimize the potential for sedimentation related impacts on
reservoir water quality. Potential accidental releases of fuels, oil and hazardous liquids during construction
would not likely impact water quality in this reservoir, as such releases would likely be in limited quantities
(typically less than several gallons) that could be rapidly contained and cleaned up, prior to traversing the
120 to 230 foot distance to the waterbody.
The mainline would cross Silver Stream at MP 87.94 (TMM 58.4). Downstream of the crossing location
(and on the opposite side of the NYS Thruway) there is a diversion structure that, when opened, can route
flow from Silver Stream into Lake Washington, which serves as a source for the City of Newburgh public
water supply. When this diversion structure is closed, water from Silver Stream continues to flow south to
Moodna Creek and is not tributary to a public water supply. The mainline crossing at Silver Stream would
be accomplished using a dry crossing method (dry flume or dam and pump). With the implementation of
appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs at this crossing and cooperation with the municipal water
supplier to ensure that the diversion structure to Lake Washington was maintained in the closed position
during and for a brief period (e.g., 24 hours) after construction of the crossing at this location, the potential
for construction activities to impact water quality in the public water supply reservoir would be eliminated.
The mainline would cross a tributary to Cranberry Pond at MP 115.43. Cranberry Pond is not a surface
water supply reservoir, however, water is pumped from the pond into the Ramapo River to supplement
flows in the river in support of groundwater public water supply withdrawals by the UWNY’s Ramapo
Well Field. As with the Silver Stream crossing above, the crossing of the tributary to Cranberry Pond would
be accomplished using a dry crossing method and with the appropriate implementation of BMPs, potential
impacts on water quality in the stream and the downstream pond (e.g., increased total suspended solids
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concentrations, increased sedimentation, increased turbidity, and decreased dissolved oxygen
concentrations) would be temporary, minor and localized. In consideration of the indirect nature of the
water use for public water supply, the potential for the UWNY water supply to be impacted by construction
activities at this crossing would be negligible.
Public Water Supply Aqueducts
As described in Section 3.1.3.2.3, the mainline would cross the New York City public water supply system’s
Delaware Aqueduct at approximately MP 78.1 (TMM 68.1) and the Catskill Aqueduct at approximately
MP 90.05 (TMM 56.35). In the Project Area, the Delaware and Catskill Aqueducts are both drilled bedrock
tunnels approximately 900 feet (NYCDEP 2012) and 400 to 500 feet bgs (New York City Board of Water
Supply 1917), respectively, at the proposed mainline crossing locations. At this depth, the aqueducts and
their water supplies would not be impacted by mainline construction activities. The evaluation of potential
impacts of mainline construction on water quality in the aqueducts is similar to the evaluation of potential
impacts on groundwater. Trenching related impacts (fluctuations in groundwater table elevation), would
not be realized at depths of 400 to 900 feet bgs. Potential accidental spills and leaks associated with
construction activities would likely be in limited quantities (typically less than several gallons) that could
be rapidly contained and cleaned up prior to mobilizing groundwater.
Although both aqueducts have shafts that extend to the ground surface in the vicinity of the mainline route,
neither has the potential to be impacted by mainline construction. The Catskill Aqueduct “Shaft 1” is located
approximately 1,000 feet west of the proposed mainline route and at an elevation 100 feet higher than
ground elevation at the mainline. According to NYCDEP documents (NYCDEP 2012), Delaware Aqueduct
“Shaft 5” is located in the vicinity of the NYS Thruway, however its exact location has not been confirmed.
Available information (NYCDEP 2012) indicates that the shaft is non-active and sealed and, therefore, has
no potential to be impacted by construction activities in the vicinity of the mainline crossing.
Floodplains and Floodways
The mainline would cross the designated 100-year floodplain of local waterbodies in approximately 105
locations and would cross floodways in 10 locations. In many of the floodplain crossing locations and all
but one of the floodway crossing locations, the mainline would be installed below the floodplain and
floodway by HDD, eliminating the potential for construction phase flood related impacts in these areas. If
an extreme storm event (e.g., the 100-year storm event) were to occur during or immediately following
construction activities in a floodplain area, the potential flash floods and/or rising water levels could lead
to short-term, minor impacts that could include soil erosion, increased suspended sediment loadings and
sediment deposition, and the associated potential impacts on water quality and aquatic biota (a discussion
of impacts associated with fish and invertebrates is described with greater detail in Section 4.1.6). However,
during such extreme storm and resultant flood events it is typical for water quality to be naturally degraded,
and the incremental input from the Project Area would represent a minor amount compared to inputs
throughout the watershed.
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Implementation of BMPs (in accordance with the Project SWPPP) such as limited clearing of vegetation,
installation and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls, post-construction restoration of floodplain
contours and waterbody banks to preconstruction conditions, and appropriate post-construction
revegetation, would significantly reduce potential for flood-related impacts during mainline construction.
In addition to these implementation of these BMPs, weather conditions and forecasts would be closely
monitored prior to and during construction activities in floodplain areas and protective measures would be
implemented in anticipation of an extreme storm event. Such measures could include additional crew to
finish work and “button up” the site or halting work that is just beginning to avoid creating an open trench
and stockpiled soil.
Operation Impacts
Normal operation of the Project mainline would have no impact on surface water resources. Any potential
impacts of mainline pipelines on surface water resources during operation would be limited to impacts
associated with potential spills or leaks of hazardous liquids from equipment and vehicles performing
maintenance along the mainline, or from the potential, but extremely unlikely leak or spill of crude oil or
product from the mainline pipelines. Discussion of potential impacts on surface waterbodies from a pipeline
rupture is provided in Section 4.3.
In the event that a short segment of the pipeline needed inspection or maintenance requiring exposure of
the buried pipeline, the work would be performed under a SWPPP, such that disturbed soils would be
stockpiled away from waterbodies, and any resultant erosion and sedimentation would be minimal and
short-term. Disturbed areas would be regraded and revegetated immediately upon completion of any
inspection or maintenance activities.
In the unlikely event that pipeline maintenance was required within a stream channel that involved original
construction via open cut or dry crossing methods, impact types would be similar to the original
construction, but of shorter duration and smaller magnitude, particularly since there would be no or
significantly less construction corridor with disturbed soils and open trench in upland areas adjacent to the
stream.
4.1.3.2.2

Laterals

Construction Impacts
Construction of the Project laterals would involve the same general construction activities described above
for the mainline. Potential impacts on surface water resources would be similar and generally temporary,
minor and localized. A brief discussion of impacts specific to the laterals is provided below.
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Waterbody Crossings
As presented in Appendix F, Table F-1, the proposed laterals would cross surface water resources at 25
locations. The CAL, RPL, and NPL would have one, sixteen, and eight crossings, respectively. Table 4.1.32 provides a summary of proposed waterbody crossings associated with the five laterals. Crossing methods
have been based on; flow type, state-designated water quality classification and fishery classification, and
inclusion in the state PWL. A majority (19) of the proposed waterbody crossings associated with the five
laterals would employ open cut methods (14) or a dry crossing method (5). At four locations, waterbodies
crossed by the laterals would be located adjacent to a roadway and/or railway where the pipeline would be
constructed by boring beneath both the roadway/railroad as well as the waterbody. Pilgrim proposes to use
HDD to achieve lateral pipeline crossings at two waterbody locations.
Table 4.1.3-2
Summary of Stream Crossings and Crossing Methods - Laterals
Flow Type
Crossing
Method

Total
Crossings

State Water Quality Class, Fishery Class a/
PWL
b/

Intermittent
or
Ephemeral

Perennial
or
River

A, A

A(T)

B, B

B(T)

C, C

C(T)

C(TS)

D, D

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

11

11

0

5

0

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

2

0

2

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

2

0

2

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

3

3

0

0

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

1

3

0

3

0

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

2

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Citgo and Apex Lateral
Conventional
Auger Bore

1

Roseton Product Lateral
Open Cut c/
Dry Flume or
Dam and Pump
Conventional
Auger Bore
HDD

Newburgh Product Lateral
Open Cut c/
Dry Flume or
Dam and Pump
Conventional
Auger Bore
HDD

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

TOTALS

25

15

10

6

0

0

0

19

0

0

0

4
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Table 4.1.3-2
Summary of Stream Crossings and Crossing Methods - Laterals
Flow Type
Crossing
Method

Total
Crossings

Intermittent
or
Ephemeral

Perennial
or
River

State Water Quality Class, Fishery Class a/
A, A

A(T)

B, B

B(T)

C, C

C(T)

C(TS)

D, D

PWL
b/

a/ State water quality and fishery classifications:
AA or A – suitable for use as drinking water supply, primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation
of fish, shellfish and wildlife
B - suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
C - suitable for survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, should be suitable for primary and secondary contact
recreation, but other factors may limit use
D - suitable for survival of fish, shellfish and wildlife; not conducive to fishery propagation due to intermittency of flow and/or stream
bed conditions; should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, but other factors may limit use;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (T) indicates the potential presence of trout waters in a
waterbody;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (TS) indicates presence of trout waters, trout spawning or
spawning habitat.
b/ PWL indicates crossing of a NYSDEC-designated Priority Waterbodies List waterbody.
c/ In waterbodies that are state-designated fisheries, open cut would be performed using a dry open cut method only, unless otherwise
expressly permitted by the appropriate federal or state agency in writing on a site-specific basis.

Hydrostatic Testing
Hydrostatic testing of the laterals would be performed in the same manner as described above for the
mainline and the potential impact of hydrostatic test water withdrawals and discharges would similar to
those described for hydrostatic testing of the mainline. Test water volumes (gallons per mile or linear foot
of pipeline) for the laterals would be proportionally less than the volumes cited in the mainline section due
to the smaller diameter of the lateral pipelines. The hydrostatic test water intake and discharge locations for
the laterals are currently under evaluation, would be determined prior to construction and appropriate
permits and approvals would be secured for all water withdrawals and discharges.
Accidental Spill and Leaks
Potential impacts of lateral construction from accidental spills or leaks of hazardous liquids would be the
same as those described above for the mainline.
Public Surface Water Supplies
The laterals would not cross any surface waters that serve as components of public water supply systems.
As noted in Section 3.1.3.2.2, a public surface water supply reservoir is located downstream of several
small streams crossed by the proposed RPL route. The RPL would cross tributaries to Quassaick Creek in
seven locations that flow towards the south and discharge to Chadwick Lake. Chadwick Lake is a Class A
waterbody that is a component of the Town of Newburgh Consolidated Water District municipal water
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supply system. The RPL crossings of the tributaries would be located between approximately 0.7 and 1.3
miles upstream of Chadwick Lake. Six of these tributaries are intermittent and the crossings would be
achieved by open cut excavation, with the exception of the seventh crossing (the widest of the crossings, at
27 feet), which would be accomplished using a dry crossing method. Effective implementation of erosion
and sediment control BMPs at these crossings, in accordance with the Project SWPPP, would ensure that
potential impacts on the tributary streams would be temporary, minor and localized and the potential impact
to water quality in Chadwick Lake would be negligible.
Public Water Supply Aqueducts
The RPL would cross the New York City public water supply systems’ Delaware Aqueduct at RPL MP
4.67 and RPL MP 6.43. At the crossing locations, the aqueduct is a drilled bedrock pressurized tunnel
located approximately 600 feet bgs (NYCDEP 2012). At this depth, the aqueduct and its water supplies
would not be impacted by RPL construction activities. Trenching related impacts (fluctuations in
groundwater table elevation), would not be realized at depths of 600 feet bgs. Potential accidental spills and
leaks associated with construction activities would likely be in limited quantities (typically less than several
gallons) that could be rapidly contained and cleaned up prior to mobilizing groundwater.
Available information (NYSDEC 2012) indicates that Delaware Aqueduct Shaft 5A, an active shaft, is
located in Town of Newburgh along Lattintown Road approximately 200 feet south of the proposed RPL
near RPL MP 4.67. Based on USGS mapping, the shaft building appears to be at approximately the same
grade or at slightly higher ground surface elevation than the ground surface elevation in the vicinity of the
lateral. With appropriate implementation of erosion and sediment control BMPs as well as spill control
measures, RPL construction would have no impact to the Delaware Aqueduct via this shaft location.
Floodplains and Floodways
The proposed laterals would cross the designated 100-year floodplain of local waterbodies in approximately
15 locations and would cross floodways in two locations. Crossing methods in floodplain locations would
consist generally of a either open cut excavation or dry crossing methods. The one exception would be
conventional auger boring beneath Quassaick Creek, a portion of its floodplain and its entire floodway in
the vicinity of NPL MP 4.28. As discussed above for the mainline, with the appropriate implementation of
erosion and sedimentation control BMPs, included in the Project SWPPP, such as limited clearing of
vegetation, installation and maintenance of erosion and sediment controls, post-construction restoration of
floodplain contours and waterbody banks to preconstruction conditions, and appropriate post-construction
revegetation, impacts on floodplains and floodways from construction of the laterals would be negligible
during normal stream flow periods and could be short-term and minor in the event of a flooding.
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Operation Impacts
Impacts associated with operation of the laterals would be the same as those described above for the
mainline. That is, no impacts during normal operation of the laterals, and only minor and temporary impacts
in the event of maintenance or repair work within or adjacent to a waterbody.
4.1.3.2.3

Pump Stations and Meter Stations

Construction Impacts
Pump station construction would not be likely to cause impacts on surface water resources. All pump
stations, except for one, would be well removed (more than 250 feet away) from surface waterbodies.
Consequently, pump station construction would have no potential for impact to surface water resources,
except for the Kingston Pump station. The Kingston Pump Station site is located immediately to the south
of Saw Kill, a Class B tributary to Esopus Creek. Construction would consist generally of site clearing and
grading, excavation and construction of foundations, installation of piping and electrical systems,
construction of buildings and machinery, and final grading and stabilization. Implementation of the erosion
and sediment control BMPs provided in the Project SWPPP (and described in detail in the mainline
construction section) and implementation of the Project SWPPP would minimize the potential risk that
construction activities would impact Saw Kill.
Several of the pump stations would be located within the 100-year floodplain of a nearby surface water.
The Albany and Gorman Pump Station sites are located within the 100-year floodplain of the Hudson River.
Both of these stations would be on previously developed urban sites and the disturbance area associated
with pump station construction would be small. Approximately half of the property proposed to be occupied
by the Kingston Pump Station is located within the 100-year floodplain of Saw Kill and the Harriman Pump
Station site is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Ramapo River. Ground disturbance at these
previously undeveloped sites would be greater than at the developed urban sites.
A detailed description of potential water quality impacts associated with mainline construction in floodplain
areas is provided in the mainline section. Potential water quality impacts (soil erosion, increased suspended
sediment loadings and sediment deposition, and the associated potential impacts on water quality and
aquatic biota) could occur associated with potential flooding during extreme storm events (e.g., the 100year storm event), however, these impacts would be anticipated to be short-term and minor and would be
consistent with the natural degradation of water quality that occurs throughout the watershed during such
extreme events. As discussed in the mainline section, implementation of erosion and sedimentation control
BMPs in accordance with the Project SWPPP, along with other measures such as tracking of weather
conditions and, if necessary, temporarily halting construction activities, would further minimize the
potential for such impacts.
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Construction impacts from meter station installation would not occur, because none are proximate to
waterbodies, the disturbance area would be small, and most would be within already developed upland
areas.
Operation Impacts
During normal Project operation the proposed pump stations and meter stations would cause no impact to
surface water resources.
4.1.3.2.4

Block Valves

Construction Impacts
Construction of the aboveground and below ground block valves would be unlikely to cause impacts on
surface water resources. Below ground block valves would be constructed in line with the mainline and
construction impacts would be similar to those associated with mainline construction. Construction of
aboveground block valves at the Albany, Gorman, Kingston and Harriman Pump Stations would result in
impacts similar to those described above for construction of the pump stations because the valves are within
the footprint of the pump station work areas.
Construction of the other aboveground block valve facilities (Hudson River crossing, the intermediate
location at MP 41.96, Saw Kill crossing, RPL tie-in, NPL tie-in, and intermediate location at Tuxedo Road)
would involve site clearing and grading to establish the aboveground valve station and its access road,
installation of crushed stone both as a sub-base for the concrete pad and as the surface course of the access
road and valve yard, and installation of the concrete pad. With one exception, these other aboveground
block valves would be located well removed (at a distance of least 250 feet) from local surface waterbodies,
with roadways located between the valve site and the waterbodies. The proposed aboveground block valve
at Tuxedo Road (MP 110.191) would be located approximately 125 feet south of a Class C(T) perennial
tributary to the Ramapo River, but like the other valve sites, would be separated from the waterbody by a
roadway (Tuxedo Road). Implementation of the erosion and sediment control BMPs provided in the Project
SWPPP (and described in detail in the mainline construction section) and implementation of the Project
SWPPP would minimize the potential risk that construction activities would impact the Ramapo River or
other local waterbodies.
Several of the aboveground block valves would be located in areas where they would or could be located
within a 100-year floodplain of a local waterbody. The aboveground block valves at the Albany, Gorman,
Kingston and Harriman Pump Stations would (or could in the case of Kingston) be located within a 100year floodplain. Potential impacts related to this are discussed above in the pump station discussion. The
other proposed aboveground block valve sites within a 100-year floodplain are the two proposed Hudson
River crossing sites, located on either side of the river at MP 2.45 and MP 3.06.
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As noted in the mainline and the pump station sections, potential water quality impacts (soil erosion,
increased suspended sediment loadings and sediment deposition, and the associated potential impacts on
water quality and aquatic biota) could occur associated with potential flooding during extreme storm events
(e.g., the 100-year storm event), however, these impacts would be anticipated to be short-term and minor
and would be consistent with the natural degradation of water quality that occurs throughout the watershed
during such extreme events. As discussed in the mainline section, implementation of erosion and
sedimentation control BMPs in accordance with the Project SWPPP, along with other measures such as
tracking of weather conditions and, if necessary, temporary halting construction activities, would further
minimize the potential for such impacts.
Operation Impacts
During normal Project operation the proposed below ground and aboveground block valves would have no
impact on surface water resources.
4.1.3.2.5

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Construction Impacts
As described in Section 4.1.3.1.4, the activities posing some potential risk for impact to surface water
resources at the Project’s proposed contractor and pipe yards would be the site preparation activities
(clearing, grading, and placement of gravel cover, where necessary) and potential inadvertent spills and
leaks of hazardous liquids associated with day-to-day activities at the yard during the construction period
(potential releases resulting from refueling of construction vehicles or storage of fuel, oil and other fluid).
Potential impacts on surface waters associated with these activities include water quality impacts associated
with discharge of sediment laden stormwater runoff (increased total suspended solids concentrations,
increased sedimentation, increased turbidity, and decreased dissolved oxygen concentrations) and water
quality impacts associated with discharges of stormwater runoff containing residuals of accidentally
released fuels other hazardous liquids (oil sheens, and localized toxicity). The effective implementation of
the SWPPP during the preparation and use of the contractor and pipe yards would ensure that potential
impacts on surface water resources in the vicinity of the yards would be temporary, minor and local.
Preparation of the yards for use during construction would be performed in accordance with the Project
SWPPP and appropriate sediment and erosion control BMPs (temporary sediment barriers, site grading
measures, temporary water diversion/erosion control devices, etc.) would be implemented prior to initiation
of construction and would be maintained in-place throughout the use of the yard during the construction
phase of the process. At the conclusion of Project construction, contractor and pipe yards would be graded,
seeded/stabilized, restored to as near original condition as practical or per landowner agreements, and
returned to their previous use, or as dictated by permit conditions.
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As described in Section 4.1.3.1.4, chemical and fuel storage at the yards and procedures associated with the
storage, transfer and use of fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids and other chemicals and hazardous materials
stored, transferred or used at the yards during the construction period would be performed in accordance
with the Project SWPPP. Gasoline and diesel storage tanks at the yards would be located within
impermeable secondary containment sufficient to contain 110 percent of the volume of the respective tank,
plus freeboard for precipitation. Secondary containment would similarly be provided for drum storage of
lubricants and hydraulic fluids and for other chemicals and/or hazardous materials stored at the yards.
Precautions would be taken during fuel transfers and transfer of other chemicals to and from the yards to
minimize the potential for an inadvertent release of fuel and/or chemicals to the ground and surrounding
environment.
Operation Impacts
The yards would be restored to preconstruction conditions or as requested by the property owner upon
completion of construction and would not be components of Project operation.
4.1.3.2.6

Access Roads

Construction Impacts
As presented in Appendix F, Table F-3, proposed TARs would cross surface water resources at 67 locations
and proposed PARs would cross surface water resources at three locations. All TARs and PARs that cross
waterbodies would be located along the mainline. To the extent possible, TARs and PARs were sited to
take advantage of existing dirt roads, trails, or farm roads, so that the required improvements would be
minimal. Table 4.1.3-3 below, provides a summary of waterbody crossings associated with the TARs and
PARs. Temporary and PARs would cross intermittent or ephemeral streams in 23 locations, perennial
streams or rivers in 45 locations and a lake (Canoe Lake) in one location.
A range of improvements could be required to establish the TARs, potentially including clearing, grading,
subsurface treatment and/or placement of a maximum of 6 inches of gravel. Temporary culverts would be
installed as required to maintain flow beneath the roads. Temporary bridges would be used where needed
and culvert placement is not feasible. Potential impacts on surface waters associated with the construction
of the access roads and their waterbody crossings include water quality impacts associated with temporary
releases of sediment during stream crossing construction and with minor discharge of sediment laden
stormwater runoff from other segments of the roads. These impacts would include increased total suspended
solids concentrations, increased sedimentation, increased turbidity, and decreased dissolved oxygen
concentrations. The TARs would only be in use during the construction of the Project, including through
final cleanup and restoration, and after that would revert to the landowner. The effective implementation of
the Project SWPPP during the preparation and use of TARs would ensure that potential impacts on surface
water resources in the vicinity of the access roads would be temporary, minor and local.
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Table 4.1.3-3
Summary of Stream Crossings of Temporary and Permanent Access Roads
Flow Type

State Water Quality Class, Fishery Class

Total Crossings

Intermittent
or
Ephemeral

Perennial,
River or
Lake a/

A, A

A(T)

B, B

B(T)

C, C

C(T)

C(TS)

D, D

70

23

46

3

2

9

1

49

1

5

0

PWL

20

State water quality and fishery classifications:
AA or A – suitable for use as drinking water supply, primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and
propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
B - suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
C - suitable for survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, should be suitable for primary and secondary contact
recreation, but other factors may limit use
D - suitable for survival of fish, shellfish and wildlife; not conducive to fishery propagation due to intermittency of flow and/or
stream bed conditions; should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, but other factors may limit use;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (T) indicates the potential presence of trout waters in a
waterbody;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (TS) indicates presence of trout waters, trout spawning or
spawning habitat;
PWL indicates crossing of a NYSDEC-designated Priority Waterbodies List waterbody.
a/ One lake (Canoe Lake) is proposed to be crossed by a TAR near MP 30.0.

Sediment and erosion control BMPs would be installed and maintained, in accordance with the Project
SWPPP, prior to and throughout the use of TARs. Temporary measures implemented at stream crossings,
such as temporary culverts, mats and other measures, would be removed upon completion of construction
and preconstruction conditions restored to the extent practicable. Appropriate sediment and erosion control
BMPs (temporary sediment barriers, site grading measures, temporary water diversion/erosion control
devices, etc.) would be implemented prior to initiation of construction and would be maintained in-place
throughout the use of the access roads.
Operation Impacts
Temporary access roads would be used only during Project construction (proposed to occur within a single
year duration) and would be returned to pre-existing conditions, or as required by the land owner and in
compliance with permit conditions, once construction was completed.
The Project would also construct a total of 35 PARs that would continue to be used after completion of
construction to provide access to Project facilities during Project operation. Only three of the 35 PARs
would cross waterbodies. There would be no impacts on surface waters associated with the use of these
PARs during Project operation, since culvert sizing would allow for storm flows and their use would not
introduce sediment or pollutants into waterbodies to any greater extent than a typical roadway.
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4.1.4

Air
4.1.4.1

Anticipated Air Quality Impacts

Construction Impacts
Construction activities along the pipeline ROW and at the aboveground facility sites would result in
emissions of fugitive dust from vehicular traffic and soil disturbance, and emissions from diesel and
gasoline-fired construction equipment. There could also be some temporary indirect emissions attributable
to construction workers commuting to and from work sites during construction. Large earth-moving
equipment and other mobile sources are sources of combustion-related emissions, including criteria
pollutants (i.e., NOx, CO, VOC, SO2, and particulate matter) and small amounts of HAPs and GHGs.
Construction activities would produce fugitive particulate emissions. Particulate emissions are regulated by
the USEPA based upon size, with standards set for particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM 10) in
diameter and particulate matter with a nominal aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM 2.5). In
addition, construction emissions are considered trivial as defined by NYSDEC (Subpart 201-3.3) and would
be unlikely to cause or significantly contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS due to the temporary and
transient nature of the construction activity. Estimates of air quality impacts from construction activity are
discussed in greater detail below.
Fugitive Dust Emissions
Fugitive dust would result from land clearing, grading, excavation, concrete work, and vehicle traffic on
unpaved roads. The amount of dust generated would be a function of construction activity, soil type, soil
moisture content, wind speed, precipitation, vehicle traffic, vehicle types, and roadway characteristics.
Emissions would be greater during dry periods and in areas of fine-textured soils subject to surface activity.
Pilgrim would employ proven construction-related practices to control fugitive dust such as application of
water or commercially-available dust control agents on unpaved areas subject to frequent vehicle traffic.
Table 4.1.4-1 shows a worse case estimate of fugitive dust emissions for the 10 month construction period
of the Project, assuming water would be sprayed over the active sites as a control to reduce emissions. In
reality, the aggregation of time periods within each spread when only clearing is occurring (a non-soil
exposing activity), or restoration and seeding has occurred (thereby eliminating exposed soil), the estimate
is more realistic when based on 8 months of disturbed soil conditions, resulting in 721 tpy for PM10 and 77
tpy for PM2.5. Given the dispersed and intermittent nature of fugitive dust emissions both along the length
of the pipelines, and over the 10 month construction duration, these levels are unlikely to affect regional
compliance with NAAQS for particulates. The methodology and calculations are provided in Appendix K
of this DEIS.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-34

Significant Environmental Impacts

Table 4.1.4-1
Fugitive Dust Emissions from Construction Activities (tpy)
Year

PM10

PM2.5

2017

902

96

Source: TRC 2014

Construction Engine Emissions
Construction-related emission estimates are based on a typical construction equipment list, hours of
construction equipment operation, and vehicle miles traveled by the construction equipment and supporting
vehicles for the pipelines (mainline and laterals) and aboveground facilities. This conservative estimate is
based on worst-case assumptions and USEPA emission factors. Estimated air emissions from construction
equipment would be transient for the entirety of construction period, resulting in minimal impact to the
NYS Thruway area (especially compared to daily motorist traffic along the Thruway) and regional air
quality (see Table 4.1.4-2 below).
There would also be some emissions attributable to vehicles driven to deliver construction equipment and
materials to the construction sites. Emission factors in grams per vehicle mile traveled for on-road vehicles
were obtained from the EPAMOVES2010b (Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator) model. The most recent
version of the software was not used as significant bugs have been discovered in the most recent version
MOVES2014. Emissions from non-road construction equipment engines used during Project construction
were estimated based on the anticipated types of non-road equipment and their associated levels of use.
Emission factors in tons per day were obtained using the most recent version of USEPA’s NONROAD
model (USEPA NONROAD 2002).
Table 4.1.4-2 summarizes the estimated emissions of criteria pollutants and GHG emissions respectively
from construction equipment for both non-road and on-road equipment and material deliveries. When the
Project’s construction emissions are compared to current regulatory and health standards, emissions from
these sources are explicitly negligible.
Table 4.1.4-2
Non-Road and On-Road Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, HAPs, and GHG (tpy)
Year

CO

NOx

PM10/PM2.5

SO2

VOC

Total HAPs

CO2

2017

3.78

13.90

0.92

0.35

0.96

0.15

3,874.07

NYDEC De Minimis
Threshold

100

40

25

40

40

--

--
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A majority of the mainline would parallel the NYS Thruway. An estimation of the emissions produced by
traffic along the portion of the Thruway that parallels the mainline was compared with the Project’s
estimated emissions from construction. Table 4.1.4-3 shows that the Project’s estimated emissions would
be well below (less than 1 percent) the average emissions estimated for traffic along the NYS Thruway in
the Project Area. Thus, estimated construction emissions would be below the NYDEC De Minimus
Thresholds (see Table 4.1.4-2 above) and construction of the mainline along the NYS Thruway would
create a negligible source of emissions, especially when compared with emissions from vehicles traveling
the Thruway. Methodology and calculations are provided in Appendix K of this DEIS.
Table 4.1.4-3
Project Equipment Emissions Compared to NYS Thruway Emissions (Tons)
Year

CO2e

CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

SO2

VOC

Project

4,494

16

11

0.40

0.40

0.05

0.70

NYS Thruway

1,188,106

20,217

3,898

113

71

16

620

Project as % of
Thruway

0.38%

0.08%

0.28%

0.36%

0.57%

0.30%

0.11%

Emissions from Commuting
There would be some emissions attributable to vehicles driven by construction workers commuting to and
from the Project work sites during construction. Emission factors in grams per vehicle mile traveled for onroad vehicles were estimated using the EPAMOVES2010b model.
Table 4.1.4-4 provides estimates of tailpipe emissions of criteria pollutants and GHG emissions respectively
from vehicles that would be used by commuting construction workers.
Table 4.1.4-4
Construction Worker Commuting Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, HAPs and GHG (tpy)
Year

CO

NOx

PM10/PM2.5

SO2

VOC

Total HAPs

CO2e

2017

15.09

4.56

0.17

0.03

0.46

0.05

2,605.93

NYDEC De Minimis
Threshold a/

100

40

25

40

40

--

--

a/ NYSDEC Subpart 231-1.9.

Detailed construction emissions calculations along with the methodology and emissions factors used are
provided in Appendix K.
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4.1.4.2

GHG Impacts and Climate Change Effects

GHG Impacts
New guidance provided by the CEQ suggests reviewing GHG emissions when proposing a new project
while taking into account the possible effects of climate change on the project as well as the possible
contributions of the project to climate change. The discussion below is relevant to that CEQ guidance.
A study was done for the Pilgrim Project (ERM 2014) comparing the GHG emissions from pipeline
operation to that of a barge carrying product on the Hudson River. As shown in Table 4.1.4-5, the study
concludes that Project operation would produce 19.5 percent less GHG than the barges that would carry the
same volume of product and crude (ERM 2014 [study provided in Appendix K]). Appendix K provides the
methodology and estimation of emissions of GHG for the entire length of the mainline.
Table 4.1.4-5
Comparison of estimated GHG Emissions from Project Operation and Hudson River Barges
(metric tpy)
Transport Type

CO2e

Pipeline

58,642

Hudson Barges

72,888

Source: ERM 2014 (provided as Appendix K).

Essentially all of the emissions from Project operation would be indirect emissions associated with
electricity use by pumps at the pump stations. Other potential emissions not included in Appendix K would
be attributed to the commuting of approximately 30 full time workers to and from the operations center and
are considered insignificant compared to the total GHG emissions (and would be insignificant in the context
of Albany area GHG emissions). Table 4.1.4-6 lists estimated GHG emissions from Project operation.
Table 4.1.4-6
GHG Emission (metric tpy)
Source

CO2e

Direct – Fugitive emissions from valves

0.011

Indirect – Electricity for pumps

58,642

Source: ERM 2014 (provided as Appendix K).

According to the Greenhouse Tailoring Rule, this Project would not be a significant source of GHG
emissions as it would not produce a potential of greater than 100,000 short tons of CO2e per year (90,718
metric tons). Based on the low level of estimated GHG emissions relative to acceptable limits and the
geographic distribution of the indirect emissions (electricity would be drawn from multiple providers), the
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Project would be unlikely to contribute to climate change in any measurable way. Should the Project replace
the use of some barges for the transport of crude or product, pipeline operation would indirectly reduce
GHG emissions.
In addition to directly emitting CO2, removal of CO2 sinks such as vegetation has also been suggested to be
a contributing factor to climate change since vegetation acts to reduce the CO2 in the air. During
construction of the Project, some vegetation would be removed to lay the pipeline and to stage equipment.
However, once the pipeline was in place and contractor and pipe yards were no longer in use, the temporary
workspace along the pipeline ROW and contractor and pipe yards would become generally restored to
preconstruction states. Thus, relative to CO2 sink removal, impacts the Project would be unlikely to make
a measureable contribution to climate change.
Climate Change Effects
The CEQ recommends that new projects be analyzed for potential vulnerabilities to climate change effects
(e.g., hazardous weather increases). In contrast to barges or overland transport by truck or rail, which would
be susceptible to hazardous weather and changes to conditions on the Hudson River, the pipeline would be
largely protected from hazardous weather due to its placement underground. Therefore, operation of the
pipeline would be minimally effected by hazardous weather increases or other potential effects of climate
change.
4.1.5

Terrestrial Ecology

This section summarizes the potential construction and operation impacts on the vegetative cover types and
wildlife that could be impacted by the proposed Project facilities. The emphasis of vegetative impacts in
this section is on the forested and non-forested upland vegetation communities. Table 3.1.5-1 in Section
3.1.5 provides the approximate acreage of forested land and non-forested vegetated uplands that would be
affected during construction and operation of the Project. Discussion of impacts on wetland vegetation
communities can be found in Section 4.1.8.
Construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in both temporary and permanent impacts
on terrestrial ecosystems, including disturbance of vegetation and wildlife within the construction ROW.
The entire ROW would be cleared to a maximum width of 100 feet; however, in congested areas, the ROW
width would generally narrow to 75 feet, but could narrow to 50 feet in select areas. Approximately 116
miles of mainline and 14 miles of lateral pipelines are proposed for a total of approximately 129.9 miles of
pipeline in New York. Approximately 79 percent of the mainline would be located along the NYS Thruway
ROW, and an additional approximately 7.5 percent would be co-located with other existing ROW, including
transmission lines, roads, and railroads. Following construction, the entire ROW and temporary workspaces
would generally be restored to preconstruction conditions. A permanent 10-foot ROW within the NYS
Thruway ROW, and a 50-foot ROW elsewhere along the mainline and laterals would be maintained as
herbaceous and other low-growing vegetation.
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Construction impacts on vegetation resources are classified based on the duration and significance of
impacts. Temporary or short-term impacts are those that generally occur during construction with
vegetation returning to preconstruction conditions in less than three years after construction, Long-term
impacts require more than three years to revegetate but conditions would return to their preconstruction
state during the life of the Project. Permanent impacts are those that modify vegetation resources to the
extent that they would not return to preconstruction conditions during the life of the Project. The potential
short-term, long-term and permanent impacts on major vegetation types and wildlife habitat are discussed
below.
4.1.5.1

Vegetation
4.1.5.1.1

Mainline and Laterals

Construction Impacts
Impacts on vegetation associated with construction include partial or complete removal of vegetation,
increased soil compaction, mixing of soil profiles, and erosion that create poorer soil conditions with a
resulting potential negative effect on vegetation productivity and health, increased potential for the
introduction and establishment of non-native and invasive species, and a local degradation of the vegetation
component of wildlife habitat (FERC 2014). Pilgrim would implement erosion control measures as
described in its SWPPP (Appendix C) and mitigate the introduction of non-native and invasive species by
adhering to an Invasive Species Management Plan (ISMP) (Section 4.1.5.1.5).
Vegetation acreages are shown in Table 3.1.5-1 in Section 3.1.5. Based on these acreages, construction of
the mainline would result in impacts on approximately 564.1 acres of forest, 4.4 acres of open uplands, and
433.0 acres of maintained vegetation (mowed roadside and lawn, cropland, and cleared/open space).
Construction of the laterals would result in impacts on approximately 47.1 acres of forest and 49.7 acres of
maintained vegetation. The BL would be constructed and operated entirely within existing paved areas, and
therefore this lateral would not impact vegetation and is not discussed further in this section.
The laterals would not cross any open uplands. As previously discussed, a significant portion of the
proposed pipelines (mainline and laterals) would be within existing ROWs and developed corridors,
particularly the NYS Thruway ROW, as well as transmission line, other roads, and railroad ROWs.
Construction of the pipelines within existing ROWs would limit impacts on vegetation by minimizing land
use change and tree clearing associated with construction.
The pipeline ROW and temporary workspaces in non-paved areas would be cleared of vegetation prior to
construction to provide a safe working area. The limits of clearing would be identified in the field prior to
the start of clearing operations and the cleared width within the ROW and temporary construction
workspaces would be kept to a minimum. Where the ROW needed to be cleared for construction, any trees
would be cut into lengths, chipped on the ROW, or removed to an approved site. In temporary workspaces,
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tree stumps and rootstock would be left in place wherever possible to facilitate natural revegetation. Tree
stumps would be removed along the trench line to allow pipeline installation or where necessary in order
to safely construct the Project. Relatively little clearing or removal of herbaceous vegetation would be
required in locations where the Project facilities would be located primarily along existing maintained
ROWs and roads.
Construction in forested lands would remove the tree canopy over the entire width of the construction ROW,
which would change the structure and environment of the underlying area. The regrowth of shrubs and trees
within the temporary workspaces would reduce the edge effect and provide connectivity between adjacent
forested tracts to some extent (Tewksbury et al. 2002), but the impact would be long-term, since it may take
decades before these areas resemble the forest vegetation that was present before construction, and as such
are considered moderate.
Most impacts on agricultural lands would be temporary, as these areas are disturbed annually to produce
crops and would typically return to their previous condition shortly following construction, cleanup, and
restoration (FERC 2014), and as such are considered negligible. Pilgrim would maintain topsoil segregation
throughout all construction activities in agricultural lands in order to mitigate impacts on subsequent crop
production. Lands currently dominated by herbaceous growth would revegetate quickly, often within one
growing season after seeding and otherwise typically within 3 years, depending on a number of factors
(FERC 2014), and as such are considered minor. Cleared scrub-shrub vegetation would likely require 3 to
5 years to regain their woody composition (FERC 2014), but this is a relatively small percentage of the
vegetation cover acreage, and as such impacts are considered minor.
In addition, soils that were previously shaded by the tree canopy would receive increased amounts of light,
which could lead to drier soils and higher soil temperatures (FERC 2014). Trees on the edge of the ROW
might be subject to mechanical damage to trunks and branches and root impacts from soil disturbance and
compaction, all of which could result in the decreased health and viability of some trees and root systems
(FERC 2014). Some edge trees that were previously within dense forested stands may also lack stability
following removal of adjacent supporting trees, which could result in increased susceptibility to wind
damage or blowdown (FERC 2014).
Upon completion of construction activities, the proposed construction workspaces (except for areas already
existing as gravel or pavement), would be seeded as part of final restoration at the end of construction. The
land area not contained in the permanent ROW would be allowed to revegetate, with forested areas
returning to forest habitat. In addition, Pilgrim would work with landowners to determine what, if any,
specific requested plantings can be provided.
Operation Impacts
Operation of the mainline would result in permanent impacts on approximately 148.2 acres of forest. There
would be 1.7 acres of open uplands and 73.5 acres of maintained vegetation that would remain as such,
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even with ongoing vegetation management activities. Operation of the laterals would result in
approximately 16.6 acres of permanent impacts on forest, with another 16.4 acres of maintained vegetation
would remain as such (see Table 3.1.5-1 in Section 3.1.5). The laterals would not cross any open uplands.
Routine maintenance of the ROW would be required to allow continued access for routine pipeline patrols,
maintenance activities, and visibility during aerial patrols. In upland areas, maintenance of the ROW would
involve periodic mowing, brush hogging or hand removal to prevent the re-growth of trees and tall woody
species. This maintenance would result in permanent conversion of some areas of existing upland forested
vegetation to herbaceous or scrub-shrub vegetation; however, because the pipeline would be co-located
primarily within existing ROWs, forested vegetation impacts have been minimized in comparison to a route
that created a new ROW.
4.1.5.1.2

Pump Stations

The Albany and Gorman Pump Stations would be located entirely within paved areas, and therefore there
would be no impacts on vegetation from construction or operation of those facilities. Construction and
operation of the Kingston Pump Station would result in permanent impacts on approximately 0.6 acre of
forest and approximately 0.1 acre of maintained vegetation, and construction and operation of the Harriman
Pump Station would permanently impact approximately 0.2 acre of open uplands (Table 3.1.5-1) and
wetlands (see Section 4.1.8). Temporary impacts on vegetation within construction workspaces at these
pump stations would be similar to those described above for the pipelines. Temporary workspace areas used
during construction would be stabilized, seeded and allowed to revegetate upon completion of construction
activities. For all pump stations combined, the vegetation impacts of construction and operation are both
considered minor, due to the small acreages involved.
4.1.5.1.3

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Seven locations are proposed for use as contractor and pipe yards, all of which would be used just during
construction, resulting in only short-term and minor impacts on vegetation. In total, the areas proposed for
contractor and pipe yards occupy approximately 12.4 acres of forest, 6.7 acres of open uplands, and 38.0
acres of maintained vegetation (Table 3.1.5-1). Temporary impacts on vegetation from construction and
operation of the contractor and pipe yards would be similar to those described above for the pipelines. Upon
completion of the construction, gravel would be removed from previously vegetated areas of the temporary
contractor and pipe yards would be stabilized, re-seeded, and allowed to revegetate, or would be restored
according to landowner agreements. See Section 4.1.2 for measures to minimize impacts on soil, which
could then affect soil productivity and the resulting vegetation community.
4.1.5.1.4

Access Roads

Construction of TARs would result in temporary impacts due to the removal of approximately 33.5 acres
of forest, 8.8 acres of open uplands, and 34.1 acres of maintained vegetation (Table 3.1.5-1). Construction
of PARs would result in permanent impacts due to the removal of approximately 2.5 acres of forest, 0.2
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acres of open uplands, and 1.4 acres of maintained vegetation (Table 3.1.5-1). The majority of the identified
roads have existing gravel, asphalt or concrete surfaces and could be used with little or no improvement.
To the extent practicable, Pilgrim proposes to use existing public and private road crossings along the
pipeline route as the primary means of accessing the ROW. Where existing roads were not available,
Pilgrim sited the proposed TARs to the extent possible along or in existing ROWs or smaller linear features
such as farm roads, woods roads or trails. In some locations, upgrades could be required, such as brush
removal and tree trimming, or slight widening at sharp bends to allow safe access along the existing access
roads. Temporary access roads along the existing ROWs could also require new gravel and/or equipment
matting where gravel placement is not feasible or desirable. Therefore, impacts due to construction of TARs
would range from short-term and negligible where little upgrading is required to long-term and minor where
forest clearing would be required for TAR construction. Impacts due to construction of PARs would be
permanent but minor due to the small acreage of forest involved (2.5 acres).
4.1.5.1.5

Invasive and Non-Native Species

Invasive species are non-native species that compete with native species resulting in a deleterious or
undesirable change in vegetation communities and the habitat characteristics afforded by these
communities. Their introduction can cause habitat degradation and loss, the loss of native fish, wildlife and
plant species, the loss of recreational opportunities and income, and crop damage and diseases in humans
and livestock (NYSDEC 2015a). Invasive species have a detrimental effect upon the state's natural
communities and systems by out-competing native species, diminishing biological diversity, altering
community structure and, in some cases, changing ecosystem processes (NYCRR 2014). Highway
corridors provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species through the landscape by movement
on vehicles and in the loads they carry, as well as from spraying and mowing operations (FHA 2000). Weed
seed can be inadvertently introduced into the corridor during construction on equipment and through the
use of mulch, imported soil, gravel, or sod, and some invasive plant species have been deliberately planted
in erosion control, landscape, or wildflower projects in the past (FHA 2000).
Invasive species such as common reed (Phragmites australis) and purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)
have been documented in many locations along the portion of the proposed mainline that would be located
within the NYS Thruway ROW. Movement of vehicles and other equipment during construction and
operation along the proposed ROW adjacent to the NYS Thruway could spread invasive species from one
location to another, and contribute to habitat degradation and loss in areas where native species currently
dominate. Similarly, movement of vehicles and equipment along other existing ROWs such as railroads or
overhead electric utility easements could also spread invasive species from one location to another. Where
Project facilities are located in more natural areas, there would be less likelihood of invasive species being
present, but there would be potential for introduction of invasive species.
Machinery and equipment used to remove vegetation and soil could come in contact with invasive plant
species that exist at the site and could inadvertently transfer those species seeds, roots, or other viable plant
parts via tires, treads/tracks, buckets, etc. to another location on site, to a separate Project site, or to any
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location in between. Topsoil that was stripped from the surface of a site during construction and set aside
for reuse during restoration could also present an opportunity for the establishment of an invasive species
population if it was left exposed. Additionally, fill sources (e.g., gravel, crushed stone) for construction
purposes would also have the potential to act as a pathway for invasive species transfer if the fill source
itself contained viable plant parts, seeds, or roots. By co-locating the majority of the mainline and laterals
along existing corridors where vegetation disturbance and maintenance is ongoing, the Project largely
avoids the possibility of introducing invasive plant species into non-fragmented natural vegetation
communities.
Pilgrim would prepare and implement an ISMP, consistent with NYSDEC guidance for utility projects.
Combined with the co-location of much of the pipelines’ along existing corridors, these measures would
serve to minimize adverse impacts. Mitigation for potential impacts from potential transfer of invasive
species is discussed in Section 5.1.5. With implementation of a carefully planned ISMP, mitigation
measures proposed in Chapter 5.0, and BMPs, the Project would have a minor impact on native vegetation
from the transfer of invasive species.
4.1.5.2

Wildlife Resources
4.1.5.2.1

Mainline and Laterals

Construction Impacts
As discussed in Section 3.1.5.2, the Project Area along the NYS Thruway offers little habitat for species
that are intolerant of some amount of habitat degradation and disturbance, and many species are considered
to not have the potential to breed or otherwise occur in this area. Heavy traffic and associated noise,
nighttime lights, as well as routine vegetation maintenance allows habitat only for those species that are
opportunistic and accustomed to human disturbance, such as noise and light. Clearing, excavating, and
grading along the NYS Thruway could result in limited mortality of less mobile wildlife, including small
mammals such as rodents, and small herpetofauna such as salamanders and frogs, which are unable to
escape the construction area. Larger mammals such as deer, squirrels, and raccoon, and larger herpetofauna
such as snakes would have the ability to more quickly leave construction areas, and are also more likely to
be seen, and therefore avoided by construction crews and vehicles. Similarly, birds likely to be present
would also be anticipated to be tolerant of disturbance, and would be anticipated to fly away from
construction areas to other nearby suitable habitat. Therefore, construction of the portion of the co-located
with the NYS Thruway would have negligible to minor impacts on wildlife.
The remaining relatively lengthy portions of the mainline that would not be located in the Thruway ROW
would occur at the northern and southern extents of the mainline in New York. The northern portion from
MPs 0.0 to 2.4 would occur primarily in or adjacent to existing paved urban and industrial areas. Similar to
the portion of the mainline that would be co-located within the Thruway, construction of the mainline in
this area would be expected to have negligible to minor impacts on wildlife as most species would not be
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anticipated to be present, due to the nature and extent of degradation and disturbance in this area. The
northern portion from MPs 2.4 to 5.5 would consist primarily of agricultural and forested areas traversed
by, and located adjacent to, roads, railroads, overhead electric utility easements, and a golf course. Impacts
on wildlife during construction of the mainline would also be anticipated to be minor given the existing
disturbances and partially developed land use in this area.
The southern portion of the mainline that would not be located adjacent to the NYS Thruway consists of
large forested areas with few disturbances. Therefore impacts on wildlife would be anticipated to be minor
to moderate during construction in this area, due to temporary displacement of species that may be present
due to construction noise and light. Once the construction area revegetated, the pipeline corridor would
provide wildlife habitat, although the permanent ROW would cause some forest fragmentation in this area.
Species that prefer edge habitat or that forage on herbaceous and shrub species, such as white-tailed deer,
eastern cottontail rabbit, wild turkey, and woodland raptors, may become more prevalent within the
permanent ROW (EMRCD 2015; NWTF nd).
The BL would be located entirely within paved areas, and therefore none of the identified species in Section
3.1.5.2 would be likely to breed or occur in this area. Therefore, no impacts on wildlife would be anticipated
from construction of this facility. The CAL, IPTL, NPL, and RPL routes would all have at least some
elements of wetlands, forested areas, or other natural habitats that could provide potentially suitable wildlife
habitat. Similar to the mainline, portions of these routes would be co-located along existing roads or other
utility easements. In these areas, impacts on wildlife would be anticipated to be negligible to minor given
the extent of degradation and disturbance already present. In areas where the laterals traversed potentially
suitable wildlife habitat, impacts on wildlife would be anticipated to be minor to moderate during
construction due to temporary displacement of species that may be present.
Operation Impacts
As discussed in Section 4.1.5.1, the maintained permanent ROWs would be subjected to periodic mowing
and removal of large woody vegetation. Operation of the mainline and laterals, where they occurred along
the maintained Thruway or other maintained ROWs such as other roads and overhead electric utility
easements, would result in negligible impacts on wildlife, as these areas are already periodically mowed
and cleared of vegetation. Where maintenance of the ROW would result in permanent conversion of some
areas of existing upland forest to herbaceous or scrub-shrub vegetation, wildlife breeding and nesting areas,
escape cover, travel corridors, and preferred food sources for resident and transient species adapted to forest
habitat could be affected. However, as only a 10-foot wide permanent ROW would be required for the
portion of the mainline within the NYS Thruway, and a 50-foot wide permanent ROW along the remaining
mainline and 25-foot wide permanent ROW along laterals would be kept in an herbaceous or shrub state,
and mowing, brush hogging, or hand removal of trees would occur approximately every three years, impacts
on wildlife from operation of the mainline and laterals would be expected to be minor. Over time, wildlife
species adapted to low-growing vegetative cover and periodic disturbances would inhabit these areas, and
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forested edge habitat would be created along the ROWs in a manner similar to the existing ROWs that the
majority of the Project pipelines follow (EMRCD 2015, NWTF nd).
4.1.5.2.2

Pump Stations

The Harriman and Kingston Pump Stations would be located primarily within areas with, open uplands and
forests and therefore may provide potentially suitable habitat for species such as white-tailed deer,
snowshoe hare, raccoon, ruffed grouse, wild turkey, woodcock, a variety of songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians (NYSDEC 2015b). A stream is adjacent to the Kingston Pump Station and the Harriman pump
station includes some wetland. Construction of these pump stations would result in permanent habitat loss
as the natural areas would be converted to an industrial type use. Given the small pump station area and
extent of forested areas and other suitable wildlife habitats adjacent to the Kingston Pump Station, impacts
on wildlife that could occur would be anticipated to be minor as disturbed species would migrate to other
adjacent suitable areas. The Harriman Pump Station would have adjacent suitable habitat present, although
fragmented by roads and other development. Given these adjacent developed areas, wildlife that would be
present would likely be tolerant of such disturbances, and therefore impacts on wildlife would be anticipated
to be minor as species would be anticipated to migrate to other nearby suitable habitat.
The Albany and Gorman Pump Stations would occur entirely within paved areas, and therefore none of the
identified species in Section 3.1.5.2 would be likely to breed or occur in these areas. Therefore, no impacts
on wildlife would be anticipated from construction of these facilities.
4.1.5.2.3

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Contractor and pipe yards would be temporary facilities, and would therefore result in no permanent
impacts on wildlife habitat. Upon completion of the Project construction, previously vegetated areas of
temporary contractor and pipe yards would be stabilized, re-seeded, and allowed to revegetate.
The JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located in an area that is primarily forested and contains
wetlands/water features, which could provide suitable habitat for a number of wildlife species. However,
although 13 acres would be leased, only a portion of the site would be actively used for construction
materials and contractor facilities thereby allowing Pilgrim to locate contractor trailers, pipe storage and
other construction materials to avoid sensitive features. In addition, the area is surrounded by commercial,
residential, and agricultural development, and is isolated from other suitable wildlife habitats. Therefore,
due to existing conditions and the ability for Pilgrim to avoid sensitive resources on the site, impacts from
construction and operation of the JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard would be short-term and minor.
The Maltari, Rensselaer, and Old King’s Highway Contractor and Pipe Yards would be located within
agricultural areas, adjacent to road and/or overhead electric utility ROWs, and therefore temporary impacts
on wildlife at these locations would be anticipated to be minor due to the presence of existing disturbances.
Similarly, the Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located within an area that was previously
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cleared and is largely unvegetated. Therefore temporary impacts on wildlife at this location would be
anticipated to be negligible to minor.
The Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would occur entirely within paved areas, and therefore none of the
identified species in Section 3.1.5.2 would be likely to breed or occur in this area. Therefore, no impacts on
wildlife would be anticipated from construction or operation of this facility.
4.1.5.2.4

Access Roads

Construction and operation of TARs that are new and not some type of existing roadway or trail would
generally have the same impact on wildlife habitat as the temporary workspaces associated with the
mainline and laterals, as they would be linear features that would be cleared of vegetation and allowed to
re-vegetate following completion of Project construction. As discussed in Section 4.1.5.1.4, the proposed
TARs were sited primarily along or in existing ROWs or to follow already created woods roads, farm roads,
or trails and therefore habitat changes would be minimal and wildlife adapted to such disturbances or cover
types would be expected to occur in these areas. Previously vegetated areas of TARs would be allowed to
re-vegetate post-construction, and therefore temporary impacts on wildlife would be anticipated to be
minor. Similar to vegetation impacts discussed in Section 4.1.5.1.4, impacts on wildlife habitat and species
from construction and operation of the PARs would be permanent and minor, given the relatively small
acreages involved and the infrequent use of the PARs.
4.1.5.2.5

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Habitats

No wildlife management areas or refuges are crossed or encompassed within the Project boundaries. A
recently developed Wildlife Habitat area is located along the mainline at MP 0.7, on the former BASF
landfill and industrial site. Pilgrim is evaluating the route in this area to assess options for minimizing or
avoiding impacts on this area.
Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats
Refer to Section 4.1.6 for a discussion of potential impacts on SCFWHs.
New York Bird Conservation Areas
As the closest BCA would be located over 1 mile away from the Project, no impacts on BCAs would be
anticipated.
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4.1.6

Aquatic Ecology

Impacts on the aquatic and fishery resources of the Project Area are discussed below by each component
of the Project, mainline, laterals, aboveground facilities, contractor/pipe yards and TARs.
4.1.6.1

Mainline and Laterals

The majority of the mainline would occur within the Thruway ROW, a corridor that consists of existing
permanent altered streams and waterbodies to some extent, either directly or indirectly, as a result of
construction of the NYS Thruway in the 1950s. To the extent that ongoing NYS Thruway maintenance
activities such as vegetation management, stormwater drainage feature maintenance, scour and erosion
control monitoring and repair influence the character of the waterbodies that are parallel to or cross the
Thruway, construction of the Pilgrim Project would represent a relatively small incremental timeframe of
impact on these waterbodies. The exception would be those streams and waterbodies that would be crossed
by auger bore or HDD, in which case no impacts would be anticipated. Discussion of impacts on aquatic
habitats along the laterals is also covered in this section, since the types of construction methods are similar,
although impacts would generally be reduced because of the single, smaller diameter pipes associated with
the laterals compared to the mainline. Further details of Project construction and operation impact on
aquatic resources, including the use of temporary work areas, are described below.
4.1.6.1.1

Impacts During Construction

This section describes general impacts that could be anticipated from Project construction and the measures
that would be implemented to minimize impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources, including diadromous
fish in the Project Area. The degree of construction-related impacts on fisheries resources within
waterbodies that would be crossed by the proposed mainline would depend on the crossing method, sitespecific streambed conditions at each crossing, the duration of instream activity, and the measure employed
to reduce potential impacts on aquatic resources. Crossing techniques for waterbodies would depend on
stream size, the presence of sensitive resources, protection status, classification of the waterbody, and
permit requirements. As listed below, Pilgrim proposes to use various construction methods for waterbody
crossings:





Open Cut crossing methods including - “dry open cut” (no flowing water present) and “wet open
cut” (flowing or standing water present);
Dry crossing methods including - “dry flume” and “dam and pump”;
Conventional auger boring; and
HDD.

As described in Section 4.1.3.2.1, the proposed waterbody crossing method for each waterbody potentially
affected by the Project is listed in detail Appendix F, Table F-1A. In addition, tables in Section 4.1.3 provide
summaries of waterbody crossing methods based on; flow type (intermittent, ephemeral, perennial or river),

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-47

Significant Environmental Impacts

state-designated water quality classification, fishery classification, and inclusion in the state PWL, for the
proposed mainline (Table 4.1.3-1), laterals (Table 4.1.3-2) and TARs (Table 4.1.3-3). Additional technical
detail of proposed crossing methodologies are provided in text and figures in Section 2.3.2.2 and Section
4.1.3.
In summary, the proposed mainline would cross surface water resources at 232 (see Table 4.1.3-1)
locations, of which a majority (172) would be crossed using an open cut method (102 locations) or dam and
pump or dry flume (70 locations). Along the mainline, conventional auger boring would be utilized at 13
locations, and HDD would be implemented at 49 waterbody crossing locations, including two crossings of
the Hudson River and a 656-foot crossing of a “lake pond” located at MP 85.87.
A majority (19) of the proposed waterbody crossings associated with the five laterals would employ open
cut methods (14) or a dry crossing method (5) (see Table 4.1.3-2). At four locations, waterbodies crossed
by the laterals would be located adjacent to a roadway and/or railway where the pipeline would be
constructed by boring beneath both the roadway/railroad as well as the waterbody. Pilgrim proposes to use
HDD to achieve lateral pipeline crossings at two waterbody locations.
Temporary and PARs would cross intermittent or ephemeral streams in 23 locations, perennial streams or
rivers in 45 locations and a lake (Canoe Lake) in one location (see Table 4.1.3-3). Final waterbody crossing
methods for TARs would be determined as the Pilgrim Project progresses.
Pilgrim is investigating the potential for contaminated sediments to be located in streams to be crossed by
the pipeline, and would develop site specific crossing plans, that if stream bed disturbance was determined
to be unacceptable, could include conventional auger boring and/or HDD.
Open Cut Crossing Methods
Open cut crossings would typically be implemented as a “dry open cut” method to cross primarily
intermittent or ephemeral streams during times when flowing water was not present. The dry open cut
crossing method typically utilizes standard upland construction techniques, provided that water is unlikely
to flow between the initial disturbance and the final stabilization of the feature.
When water was present in a stream and “dry open cut” crossing methods are not deemed feasible, a “wet
open cut” method may be employed. As discussed in Section 2.3.2.2, the “wet open cut” crossing method
would only be employed within waterbodies that are not state-designated as coldwater trout fisheries, unless
permitted by the appropriate federal or state agency. The use of “dry” or “wet” open cut crossing methods
in any waterbodies would be confirmed during the federal and state permitting processes.
Potential impacts resulting from the open cut crossing methods could include physical disturbance of the
streambed and potential interference with hyporheic flows (mixing of shallow groundwater and surface
water). In addition, open cut crossing construction methods could result in a potential reduction of habitat,
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alteration of habitat structure, alteration of substrate and bank structure, and changes in the benthic
invertebrate community (Cordone and Kelley 1961).
Removal of bank vegetation (including overhead cover) could lead to bank instability and erosion. Loss of
riparian vegetation would reduce shading, causing an increase in water temperature and a reduction in
dissolved oxygen, nutrient input, food input, and hiding cover (Brown et al. 2002). A reduction in escape
cover could increase vulnerability of certain species to predation. Loss of riparian vegetation and
disturbance to the bank and substrate could alter benthic communities and change food availability (Brown
et al. 2002).
Open cut methods may have the potential to increase the amount of sediment entering waterbodies during
construction due to erosion of the excavated bank and streambed. Trenching in the stream could cause an
increase in downstream sediment deposition, a local increase in water temperature due increases in
turbidity, available sunlight and reduced water flow; the increased temperature potential decrease in as well
as the turbidity, could result in a temporary reduction in water quality and short-term impacts on fish and
macroinvertebrates (Brown et al. 2002). The level of temporary elevated suspended sediment loading would
depend upon length of time it took to install the pipe, the characteristics of the stream and adjacent uplands,
weather events during and following construction, and the success of the construction restoration efforts.
The combination of increased suspended sediment levels, increased water temperature, and decreased
dissolved oxygen concentrations could potentially adversely affect aquatic biota and fish in the waterbody.
Reductions in dissolved oxygen concentrations could impact water quality and similarly adversely impact
the various life stages of fish and invertebrates. The principal effect of suspended sediment on primary
producers is through turbidity, which reduces light penetration through the water reducing photosynthesis
(Waters 1995). Experimental data indicate that direct and indirect effects of increased suspended sediment
on macroinvertebrates may include; changes in density and biomass, impaired feeding and reductions in
abundance of filter feeders (including some Chrionomidae and Tricoptera) and downstream drift
(movement) (Waters 1995). Light reduction associated with increased turbidity could result in short-term
impairment of foraging efficiency for species that are visual predators. Excessive suspended sediment can
interfere with respiration in fish and invertebrates, leading to mortality, physiological stress, and reduced
spawning productivity in rearing and spawning (Newcombe and Jensen 1996; Wood and Armitage 1997).
The length and extent of elevated suspended sediment plumes (and associated biological impacts) would
depend upon the waterbody flow, disturbed sediment particle size, implementation of BMPs, type of
installation activity, and the duration of instream disturbance (Reid and Anderson 1998; Levesque and Dube
2007). Sediment deposition and elevated suspended sediment from open cut trenching and backfilling have
been shown to have effects on waterbody substrates and benthic invertebrate communities that can last from
hours to years depending on site-specific conditions and installation activities (Levesque and Dube 2007).
The highest rate of suspended sediment elevation (and associated potential impacts on aquatic resources)
from open cut installation typically occurs during instream trenching. Typically, the sedimentation effects
from instream trenching on aquatic biological resources are minor and elevated suspended sediment in the
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water column returns to background levels within hours to days of instream disturbance (Levesque and
Dube 2007).
The influence of sediment deposition has been shown in experimental settings to have potentially greater
effects on macroinvertebrate community structure and productivity than increases in suspended sediments.
Sediment deposition thicknesses, content (e.g., amounts of detritus) and particle size have been shown to
affect macroinvertebrate density and biomass (Waters 1995). Excessive sediment deposition could have
deleterious effects on fish reproduction if sediment covered spawning gravels, prevented water exchange
and oxygen to developing eggs or young fish (sack or emerging fry), causing increased mortality, and
reduced recruitment to the population (Newcomb and MacDonald 1991, as cited in Waters 1995).
Biological effects associated with fine sediment on fishes can vary and include gill irritation, avoidance
behaviors, stress, and in extreme cases, long durations of exposure to suspended sediments, which can have
lethal effects on individuals (Newcombe and MacDonald 1991; Wood and Armitage 1997; Waters 1995).
Dry Open Cut
“Dry open cut” crossing methods typically utilize standard upland construction techniques, provided that
water is unlikely to flow between initial construction disturbance and final stabilization of the feature
Impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources during excavation and backfilling of dry open cut construction
areas would be negligible since these intermittent or ephemeral waterbodies do not support fisheries, or
obligate aquatic species such as mussels, crayfish, or the aquatic life stages of certain insects such as
mayflies or stoneflies.
The “dry open cut” method would be used in dry washes, swales, ephemeral streams, and other drainages
when there is no flowing water (to the extent reasonably practicable). Therefore, impacts on aquatic
resources would be minimal during construction activities as few, if any, aquatic resources would be
present. Viable benthic organisms could be present if the moisture content of the streambed was sufficient
in the area being trenched, resulting in a short-term, direct impact to these animals. Once water returned to
the crossing site, sediment loosened by trenching activities, bank erosion, and wind-driven erosion could
wash sediments downstream, causing an increase in sediment deposition downstream. This could affect
fish and benthic communities, if any are present, downstream of the crossing.
A potential impact associated with the “dry open cut” would be an increase in sedimentation to downstream
habitats. As water returned to the dry streambed, however, a naturally occurring increase in sedimentation
would be expected as dry sediments were re-suspended and carried downstream with the flow. The potential
increase in sediment load from the trenching activities would likely be negligible and short-term as it would
mix with natural streambed materials, provided that bank stabilization methods were employed such that
there would not be a significant increase in bank erosion. Pilgrim would restore riparian areas upon
construction completion which would also help reduce the potential for additional increases in temperature
due to increased sunlight and potential for changes in dissolved oxygen and potential for changes in water
quality. In addition, to minimize impacts Pilgrim proposes to backfill the bottom of the watercourse, restore
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and stabilize stream banks, install trench plugs, use sediment barriers such as silt fence and haybales to
minimize sediment laden stormwater from the ROW from flowing into the stream, and employ other BMPs
as described in the SWPPP.
Wet Open Cut
As described above, a “wet open cut” method may be employed when water was present in a stream and
“dry open cut” crossing methods are not deemed feasible. “Wet open cut” crossings could result in
additional short-term impacts, including direct mortality to fishery and aquatic resources from in-stream
trenching and backfilling. Sediment released during trenching of the proposed pipeline crossings would be
transported by the water flowing through the trench and has the potential to affect downstream aquatic life
and habitat through either direct exposure or sediment deposition (Schubert et al. 1985; Anderson et al.
1996; Reid et al. 2004), alteration or removal of aquatic habitat, direct contact with and burial of relatively
immobile benthic and epi-benthic organisms that may be food resources for fish; short-term displacement
of mobile species and restriction fish passage; and accidental spills of fuels or lubricants.
Potential longer-term impacts after construction could include changes in benthic conditions if imported
material was required as backfill in order to minimize scouring; erosion over the pipeline; or change in
sunlight conditions directly at the pipeline crossing where vegetation management requirements would
eliminate the regrowth of large woody species. Imported backfill could result in a minor but long-term
change in the benthic community and conditions along the narrow band of backfill placed in the pipeline
trench. Trapping and settlement of native sediment material, such as silts and sand, would likely occur to
some extent, depending on flow characteristics such as velocity and water depth as well as natural sediment
load.
Pilgrim would employ instream trenching and backfill techniques and work periods to ensure that “wet
open cut” method waterbody crossing would be carried out quickly (48 hours or less for flowing intermittent
or small perennial streams, and in accordance with site-specific plans for larger waterbodies, as practical)
to minimize the time period in which sediment could be suspended by construction activities. To minimize
impacts Pilgrim proposes to backfill the bottom of the watercourse, restore and stabilize stream banks,
install trench plugs, use sediment barriers such as silt fence and haybales to minimize sediment laden
stormwater from the ROW from flowing into the stream, and employ other BMPs as described in the
SWPPP. In addition, Pilgrim would follow BMPs in their spill prevention, control and countermeasures to
reduce the possibility of accidental spills of fuels or lubricants. Based on the implementation of measures
described above such as, reserving the “wet open cut” method to situations where “dry open cut” is not
feasible, avoidance of “wet open cut” methods in trout related fishery class waters, implementation of BMPs
outlined in the Project-specific erosion and sediment control measures, and spill prevention, control and
countermeasures, impacts from the “wet open cut” used in intermittent or small perennial streams with
flowing water would be short-term and localized.
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Dry Crossing Methods (“dry flume” and “dam and pump”)
Dry crossing methods such as “dry flume” would involve the installation of dams and flume pipe(s), or a
“dam and pump” system prior to trenching to isolate the stream flow from the construction area and allow
trenching of the stream crossing in drier conditions isolated from the flow. Small waterbodies (typically
those less than 10 feet wide) could be crossed using a dry crossing method, as well as select medium sized
crossings, typically 10 to 25 feet wide, depending on observed and expected hydrologic conditions during
construction. Waterbodies that would be dry crossed include both those with primarily warmwater species
and coldwater and that have the potential to contain diadromous fisheries.
Dry crossing methods typically result in lower sedimentation and associated turbidity impacts than would
occur with open cut wet crossing methods. The impacts of the dry crossing methods on fishery resources,
including anadromous fish species where they occur, could include: short-term increases in sedimentation
and turbidity immediately downstream of the construction workspace (particularly during installation and
removal of the dams); localized, downstream scour associated with use of pumps or flume discharge;
alteration or removal of aquatic habitat; direct contact with and burial of relatively immobile benthic and
epi-benthic organisms that may be food resources for fish; short-term displacement of mobile species and
restriction of fish passage or movement past the stream crossing site; impingement or entrainment of small
fish or life stages and other biota associated with the use of water; introduction of pollutants through
disturbance of contaminated bottom sediments or accidental spills of fuels or lubricants.
Use of a flume or dam-and-pump crossings would have a direct impact on benthos and alteration of aquatic
habitats. The impact would result from installation and removal of the temporary dams built to isolate the
construction workspace, and from excavation of the pipeline trench. Installation of temporary dams
typically involves the placement of sand bags or equivalent dam diversion structures upstream and
downstream of the construction workspace. The footprint of the dams would typically be small but would
temporarily bury existing benthic organisms within the footprint of the dams. Excavation of the pipeline
trench would also directly impact existing benthos through removal of bottom sediment and temporary
stockpiling in upland areas. These effects would be limited to a relatively small area.
Additional turbidity-related impacts could result from trench dewatering. During construction, the open
trench could accumulate water, either from the seepage of groundwater or from precipitation. If this water
was not properly filtered when discharged from the trench, sediment-laden water could enter nearby
waterbodies. Pilgrim would minimize this potential impact by directing the discharge of trench water into
well-vegetated uplands, dewatering basins and/or filter bags, as appropriate, to remove sediment and
prevent heavily silt-laden water from entering a waterbody or adjacent wetland, as described in in the
SWPPP.
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The dry crossing methods described could also result in sediment scour downstream of the crossing if
measures were not implemented to dissipate the energy of the pump discharge. In accordance with the
Project SWPPP, Pilgrim would direct all discharges from the pumps through energy dissipaters, therefore
downstream scour and siltation would be minimized.
The use of dry crossing construction techniques would minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation
within the stream channel by confining impacts on the construction workspace and minimizing impacts on
downstream reaches. It is possible that re-establishment of flow in the restored channel could generate a
short-term pulse of suspended sediment as some unconsolidated surface sediments were washed
downstream. In most cases, this pulse of suspended sediment would be similar to increases in turbidity
created by high runoff events associated with storms and spring high flows and could redistribute sediments,
over short distances downstream of the crossing location.
Following installation of the pipeline, the bed and banks would be restored and the temporary dams would
be removed. Whenever possible the pipeline trench would be backfilled with the original sediment,
restoring similar habitat conditions. Both the restored stream bed and the area formerly beneath the dams
would likely be colonized fairly quickly by benthic species from the adjacent areas of the waterbody, since
most stream invertebrate species have adopted life history strategies to allow for rapid recolonization.
To minimize effects of suspended sediment on fish eggs and larvae, appropriate construction windows
would be determined for each crossing. As indicated in Table 3.7-2, the majority of fish, including rainbow
trout (spawns late winter-spring Jan-May), in the Project Area spawn in spring, other trout species spawn
in the fall (brook trout mid-October-early December, brown trout late October-December) (NYSDEC
2014a). Although rainbow trout spawn later than other New York trout species, their eggs still hatch at
about the same time in the spring because the eggs deposited in the fall take longer to hatch as they develop
over the winter than those deposited in the early spring, allowing the eggs of each species to hatch at a
similar time (NYSDEC 2014b).
The use of dry crossing methods, would minimize the potential for downstream impacts associated with the
disturbance of bottom sediments. In addition as with open cut waterbody crossing methods described above,
Pilgrim would employ instream trenching and backfill techniques and work periods to ensure that
waterbody crossing be carried out as quickly as feasible to minimize the time period in which sediment
could be suspended by construction activities. To minimize impacts, Pilgrim proposes to backfill the bottom
of the watercourse, restore and stabilize stream banks, install trench plugs, use sediment barriers such as
silt fence and haybales to minimize sediment laden stormwater from the ROW from flowing into the stream,
and employ other BMPs as described in the SWPPP. In addition, Pilgrim would follow BMPs in their spill
prevention, control and countermeasures to reduce the possibility of accidental spills of fuels or lubricants.
Based on the implementation of measures described above such as, BPMs and measures to minimize the
potential for downstream impacts associated with the disturbance of bottom sediments, adherence to any
state-required construction windows, implementation of BMPs outlined in the Project-specific erosion and
sediment control measures, and spill prevention, control and countermeasures, impacts from dry crossing
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methods used when crossing perennial streams with flowing water would be temporary and localized to the
area at and immediately downstream of the crossing. Depending on the specifics of any one crossing,
impacts could range from minor to moderate.
Conventional Auger Boring and Horizontal Directional Drill Crossings
All of the proposed major waterbody crossings as well as at many of the named stream and river waterbody
crossings including the Hudson River HDD would utilize either conventional auger boring and/or HDD.
The use of the conventional auger boring and HDD crossing methods would allow the pipeline to be
installed beneath the bed of a waterbody without affecting aquatic resources. Entry and exit sites would be
located in upland areas, typically at least 100 feet from the waterbody, located away from aquatic resources.
To further minimize the potential for stormwater runoff or spills to impact waterbodies, Pilgrim would
implement BMPs to reduce potential for sedimentation associated with stormwater runoff from temporary
workspaces outlined in the SWPPP, conduct the work with an approved spill prevention, control and
countermeasures, and restore and revegetate disturbed soil areas upon completion of construction.
Therefore no direct impacts on aquatic resources would be anticipated from installation of the pipeline via
conventional auger boring or HDD.
Although unlikely, drilling fluid could leak through previously unidentified fractures in the material
underlying the river bed in the area of the mud pits or tanks, or along the drill path due to unfavorable
ground conditions. During drilling a bentonite drilling fluid (or mud) would be circulated through the
drilling tools to lubricate the cutting tools, maintain the integrity of the hole, and transport cutting material
from the hole. The primary impact that could occur as a result of a HDD crossing would be an inadvertent
release of drilling fluid directly or indirectly into the waterbody.
Although drilling fluid consists of nontoxic materials, in larger quantities drilling mud released into a
waterbody could affect fisheries or other aquatic organisms by settling in and temporarily inundating the
habitats used by these species, or by becoming suspended in the water column. Potential impacts of
inadvertent releases at HDD waterbody crossings on fishery resources, including anadromous fish species
where they occur, could include impacts on water quality, aquatic organisms. Although, mobile invertebrate
species and juvenile and adult finfish typically have enough mobility to avoid a bentonite discharge, the
potential burial of immobile species and/or demersal eggs by drilling fluid could smother aquatic organisms
and eggs and result mortality within the area of the release.
Horizontal directional drilling activities would be closely monitored throughout the drilling process in
accordance with the Project’s BMPs for HDD Plan (Appendix D). Horizontal directional drill operators
would closely monitor annular pressures and drilling fluid return rates throughout the drilling process to
detect potential issues and reduce the potential for inadvertent release. In accordance with the HDD Plan,
if a release of drilling fluid was detected, appropriate control, containment and cleanup measures would be
implemented to reduce potential extent and impact of the release.
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The drilling fluid used would be a slurry formed by a mixture of naturally occurring, non-toxic bentonite
clay. An inadvertent drilling fluid release would result in increased suspended sediment concentration and
downstream suspended solids deposition similar to that described above for open cut and dry crossing
methods. If an inadvertent release of drilling fluid were to occur, potential water quality impacts (increased
suspended sediment, increased sediment deposition, decreased dissolved oxygen, etc.) would be short-term
due to dilution and dispersion, and minor to moderate depending on the specifics of the location and the
aquatic resources at and immediately downstream of the release.
Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats
There would be no significant adverse impacs on SCFWHs during construction or normal pipeline
operations.
Blasting
As described in Section 2.3.1, where significant areas of rock are encountered, either exposed or within the
planned pipeline trench, it would be removed as necessary by backhoe, controlled blasting, or a mechanical
hydra-hammer to break the rock for excavation with a bucket excavator. During blasting, blast mats would
be utilized to prevent shot rock from spreading off-site and industry safety standards would be maintained
throughout the blasting period. If blasting is determined to be required, measures would be taken to
minimize the presence of fish, which could include items such as sweeping the area with nets to remove
fish or use of scare charges or devices.
Although not identified at this time, further geotechnical investigation could identify a need for blasting at
any of the waterbody crossings that would be installed using a dry crossing technique. If necessary, Pilgrim
would consult with fishery management agencies regarding the type and need for impact minimization
measures. With the impact minimization measures available, and the localized effect, few fish or aquatic
species are likely to be harmed at blasting sites within streams, and the overall impact associated with this
activity would be minor, in the event blasting in waterways occurred at all.
Hydrostatic Test Water Withdrawals and Discharges
As discussed in Section 2.3.1, hydrostatic testing of the finished pipelines would be completed to ensure
the integrity of the system and that pipe joints were sealed and there were no leaks. Water for the tests
would be obtained from and discharged to previously approved water sources. Pilgrim’s preference would
be to reintroduce the test water into its point of origin after appropriate measures were taken to ensure it
would meet environmental standards and permit requirements, and prevent water degradation and potential
introduction of foreign or undesirable species. If such means were impractical or volumes were small for
certain segments, such water could be transported for handling at a POTW or as dictated by permit
conditions.
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Potential impacts associated with water supply withdrawals for hydrostatic testing would reduce the
availability of streamflow and/or water level in the source waterbody and potential
entrainment/impingement of fish and/or ichthyoplankton. The significance of these impacts would depend
on the time of year the water was withdrawn and the depth of the water intake hose. Pilgrim would screen
the intake lines to minimize the potential for impingement of fish and would maintain at least 90 percent of
low flow volume, to protect aquatic life.
The discharge rates would be regulated and energy dissipation devices would be employed to prevent
erosion, stream bed scour, suspension of sediments, flooding, or excessive flows. Pilgrim does not propose
to use any chemicals to test or dry the pipeline and the discharge of hydrostatic test water would comply
with applicable SPDES permits including the sampling of discharge water to document water quality at the
time of discharge. These measures would minimize the potential for impacts on aquatic resources due to
hydrostatic testing. The proposed hydrostatic test water discharges would have minor, short-term and
localized impact on aquatic resources.
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures
Accidental spills of construction-related fluids (e.g., oil, gasoline, or hydraulic fluids) into waterbodies
could result in water quality impacts that affect fish, and other aquatic organisms. The potential impact
would depend on the type and quantity of the spill, and the dispersal and attenuation characteristics of the
waterbody. Impact minimization and mitigation procedures related to water quality are discussed in Chapter
5.0. To reduce the potential for surface water contamination and resulting impacts on aquatic life, Pilgrim
would implement the measures specified in a Project-specific spill prevention, control and countermeasures
are included in the SWPPP (Appendix C). Minimization measures would include conducting routine
inspections of tanks and storage facilities for spills or leaks and prohibiting refueling and the handling of
other hazardous materials within stream buffers. Additional, impact minimization and mitigation
procedures related to water quality are discussed in Chapter 5.0.
Block Valve Construction
Block valves would be placed at regular 10 mile intervals along the proposed pipeline. Construction of
these Project features would not involve work within aquatic habitats and would therefore have no adverse
impact on fisheries or other aquatic resources. The nearest block valves to any surface waterbody would be
greater than 400 feet away. In addition, as an added measure to protect aquatic resources in the unlikely
event of a pipeline rupture, block valves have been placed on either side of many of the larger waterbody
crossings, including the Hudson River.
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4.1.6.1.2

Impacts During Operation

Operational impacts on waterbodies would not be expected, except in the unlikely event of pipeline rupture
or leak and/or maintenance of the pipeline. Periodic inspection and cleaning of the inside of the pipes using
guided mechanical equipment (smart PIGs) would take place at regular intervals or when deemed necessary
to ensure continued Project integrity. During cleaning events any liquids would be collected and properly
disposed of and therefore would not pose a potential impact on surface water. In the unlikely event of the
need to externally inspect and/or repair and replace a section of the pipeline located at a nearby stream or
surface waterbody, localized impacts could occur such as physical alteration of the stream bed, resuspension
of sediments, infaunal burial and/or mortality. Should this type of repair become necessary any of the
previously employed construction impact minimization methods, including open cut (if the stream is
ephemeral or intermittent and dry during the repair work), “dry flume” or “damp and pump” could be used
to install a new pipe section, as needed. Pipeline rupture or leak impacts are discussed in Section 4.3 and
5.3.
Vegetation management would be required along the permanent ROW. Vegetation management would
prevent the establishment of large woody vegetation over the pipeline at stream and river banks. Given that
initial construction would remove larger shade bearing trees and shrubs from short portions of the stream
banks, normal vegetation management during operation would not increase any local fishery impacts. In
addition, with much of the mainline occurring along the thruway, vegetation management occurs to some
extent within the area that would be occupied by the permanent ROW when on the Thruway ROW.
Equipment and vehicles used for vegetation management would not cross perennial waterbodies. Therefore,
no or negligible impacts on waterbodies would be anticipated from normal Project operation. If pipeline
monitoring at some point in the future detected a need for pipeline repair within a stream channel, impacts
would be similar to the original construction, but last for a shorter duration and have less potential for
indirect effects, such as sediment laden stormwater runoff, since the area of cleared soil would be
substantially less.
4.1.6.2

Aboveground Facilities (Pump Stations and Meter Stations)
4.1.6.2.1

Impacts During Construction

None of the proposed aboveground facilities would be expected to have an adverse impact on fisheries or
other aquatic resources as they would occur in predominately industrial areas or do not involve work within
waterbodies. The proposed pump and meter station sites are generally located in or near existing industrial
areas associated with existing storage terminals.
None of the proposed aboveground facilities would be expected to have an adverse impact on fisheries or
other aquatic resources as they would occur in predominately industrial areas or do not involve work within
waterbodies. The proposed pump and meter station sites are generally located in or near existing industrial
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areas associated with existing storage terminals. Aboveground Project facilities within a 1,000-foot radius
to surface waterbodies has been described below.


The Albany Pump Station would be located within Global Terminal, in the City of Albany, at MP
0.0, which is industrial property. The proposed pump station would have no adverse impact on
fisheries or other aquatic resources, because none are present at the Albany Pump Station. The
closest surface waterbody is the Hudson River and is located 620 feet to the east of from the Albany
Pump Station.



The Gorman Pump Station would be located in the Town of East Greenbush, Rensselaer County,
at MP 1.6, on industrial property and the would have no adverse impact on fisheries or other aquatic
resources, because none are present at the Gorman Pump Station. The closest surface waterbody is
the Hudson River and is located 1,328 feet to the west of from the Gorman Pump Station.



The Kingston Pump Station would be located is in Town of Ulster, Ulster County, at MP 51.85, on
Heritage Oil industrial property and the proposed aboveground facilities would have no adverse
impact on fisheries or other aquatic resources. The closest surface waterbody is a tributary of the
Lower Saw Kill (not field verified portion of TRC stream C-NY-S027) and is located 20 feet to the
north of the Kingston Pump Station. To further prevent any potential for pump station activities to
reach the tributary of the Lower Saw Kill, Pilgrim would employ construction BMPs and follow
any requirements related to stream protection, however no impacts are anticipated on the tributary
of the Lower Saw Kill.



The Harriman Pump Station would be located in Harriman Village, Orange County, at MP 101.75
(TMM 44.7), which is upland with no nearby waterbodies. The proposed pump station would have
no adverse impact on fisheries or other aquatic resources, because none are present at the Harriman
Pump Station. The closest surface waterbodies are two unnamed tributaries of the Upper Ramapo
River, one (not field verified) located six feet to the east, and the second (TRC stream ID D-NYS127) 222 feet to the west of the Harriman Pump Station.



Meter Stations would not have an adverse effect on fisheries in the Project Area. The closest meter
station to a surface waterbody would be located at a minimum distance of 185 feet away. Table
4.1.6-1 provides a list of all meter stations and their respective distances from surface waterbodies
in the Project Area. At these distances, with implementation of the SWPPP BMPs, and given the
small area of disturbance, it is not likely that eroded sediment or small spills during construction
would enter waterbodies.
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Table 4.1.6-1
Meter Stations Located Within Approximately 1,000 Feet of a Surface Waterbody in the Project Area
Meter Station
Name

Waterbody Name

Waterbody Distance

Direction from Facility
to Waterbody

Citgo/Apex

Unnamed Minor Tributary West of Hudson River

565 Feet

Southeast

IPT

Unnamed Minor Tributary of Papscanee Creek

814 Feet

East

Newburgh

Quassaick Creek (Not-Field Verified Portion of
TRC Stream Id C-NY-S042)

185 Feet

North

Roseton

Unnamed Minor Tributary West of Hudson River

214 Feet

Northwest

Spruce/Buckeye

Unnamed Minor Tributary of Papscanee Creek

1,072 Feet

Southwest

PIG launchers and receivers would be located within pump station or meter station boundaries. Construction
of these Project facilities would not involve work within aquatic habitats and would therefore have no
adverse impact on fisheries or other aquatic resources.
4.1.6.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Operational impacts on waterbodies would not be expected except in the unlikely event of an accidental
pipeline rupture or leak (discussed in Section 4.3) and/or accidental release during maintenance of the
pipeline. Potential impacts from these scenarios are discussed in Section 4.3.
4.1.6.3

Contractor and Pipe Yards and Access Roads
4.1.6.3.1

Impacts During Construction

The only one contractor and pipe yard site that contain a stream is the Old Kings Highway Contractor and
Pipe Yard (a tributary to Plattekill Creek). In addition, along one side of the 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard
there is a tributary to Indian Kill creek. However, no impacts on aquatic resources would occur from the
temporary use of these areas, because only a portion of each yard is needed for construction, the stream at
the Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard would be fenced off and vehicle or equipment crossings
of the stream would not be allowed, other than at a properly installed culverted or bridged crossing. In a
similar fashion, an area within 50 feet of the creek alongside of the 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard would
be fenced off to avoid use. No hazardous liquids would be stored within 50 feet of these streams, and a spill
response kit would be on-site at all times, in the event of a minor, accidental spill. The distances from the
nearest stream(s) or river(s), to each of contractor and pipe yards are listed below:


The Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be 600 feet west of Papscanee Creek



The Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard would be approximately 0.5 miles to the west of Murderers
Creek
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JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located on the opposite side of US 9W from a tributary
to Twaalfskill Creek



Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yard would be approximately 500 feet south of Brookside Pond, an
instream reservoir of Quassaick Creek



The Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard has no nearby streams or waterbodies

Based on the distances from streams or waterbodies to these five contractor and pipe yard locations, there
would be no impacts from construction.
Access roads were sited to take advantage of existing roads and trails to the extent possible, which would
be assessed for adequacy of culverted crossings of streams. The location and characteristics of streams to
be crossed by proposed access roads are listed in Table 3.1.6-1. Of the 41 TAR crossings of streams, 12
include A, A(T), B(T) C(T) and C(TS). The majority of TAR crossings of streams are for class C streams,
which have some level of reduced water quality, support warmwater fisheries, and are not considered
sensitive or high value aquatic habitats in comparison to Class A streams or streams supporting trout or
trout spawning, and therefore limited vegetation removal along banks, temporary placement of culverts,
and use of the roads for accessing the construction ROW would only have minor and localized impacts on
fish and aquatic species inhabiting the stream segments at and immediately downstream of the TAR
crossings. For existing farm or woods roads, culverts could be replaced, if needed in order to support
passage of construction equipment. For new TARs, culverts installed for the crossing of any waterbody
would be sized appropriately to carry the 2-year storm flow and installed compliant with NYSDEC and
USACE design standards. Access road construction would not impede the movement of fish or other
aquatic life since design requirements include avoiding creation of a hanging culvert. Following
construction, the crushed stone and culverts would be removed and the stream bed or banks, if substantially
altered, would be restored. Impacts on aquatic resources would be minor in association with the construction
of access roads, since only a short, approximately 25 feet segment of the stream would be affected, and for
only a day or so for installation and removal of the culverts and crushed stone. The combination of the
limited upgrades needed on some TARs, the limited length of stream channel crossed by TARs (typically
25 feet or less), the regulatory requirements for culvert sizing and design, and implementation of the SWPPP
during construction, impacts on streams at TAR crossings would be localized and minor.
4.1.6.3.2

Impacts During Operation

Contractor and pipe yards would not be used during Project operation and would be allowed to revert to
pre-construction uses. Some TARs would be converted to PARs to support project operation, including
providing access to block valves routine inspection and maintenance or in the event of an emergency. Only
three of the PARs cross waterbodies (see Table 3.1.6-1) including one with Class B and two with Class C
water quality designations. Given the limited number of crossings, and the small length of stream involved,
as well as the proper installation and maintenance of installed culverts or bridges, impacts from vegetation
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removal along stream banks and changes in stream flow characteristics through culverts or under bridges
would be localized and minor. In addition, PARs would be initially constructed to be able to service the
pipeline without ongoing improvements or modifications and minimal maintenance. In summary there
would be minor, but permanent and localized impacts on aquatic resources from PARs during Project
operation.
4.1.7

Threatened and Endangered Species
4.1.7.1

Rare Vegetation Communities

As discussed in Section 3.1.7.1, rare vegetation communities identified by the NYNHP as potentially
occurring along the proposed mainline route include calcareous cliff community, calcareous talus slope
woodland, calcareous shoreline outcrop, and chestnut oak forest. Calcareous talus slope woodland is also
potentially present along NY-GR-TAR15A and TAR-NY-MP29.15.
As the crossing of Catskill Creek would be completed via HDD, no impacts would be anticipated on
calcareous shoreline outcrop communities if present at this location. Calcareous talus slope woodland and
chestnut oak forest is not present within the NYS Thruway ROW where mainline construction would occur.
If calcareous talus slope woodland and/or chestnut oak forest was found to be present along NY-GRTAR15A and TAR-NY-MP29.15 during field surveys, unavoidable impacts would be minor as it would be
located proximate and parallel to an existing utility ROW, and largely temporary, since most of the
disturbed area would be allowed to revert to pre-existing conditions following completion of Project
construction. Any unavoidable impacts on actual chestnut oak forest community would be discussed with
NYSDEC and appropriate impact minimization and mitigation measures developed and implemented.
4.1.7.2

Threatened and Endangered Plants

Pilgrim will be performing surveys, as needed, in the spring and summer of 2015, and depending on the
outcome would evaluate options to avoid or minimize impacts. If needed, Pilgrim would also develop
management plans for individual state listed species, in consultation with NYNHP and other regulatory
agencies. One of the Project elements that would be evaluated is the need to schedule portions of the
construction effort to accommodate recommended timing restrictions established to avoid impacts on
threatened and endangered species. Although most of the species with the potential to occur in the area
would not be expected to occur along the ROW, given that the majority of the mainline would be located
within the NYS Thruway ROW and laterals would be predominantly along existing corridors, a brief
description of the anticipated level of impact for each species is presented below.
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4.1.7.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Mainline
Potential habitat for the following threatened and endangered plant species has been identified by the
NYNHP along portions of the proposed mainline route: stiff-leaf goldenrod, black-edge sedge, green rockcress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, prairie wedgegrass, spreading tick-trefoil,
button sedge, rough avens, glaucous sedge, side-oats grama, Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge,
mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s knotweed. Northern dropseed, cut-leaved evening primrose, Northern bog
violet, swamp lousewort habitat was also identified by the NYNHP as potentially occurring along portions
of the mainline route, but are considered less likely to occur based on the presumed lack of suitable habitat
in the identified areas. The USFWS lists northern wild monkshood as occurring in Greene and Ulster
Counties and small whorled pogonia in Orange County.
Northern wild monkshood is known to occur in Greene and Ulster Counties. NYNHP data did not contain
any records of known occurrences for this species in or near the Project Area. Since all existing occurrences
have been found on sandstone-derived rocky or sandy soils, at elevations ranging between 400 and 1,000
meters (NYNHP 2007), it is unlikely that this species occurs in or near the Project Area. Elevations along
the Thruway corridor in Greene and Ulster Counties range between 90 to 40 meters, but are no greater than
200 meters below the 400 to 1,000 meter range. The known populations of this species in Greene and Ulster
Counties likely occur in the western parts of both counties, where elevations are within the 400 to 1,000
meter range. Pending results of field work and coordination with the USFWS and NYNHP, Pilgrim Pipeline
would evaluate options to avoid any discovered populations or develop other acceptable mitigation
measures.
Small whorled pogonia is known to occur in Orange County. NYNHP data did not contain any records of
known occurrences for this species in or near the Project Area. Potentially suitable habitat for this species
may occur along the mainline between MPs 81.0 to 82.8 and MP 105.0 to the Orange/Rockland County
Line (MP 113.4). Pending results of field work and coordination with the USFWS and NYNHP, Pilgrim
Pipeline would evaluate options to avoid any discovered populations or develop other acceptable mitigation
measures.
Where the mainline would be located within the maintained portions of the NYS Thruway ROW, suitable
habitat for any of the listed plant species would not be anticipated to be present due to the level of ongoing
anthropogenic disturbances such as routine mowing, and past impacts associated with NYS Thruway
construction that resulted in disturbed and compacted soils. Therefore, impacts from mainline construction
would be anticipated to be negligible in these areas. Suitable habitat may be present where the mainline
route traverses more natural areas off the Thruway as described in Section 3.1.7.2.1, and if the identified
species were found to be present during field surveys, impacts would be mitigated as prescribed by
consultation with the NYNHP, but could include species impact avoidance by adjusting the pipeline route,
minimization by narrowing the workspace or using modified construction methods, and/or relocation of the
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plants, and therefore impacts would be anticipated to be minor in the event that a population of a listed plant
species were identified during surveys.
Laterals
Potential habitat for the following species has been identified by the NYNHP as occurring along portions
of the CAL and IPTL routes: green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade,
Northern bog violet, and swamp lousewort, Delmarva beggar-ticks, great plains flatsedge, mock
pennyroyal, small’s knotweed, and troublesome sedge. A portion of the NPL route was also identified by
the NYNHP as having potential habitat for woodland agrimony. Similar to the mainline route, suitable
habitat for these species could be present where the laterals would traverse more natural areas as described
in Section 3.1.7.2.2. The laterals have been sited to be co-located adjacent to and within existing utility and
transportation corridors that have been previously disturbed and experience some level of ongoing
disturbance associated with maintenance activities. If identified species were found to be present during
field surveys, impacts would be mitigated as prescribed by consultation with the NYNHP, and could include
species impact avoidance by adjusting the pipeline route, minimization by narrowing the workspace or
using modified construction methods, and/or relocation of the plants. Therefore, impacts would be
anticipated to be minor in the event that a population of a listed plant species were identified during surveys.
The BL route consists entirely of paved urban and industrial development, and it would be unlikely that
any threatened or endangered plant species would be present or become established. Therefore, the BL
route is not discussed further in this section with regard to potential impacts on threatened and endangered
plant species.
There are no threatened or endangered plant species with the potential to occur along the proposed RPL
route: therefore, the RPL route is not discussed further in this section.
Pump Stations
Of the four proposed pump station locations, the Gorman and Albany Pump Stations were identified by
NYNHP as being in the general area for some threatened or endangered plant species. Specifically, green
rock-cress, Northern bog violet, swamp lousewort, troublesome sedge, and woodland agrimony have
potential to occur in appropriate habitat in the general area around the Gorman Pump Station site, and
Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, Small’s knotweed, and troublesome
sedge have potential to occur in appropriate habitat in the general area around the Albany Pump Station.
However, these pump station sites are located within paved and/or gravel parking areas that do not provide
habitat for these plant species. Consequently, there would be no impacts on the above-listed threatened or
endangered plant species or its habitat at the Albany or Gorman Pump Stations.
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Contractor and Pipe Yards
Of the seven proposed contractor and pipe yard sites, only two have the potential for having suitable habitat
for threatened and endangered plant species. In the area of the proposed Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe
Yard, species such as; green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, Northern
bog violet, swamp lousewort, Delmarva beggar ticks, Great Plains flatsedge, mock-pennyroyal, and Small’s
knotweed have the potential to occur based on information from the NYNHP. However, this contractor and
pipe yard site would be located within an agricultural field that would be considered unlikely to contain
suitable habitat for these six plant species due to routine soil disturbance and mowing associated with
farming. As such, there would be no impacts on these species at the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard.
Prairie wedgegrass has the potential to occur where suitable habitat is present in the vicinity of, or at the
proposed site of the Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard. If determined to be present based on
field surveys to be conducted in the spring and summer of 2015, impacts on prairie wedgegrass would likely
be avoided since only five of the 7.10 acres to be leased for by Pilgrim would actually be used. With extra
acreage beyond what is actually needed, the layout of contractor facilities and pipe and equipment storage
should be able to avoid identified species’ locations, if present. Locations of any populations would have
temporary fencing installed to indicate where the yard could not be used.
Northern wild monkshood occurs in the western portions of Greene and Ulster Counties, where the
elevations range between 400 to 1,000 meters. Since the elevations in the eastern parts of Greene and Ulster
Counties along the Hudson River Valley are less than 200 meters, suitable habitat for this species does not
exist at pipe and contractor yards.
There are no threatened or endangered plant species or habitat for such species known to occur in the
immediate vicinity of the other proposed contractor and pipe yard sites. Therefore, there would be no impact
on threatened and endangered plant species at those locations.
Access Roads
Green rock-cress, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, large twayblade, Northern bog violet, and
swamp lousewort have the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-RE-TAR2 and proposed PARs
NY-AL-PAR1 and 1A. The NY-RE-TAR2 would be located along an existing access road and NY-ALPAR1 and 1A would be located adjacent to commercial streets. As noted in Section 3.1.7.2, these species
occur primarily in rocky uplands, open fields, forests, and wetlands, and, therefore these proposed access
roads are considered unlikely to contain suitable habitat for any of these six plant species; therefore, impacts
would be unlikely. If, based on the results of survey, a population was identified, an adjusted route would
be evaluated to avoid the population or other mitigation measures developed in consultation with the
agencies.
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Large twayblade also has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-AL-TAR3 and 3A. Given the
habitats large twayblade is known to inhabit (see Section 3.1.7.2), there is potential for this species to be
present along these TARs’ routes. However, given the minor disturbance in these areas, and since the access
roads would use a pre-existing maintained ROW and a maintained lawn, respectively, impacts would be
unlikely. If, based on the results of survey, a population was identified, an adjusted route would be evaluated
to avoid the population or other mitigation measures developed in consultation with the agencies.
Northern dropseed is a prairie species that has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-ALTARs15 and 15A. However, the area where these access roads are proposed consists of forest and
maintained lawn. As noted in Section 3.1.7.2, this species requires prairie habitat and it is unlikely that
suitable habitat is present. If, based on the results of survey, a population was identified, an adjusted route
would be evaluated to avoid the population or other mitigation measures developed in consultation with the
agencies.
Prairie wedgegrass has the potential to occur in the area of proposed NY-UL-TAR15, 15A, and 17. TAR15
and 15A and MP 48.8 and PAR NY-MP49.09 would be located within forested areas and maintained lawn,
which are not likely to provide suitable habitat for this species. The NY-UL-TAR17 route may contain
suitable habitat along the woodland edge and therefore impacts on this species, if present, would be
anticipated to be minor since this access road would use an existing road/trail and an open/cleared area and
would only require minor upgrades to make it use-able. If, based on the results of survey, a population was
identified within the proposed roadway, an adjusted route would be evaluated to avoid the population or
other mitigation measures developed in consultation with the agencies.
Cut-leaved evening primrose has the potential to occur in the vicinity of proposed NY-UL-TAR47, 48, 50,
50A, and 51 and TAR-NY-MP62.7. Each of these TARs would be located either within forested areas or
along maintained commercial road or overhead electric utility line ROWs, and therefore it is considered
unlikely that suitable habitat for this species, which requires dry, sandy sites to survive, would be present
within the proposed access road footprints. These TARs would only require minor upgrades to make them
use-able. As such, this species is not likely to be present. If, based on the results of survey, a population is
identified, an alternative route would be evaluated to determine the feasibility of avoiding the population.
PAR-NY-MP61.43, 62.89, 64.06, and 64.45, and TAR-NY-MP62.7 occur in areas where records for this
species have been documented. If, based on the results of survey, a population is identified, an adjusted
route would be evaluated to determine the feasibility of avoiding the population or other mitigation
measures developed in consultation with the agencies.
Delmarva Beggar-ticks, great plains flatsedge, green rock-cress, large twayblade, mock-pennyroyal,
northern bog violet, small’s knotweed, troublesome sedge, woodland agrimony, and swamp lousewort have
the potential to occur along PAR-NY-BL1.0, PAR-NY-CAL0.0 and 0.3, and PAR-NY-MP1.6, 2.45, and
3.05. As noted in Section 3.1.7.2, these species occur primarily in rocky uplands, open fields, forests, and
wetlands, and, therefore these proposed access roads are considered unlikely to contain suitable habitat for
any of these six plant species; therefore, impacts would be unlikely. If, based on the results of survey, a
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population was identified, an adjusted route would be evaluated to avoid the population or other mitigation
measures developed in consultation with the agencies.
Northern wild monkshood occurs in the western portions of Greene and Ulster Counties, where the
elevations range between 400 to 1,000 meters. Since the elevations in the eastern parts of Greene and Ulster
Counties along the Hudson River Valley are less than 200 meters, suitable habitat for this species does not
exist along NY-UL-TAR15, 15A, 17 and NY-UL-TAR47, 48, 50, 50A, and 51 or any other TARs in Greene
and Ulster Counties.
4.1.7.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Project operation would be unlikely to have any impact on threatened and endangered plants, on the basis
that if populations are identified prior to construction within the area occupied by the permanent ROW or
PARs, the facilities would be moved, or mitigation developed to avoid both construction and operational
impacts. Because of vegetation mowing and brush hogging, Pilgrim Pipeline would develop appropriate
mitigation, such as, but not limited to, only hand removal of woody vegetation, avoidance of herbicide use,
marking or restricting access to discrete areas.
4.1.7.3

Threatened and Endangered Wildlife
4.1.7.3.1

Impacts During Construction

Project construction could cause temporary impacts on threatened and endangered wildlife species, if
present, due to disturbance from construction activities such as noise, removal of vegetation in temporary
workspaces, or alteration of forage species populations. It could also result in permanent impacts during
operation as a result of the ROW maintenance (periodic mowing) over the mainline and laterals, as well as
operation of the pump stations. Pilgrim proposes to perform surveys during the appropriate season in 2015
and depending on the results, evaluate the Project design and construction procedures to determine if
modifications are warranted to minimize or avoid impacts on any identified species or their habitats.
Impacts on threatened and endangered species or their habitat, if present, would largely be associated with
the clearing and grading activities in the early phases of construction. However, impacts could extend
throughout construction if mobile species re-access work areas as trenching, equipment movement,
backfilling, and restoration activities occur.
In the event that impacts would occur from Project construction, Pilgrim would develop management plans
for individual species, as needed, in consultation with USFWS and NYNHP. Impact minimization and
mitigation measures, specified in Section 5.1.7, would include modification of facility locations,
consideration of time of year restrictions, specific construction methods, and monitoring procedures to
avoid or minimize impacts on threatened and endangered wildlife species.
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Short-term loss of designated breeding, foraging, and resting habitat could occur from construction
activities for listed species, if present. This could result from direct impact to the soil, vegetation, or
hydrology of the habitat (Schaefer 1996), or from the indirect impacts from noise, vibration, or other human
activity (Spellman 2015; USFHA 2011). Direct impacts could also occur on threatened or endangered
wildlife individuals from vehicle strikes or open trenches (NMDGF 2003).
According to the USFWS, the Northern long-eared bat has the potential to occur in all counties traversed
by the Project and the Indiana bat habitat is present in areas along the Thruway. Areas of suitable habitat
for Northern long-eared bat, as described in Section 3.1.7.2, would be assessed during the summer of 2015,
and appropriate mitigation would be implemented as discussed in Section 5.1.7, if necessary.
With the Northern long-eared bat listing as threatened (effective on May 4, 2015), appropriate conservation
measures would be incorporated into the Project during construction in areas where northern long-eared bat
may occur. Similarly, existing Indiana bat conservations measures would also be incorporated into the
Project.
In areas of the northern long-eared bat’s range that have not yet been affected by white-nose syndrome, as
defined in the Interim Rule, incidental take (unintentional harm to bats incidental to otherwise lawful
activities) is not prohibited. In areas of the bat’s range that may be affected by white-nose syndrome
incidental take caused by some tree removal and tree-clearing activities, when combined with conservation
measures that protect the bat’s most vulnerable life stages, would not be prohibited. Albany, Orange, and
Ulster counties are affected by white-nose syndrome. Greene, Rensselaer, and Rockland Counties are
white-nose syndrome buffer zones. Based on the April 2015 guidance release from the USFWS, they have
indicated that incidental take from activities that occur more than 0.25 mile (0.4 kilometers) from a known,
occupied hibernacula would not be prohibited. Other conservation measures include avoiding cutting or
destroying known, occupied roost trees during the pup season (June 1–July 31) and avoiding clearcuts (and
similar harvest methods, including seed tree, shelterwood, and coppice) within 0.25 mile (0.4 kilometers)
of known, occupied roost trees during the pup season (June 1–July 31).
Mainline
Potential habitat for the following threatened and endangered wildlife species has been identified by the
NYNHP and/or USFWS along portions of the proposed mainline route: bald eagle, Indiana bat, Northern
long-eared bat, timber rattlesnake, and bog turtle. Northern harrier, pied-billed grebe, and least bittern were
also identified by the NYNHP as potentially occurring along portions of the proposed mainline route, but
are considered less likely to occur based on minimal amount of potential suitable habitat in the identified
areas or the existing impaired aspects of this habitat, when in proximity to the Thruway. The majority (79
percent) of the mainline would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW, and another 7.5 percent would
be co-located along other existing ROWs. There is currently considerable disturbance to the habitat along
the NYS Thruway due to existing vehicular traffic that occurs day and night throughout the year. Proposed
construction activity would represent a short-term increase in noise, lights, and disturbance that would
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represent a relatively, incrementally minor impact on any threatened and/or endangered species that might
travel through or forage in the area.
Where the mainline would be located within the maintained portions of the NYS Thruway ROW, suitable
habitat for all of these species is unlikely to be present or is of low quality, and therefore impacts would be
negligible in these areas. Suitable habitat may be present where the mainline route traverses more natural
areas as described in Section 3.1.7.2.1, and if the identified threatened and endangered wildlife species or
their habitats were found to be present during field surveys, potential impact minimization and mitigation
measures would be developed in consultation with the USFWS and NYSDEC and as described in Section
5.1.7.
The southern portion of the proposed mainline, from MPs 108.9 to 116.4, presents the most suitable
threatened and endangered wildlife habitat due to the presence of relatively undisturbed forested areas,
traversed by a few utility ROWs. The only species identified by NYNHP to occur in this area is the timber
rattlesnake, but these forested areas could also provide summer roosting habitat for Indiana bat and
Northern long-eared bat.
The deciduous forests and rugged, rocky terrain in this area typically provide suitable habitat for timber
rattlesnake, including the utility ROWs that traverse the forested areas and provide important basking and
foraging habitat (Furman 2007). Impacts on timber rattlesnake could result from habitat loss and
fragmentation, changing vegetation succession, blasting and filling in of dens, road construction, and
encounters with construction equipment and vehicles (Ulev 2008).
As discussed in Section 3.1.7.2, the identified bat species may roost under the bark of trees such as shagbark
hickory or loose bark on dead and dying trees. Harvesting trees within stands where bats are known to roost
during the summer could result in the mortality or displacement of individual bats (Luensmann 2005).
Pilgrim is evaluating BMPs to avoid and minimize impacts on these species; such as clearing of trees during
winter months and use of monitors during construction to locate and move species such as rattlesnakes from
work areas and open trenches, and would develop threatened and endangered species mitigation plans for
impact avoidance/minimization during construction in consultation with USFWS and NYSDEC, if
appropriate. With appropriate avoidance actions and mitigation procedures in place, impacts on these
species and their habitats along the mainline would be anticipated to be minor and localized if they are
determined to be present.
Laterals
Bald eagles have the potential to occur along portions of the proposed IPTL, RPL, and NPL routes, although
only the RPL and NPL routes would be anticipated to provide potential suitable habitat, as discussed in
Section 3.1.7.2.2. Mature trees that could provide suitable roosting, perching, and foraging for bald eagle
could be removed during construction of these routes. However, given the abundance of nearby suitable
habitat with mature trees along the Hudson River, and since the temporary workspaces would be allowed
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to revegetate, impacts on bald eagle roosting, perching, and foraging habitat would be minor. Through
implementation of the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS 2007), which specifies
disturbance-free zones, seasonal restrictions, and restrictions on blasting and loud noises, particularly
during the breeding season, impacts on bald eagles during the breeding season are anticipated to be minor.
Pump Stations and Meter Stations
No threatened or endangered wildlife species or their habitat are likely to be present at proposed pump
station locations, and therefore no impacts would be anticipated on threatened or endangered wildlife at
these locations. Construction of aboveground Project facilities and infrastructure would result in permanent
removal of wildlife habitat from within the Project Area, although as discussed below, this impact has been
minimized by the initial siting of Project facilities and the small area associated with aboveground facilities.
Facility locations would be revisited once field surveys are completed to determine if any identified
threatened and endangered species or their habitat necessitate adjusting facility layout or developing
mitigation measures.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
Bald eagles have the potential to occur during the breeding season in the vicinity of the proposed Rensselaer
Contractor and Pipe Yard. The site consists entirely of an agricultural field, which may provide foraging
habitat for bald eagle. The use of the yard during construction by Pilgrim would likely cause eagles that
may currently forage the site to look for food elsewhere. Impacts would be temporary and short-term, and
bald eagles would be expected to make use of the remaining areas of the field that the yard would not
occupy, as well as other more suitable foraging habitat in the vicinity such as the nearby Hudson River.
Pilgrim would also implement the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines and as such, impacts on
bald eagle from construction of the Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard would be anticipated to be
negligible. The Management Guidelines include conservation measures such as buffer zones around nest
locations and work prohibitions relative to nest site locations or other important types of habitat (e.g.,
foraging or resting areas) and types of work activities.
Access Roads
Northern harriers have the potential to occur along proposed NY-GR-TAR9, 10, and 10A, and NY-GRTAR11, 12, 13, and 14, although only the proposed NY-GR-TAR10 route is considered likely to provide
potential suitable foraging habitat, as discussed in Section 3.1.7.2.5. As NY-GR-TAR10 would be
temporary and would revert back to suitable habitat post-construction, if present, and given the abundance
of other open fields in the vicinity, impacts on Northern harrier habitat associated with the temporary loss
of foraging habitat would be anticipated to be negligible to minor at this location.
Timber rattlesnakes have the potential to occur along the proposed routes for NY-RO-TAR1, and NY-ORTAR23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 37, 37A, 37B, and 37C, although only NY-RO-TAR1 (basking and gestating),
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the northern half of NY-RO-TAR28, and NY-RO-TAR29 routes are considered likely to provide potentially
suitable habitat, as discussed in Section 3.1.7.2.5. As NY-RO-TAR1 would occur almost entirely within an
overhead electric utility easement that is already periodically maintained, this TAR would revert back to
suitable habitat post-construction, if present. As discussed in Section 5.1.7, a timber rattlesnake monitor
would be onsite during construction activities to survey work areas and relocate any rattlesnakes observed
within the workspace, as required. Therefore, impacts, such as vehicle strikes, on timber rattlesnakes would
be anticipated to be negligible to minor along NY-RO-TAR1. If suitable habitat was present at NY-ROTAR29 and the northern half of NY-RO-TAR28, impacts would also be anticipated to be negligible to
minor because of the mitigation measures proposed. PAR-NY-MP93.93 would be on an existing road and
PAR-NY-MP110.3 would occur in forested habitat where transient rattlesnakes could be encountered.
TAR-NY-MP94.32, 94.79, 95.49, 95.74, 95.95, 96.2, 96.47, 96.75, 98.55 would all occur where habitat is
forested or field and transient or foraging rattlesnakes could be encountered.
Upland sandpiper has the potential to occur along proposed NY-OR-TAR13, 14, and 15, although only the
NY-OR-TAR14 route is considered likely to provide potential suitable habitat, as discussed in Section
3.1.7.2.5. Given the abundance of agricultural fields in the area, any upland sandpipers that might be present
would be likely to move into the other fields. As NY-OR-TAR14 would be temporary and would revert
back to suitable habitat post-construction, if present, and given the extent of the agricultural fields in the
area in which the TAR would be located, upland sandpiper loss of habitat would be anticipated to be
negligible to minor at this location.
Bog turtle has the potential to occur along proposed NY-OR-TAR32; however, this TAR would be located
entirely within an existing paved parking area, and therefore, no impacts on bog turtle habitat would be
anticipated. Conservation measures would need to be considered in order to provide steps to prevent turtles
or other organisms from being struck by vehicles traveling along access roads. These measures can include
double silt fence placement, monitoring the work area for the presence of turtles and relocating them, and
proper restoration of suitable wetland habitats.
4.1.7.3.2

Impacts During Operation

Operation of the Pilgrim Project would be unlikely to have any permanent significant impacts given that
the majority of the Project pipelines would be co-located along either the NYS Thruway or other utility,
road or rail corridors, which currently receive periodic maintenance combined with the fact that the majority
of the Project would be buried and the ROW primarily reverts to various types of vegetated communities.
Vegetation management of the pipeline ROWs would be similar to the current NYS Thruway vegetation
management activities, which include routine mowing and occasional tree removal activities. If species
successfully reestablish following construction, they would also be expected to reestablish following
maintenance mowing. In addition to maintenance, the constant vehicular traffic on the Thruway is an
existing condition that would continue to impair adjacent habitat for those species that are disturbance
intolerant.
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In the event that Project operation would impact a listed species, Pilgrim would develop a management
plan(s) for the individual species, as needed, in consultation with USFWS and NYNHP.
4.1.7.4

Threatened and Endangered Aquatic Species

As stated in Section 3.1.7.3, three aquatic animal species including one mollusk and two fish may occur in
the Project Area that are listed by federal and state agencies as endangered. Federal and state listed
endangered species in the Project Area may include, the dwarf wedge mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon),
which may occur in coldwater streams crossed by the Pilgrim Project and two fish the shortnose sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) which may occur in the
Hudson River near areas that would be crossed by the Project. The brook floater (Alasmindota varicosa) is
a state listed threatened species which may occur in the Project Area. Agency consultation regarding the
presence of these two mussel species in the Project Area is ongoing. Dwarf wedge mussel is listed by
USFWS as only occurring in Orange County. Early consultation with USFWS indicates that dwarf wedge
mussel may not be a concern for crossings outside of certain watersheds west of the Project Area in Orange
County; confirmation from USFWS is expected once their office formally reviews the Project.
Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon are present in the Hudson River, which would involve pipeline installation
via HDD located more than 30 feet below the river bottom, pending geotechnical evaluations. Given the
use of HDD for the Hudson River crossing, no impacts on threatened or endangered aquatic species would
occur at those crossings.
4.1.7.4.1

Impacts During Construction

Mainline and Laterals
The Project mainline would cross multiple perennial streams, some of which may have the potential to
provide suitable habitat for brook floater. Crossing methods through these waterbodies would consist of
dry crossing via flume or dam and pump. These methods would likely result in temporary, and localized
minor to moderate impacts on the streambed substrate where the crossing occurred. Impacts could include
sedimentation, reduced water quality that could impair respiration, loss of individuals that occur at the
crossing or temporary reduction of food supply. Agency consultation is ongoing to determine potential for
occurrence and to determine the need to perform habitat or presence/absence surveys, which would be
completed in the summer of 2015. In the event of an accidental spill during construction, the rapid
implementation of the spill prevention, control and countermeasures and other Project requirements, such
as refueling at least 50 feet from waterways whenever practical, would serve to minimize the potential for
spill fuel, oils, or lubricants to enter waterways and impact any threatened or endangered aquatic species,
if they are determined to be present during field studies.
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Pump Stations and Meter Stations
There would be no expected impacts on threatened or endangered aquatic species from the construction and
operation of the pump stations and meter stations since no work would occur in streams at these locations.
Contractor and Pipe Yards
There would be no impacts on threatened or endangered aquatic species from the construction and operation
of the contractor and pipe yards since only one has a stream present and the use of the yard would be
restricted so that no disturbance of the stream or stream banks would occur.
Access Roads
Proposed TARs that would cross streams that contain potential habitat for listed mussel species would be
bridged with temporary mat bridges, portable bridges or surveyed for the presence of actual listed species.
Since access roads would generally be constructed to avoid disturbance of the stream bed, this would serve
to avoid mussel habitat or impact to individuals present, should surveys identify them. If surveys are
completed and listed species identified, Pilgrim would consult with the agencies to develop appropriate
mitigation measures, which could include use of temporary bridges, but may also include measures such as
relocation of the TAR. Temporary bridges would be removed upon completion of construction activities.
In consideration of these measures, it is expected that there would be no impacts on listed mussel species
from TAR construction.
4.1.7.4.2

Impacts During Operation

During normal operation of the pipeline facilities, impacts are not likely to occur on listed threatened or
endangered aquatic species. Any maintenance activities that would involve disturbing the bed or banks of
a state or federally protected stream would require a permit or be appropriately authorized; any permit
issued by an agency would include conditions that would need to be followed to protect aquatic organisms
from being adversely affected. During vegetation management, vehicles such as mowers or brush hogs
would not cross perennial waterbodies, but would instead drive around or be moved around them. In the
event that pipeline repair was required for a section of pipeline within a stream, similar measures employed
during original construction to avoid and minimize impacts would be employed, assuming that suitable
habitat or local populations were determined to be present at any particular crossing location. In this event,
impacts would be anticipated to be minor.
4.1.8

Wetlands

Freshwater wetlands are lands and submerged lands, commonly called marshes, swamps, sloughs, bogs,
and flats that support aquatic or semi-aquatic vegetation. These ecological areas are valuable resources,
necessary for flood control, surface and groundwater protection, wildlife habitat, open space, and water
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resources. Freshwater wetlands also provide opportunities for recreation, education and research, and
aesthetic appreciation. Adjacent areas may share some of these values and, in addition, provide a valuable
buffer for the wetlands.
This section is presented in two parts. Section 4.1.8.1, describes the anticipated construction and operation
impacts for delineated wetlands by Project feature. Section 4.1.9.2, describes the anticipated construction
and operation impacts for mapped wetlands along the Project route, where access and/or delineation data
is currently unavailable. Mapped NYSDEC and NWI data is presented in this section in lieu of field data.
4.1.8.1

Delineated Wetlands
4.1.8.1.1

Impacts During Construction

Potential impacts on wetlands during the construction phase of the proposed Project would include cutting,
clearing, or removing wetland vegetation within the construction work area. Construction across wetlands
and wetland adjacent areas would be performed in accordance with the Project SWPPP and applicable
permits or approvals. The techniques for wetland crossings would vary according to the type of wetland to
be crossed, the length of the crossing and the water content of the wetland soils at the time of the crossing.
Because wetland characteristics would vary due to seasonal fluctuations and sporadic precipitation events,
the specific method for each crossing would be determined in the field using best professional judgment.
Specialized construction methods would minimize the extent and time that construction equipment would
be operated in wetland areas. For a full discussion of specialized construction techniques that would be
used for wetland crossings, see Section 2.3.2.1.
Mainline and Laterals
Pilgrim completed wetland delineation of the majority of the pipeline routes (92 percent of the mainline
and 56 percent of the laterals) in 2014. Table 4.1.8-1, below summaries the crossing lengths as well as the
types and acres of wetlands that would be affected by construction of the Project mainline and laterals. A
total of 296 (9.2 linear miles) crossings of wetlands would be required for construction of the mainline and
laterals, which would temporarily affect a total of approximately 78.5 acres of delineated wetlands: 35 acres
of PEM habitat, 29.7 acres of PFO habitat, and 13.8 acres of PSS habitat. Table 4.1.8-1, below summarizes
the crossing lengths as well as the acres of wetlands that would be affected by construction of the mainline
and the laterals. Of the total 296 wetland crossings, 272 would occur along the mainline, one would occur
along the IPTL, four would occur along the NPL and 20 would occur along the RPL.
Tables H-3 and H-4 of Appendix H, provide the detailed data that is summarized in Table 4.1.8-1 for
delineated wetlands that would be crossed by the centerline of the mainline and laterals. Detailed
information for delineated wetlands that involve installation of the pipeline by HDD in order to avoid
impacts, is provided in Table H-5 of Appendix H.
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Based on the results of the delineations, the proposed mainline would cross a total of 8.4 miles of wetlands
including: PEM habitat (4.0 miles, 47 percent); PFO wetlands (3.2 miles, 38.4 percent); and PSS habitats
(1.2 miles, 14.6 percent) (Table 4.1.8-1). The IPTL would cross only PEM habitat for a total of 0.04 miles,
the NPL would cross a total of 0.1 miles of wetlands, 0.05 miles of PEM, and 0.06 miles of PSS habitat,
and the RPL would cross a total of 0.7 miles of wetlands, 0.3 miles of PEM, 0.2 miles of PFO, and 0.2
miles of PSS habitat (Table 4.1.8-1). (These calculations for the mainline or laterals do not include NWI or
NYSDEC mapped wetland crossings where field delineation efforts have not yet been completed. (For
additional information on mapped wetland crossings refer to Section 4.1.8.2.)
Table 4.1.8-1
Summary of Delineated Wetlands Affected by Pipeline Construction and Operation

Facility

Mainline

Cowardin et al.
Classification (1979) c/

Length of Each Type
Crossed (miles)

Wetland Area Affected
During Construction a/
/Operation b/
(acres)

PFO

3.2

27.6 / 4.8
11.8 / 4.2

PSS

1.2

PEM

4.0

31.0 /6.5

PAB

0.0

<0.01 / 0.1

Subtotal

IPT Product Lateral

8.4

70.4 / 15.6

PFO

0.0

0.0

PSS

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4 / 0.1

0.0

0.4 / 0.1

PEM
Subtotal

Newburgh Product Lateral

PFO

0.0

0.0

PSS

0.1

0.4 / 0.2

PEM

0.1

0.5 / 0.2

Subtotal

Roseton Product Lateral

0.2

0.9 / 0.4

PFO

0.2

2.1 / 0.6

PSS

0.2

1.6 / 0.5

0.3

3.1 / 1.0

PEM
Subtotal
Total

0.7

6.8 / 2.1

9.3 miles

78.5 / 18.2 acres

a/ Construction impacts include the entire ROW width and all workspace and extra workspace.
b/ Operational impacts include the 10-foot-wide corridor of permanently maintained vegetation within the Mainline ROW wetlands
and a 50-foot-wide corridor on Project laterals and on segments of Pipeline off the NYS Thruway ROW.
c/ PEM=Palustrine Emergent, PSS= Palustrine Scrub Shrub. PFO=Palustrine Forested, PAB=Palustrine Aquatic Bed

In general, temporary minor impacts on wetlands and adjacent areas resulting from Project construction
could include soil disturbance, temporary alteration of hydrology, and loss of vegetation. Construction
could also cause temporary minor impacts on wetlands and adjacent areas from the placement of equipment
mats and vegetation trimming. Although wetlands would be directly affected by trenching and other
construction activities, they would be restored in-place upon completion of construction. Impact
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minimization techniques vary and would be employed based on the methodology used to construct the
wetland crossing. For instance, in wetlands with non-saturated soils, topsoil would be stripped and
stockpiled separately so that it can be replaced over the work area once the pipelines are installed and
subsoil backfill has been placed. This would assist in natural revegetation from the root stock and seeds
contained within the topsoil. In saturated wetlands where the ditch fills with water, use of float or push-pull
methods of pipeline installation would be used to minimize the operation of equipment within the wetland.
Inadequate stabilization of soils could adversely impact wetlands, in the event that stormwater eroded soils
were transported off the workspace and into adjacent wetland areas. Pilgrim has prepared a Preliminary
SWPPP (Appendix C) that identifies the procedures and material specifications that would be implemented
during construction to stabilize soils and minimize the potential for offsite transport. Should soil erode into
wetlands, the SWPPP also contains protocols for containing eroded soil and restoration of impacted areas.
With implementation of procedures specified in Pilgrim’s SWPPP, impacts resulting from such an event
would be temporary, minor and localized.
During construction the potential would exist for the accidental release of oil, hydraulic fluid or hazardous
materials as a result of human error, equipment malfunction or breakdown within the construction areas.
Generally these types of events include small quantities (typically several gallons or less) of spilled fluids.
Regardless, construction crews would be required to comply with Pilgrim’s spill prevention, control and
countermeasures (part of the SWPPP in Appendix C), which includes the procedures and material
specifications required to ensure rapid control and cleanup of any such release. The spill prevention, control
and countermeasures also includes specifications for refueling and storage of potentially hazardous
materials such that impacts on wetland resources from these activities would be avoided or minimized.
No overall loss of wetland resources would be anticipated, since restoration of the workspace following
construction would restore soils, hydrology and allow for the re-growth of wetland vegetation. However,
as shown in Table 4.1.8-3 below, a total of 5.4 acres (0.07 percent) of delineated PFO wetlands would be
permanently converted to PSS/PEM wetlands, along the mainline and lateral ROWs. No additional
permanent wetland impacts would be anticipated from the construction of Pilgrim’s mainline and laterals.
Pump Stations and Meter Stations
Aboveground facility sites were surveyed or assessed by Pilgrim for the presence of wetlands. The survey
and assessment confirmed that no wetlands are located within proposed pump station site or meter station
sites.
Contractor and Pipe Yards and Temporary Access Roads
The summary data presented in this section includes temporary impacts on delineated wetlands that could
occur within areas proposed for use as contractor and pipe yards or TARs. Of the 38.9 miles of the 231
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TARs, 8.1 miles have had wetland delineations completed. Lack of access permission or winter weather
conditions have prevented delineations on the remaining miles of TARs.
Table 4.1.8-2 summarizes the detailed data presented in Tables H-3 and H-6 of Appendix H, by wetland
type for proposed Project contractor and pipe yards, and TARs. Other than the three contractor and pipe
yards identified in the table, no delineated wetland resource areas occur on the other proposed contractor
and pipe yards.
Table 4.1.8-2
Acreage of Delineated Wetlands potentially Affected by Contractor and Pipe Yards and TARs by
Wetland Type (Temporary Facilities)
Wetland Type (acres)

Project Component
PEM

PFO

PSS

PUB

Total

Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard

0.5

0

0

0

0.5

Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard

0.2

<0.1

0

0

0.3

Old Kings Highway

<0.1

0

0

0

<0.1

Temporary Access Roads

1.3

0.2

0.2

<0.1

1.8

Total Temporary Impacts (acres)

2.1

0.3

0.2

<0.1

2.7

Although a total of about 0.8 acres of wetlands were delineated at the three contractor and pipe yards,
Pilgrim would lease more land than would be required for use, thereby allowing the construction contractor
to fence off the wetlands and avoid impacts on them. As a result, use of the contractor and pipe yards should
have no impact to wetlands.
Temporary impacts would occur along TARs (1.8 acres) and would include temporary disturbance of
wetland hydrology, soils, and vegetation primarily where the TARs would be created during Project
construction. In general, impacts associated with access roads would be avoided and minimized by using
existing roads and locating access roads in agricultural and open lands to the extent practicable. As
determined by survey, locations where streams within wetlands occur, culverts would be placed to maintain
hydrology. For existing roads where some improvements may occur in order to accommodate construction,
any existing culverts would be evaluated to determine their adequacy, and if undersized or in poor condition
would be replaced. Where they would occur, however, impacts from TARs would be minor, short-term and
would primarily affect PEM wetlands (1.3 acres) during Project construction. Upon completion of
construction, these wetlands would be restored in place by removing temporary fill, if used, removing
culverts if placed, restoring grade and seeding with native vegetation, as appropriate.
4.1.8.1.2

Impacts During Operation

No permanent wetland impacts would be anticipated from the operation of the Pilgrim Project except for
the conversion of a strip of PFO to PSS/PEM wetlands along the mainline and lateral ROWs.
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A 10 foot-wide permanent ROW would be maintained for the portion of the mainline within the Thruway
and a 50 foot ROW for the off-Thruway portion of the mainline and the laterals (25 feet on each side of the
centerline) would be kept free of trees for the life of the proposed Project. PFO wetlands within the 10 and
50-foot permanent ROWs would be converted to PSS or PEM or some combination of the two types of
wetlands, which would represent a permanent conversion of the forest wetland class, but not a permanent
loss of a wetland resource. The PEM or PSS wetlands that would replace the PFO communities would
likely sustain periodic minor impacts from vegetation maintenance activities required to prevent the regrowth of trees. Acreage of PFO wetlands that would be permanently affected by the Project is listed in
Table 4.1.8-3, below. The detailed data summarized in Table 4.1.8-3 is provided in Table H-3 of Appendix
H.
Table 4.1.8-3
Estimated Long-Term PFO Acreage of Delineated Wetlands by Project Workspace/ROW and Wetland Type
Facility

PFO (acres)

Mainline ROW

4.8

Roseton Product Lateral ROW

0.6

Total

5.4

Permanently maintaining former PFO areas as a combination of deep and shallow PEM and PSS wetlands
would have minor impacts on wetland vegetation and wildlife species composition and abundance
(discussed further in Section 4.1.5) and long-term minor impacts on wetland function and values. The PFO
cover types are dominated by trees and shrubs that have developed a tolerance to a seasonal high water
table (Cowardin et. al. 1979). Forested wetlands typically have a mature tree canopy, and depending upon
the species and density, can have a broad range of understory and groundcover community components.
Forested wetland communities within the proposed Project Area that were surveyed include species such
as red maple (Acer rubrum), American elm (Ulmus Americana), and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica).
The conversion to PSS/PEM wetlands would result in a change in hydrology, making the area generally
wetter during the growing season without large trees to utilize the available surface/ground water
(Woodward et al. 2014). Additionally, a loss in vegetative community diversity would likely occur in
converted wetland areas along with a potentially higher susceptibility to invasive species (Zedler and
Kercher 2004). The changes in both vegetative cover and hydrology would have minor impacts on local
wildlife species and wetland habitat function, depending on species’ habitat requirements. However, since
the majority of PFO conversion areas would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW where the areas
that would be converted are small, patchy, and not of high quality, only a minor impact is anticipated. In
addition, Thruway maintenance activities occur on a yearly basis that include vegetation management if not
within forested wetlands, then in adjacent areas.
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4.1.8.2

Desktop Identified Wetlands

The final acreage of potentially impacted federal jurisdiction and NYSDEC wetlands and adjacent areas
cannot be calculated until full site access is available and field delineation is complete. Field delineation is
the most accurate and reliable method to base project impact calculations from and utilizes a sound scientific
approach. The NYSDEC 100 foot adjacent area impacts would also be calculated at that time, once they
could be accurately assessed following field confirmation of mapping data.
Recognizing that impacts on non-delineated areas need to be assessed, and that mapped information is the
only source of wetland resource information for parcels that have not yet been accessed, data from
NYSDEC and NWI mapping is presented in this section as a surrogate for field data that is not currently
available. Given that 92 percent of the mainline and 56 percent of the laterals were field delineated for a
total of 88 percent, the remaining 12 percent represents only a small portion of the pipeline length or area
evaluated based on mapping
4.1.8.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Mainline and Laterals
Table 4.1.8-4 presents summary data for mapped wetlands (not delineated) that would be crossed by the
centerline of the pipelines (mainline and laterals), which would result in direct minor temporary disturbance
during pipeline construction. Tables H-7 and H-8 of Appendix H, provide the detailed supporting data for
the information presented in Table 4.1.8-4. Information on the wetlands that would be avoided by use of
the HDD construction method to install the pipeline well below them is provided in Table H-9 of Appendix
H.
As noted in Table 4.1.8-4, construction of the proposed pipelines would temporarily affect a total of
approximately 15.8 acres of mapped wetlands, the majority of which (7.7 acres or 48.7 percent) would be
PFO habitat. These wetlands would be directly affected by pipeline construction. The impacts would be
similar to those described for the delineated wetlands.
Table 4.1.8-4
Summary of Mapped Wetlands Affected by Construction and Operation of Project Pipelines
Facility

Crude and Products Mainline

NWI

Length of Each Type
Crossed (miles)

Wetland Area Affected During
Construction a/ / Operation b/
(acres)

PFO

1.0

6.9 / 4.8

PSS

0.0

4.1 / 1.7

PEM

0.1

1.3 / 1.1

UK*

<0.1

1.5 / 0.2

1.1

13.8 / 7.8

Subtotal
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Table 4.1.8-4
Summary of Mapped Wetlands Affected by Construction and Operation of Project Pipelines
Facility

Newburgh Product Lateral

NWI

Length of Each Type
Crossed (miles)

Wetland Area Affected During
Construction a/ / Operation b/
(acres)

PFO

0.1

0.6 / 0.2

PSS

0.0

0.2 / 0.1

0.1

0.5 / 0.5

0.2

1.3 /0.8

<0.1

0.2 / 0.0

PSS

0.0

0.2 / 0.4

PEM

<0.1

0.2 / 0.1

PEM
Subtotal
PFO

Roseton Product Lateral

UK*

0.0

0.0 / 0.1

<0.1

0.6 / 0.6

PFO

0.0

0.0

PSS

0.0

0.1 / 0.0

PEM

0.0

0.0

Subtotal

0.0

0.1 / 0.0

Total

1.4

15.8 / 9.2

Subtotal

Citgo & Apex Lateral

Note: * indicates where wetland cover type is unknown and where NWI data is unavailable for unsurveyed NYSDEC wetlands.
a/ Construction impacts include the entire ROW width and all workspace and extra workspace.
b/ Operational impacts include the 10-foot-wide corridor of vegetation maintenance within the mainline ROW wetlands and a 50foot-wide corridor permanently maintained on Project laterals and on segments of Pipeline off the NYS Thruway ROW.

Contractor and Pipe Yards and Temporary Access Roads
The summary data presented in this section identifies mapped wetlands that occur within areas within the
proposed contractor and pipe yards and TARs. Table 4.1.8-5 summarizes the detailed data found in Tables
H-7 and H-10 of Appendix H, by wetland type for proposed contractor and pipe yards and TARs. Other
than the 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard and TARs listed in the table, no other mapped wetland resource
areas would be affected by the contractor and pipe yards or TARs.
Table 4.1.8-5
Estimated Temporary Acreage of Mapped Wetlands by
Wetland type Potentially Affected by Project Construction
NWI Wetland Type (acres)

Project Component

PEM

PFO

PSS

Total

17A Contractor and Pipe Yard

< 0.1

0.0

0.0

< 0.1

Temporary Access Roads

2.6

2.5

0.4

5.6

Total Temporary Impacts

2.7

2.5

0.4

5.7
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As noted in Table 4.1.8-5, a total of approximately 5.7 acres of mapped wetlands potentially occur in areas
that would be affected contractor and pipe yards and TARs. Although < 0.1 acre of PEM wetland was
indicated as occurring within the 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard site. Depending on the need, not all the
yard acreage will be used or disturbed, particularly if sensitive resource areas need to be avoided, thereby
allowing the construction contractor to fence off and avoid impacting the wetland. Wetlands affected by
the TARs would be restored following completion of construction by removing temporary fill, removing
culverts, recontouring the roads back to pre-construction grade and seeding with native vegetation, as
appropriate and indicated by permit conditions.
Permanent Access Roads and Harriman Pump Station
Potential PARs have been scoped for Project planning purposes but not yet field delineated. The wetland
impact estimates presented below would likely be reduced and potentially eliminated based on refining the
locations post fieldwork, as measures would be taken to avoid and minimize wetland impacts.
The Harriman Pump Station site is currently mapped as an NWI wetland, and when the site is cleared,
graded and the pump station facility constructed, there would be a permanent loss of this wetland area.
Pending the results of field delineation, the impacted area may be different.
Table 4.1.8-6
Estimated Acreage of Mapped Wetlands by Wetland Type Potentially Affected by
Permanent Access Roads and Pump Stations
PAR ID/Facility

Wetland ID

NWI

Acres

PAR-NY-MP3.05

NWI-005

PSS1/EM1E/PFO1E

0.19 (0.01 acres PFO)

PAR-NY-MP101.73

NWI-012

PEM1E

0.15

Harriman Pump Station

NWI-012

PEM

1.8

Other than the PARs and Harriman Pump Station listed in Table 4.1.8-6, no other mapped wetland resource
areas would be affected by pump stations or PARs.
4.1.8.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Long-term, minor impacts on mapped wetland vegetation would be anticipated during Project operation
from the permanent conversion of PFO to PSS/PEM wetland habitat along the mainline and lateral ROWs,
PFO acres that would be converted to PSS/PEM wetland habitat are summarized in Table 4.1.8-7, below.
The full table of the data can be found in Table H-7 of Appendix H. Impacts would be similar to those
described for the delineated wetlands.
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Table 4.1.8-7
Estimated Long-Term PFO Acres of Mapped Wetlands to be Converted to PSS/PEM Wetland
Facility

PFO (acres)

Mainline ROW

4.8

Newburgh Product Lateral ROW

0.2

Total

5.1

No other known mapped PFO wetlands would be affected by other permanent Project components.
4.2
4.2.1

HUMAN RESOURCES
Transportation

Impacts on transportation resources may occur during construction and during operation of the Project.
Generally, construction phase impacts are temporary, and do not continue beyond the completion of
construction. Operation phase impacts are those that could be expected from operation of the Project
infrastructure during the life of the Project, consisting of operation of aboveground facilities (pump stations,
meter stations, and block valves), the movement of product through the pipe, and periodic maintenance of
the infrastructure and permanent ROW.
4.2.1.1

Impacts of Construction
4.2.1.1.1

Mainline and Laterals

Road Traffic
Impacts could occur on primary and secondary roads and could affect road infrastructure and traffic
movement on the NYS Thruway and on secondary roads. The types of impacts discussed in greater detail
below include increased traffic volume on road segments and intersections, reduced speeds in congested
areas and where traffic safety equipment is deployed, and structural wear and tear on upper pavement
courses and sub-base native or fill materials. A list of roads crossed by the proposed pipelines is provided
in Appendix I.
The Project approach has been designed to virtually eliminate the use of the NYS Thruway for the delivery
of equipment, material and manpower to the construction spreads. Thruway traffic would be affected by
brief and infrequent closures for blasting on the edges of the work zone.
Jersey barriers would be deployed in locations where the separation distance between the edge of pavement
and the temporary work zone would be less than 30 feet, unless guide rail was present. Where guide rail is
present, the use of Jersey barriers would be unnecessary except where construction activity would occur
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within the deflection distance of the feet of the guide rail (varies depending on the type of rail). Where
deployed, Jersey barriers would be placed at the edge of the temporary work zone nearest to the traveled
lanes. As work progressed, the Jersey barriers would be moved by equipment within the temporary work
zone. The total length of Jersey barrier estimated to be needed during construction would be approximately
1,000 feet on Spread One (MPs 0 to 5.5), 7,000 feet on Spread Two (MPs 5.5 to 25) and Spread Three (MPs
25 to 45.8), 10,000 feet on Spread Four (MPs 45.8 to 77.9) and Spread Five (MPs 77.9 to 116). The length
of Jersey barrier deployed at any given time would vary, and would be distributed as needed.
Speed limits would only be reduced where the Jersey barriers would be placed at the edge of the traveled
lane (white stripe on the outer edge of pavement, opposite the median). In general, the edge of the temporary
work zone would be at least 20 feet from the edge of traveled lane, with certain exceptions where the
temporary work zone would be 10 to 15 feet from the edge of the traveled lane. Placement of Jersey barriers
at a distances greater than 10 feet from the edge of pavement would not require a reduced speed limit on
the NYS Thruway.
It is estimated that 12 to 15 percent of the proposed ROW is rock that would require blasting. When blasting
is planned, notice would be given to authorities at least 72 hours in advance. Both north- and south-bound
lanes of traffic would be closed for approximately 15 minutes in order to accommodate the blasting and to
ensure that the roadbed was clear of any blast debris. Other reasons for lane closures could include clover
leaf access, and access for movement of large equipment (e.g., boring rigs, HDD rigs). These closures
would also be limited to 15 minutes or less. Boring or HDD beneath the NYS Thruway and other roads
would not require lane closures. The estimated number of times that one travel line would need to be closed
for any reason during the construction schedule is shown in Table 4.2.1-1.
Table 4.2.1-1
Lane Closures (One or More Lanes) on NYS Thruway
Spread

Closures

Average Interval Between Closures

One

None

None

Two

12

Once every 18 days

Three

20

Once every 10 days

Four

30

Once every 7 days

Five

36

Once every 6 days

Rail Traffic
The mainline was sited so that all but a minimum number of contacts between the pipeline and rail corridors
would be perpendicular or near perpendicular crossings that would be constructed using boring or HDD
methods. Boring and HDD methods of pipe installation below a rail corridor would not interfere with rail
transportation.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-82

Significant Environmental Impacts

Locations where the pipeline and rail corridors would intersect or run parallel in significant proximity are
identified in Section 3.2.1.
Activity parallel to a rail corridor has the potential to impact railcar movement if the separation distance is
not adequate to ensure the safety of workers from the passage of rail cars while construction activity is
occurring. In accordance with Federal Railroad Administration safety regulations (Section 214.317 et. seq.),
the minimum separation distance between the outside (“field” side) of the nearest rail, to ensure on-track
safety for workers, is 4 feet, unless on-track safety protocols (to restrict train movement) are in effect.
From MPs 0.8 to 1, the mainline corridor would be separated from the rail corridor by Irwin Stewart Port
Expressway, which would provide adequate clearance between the construction activity and the rail line to
avoid conflicts. Rail operators on this segment of track include Amtrak and CSX. The nearest approach,
located at approximately MP 1.01 where the edge of the temporary work zone would be approximately 15
feet from a siding (approximately 50 feet from the nearest mainline rail), would have adequate clearance to
avoid conflicts.
From MPs 3.7 to 4.8, the nearest approach would occur at approximately MP 4.2, with a minimum
separation distance between temporary construction area and the CSX rail line of more than 40 feet, which
would provide adequate clearance to avoid conflicts.
From MPs 10.3 to 10.8, the separation distance between the construction area and the CSX rail line would
vary from approximately 110 feet at MP 10.3, to 280 feet at MP 10.8. The separation distance in this area
would be adequate to avoid conflicts.
From MPs 97.3 to 98.3, the nearest approach would occur in the vicinity of MP 97.8, where the edge of the
construction area and the CSX rail line would be separated by a distance of at least 50 feet for a linear
distance of approximately 0.25 mile. The separation distance would provide adequate clearance to avoid
conflicts.
Between MPs 101 to 109, the mainline would cross the rail line at several points. Rail operators on this
segment of track include New Jersey Transit, Metro North, and CSX. Generally a minimum separation
distance of 35 feet or more would be maintained between the edge of the temporary construction area and
the edge of the rail corridor (edge of ballast). Exceptions would occur in several locations. Between MPs
104.15 to 104.65, the edge of the construction work space would coincide with the edge of the rail corridor
(edge of ballast), approximately 10 feet from the nearer rail. In this interval, the active part of the
construction area would be on the opposite side of the pipe alignment. The centerline of the pipeline trench
would be 25 feet from the edge of the temporary construction area (approximately 35 feet from the nearer
rail). The space between the centerline of the mainline trench and the edge of the temporary work space
would be used for temporary storage of stockpiled soil. Equipment would not be operated between the
trench and the edge of the construction work area. Similarly, between MP 101.3 and MP 101.45, the soil
storage side of the temporary construction area would back up to the rail line with a separation distance of
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approximately 15 feet between the edge of the temporary work area and the edge of the rail corridor (edge
of ballast), providing a distance of approximately 50 feet from the trench centerline to the nearer rail.
Other exceptions to the 35 foot minimum separation distance would occur at MP 104.8, MP 106.1, MP
108.15, MP 108.33, and MP 108.65. It is noted that the rail corridor can accommodate two parallel rail lines
in some portions of this stretch with a 30 foot wide rail bed, but only one rail line is present, and is located
on the western half of the rail corridor, from approximately MP 106.1 south. As such, the exceptions noted
south of 106.1 would provide approximately 25 feet of separation between the temporary construction area
and the active rail line.
On the proposed NPL, from NPL MP 3.2 to NPL MP 4.2, the pipeline would run parallel to a segment of
CSX rail serving the port of Newburgh. After crossing the rail line by horizontal bore, the lateral would be
separated from the rail line by Quassaick Creek, except for the segment from approximately NPL MP 4.05
to NPL MP 4.25, where the smallest separation between the temporary work area and the rail line would
be greater than 50 feet.
Air Traffic and Airports
There would be no significant impacts on airport infrastructure or air traffic due to the construction of the
Project. Neither the mainline nor the laterals would cross any airport property at any point and construction
equipment would not be of sufficient height to interfere with air traffic or require Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) approval.
Marine Traffic
Construction of the Project would increase the volume of construction materials carried by marine
transportation for a short period at the beginning of the construction schedule. Marine shipping capacity
tends to follow demand and would not be adversely impacted by the temporary increase in freight volume
generated by movement of equipment and materials into the region for construction of the Project.
The mainline would cross the Hudson River at two locations, separated by approximately 1.5 miles. The
crossings would be constructed beneath the riverbed by HDD. As a result, construction of the river crossings
would have no impact on marine traffic.
The overall effect of the Project on marine traffic would be expected to be beneficial. The Project could
reduce the volume of crude and refined oil products transported by barge between New York City and the
Port of Albany, which would translate directly to a reduced potential for mishaps at loading facilities and
the incidence of vessel mishaps on the river.
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4.2.1.1.2

Aboveground Facilities

Construction of aboveground facilities would have no impact on rail or air infrastructure or traffic since
none of these facilities would be in close proximity to an airport or railway. In addition, construction
equipment would not be of sufficient height to interfere with aerial movement or require an FAA approval.
4.2.1.1.3

Contractor and Pipe Yards and Access Roads

Impacts on road infrastructure and traffic movement associated with preparation of contractor and pipe
yards, prior to delivery of materials and commencement of work on the construction spreads, would be
commensurate with site preparation activity for a typical site development of similar size, consisting of
crew and equipment needed to clear, grade and construct entrances and install erosion and sediment
controls. This activity would produce less impact than subsequent activity associated with pipeline
construction and construction of auxiliary infrastructure, and therefore is not quantified further.
Construction of TARs falls within the general construction activity on the construction spread. Construction
of the contractor and pipe yards and access roads would not require reconfiguration of, or disruption of
(construction through) any existing roadways.
Traffic Impacts
During construction, impacts could affect road infrastructure and traffic movement. The road surface or
subsurface could be damaged and traffic could be delayed or occur at different levels. The activities that
would have the greatest effect on roads would be delivery and movement of construction equipment and
materials, and employee commuting traffic.
Delivery of material and equipment to contractor and pipe yards would be anticipated to occur prior to and
during the general construction period. Equipment would be delivered to staging areas during March 2017
and distributed to the construction spreads. Pipe would be hauled from seaports and or rail sidings to
contractor and pipe yards. This activity would not be restricted to a particular time of day, and so would be
spread across 12 to 24 hours per day. Therefore, as a separate activity, initial delivery to of material and
equipment to contractor and pipe yards would not generate a significant increase in traffic volumes on
regional roadways during critical peak hours.
Except for the preliminary (clearing and delivery of material and equipment) and final (testing and
restoration) construction activities, which would have lower impacts and durations on the order of two to
four weeks, Project construction activity would be anticipated to increase traffic volumes on roadways in
the vicinity of contractor and pipe storage yards at a fairly consistent level throughout the construction
schedule.
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Traffic on primary and secondary roads would be affected by arrival and departure at contractor yards of
employees in personal vehicles at the beginning and end of work shifts, and movement of equipment,
material and work crews between the contractor yards and the work spreads.
Twenty-two trucks per day, each hauling eight joints per truck would deliver an estimated 1,293,600 feet
of pipe prior to the start of stringing operations in March 2017. Jersey barriers, construction mats, wooden
skids, pumps, valves, fittings, and expendable materials (i.e. welding rods) would also be delivered to the
contractor yards during this same period.
For mainline and lateral construction, the workforce would consist of an average of approximately 320
workers per month per spread. The traffic analysis uses the projected crew force size for each yard, ranging
from 150 to 400 employees. Crews would gather at contractor yards at the beginning of the work shift (7:00
am, six days a week) from March 2017 to December 2017. Crews would be transported from the contractor
yards to work sites by bus.
Movement of crews, equipment and materials between yards and construction spreads would generate
approximately 150 motor vehicle trips from each yard over the course of a ten hour work day. This traffic
would affect primary and secondary roads between the yards and work sites. Routes would vary during the
course of construction as activity moves along the pipeline corridor.
Due to the variability in timing and location of the construction phase activity, the assessment of traffic
impacts has been prepared on the basis of certain worst case assumptions.


All contractor traffic for one spread and one lateral would come out of one contractor/pipe yard.



Heavy work vehicles (excavators, dozers, mobile drill rigs, etc.) would not return to the yard each
day, but would remain on the spread over night.



Workers would not share rides to the yard in the morning.



Probability of greatest impact would be during the AM peak traffic hour.



Three crews would work separate segments of each spread (three sub-spreads).



Crew buses (14 per spread) would all leave the yard at the same time.



One pipe delivery truck would depart the yard at the same time as the crew buses.



Crew transport and delivery trips would be divided equally between the spreads.



As construction proceeded from the first day on a spread, crew buses and pipe delivery trucks
progressively would use a larger number of separate access roads (wider distribution of vehicles,
fewer vehicles on any individual segment).



There would be approximately 30 access roads per spread, at approximately 1 mile intervals.
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The full construction schedule would be approximately 10 months.



Activity would occur on each spread over the course of the entire duration of construction.

Based on the foregoing assumptions, the greatest traffic impact would result from worker vehicles arriving
at the construction and pipe yards in the morning, and would have the greatest impact on the road segments
and intersections in the immediate vicinity of each yard.
The heaviest traffic volume generated by vehicles departing each contractor and pipe yard en route to the
construction access road would occur on road segments nearest the yards, before dispersing on separate
routes to separate access roads. Departing traffic during the peak hour would consist of 15 vehicles (14
buses and one pipe delivery truck) en route to three separate parts of the construction spread.
Approximately ten access roads would be used for each spread throughout the construction period. The
minimum number of vehicles using an access road on a given day would be zero, the maximum on a given
day would be six (five crew buses and one pipe delivery truck). The contractor and pipe yard to construction
spread traffic would create the greatest percent increase in traffic on road segments that have the lowest
baseline traffic volume (generally the segment closest to an access road, furthest from a main arterial),
however, the road segments closest to the access road would have no more than six construction vehicle
trips during the peak hour.
Intersection traffic volumes are presented in the traffic analysis provided in Appendix I. Two conditions
are represented for each contractor and pipe yard, one representing arrivals and departures from the yard
during the AM peak hour, and one representing the overall daily total vehicle trips generated by construction
activity. The evaluation assumes all of the vehicles leaving the contractor and pipe yards during the AM
peak hour take the same route to the intersection nearest to the construction spread TAR closest to the yards.
At that intersection, one third of the vehicles take the last public road to the TAR, and two thirds of the
vehicles continue to the next spread. This is inferred to be the worst case at the access road end of the route
because after the assumed initial mobilization, as work extends along the sub-spread interval, a larger
number of access roads would be utilized, at greater distances, reducing the concentration of construction
related traffic to individual access roads, in absolute numbers, and in average numbers as the distance and
time of travel to an access road increases.
The most active intersection nearest to each of the contractor and pipe yards have been identified and
analyzed for potential traffic impacts during the peak AM hour. Results for these selected intersections are
summarized in Table 4.2.1-2.
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Table 4.2.1-2
Intersection Impacts - Employee Traffic Arriving at Peak AM Hour
Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Select Intersection Near Yard

Traffic Volume
Increase
(Arrive / Depart)

Intersection
Configuration a/

Rensselaer

Stewart Port Expwy and NY 9J

300 / 15

4-legged signalized
unclassified/minor

Maltari

US 9W and Schoharie Turnpike

125 / 15

4-legged signalized
minor/minor

Valley Road

Valley Road and Black Lake Road

125 / 15

3-legged stop controlled
unclassified/unclassified

Old Kings Highway

Old Kings Highway and Sawkill Ruby Road

250 / 15

3-legged three way stop
minor/minor/minor

JD Blake

US 9W and NY 299

150 / 15

4-legged signalized
principal/principal

Manheim

17K and Union Ave

150 / 15

4-legged signalized
minor/minor

17A

NY 17A and NY 17

400 / 15

4-legged signalized and stop sign
minor/principal

a/ See Appendix I.

The estimated potential traffic volume generated during the peak hour has been based on the assumption
that every employee would drive separately from their residence to their respective contractor yard at the
beginning of every shift. This is a gross over-estimate for the purpose of characterizing a potential worst
case scenario, as is the assumption that all would approach the yard from the same direction.
In practice, not only would carpooling reduce the vehicle trips, and varying routes of approach would
distribute the vehicles among multiple intersection movements, it can also be assumed that a significant
number of construction specialists would utilize lodgings in the vicinity of the Project, and the contractor
would coordinate bus transportation to pick up and drop off these workers at their lodgings, eliminating
individual vehicle trips in and out of the yards.
It is not possible this far in advance of the construction to roughly estimate the change in the individual
turning movements that would actually occur within each intersection. The assumption that all of the
increased traffic volume would pass through the select intersection, and follow the same turning movement
through the intersection, is not a reasonable assumption. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the need
for mitigation would be determined on a case by case basis as construction commences, and any mitigation
measures that might be required would not be impractical to implement. Such measures are described in
the mitigation section.
Intersections near construction access roads in each spread were identified and analyzed for potential traffic
impacts during the peak AM hour. Results for the most heavily affected intersections for each spread are
summarized in Table 4.2.1-3.
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Table 4.2.1-3
Intersection Impacts - Crew and Delivery Traffic at Peak AM Hour
Contractor and Pipe
Yard

Intersection Nearest Access Road

Traffic Volume
Increase
(vehicles)

Intersection
Configuration

Rensselaer

US 9W and Wemple Road

15

4-legged signalized

Maltari

Schoharie Turnpike and Old Green Lake Rd

15

4-legged two way stop sign

Valley Road

Valley Road and Temp Access Road

15

3-legged uncontrolled

Old Kings Highway

Old Kings Highway and Sawkill Ruby Road

15

3-legged uncontrolled

JD Blake

US 299 and NYS Thruway

15

3-legged signalized with dedicated
turn lanes

Manheim

17K and Corporate Blvd

15

3-legged signalized with dedicated
turn lanes

17A Yard

NY 17 and Orange Turnpike

15

3-legged single stop sign

Although unlikely, it is possible that all of the vehicles would make a left turn through the intersection. This
defines the worst case scenario for increasing delay and reducing level of service.
It is therefore reasonable to conclude that it is unlikely that mitigation would be needed at any of the
intersections, and that any mitigation measures that might be required to accommodate the additional
volume would not be impractical to implement. Such measures are described in the mitigation section
(Chapter 5.0).
Public roads at access points to the construction spread (the last, or “terminal public roads” that construction
related traffic would use to reach the construction spread from the contractor and pipe yards) in each spread
were identified and evaluated for potential traffic impacts during the peak AM hour. The results are
summarized in Table 4.2.1-4.
Table 4.2.1-4
Road Segment Impacts - Crew and Delivery Traffic at Peak AM Hour
Contractor and
Pipe Yard

Terminal Public Road
at Access Road

Functional Classification

Traffic Volume
Increase (vehicles)

Rensselaer

Wemple Road

minor collector, rural agriculture/residential

6

Maltari

Old Green Lake Rd

local street, rural residential

6

Valley Road

Valley Road

local street, rural residential

6

Old Kings Highway

Van Etten Lane

local street, rural agriculture/residential

6

JD Blake

N. Putt Corners Rd

minor collector, urban residential

6

Manheim

Corporate Blvd

minor collector, urban commercial

6

17A Yard

NY 17

minor arterial, rural

6
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An increase of six vehicles or less during the peak hour, with a temporary duration of less than a year,
would not require mitigation under any circumstances.
Infrastructure Impacts
Traffic associated with delivery of construction equipment and materials to contractor and pipe yards, and
the movement of equipment and materials between yards and construction spreads, would generate wear
on primary and secondary road upper pavement courses and sub-base native or fill materials. As noted in
the preceding section, except for the preliminary (clearing and delivery of material and equipment) and
final (testing and restoration) construction activities, which would have lower impacts and durations,
Project construction activity would be anticipated to occur at a fairly consistent level for the duration of
construction. This traffic would consist mostly of crew busses and pipe and material deliveries. The use of
heavy vehicles on roadways would occur mostly during the preliminary mobilization of equipment and
materials to the contractor yards and subsequently to the spreads.
The impact of heavy vehicles on pavements is well established, and anticipated in the design of public
roads. Long-term use under heavy loads causes settlement, rutting, fatigue cracking, collapsing subbase
material, pot holes, pumping, shoving (slippage), etc. The result of this wear is a reduction in the intervals
between repairs that necessarily and typically occur in the course of ongoing maintenance of public
roadways. The rate of wear would be highly variable across the routes used and over the course of
construction. Mitigation in the form of ongoing monitoring and repair of pavements, as described in the
mitigation section of this report (Chapter 5.0), would be a viable substitute for quantifying the anticipated
amount of wear, or the decrease in repair intervals, at specific locations.
Construction activity would be anticipated to add six vehicles on the “terminal public road” at construction
access roads. This increase in traffic volume would not substantially increase the rate of wear during the
course of one construction season. While the vast majority of trips generated by construction would be crew
busses, delivery of equipment and materials at the beginning of the construction schedule and
demobilization of equipment at the end of the construction would add a limited number of heavy load trips
on these roads. Rather than quantify the wear rate and increased maintenance that would result from this
traffic, measures would be implemented as described in the mitigation section (Chapter 5.0), to monitor
and repair as necessary during the course of construction.
4.2.1.2

Impacts of Operation

Pilgrim intends to lease or purchase existing space for its operations center in, or in close proximity to
Albany, New York. No new construction would be required for the operations center. The operations center
would have a staff of five operators seven days a week. The operations staff would be supported by three
system gaugers, one each located in Albany/Rensselaer, Newburgh, and the Linden area; two measurement
technicians whose responsibility would be to prove receiving and delivery meters at all locations; two
electricians, two information technology (IT) personnel, two mechanics, two electricians’ helpers, and two
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mechanics’ helpers. The general office would include one superintendent and one clerk. The companyowned vehicles fleet would consist of 14 pickup trucks and one automobile. General maintenance would
be done by local contractors.
Roads
The only location that would experience a traffic impact of any magnitude during operations would be the
Albany operations center. For the purposes of a traffic assessment, it has been assumed that the daily
staffing level would be 15 employees, on a normal commuting schedule. As such, the operations center
would generate 15 trip ends during the morning and afternoon peak traffic hours. This represents a
conservative overestimate of the actual staffing of the operations center because several of the staff would
mobilize directly to terminals, pump, and meter or block valve stations to conduct their routine activities.
During Project operation, there would be periodic vehicle trips for maintenance purposes. Pilgrim’s
maintenance vehicles would use the PARs preserved for the purpose after completion of construction. The
number of trips generated by this activity would be negligible.
Rail
During the operation phase of the Project, maintenance crews would need to visit pipeline segments that
would be proximal to railroad corridors for the purpose of landscape management, and for periodic
inspections. In all cases, the permanent pipeline ROWs (mainline and laterals) would be narrower than the
construction corridors, therefore separation distances during operation phase activity along the pipelines
would have no less separation distance from rail lines than presented above for the construction phase
activity.
Air Traffic and Airports
Movement of product through the pipe, and operation of pump stations, meter stations, valves, etc., would
have no impact on air traffic. A contract pipeline air patrol would be hired for weekly surveillance along
the pipeline corridors. These flights would not create a significant increase in ground or air traffic.
Marine Traffic
There would be no adverse impact on marine traffic resulting from operation of the Project.
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4.2.2

Land Use

Construction and operation of the proposed Project would result in short-term and long-term impacts on
various land uses. A description of potential impacts is provided below.
4.2.2.1

Impacts During Construction
4.2.2.1.1

Mainline

Project construction would cause temporary effects to existing land use. As noted in Section 2.2.1.6, during
construction, the ROW would generally be cleared to a width of 100 feet. In areas of congestion or where
there are features that need to be avoided, the construction corridor could be narrowed to avoid impacts, as
practicable. Approximately 1,130 acres of land would be disturbed for mainline construction, the majority
(74 percent) of which would be restored to approximate preconstruction land uses upon completion of
construction activities. Land uses that would be crossed by the mainline are listed in Table 4.2.2-1 below.
Table 4.2.2-1
Land Use in the Mainline Construction ROW (Acres)
Land Use

Albany

Rensselaer

Greene

Ulster

Orange

Rockland

Total

Agricultural

2.71

3.68

3.21

2.71

0.01

0.00

12.32

Institutions a/

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

Roads/Impervious Surface b/

1.39

7.49

2.21

0.92

0.53

0.18

12.72

Non-vegetated Areas c/

0.04

1.51

0.38

2.82

1.65

1.21

7.60

Open Field d/

8.49

4.54

9.85

6.39

27.02

0.43

56.73

Residential

0.09

0.00

0.05

1.14

0.21

0.00

1.50

Surface Water

0.90

0.71

0.24

0.18

1.07

0.02

3.13

Thruway ROW

61.67

0.00

168.16

343.45

217.37

0.00

790.65

Forest

38.10

5.49

34.74

24.68

107.11

34.36

244.48

Wetland

0.33

0.00

0.59

0.94

0.94

0.00

2.81

a/
b/
c/
d/

Institutions: schools, churches, etc.
Roads/Impervious Surface: parking areas, paved commercial and industrial areas
Non-vegetated Areas: bare rock, earth or fill
Open Field: meadows, grasslands, brushland, transmission line ROWs

As noted in Section 3.2.2, the majority (79 percent) of the mainline would be located within the NYS
Thruway corridor on land currently used as ROW for transportation: construction would not affect the
roadbed but would occur in portions of the Thruway ROW off of the shoulder and away from the road. The
impacts associated with construction activities (clearing, trenching, pipe laying, etc.) would be short-term,
lasting only for the duration of the construction activities (i.e., 10 months), and negligible, since the land
that would be affected is currently maintained as ROW for transportation use.
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In off-Thruway areas, construction would cause a short-term break in land use while construction activities
were occurring. No structures would be removed for the Project and residences that occur in the vicinity of
the proposed construction ROW are also adjacent to the NYS Thruway. While the noise and dust associated
with construction activities could make the outdoor use of adjacent properties less desirable, the impact
would be temporary (10 months for completion of the entire Project) and minor, since the land would
generally be restored to preconstruction use upon completion of construction work. Overall, construction
would have no long-term effect on adjacent land use.
Forest impacts would be long-term, as trees removed during construction would not be allowed to re-grow
in the permanent pipeline ROW. Impacts from forest removal relative to vegetation and wildlife are
discussed in Section 4.1.5. From a land use perspective, the forest land that would be crossed by the Project
is not in active use and, although trees would be removed from the ROW, the actual use of the land would
not necessarily change. As a result, the impact of construction on forest land use would be long-term but
minor.
4.2.2.1.2

Laterals

The proposed BL would be located in the City of Albany on land dedicated to port and industrial use.
Approximately 7 acres of road and other impervious surfaces would be crossed by the lateral. Although
possibly disruptive to adjacent uses while construction was occurring, BL construction would be unlikely
to have any impact on adjacent uses. As a result, the impact on land use would be short-term and negligible.
The proposed IPTL would leave the mainline at MP 2.4 and head south to the existing IPT Terminal. Land
use on the west side of the proposed lateral route is industrial, while the land use along the east side is open
or cultivated fields. The IPTL would cross about 3.27 acres of agricultural land, 0.70 acres of roads and
impervious surfaces, 1.12 acres of open field, and 0.88 acres of forest. With the exception of forest, the
impact would be short-term and minor, since the land would return to its original use after construction.
The forest impact would be long-term, as no trees would be allowed in the permanent ROW of the Project;
however, the conversion of forest to ROW would have a negligible impact on land use.
The proposed CAL would be located in an area dedicated to heavy industrial use in the Town of Bethlehem.
Construction of the CAL would impact approximately 0.27 acres of roads and other impervious surfaces,
0.24 non-vegetated areas and 3.41 acres of forest. Generally, the impact from CAL construction would be
short-term and minor, since the land would return to its original use after construction. The forest impact
would be long-term, as no trees would be allowed in the permanent ROW of the Project; however, the
conversion of forest to ROW would not significantly impact land use in the area.
The proposed RPL would traverse the Towns of Newburgh, Plattekill, and Marlborough. Where it leaves
the proposed mainline, this lateral route would proceed through a residential area until about RPL MP 1.9,
where it would join and parallel an existing utility corridor through residential and agricultural lands
(impacts on agricultural land are discussed in Section 4.2.2.3). It would continue along the utility corridor
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until about RPL MP 6.3 where it would turn south. Table 4.2.2-2 lists land use that would be affected by
RPL construction. Generally, land in the pipeline ROW would return to its original use after construction.
The forest impact would be long-term, as no trees would be allowed in the permanent ROW of the Project;
however, the conversion of forest to ROW would not significantly impact land use in the area.
Table 4.2.2-2
Land Use Affected by RPL Construction (Acres)
Agricultural
Roads/Impervious Surface
Non-vegetated Areas
Open Field
Residential
Surface Water
Thruway ROW
Forest
Wetland

Ulster
1.19
0.40
4.27
2.77
0.00
0.01
0.00
7.10
0.26

Orange
0.68
0.25
0.54
19.69
0.46
0.04
0.05
26.53
0.00

Total
1.87
0.65
4.81
22.46
0.46
0.05
0.05
33.64
0.26

The proposed NPL would run from mainline MP 89.5 (TMM 56.83) to the Global Terminal on the bank of
the Hudson River. Until about NPL MP 1.9, the NPL would be co-located along a utility corridor where
construction activities would create a short-term change in land use, but not significantly change the overall
use of the area. At about NPL MP 1.9, the NPL would head away from the utility corridor and turn northeast
to travel through forest. Between NPL MP 3.0 to its terminus, the NPL would cross through a mix of
forested and industrial lands before ending at the Global Terminal. With the exception of the land between
NPL MP 1.9 and NPL MP 3.0, the forest through which the lateral would be routed abuts industrial uses.
As such, although the removal of trees would be a long-term impact, the use for pipeline ROW would be
consistent with abutting land use. The impact to the 1.1 mile of forest between NPL MP 1.9 and NPL MP
3.0 would be long-term, as no trees would be allowed in the permanent Project ROW; however, the
conversion of forest to ROW would not significantly impact land use in the area. Table 4.2.2-3 below lists
the land use, by acres, that would be affected by construction of the NPL.
Table 4.2.2-3
Land Use Affected by NPL Construction (Acres)
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Orange

Total

Roads/Impervious Surface

1.10

1.10

Non-vegetated Areas

2.11

2.11

Open Field

5.20

5.20

Residential

0.94

0.94
0.09

Surface Water

0.09

Thruway ROW

0.27

0.27

Forest

28.73

28.73
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4.2.2.1.3

Pump Stations

Land that would be affected by construction of the pump stations is listed in Table 4.2.2-4.
Table 4.2.2-4
Land Use Affected by Construction of the Pump Stations (Acres)
Albany
Pump Station

Gorman
Pump Station

Kingston
Pump Station

Harriman
Pump Station

Total

Roads/Impervious Surface

0.17

0.45

0.00

0.00

0.61

Open Field

0.00

0.00

0.17

1.76

1.93

Forest

0.00

0.00

0.67

0.31

0.98

The Albany Pump Station would be within the Global Terminal in the Port of Albany, on land dedicated to
petroleum terminals and other port facilities. Land use in the area is industrial and, although pump station
construction activities would create a short-term change in activity from what normally occurs at the
terminal, the activities would be consistent with the industrial character and land use of the area. As a result,
construction of the Albany Pump Station would have no impact on land use.
The Gorman Pump Station would be located in the City of Rensselaer on paved land surrounded by large
petroleum storage tanks to the north, south and west and a road to the east. Although construction activities
would differ slightly from the normal activity for the area, the industrial character of the site is well
established and Gorman Pump Station construction would be consistent with current land use. Therefore,
construction of the Gorman Pump Station would have no impact on land use.
The Kingston Pump Station would be located in the Town of Ulster on property owned and operated by
Heritage Oil. Although pump station construction would represent a slight change from normal activities,
the industrial character of the Heritage Oil site is well established and the construction activities would not
change its current use. As such, construction of the Kingston Pump Station would have no impact on land
use.
The Harriman Pump Station site would be located between MP 101.7 and MP 101.8 (between TMM 44.7
and TMM 44.6) in Harriman Village. The site is adjacent to railroad tracks, the NYS Thruway, Arden
House Road and the Arden House Road overpass, and generally on land that, although currently
undeveloped, is dominated by transportation uses. Construction at this site would require clearing of mostly
open land. Although the site is currently undeveloped, construction activities on the site would not affect
adjacent transportation uses and generally be consistent with the land use character of the area. As such,
although currently vacant land would be converted to industrial use, the overall land use impact from
Harriman Pump Station construction would be negligible.
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4.2.2.1.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards

Pilgrim proposes to use seven properties as contractor and pipe yards during Project construction:


Rensselaer Contractor and Pipe Yard (~MP 2.5): The site proposed for the Rensselaer Contractor
and Pipe Yard is located in the Town of East Greenbush in the southwest corner of the intersection
of the proposed mainline (between MP 2.3 and 2.6) and IPTL (between IPTL MP 0.0 and IPTL
MP 0.2). The site would be located on open land in an agricultural field in a generally industrial
area along American Oil Road. Use of this property during construction would change its use from
open field to storage, parking and contractor use. Given the industrial character of the surrounding
area, the overall impact would be consistent with other land use in the area. As such, the impact
would be short-term and minor.



Maltari Contractor and Pipe Yard 1 & 2 (~MP 27): The proposed site for the Maltari Contractor
and Pipe Yard is located on the east side of U.S. Route 9W, about 0.5 mile north of Schoharie
Turnpike in the Town of Athens. The yard would be located on open land in an agricultural area,
bounded by an electric utility corridor to the east and U.S. Route 9W to the west. The northern and
southern boundaries are forested. Project construction would require the temporary conversion of
this land from open field to storage, parking, and contractor use, but would not significantly affect
land use on abutting parcels. At most, the use of this site during construction would have a shortterm minor impact on land use.



Valley Road Contractor and Pipe Yard (~MP 28.6): The proposed Valley Road Contractor and Pipe
Yard site is rock outcrop and a former quarry in the Town of Athens. The site is currently used to
store equipment. As a result, use of this property for Project construction would be consistent with
existing land use and have no impact.



Old Kings Highway Contractor and Pipe Yard (~MP 49.1): The proposed Old Kings Highway
Contractor and Pipe Yard would be located between Old Kings Highway to the east and the NYS
Thruway to the west with trees abutting the site on the north and south. The property is currently
open field that would be graded and graveled for use. For the duration of the construction activities,
use of the site as a contractor and storage yard would temporarily change its current use from open
land. Upon completion of construction, the site would be restored to preconstruction conditions.
As such, the use of the Old Kings Highway site would have a short-term (about 10 months) but
minor impact on land use.



JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yard (~MP 70.0): The proposed site for the JD Blake Contractor and
Pipe Yard would be located in the Town of Lloyd on the west side of U.S. Route 9W, between
Riverside Road to the north and Route 299 to the south. The yard would be located in an area with
both low density commercial/industrial use and agricultural land. Following completion of
construction activities, the gravel would be removed and the site generally restored to
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preconstruction condition. The use of this site during construction would create a short-term change
in use, but, given the surrounding land use, the impact would be minor.


Manheim Contractor and Pipe Yards 1 and 2 (~MP 86.5): The proposed Manheim Contractor and
Pipe Yard site would be located adjacent to Route 17K in Newburgh. The site is a paved lot in a
light industrial/commercial part of the City that would not require any work to accommodate pipe
and contractor storage. As such, the use of this property during construction would have no impact
on land use.



17A Contractor and Pipe Yard (~MP 107.9): Pilgrim’s proposed 17A Contractor and Pipe Yard
would be located on the north side of Route 17A about 2.3 miles west of the NYS Thruway in
Tuxedo Village. The property is a hard surface that would not need to be modified to accommodate
contractor facilities, parking and pipe and materials storage. Although the site is currently unused,
the conversion of the property to temporary contractor and pipe yard would have a negligible, shortterm impact on land use.
4.2.2.1.5

Access Roads

Pipeline construction would require the use of numerous access roads to get construction equipment and
workers to and from remote parts of the pipeline corridor. Pilgrim proposes to use existing paved and dirt
roads to the extent possible, although some existing and new roads would require improvement in order to
be able to carry the equipment and loads that would occur during construction. The majority of access roads
would be used for construction only, although some would be maintained to enable access to the mainline
ROW for regular inspection and maintenance activities during operation. Current land uses affected by
TARs and PARs are listed in Table 3.2.2-2 in Section 3.2.2.
Access roads would be comprised of a maximum of 6 inches of gravel unless the existing roadbed was
substantial enough to accommodate construction equipment. If grading and gravel applications were
necessary during construction, post construction the roadbed soil would be broken up, re-cultivated and
restored, as required by the owner. Impacts resulting from TAR use during construction would be shortterm (maximum of 10 months) and moderate with land reverting back to original use upon construction
completion.
4.2.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Impacts resulting from Project operation are described below. In general, current land use would be restored
after construction and allowed to continue previous land uses. However, the Project would permanently
restrict what could occur within the pipeline ROW: structures and trees would not be allowed. Similarly,
the subsurface placement of the pipelines would limit the placement of other utilities in the same subsurface
location. However, land uses such as lawns, roads, recreation or agriculture could occur.
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4.2.2.2.1

Mainline

Once constructed, the mainline would be located underground with the surface of the ROW generally
restored to preconstruction conditions. The permanent ROW on NYS Thruway property would be reduced
to a width of 10 feet. A maximum ROW of 50 feet wide (centered on the pipelines) would be maintained
for the balance of the mainline off of Thruway property. Land in the pipeline ROW would generally return
to its original use during operation.
Project operation would permanently limit the development that could occur in the permanent ROW. For
example buildings or trees would not be allowed. Similarly, the pipeline would occupy space that would
preclude other utilities from occupying the same subsurface location. However, land uses such as lawns,
roads, recreation or agriculture could occur within the mainline ROW.
Previously forested areas within the permanent ROW would need to be maintained in low-growth
vegetation. While the visual character of the area would change somewhat as discussed in Section 4.2.6,
the overall use of the property would not be affected. In any case, the impact to land use in forested portions
of the permanent ROW would be long-term, but negligible.
4.2.2.2.2

Laterals

Similar to the mainline, once constructed, the laterals would be located underground with the surface of the
ROW restored to preconstruction conditions. Activities that occurred prior to construction would generally
be allowed to recommence with little or no change to land use. However, as with the mainline, the laterals
would occupy space that would preclude other utilities from occupying the same subsurface location.
Overall, operation of the laterals would have a negligible impact on land use.
4.2.2.2.3

Pump Stations

As noted in Section 4.2.2.1.3, the Albany, Gorman and Kingston Pump Stations would be located in
industrial areas that are currently dedicated to storage and/or distribution of crude and/or petroleum
products. Therefore, Pilgrim Project pump stations would not change or affect the existing land use of the
area in any way and their operation would be consistent with the industrial land use of their surroundings.
Operation of the Harriman Pump Station would require the permanent conversion of currently open land to
industrial use. However, the location of this site would be adjacent to surrounding transportation land uses
including railroad tracks, the NYS Thruway and Arden House Road. Although the land use of the Harriman
Pump Station site would change, the surrounding land use would not be affected. As such, impacts would
be long-term but minor.
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4.2.2.2.4

Permanent Access Roads

A total of 35 PARs would be maintained to enable access Project facilities during Project operation. Table
3.2.2-2 in Section 3.2.2 lists the land uses that would be impacted by the PARs. To the extent possible,
Pilgrim would use existing roads for access, but some new roads would be required. As noted in Table
3.2.2-2, of the total 3.2 miles of PARs to be developed for the Project, only about 0.1 mile would be through
agricultural land and 0.04 mile would be in residential areas. While the PARs would permanently change
the land use in areas where existing roads previously didn’t exist, the roads would provide limited access
only to Project facilities and would not be for public use. In addition, their use would be infrequent,
generally only used several times each year for inspection or maintenance of Project facilities. As a result,
PARs would be unlikely to significantly affect land use patterns and, although long-term, their overall
impact on land use would be negligible.
4.2.2.3

Agriculture

Article 25-AA of New York’s Agriculture & Markets Law provides statutory authority for counties and
municipalities to establish agricultural districts in order to conserve, protect and encourage the development
and improvement of agricultural land for production of food and agricultural products. As described in
Section 3.2.2.4, the mainline would pass through NYS Agricultural & Markets districts in Albany,
Rensselaer, Greene, Orange, and Ulster Counties. A total of approximately 5.82 miles of prime farmland
and 7.63 miles of farmland of statewide importance would be crossed by sections of the mainline that are
off NYS Thruway property. The primary impact from construction would be the loss of crops during a
single growing season. Pilgrim would restore topsoil, drainage tiles, if present, and the condition of
croplands to preconstruction conditions upon completion of construction activities. Following corridor
restoration, land within the ROW that was previously farmed would again be allowed to be cultivated. As
a result, impacts on agricultural land from Project construction would be short-term and minor. During
operation, crops would be allowed and Project operation would have no impact on crop land.
The mainline would be located for about 0.2 mile along the western edge of an orchard in New Paltz. As
noted in Section 3.2.2.4.3, the only other orchards that would be affected by the Project would be crossed
by the RPL. During construction, trees that are within the construction ROW would be removed to enable
construction activities to be completed. Following completion of construction, trees would be allowed to
be replanted in the temporary portion of the ROW, but permanently restricted from the 50 foot permanent
ROW. To minimize impacts, Pilgrim has located the proposed mainline route along the outer edge of the
orchard which would minimize the number of trees that would be permanently removed. However, it is
likely that a small portion of the area would not be allowed to be restored back to orchard. The RPL would
cross through the orchards, thereby permanently affecting larger portions of the orchards along its route.
Along the mainline and RPL some trees would be permanently removed. However, some trees could be
replanted outside of the permanent ROW following completion of construction, but would take time to
mature. As a result, the impact of the Project on orchards would be long term, and minor to moderate.
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4.2.2.4

Recreation Resources
4.2.2.4.1

Impacts During Construction

Public lands that would be crossed by or abut the mainline include Catskill Park, Perrine’s Bridge Park,
Harriman State Park, Schunnemunk Mountain State Park, and Sterling Forest State Park. The mainline
would also cross the BASF environmental education classroom and wildlife habitat and be adjacent to two
privately owned golf courses; Hidden Meadows Golf Course and Wiltwyck Golf Club. These locations are
described below:


The proposed pullback area on the eastern side of the Hudson River in Rensselaer that would be
required for the northern HDD for the mainline would be partially located on the former BASF
manufacturing site that has been turned into an environmental education classroom and wildlife
habitat. Construction activities associated with the HDD would temporarily remove some of the
wildlife habitat and the ability of visitors to the education center to view the habitat as it was
designed. To minimize the impact, the crossing would be completed as expeditiously as safely
possible. Following construction of the HDD, Pilgrim would work with BASF to restore the site
back to wildlife habitat.



The mainline, located on the east side of the NYS Thruway, would be on the opposite side of the
Thruway from privately owned portions of Catskill Park, in Ulster County, from approximately
MP 48.50 (TMM 96.7) to MP 54.92 (TMM 91.1) (NYSDEC 2008). The portion of Catskill Park
that is adjacent to the NYS Thruway is held in private ownership and not developed for public
recreation use. This section of the Catskill Park includes Sawkill Road, a major interchange of
Interstate 209, the Clayton “Peg Leg” Bates Memorial Highway, and several residential and
industrial use areas. Given the lack of public access or facilities in the vicinity of the mainline route,
Project construction would have no impact on Catskill Park.



Perrine’s Bridge Park is a small park in Ulster County, intended to preserve the lands surrounding
Perrine’s Bridge, a mid-19th century covered bridge that is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. Pilgrim proposes to construct the mainline by HDD under Perrine’s Bridge Park
including beneath the covered bridge. The entry and exit points for the HDD would be about 0.08
mile north and 0.17 mile south of the bridge, respectively. No construction activities would occur
in the immediate vicinity of the bridge or between the HDD entry and exit points. Because of the
depth of the drilling, trees in the area between entry and exit points would be unaffected. There
would be a temporary impact to Perrine’s Bridge Park resulting from the exit point of the HDD, as
it occurs within the park boundaries. However, the exit pit would be in the southern part of the
park, over 800 feet south of the bridge and separated by forest. Both entry and exit HDD staging
areas would generally return to their original uses after construction. Given the proposed
construction method, and that the exit pit would occur in a portion of the park that is not generally
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accessible to park visitors and not visible from the bridge, HDD construction of the mainline would
have a minor, short-term impact on Perrine’s Bridge Park.
A TAR and PAR are also proposed in the park. The TAR would generally follow an electric
transmission line that crosses the park in a north/south direction. The entrance to the TAR would
be accessed from a side road that intersects Main Street approximately 190 feet northeast of the
bridge. The TAR would generally not be from the bridge. The PAR would leave Main Street
directly across from Perrine’s Bridge and follow along an existing electric transmission line ROW.
The PAR would be used intermittently during operation by all wheel drive vehicles for periodic
ROW maintenance and inspection. Given that the vehicles would use an existing corridor and that
the use of the PAR would be infrequent, the PAR should have no significant impact on activities at
or use of Perrine’s Bridge Park.


Harriman State Park is part of the Palisades Interstate Park System, which includes more than
44,000 acres in the Counties of Orange and Rockland (OPRHP 2014). The mainline would pass
through Harriman State Park between approximately MP 104.3 (TMM 42.2) to MP 108.3. There
are over 200 miles of trails in the park, as well as public and group camping areas, lakes and
reservoirs, and several scenic drives and vistas. Harriman Park trails in the vicinity of the mainline
route are generally unblazed and unmarked. Harriman State Park trail maps indicate that these trails
are often difficult to follow without a topographical map. The nearest trail to the mainline route,
which is an unmarked trail, is located on the west side of Route 17 in Woodbury and would be
separated from the mainline by Route 17, an electric transmission line corridor and railroad tracks.
Most of Harriman Park in this area is forested. While in Harriman State Park, the mainline would
be co-located with an existing electric transmission line ROW and a railroad. Given the limited use
of the park in the vicinity of the mainline route, coupled with the fact that the mainline would be
co-located with an existing electric transmission line corridor and railroad ROW, impacts on the
park from pipeline construction would be short-term and minor. Activities and noise associated
with construction activities could have a negligible short-term effect on park visitors in the general
vicinity of the Project.



Schunnemunk Mountain State Park is located in Orange County and contains 2,700 acres of park
land (OPRHP 2015a). The park boundary would be adjacent to the mainline between MP 94.0 and
MP 97.0 in the Towns of Cornwall and Woodbridge. The section of Schunnemunk Mountain State
Park that would abut the mainline is not developed for recreational use and is comprised primarily
of forest and cultivated agricultural fields. Given the lack of facilities and general use of the park
in the vicinity of the proposed mainline route, Project construction would have no impact on
Schunnemunk Mountain State Park.



Sterling Forest State Park is approximately 21,935 acres in size, and activities at the park include
biking, fishing, hiking, hunting, ice fishing, and snowshoeing (OPRHP 2015b). The Long Swamp
Trail, is located within the small southeastern portion of Sterling Forest State Park, and would be
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nearest (about 90 feet away) to the mainline at about MP 113.05. In the vicinity of the proposed
mainline route, an electric transmission line parallels the park boundary inside the park and the area
is heavily forested. Once on the trail, hikers would have views of mainline construction buffered
(i.e. partially shielded) and then blocked by trees as they moved further into the forest along the
trail. Activities and noise associated with construction activities could have a short-term effect on
park visitors at the trailhead. However, given that the mainline would not cross through the park
and would be separated from the nearest trail by forest at all but the trailhead, Project construction
would have a short-term and negligible impact on the park.


In addition to public parks, the mainline would be located adjacent to two privately owned golf
courses. The Hidden Meadows Golf Course, a privately owned golf course in Bethlehem, would
be immediately north of the proposed mainline (about 25 feet away) from MPs 5.0 to 5.2. Further
south, the Wiltwyck Golf Club would be immediately adjacent to the mainline route between MP
56.9 and MP 57.6 (TMM 69.25 and TMM 68.45). Although construction of the mainline would
not occur on land owned by either of the golf courses, activities and noise associated with
construction may have a short-term, negligible impact on golfer’s use of the courses.
4.2.2.4.2

Impacts During Operation

Following completion of construction, land over the mainline would generally be restored to
preconstruction conditions and previous land use, including recreation, would be restored. Although
vegetation could take a year or so to re-establish and trees would not be allowed to grow in the permanent
pipeline ROW, the buried pipeline would not interfere or otherwise affect recreation activities over or in
the vicinity of the ROW. As a result, Project operation would have no long-term impact on recreational
resources.
4.2.2.5

Consistency with Land Use Plans

This section describes Project consistency with existing municipal land use plans of cities, towns and
villages in which Project facilities would be located. In addition to the municipal plans, the entire Project
would be located within the Hudson River Valley National Heritage Area. A major goal of Heritage Area
is to increase access to and interpretation of the nationally significant cultural and natural resources. The
Management Plan for the area proposes the implementation of Heritage Area Trails to link the Heritage
Sites using three primary themes: Freedom and Dignity, Nature and Culture, and Corridor of Commerce.
Construction and operation of the Project would not affect or in any way interfere with implementation of
the goals of the Management Plan for the Heritage area. As such, the Project would be consistent with the
National Heritage Area Management Plan.
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4.2.2.5.1

Mainline

In most municipalities, the mainline would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW. Exceptions would
occur where portions of the mainline would be located outside the NYS Thruway ROW. Project consistency
with Comprehensive Plans in municipalities crossed by the mainline is discussed below.


Within the City of Albany, the mainline would pass through land planned for industrial use,
according to the Comprehensive Plan (City of Albany 2012). As a result, the Project would be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.



In the City of Rensselaer, the mainline would pass through land shown in the Comprehensive Plan
as industrial (City of Rensselaer 2006), therefore the Project would be consistent with this planned
land use. The Project would also pass through a thin strip of land planned for recreation. Once
pipeline construction was completed, there would be no long-term restrictions on future use for
recreation, with the exception that no structures could be placed in the pipeline ROW. As such, the
Project would not preclude future use for recreation and would be consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.



The Town of East Greenbush’s 2006 Comprehensive Plan was not available for analysis. The
Town’s most recent zoning map (Town of East Greenbush 2010) shows this area as industrial,
which suggests that the Project would be consistent with planned land use.



The Town of Bethlehem Comprehensive Plan was completed in August of 2005. According to the
Plan Recommendations Map (March 2005), the mainline would be within a broad area adjacent to
the NYS Thruway that is not designated for a specific use. Adjacent uses include ‘Rural’ and the
‘Hamlet of Selkirk’. As shown on the Plan Recommendations Map, the proposed mainline would
be consistent with the Town of Bethlehem Comprehensive Plan.



The primary land use and zoning goal of the Town of Coeyman’s Comprehensive Plan (2006) is to
“Preserve and enhance Coeymans existing rural, small town character while accommodating a
balanced mix of agricultural, recreational, residential, commercial and industrial uses”. In the Town
of Coeymans, the mainline would be outside of, but abut the Thruway ROW in two places
(combined total of 0.62 mile). According to the Town’s Zoning Map (Town of Coeymans 2013),
the Project would pass through land designated as Residential/Agriculture and Industrial,
respectively. The agricultural zone is designed specifically to protect farmland as a non-renewable
resource for future generations. Areas of the town designated under the Industrial District are
deemed appropriate for general industrial and other appropriate non-residential services and
businesses. Pipeline construction would support both agricultural and industrial uses. Although
structures would not be allowed within the permanent mainline ROW, crops could be grown and
industry could be located on adjacent parcels. As such, the Project would be consistent with the
Town of Coeymans Comprehensive Plan.
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The mainline would be located outside of the Thruway ROW for about 0.6 mile in the Village of
Ravena. Ravena does not have a Comprehensive Plan. According to the Village’s Zoning Map
(Village of Ravena 2006), the mainline would pass through land designated as Family Residential.
Although structures and trees would not be allowed within the permanent pipeline ROW, the
pipeline would not preclude lawns, gardens, driveways and other surface features found in
residential developments. As such, the Project would not adversely affect the designated use of this
land for residential development.



The New Baltimore Comprehensive Plan Vision Statement states that “The Route 9W and thruway
corridor is a thriving and attractive commercial area. Businesses are compatible with our small
town character” (Town of New Baltimore 2007). In the Town of New Baltimore, the mainline
would be outside the Thruway ROW in three places for a combined total of about 0.7 mile. In each
of these locations, the mainline would abut, but extend outside of the Thruway corridor to avoid
impacting a service area and major interchange. Neither mainline construction nor operation in
these locations would interfere with or have any effect on the Town’s ‘vision’ or plans for future
land use. As such, the Project is compatible with New Baltimore’s Comprehensive Plan.



The Town and Village of Coxsackie are in the process of finalizing their Comprehensive Plan and
updating the two communities’ Zoning Ordinances. Goals for the communities include “facilitating
appropriate development while protecting residential and agricultural areas, improving livability
through economic growth that creates business and job opportunities, strengthening the Village
downtown and expanding the tax base” (River Street Planning & Development 2015). To construct
around rock ledge, the mainline would be moved outside of the Thruway ROW for about 0.16 mile
in the Town of Coxsackie. While outside, the pipeline would abut the Thruway property and be
consistent with the transportation type use of this area. The location of the pipeline would be away
from the downtown and residential and agricultural areas and have no impact on either the
development or protection of those resources. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with
Coxsackie’s Comprehensive Plan.



In the Town of Athens, the mainline would be outside of the Thruway ROW for about 2 miles. The
Town of Athens adopted its Comprehensive Plan in 2007. The Comprehensive Plan’s goals and
recommendations focus on maintaining a business-friendly environment, fostering employment
opportunities, fostering a viable tourism economy and protecting and carefully developing the
Hudson River waterfront among other things. Construction and operation of the proposed mainline
would have no effect on any of the goals or recommendations specified in the town’s Plan and
would generally be consistent with it.



The Village and Town of Catskill adopted a Joint Comprehensive Plan in 2007. Among other
things, the Plan’s goals include preservation of rural beauty and natural environment primarily
focused on views from the village and town of the Catskill Mountains and the Hudson River (Town
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of Catskill 2007). The mainline would be immediately west of and outside the Thruway ROW in
two locations in the Town of Catskill for a total distance of about 1.5 miles. Both locations would
abut the Thruway corridor. While some tree clearing would be required for mainline construction
and operation, the new corridor would occur on the opposite side of the Thruway from the village
and town centers and would not affect views or the scenic vistas of either the mountains or the
Hudson River. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with Catskill’s Comprehensive
Plan.


In the Town of Ulster, the mainline would be outside of the Thruway ROW in two locations, for a
total combined distance of 1.33 miles. In both locations the mainline would immediately abut the
Thruway property in areas that are already developed. According to the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Map (Town of Ulster 2007), the Project would pass through land designated as
Vacant Land in the first location and Agricultural and Farmland, Warehouse and Storage,
Commercial, and Low Density Residential in the second location. Pipeline development would be
consistent with the Plan in both of these locations.



The City of Kingston Draft Comprehensive Plan was issued in January 2015. The plan sets forth
goals and objectives for the City as a whole, while specifically focusing on areas including Uptown,
Midtown and the Rondout/Waterfront areas. Pilgrim’s mainline would be on the west side of and
outside the Thruway ROW for about 0.11 mile in Kingston. Land that would be affected by
construction is agricultural and would be restored to agricultural use upon completion of
construction activities. Given that the mainline would be on the opposite side of the Thruway from
portions of the City focused on by the Plan and the fact that it would not effect planned land use,
the Project would be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.



In the Town of Esopus, the mainline would be outside of the Thruway ROW in two locations, for
a combined total distance of 0.16 mile. In the first location, the pipeline would be installed by HDD
under the river and Perrine’s Bridge Park and have no impact on the river and a short-term impact
(during construction only) on the southern end of the park. The second location would be located
adjacent to the NYS Thruway and rock ledge in an area that is undeveloped and away from public
roads or public access. The Project would have no effect on planned land use in either location and
would therefore be consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.



The City of Newburgh adopted its current master plan, Plan-It Newburgh, in 2008, which identifies
goals, targets and strategies on how the City will accommodate growth and development until 2040.
The mainline would be outside of the Thruway ROW for approximately 0.01 mile in the City of
Newburgh. In this location the mainline would be adjacent to the Thruway and an entrance/exit
ramp for the Thruway and would have no effect on current or planned land use within the City. As
such, the Project would be consistent with the City’s master plan.
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The mainline would be outside the Thruway ROW for approximately 0.21 mile in the Town of
New Windsor in order to cross under Route 94. In this location, land on the north side of Route 94
is undeveloped and on the south side, residential. According to the Town’s Zoning Map (Town of
New Windsor 2012), the Project would cross land designated as Neighborhood Commercial, which
permits commercial uses and offices. The Project would have no effect on the planned use of land
within New Windsor.



The Town of Cornwall updated its Comprehensive Development Plan in 2011. The goals of the
plan include the land use goal of allowing for “future new development and the conversion of
existing uses that will provide a desirable diversity of land uses necessary to meet long-term
population need as well as the fiscal stability of the community”, and the natural resources goal of
protecting the “diverse natural resources of the town” (Town of Cornwall 2011). In the Town of
Cornwall, the mainline would be outside of the Thruway ROW in two locations for a total distance
of about 0.18 mile. In both locations, the mainline ROW would parallel and be adjacent to the NYS
Thruway ROW in currently undeveloped land. The land in both locations is currently undeveloped,
but conversion to pipeline ROW would not affect the overall goals or recommendations indicated
in the towns Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the Project is consistent with Cornwall’s Draft
Comprehensive Development Plan.



In the Village of Woodbury the mainline would be constructed outside the Thruway ROW in four
locations for a total distance of 0.14 mile. Woodbury’s Comprehensive Plan identifies watershed
and steep slopes protection as among its goals. A portion of the offset from the Thruway would be
largely to avoid steep slopes. Other sections of the off-Thruway sections of the mainline in
Woodbury would be to facilitate the major crossing of Route 17 and its entrance and exit ramps to
the NYS Thruway as well as to cross under the Conrail tracks, also at this intersection. In all of the
off-Thruway sections the mainline ROW would parallel and generally abut either the NYS
Thruway ROW or the Conrail ROW through land that, aside for the major interchange with
Route17, is undeveloped. Overall, the location of the proposed mainline would have no effect on
current or planned land use within Woodbury and, by offsetting the mainline from the NYS
Thruway to avoid steep slopes, Pilgrim would be consistent with that plan goal.



The mainline would be located outside the Thruway ROW for 0.38 mile in the Village of Harriman.
Harriman has not developed a Comprehensive Plan – therefore a consistency determination is not
possible.



The Town of Tuxedo adopted its Master Plan in 1972 and a Comprehensive Plan Update in 2011.
The Plan Update is “designed to serve as a general guide for the development and redevelopment
of the Town.” According to the Conceptual Land Use map in the Town of Tuxedo Comprehensive
Plan Update, the mainline would cross through land identified as Open Space/Recreation where it
would leave the Thruway ROW in Tuxedo and would also cross through areas identified as Low
Density Residential, General Business, and Mixed Use Hamlets (Town of Tuxedo 2011). The total
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distance of the mainline in Tuxedo would be about 3 miles. The Comprehensive Plan’s goal for
land use is to “provide a reasonable balance of residential uses and nonresidential uses that will
serve the Town’s existing and future population and will maintain Tuxedo’s tax base. Development
and operation of the mainline in the proposed corridor through the Town of Tuxedo would not limit
or affect the overall goals of the Plan. As such, the Project would be consistent with the Town of
Tuxedo’s Master Plan and Comprehensive Plan Update.


The mainline would be in the Village of Tuxedo Park for about 0.2 mile in areas designated as
Four-acre Single Family Residence District (Village of Tuxedo Park 2009). The current land use is
residential and undeveloped forest. During pipeline operation new home construction could still
occur along Tuxedo Road in the vicinity of the mainline ROW. Lawns, driveways and other
residential features could be allowed over the pipeline, but no structures or trees would be allowed
within the permanent pipeline ROW. Since pipeline operation would not preclude residential
development in this area, the Project would be consistent with the Village’s Plan.



The proposed mainline would cross through the Town of Ramapo for about 0.03 mile. Ramapo
adopted its Comprehensive Plan in 2004. The primary mission of the Comprehensive Plan is “to
provide a balance between the need to accommodate anticipated population growth and the need
to preserve the quality of life and natural resources that make Ramapo a special place to live”
(Town of Ramapo 2004). The necessity to protect the Town’s ground water supply (the RamapoMahwah Aquifer) from pollution is identified as a key natural resource issue by the plan. An
objective of the plan is to introduce local laws, regulations and programs that help protect natural
resources. Although it would cross over the aquifer, Pilgrim routed the mainline corridor to avoid
the 1,500 foot buffer around public wells as well as the Ramapo groundwater protection zone. The
mainline would cross through primarily undeveloped forested lands and would generally have no
effect on future land use or development within the Town.



The Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Hillburn was not available at the time this DEIS was
prepared and a consistency determination was not possible for this municipality.
4.2.2.5.2

Laterals

The Project laterals were analyzed for consistency with future land use in municipal Comprehensive Plans
and are described below.


The BL would pass through land planned as industrial in the City of Albany’s Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Framework map (City of Albany 2012); the Project would be consistent with this planned
land use.



The CAL would pass through the Town of Bethlehem. The Plan Recommendation Map in the Town
of Bethlehem’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan, which depicts future land use, was not available for
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analysis, but the Town’s zoning map (Town of Bethlehem 2013) shows this area as industrial,
which suggests that the Project would be consistent with this planned land use.


The IPTL would pass through the Town of East Greenbush. The Town of East Greenbush’s 2006
Comprehensive Plan was not available for analysis, but the most recent zoning map (Town of East
Greenbush 2010) indicates the area is zoned as industrial, which suggests that the Project would be
consistent with the planned land use.



The RPL would pass through the Towns of Newburgh, Plattekill, and Marlborough. In the Town
of Newburgh, the land is zoned as reservoir residential, which allows for single family dwellings
on a minimum of 2 acre lots as well as municipal buildings (Town of Newburgh 2005, 2012). As
reflected in the Town of Plattekill’s Comprehensive Plan, planned land uses along the lateral route,
include residential, vacant land, and commercial uses (Town of Plattekill 2003). A land use map
was not produced as part of the Town of Marlborough’s most recent Comprehensive Plan, although
the Town’s zoning map from the same document shows the area planned as residential (Town of
Marlborough 2002, 2013). While no structures would be allowed within the permanent pipeline
ROW, the Project would not restrict lawns, gardens, driveways, or other surface features commonly
found in residential areas. No residences would be removed for construction and Project operation
would not preclude development in accordance with Comprehensive Plan goals.



The NPL would pass through the Town of New Windsor and the City of Newburgh. In New
Windsor, from its take off point at the mainline to about NPL MP1.9, the NPL ROW would be colocated with an existing electric transmission line ROW. From NPL MP1.9 to about NPL MP2.5
where it would enter Newburgh, the lateral would cross through undeveloped forest that the Land
Use Plan map in the Comprehensive Plan designates for ‘medium density residential’ use. At NPL
MP3.0 the lateral would again enter New Windsor crossing industrial parcels and generally
following the northern town boundary. The NPL would be in the City of Newburgh between NPL
MP2.5 and NPL MP3.0 and again for a short distance from about NPL MP4.05 to about NPL
MP4.26. In both areas of Newburgh, the lateral would cross land designated as ‘Empire Zone’ in
which businesses receive a variety of incentives if they are willing to locate on a site within the
designated zone. Where the lateral would be co-located with the electric transmission line corridor
or cross through industrial/developed lands and Empire Zone, although no structures would be
allowed over the pipeline, Project operation would not preclude industrial or business development
adjacent to the ROW and would generally be consistent with the Comprehensive Plans.
4.2.2.6

Consistency with Coastal Zone and Local Waterfront Redevelopment Plans

All new development in the designated coastal zone of New York State must be determined to be consistent
with the New York State CMP and any applicable state-approved LWRP, which are developed by
individual communities with property within the coastal zone.
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Of the approximately 129 miles of Pilgrim Project pipeline (mainline and laterals) in New York State, an
estimated 12.59 miles (about 9.6 percent) would be located in the state-designated coastal zone in five
counties. The mainline would cross through an estimated total of 4.4 miles of the coastal zone while the
laterals, in total, would comprise about 8.19 miles therein. An estimated 3.38 miles of land would be crossed
by Project pipelines in places within the coastal zone that also have a state-approved LWRP.
4.2.2.6.1

New York State Coastal Zone Management Consistency

This section provides a summary of Pilgrim Project’s consistency with the CMP. A detailed assessment of
the coastal zone consistency analysis is provided in Appendix J. Furthermore, this section provides a
description of Project segments within the coastal zone, but outside of any LWRPs. The Projects’
consistency with LWRPs is discussed in Sections 4.2.2.6.2 through 4.2.2.6.4 and detailed in Appendix J.
Approximately 9.55 miles of Project pipelines (mainline and laterals) and 8 of the 10 meter stations would
be located within the coastal zone, but outside of LWRPs.
The New York State CMP is based on 44 policies, which are grouped into ten categories. These categories
include: 1) Development; 2) Fish and Wildlife; 3) Flooding and Erosion Hazards; 4) General Policy;
5) Public Access; 6) Recreation; 7) Historic and Scenic Resources; 8) Agricultural Lands; 9) Energy and
Ice Management; and 10) Water and Air Resources. Table 4.2.2-5 below summarizes the applicability of
New York State CMP and the Project’s consistency with these policies. The Project would be consistent
with all applicable New York State CMPs. A full discussion of each policy is included in Appendix J.
Table 4.2.2-5
New York State Coastal Zone Management Consistency

New York State Coastal
Zone Management Program
and Policies

Nonapplicable Policies

Consistent Policies

Inconsistent Policies

9, 10, 15, 16, 20, 22, 28, 29,
31, 32, 34, 35, 40

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12,
13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24,
25, 26, 27, 30, 33, 36, 37, 38,
39, 41, 42, 43, 44

None

4.2.2.6.2

City of Albany Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Impacts

The City of Albany’s LWRP was approved in 1991. The City is currently updating the plan in coordination
with an update to its Comprehensive Plan. Because the LWRP update requires formal approval by
NYSDOS and the timeframe for completion of the updated plan and approvals are uncertain, this
consistency assessment relies upon the existing approved plan; it is supplemented, as appropriate with data
available about the LWRP update on the City’s website and applicable data from the Comprehensive Plan.
The northern terminus of the mainline and the BL would be located in the LWRP of the City of Albany
(representing a total of about 1.1 miles of pipeline in the LWRP). The Albany Pump Station would also be
located within the City of Albany’s LWRP.
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The pipelines and the pump station would be situated in what has been defined as the “Port Sub-Area”. The
area is almost entirely industrial in nature with such uses as the Albany County Wastewater Treatment
Plant, oil tank farms, warehouses and scrap yards, construction companies and multiple railroad lines.
Table 4.2.2-6 summarizes the applicability of the City of Albany’s LWRP policies and the Project’s
consistency with these policies. The Project is consistent with all applicable City of Albany Local LWRP
policies. A full discussion of each policy is included in Appendix J.
Table 4.2.2-6
City of Albany Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Consistency

City of Albany Local
Waterfront Revitalization
Plan

Nonapplicable Policies

Consistent Policies

Inconsistent Policies

1B, 4, 7, 7A, 9, 10, 13A, 15,
16, 19A, 19B, 20, 21, 22, 24,
26, 28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 40

1, 1A, 1C, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12,
13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 23, 25, 27,
30, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42,
43, 44

None

4.2.2.6.3

City of Rensselaer Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Impacts

The City of Rensselaer’s LWRP was approved by the New York State Secretary of State on March 13,
1987 and U.S. Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources Management on June 10, 1987. The City is currently
engaged in an update to that plan, as well as a concurrent update to its zoning code. This consistency
assessment relies on the officially adopted 1987 version; however, supplementary information from the
Final Draft of the LWRP dated July 11, 2011 was reviewed and is presented, as applicable.
The mainline route would enter the Rensselaer LWRP at approximate MP 0.42 (geographically in the
Hudson River), and travel east-southeast before turning south just west of the Irwin Stewart Port
Expressway. At MP 1.2, the mainline route would turn west and then south again at about MP 1.36.
Throughout this distance the mainline route would be located within the LWRP for a total distance of 1.22
miles, along a transmission line corridor immediately east of the Apex Terminal in Rensselaer and exit the
LWRP at MP 1.64 on the Rensselaer/East Greenbush town line. The Gorman Pump Station, located at MP
1.6, would also be in the LWRP.
Table 4.2.2-7 below summarizes the applicability of the City of Rensselaer’s LWRP policies and the
Project’s consistency with these policies. The Project would be consistent with all applicable City of
Rensselaer LWRP policies. A full discussion of each policy is included in Appendix J.
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Table 4.2.2-7
City of Rensselaer Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Consistency

City of Rensselaer Local
Waterfront Revitalization
Plan

Nonapplicable Policies

Consistent Policies

Inconsistent Policies

1B, 1C, 1D, 1G, 2A, 4, 7, 9,
10, 13A, 15, 16, 19A, 19B,
19C, 19D, 19E, 19F, 19G,
19H, 19I, 20, 21, 22, 24, 26,
28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 40

1, 1A, 1E, 1F, 2, 3, 3A, 5, 6,
8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19,
23, 25, 27, 30, 33, 36, 37, 38,
39, 41, 42, 43, 44

None

4.2.2.6.4

City of Newburgh Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Impacts

The City of Newburgh’s LWRP was approved by the New York State Secretary of State on August 20,
2001 and U.S. Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources Management on August 14, 2002. Only about 0.22
mile of the NPL would be within the City’s LWRP. Specifically, the lateral would enter the LWRP at about
NPL MP 4.05 and travel eastward until exiting at NPL MP 4.27. Most of the NPL would be in New Windsor
just south of Quassaick Creek, which represents the boundary between New Windsor and Newburgh. A
meter station would be constructed at the terminus of the lateral and within the existing Global Terminal.
Table 4.2.2-8 summarizes the applicability of the City of Newburgh’s LWRP policies and the Project’s
consistency with those policies. The Project would be consistent with all applicable City of Newburgh
LWRP policies. A full discussion of each policy is provided in Appendix J.
Table 4.2.2-8
City of Newburgh Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Consistency

City of Newburgh Local
Waterfront Revitalization
Plan

4.2.3

Nonapplicable Policies

Consistent Policies

Inconsistent Policies

1B, 1C, 1D, 1F, 3, 4A, 7, 9,
10, 13A, 15, 16, 20, 21, 22,
24, 26, 28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35,
40

1, 1A, 1E, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12,
13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 23, 25, 27,
30, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42,
43, 44

None

Community Services
4.2.3.1

Impacts During Construction

During Project construction Pilgrim could require use of community services such as police, fire and health
resources. The demand for these services would be no greater for this Project than would be expected for
other construction projects: for example, police details may be required to occasionally assist with traffic
control or in the event that a worker would sustain an injury on a construction spread could require an
ambulance, but overall, the need for public services would be limited. The inventory of available first
responder and hospital resources along the route, as identified in Chapter 3.0, would be more than adequate
to accommodate the potential needs that could arise during construction.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-111

Significant Environmental Impacts

Pilgrim proposes to construct the Project over approximately 10 months during the 2017 construction
season. Pilgrim anticipates that approximately half of the construction workers required for the Project
would be brought in from outside of the region. Given the short schedule (less than 1 year) for construction,
it is unlikely that construction workers hired from outside of the region would relocate and move families
into the area. More likely they would seek temporary housing for the duration of the Project. As a result,
community resources such as schools or institutions that serve families and would be unlikely to be affected
and are not discussed further in this section.
As noted in Section 3.2.3, a wide range of public services and facilities are present in each county within
the Project Area. In addition, all six counties in the Project Area include full-service law enforcement, paid
and volunteer fire departments, and hospitals. Section 3.2.3 provides an overview of selected public services
available in the vicinity of the Project.
Pilgrim would require each of its contractors to have and actively enforce a health and safety plan to
minimize the potential for on-the-job accidents. In the event of an accident, Pilgrim could require police,
fire, and/or medical services, depending on the type of emergency; however, the anticipated demand for
these services would not be expected to exceed the capabilities of the existing emergency service
infrastructure. Short-term demands for certain other public services would be possible and could include
the need for localized police assistance or certified flaggers to control traffic flow during construction
activities.
Police and Fire
Pilgrim would employ traffic safety personnel (flaggers, barrier management, etc.) during construction,
however, during construction and under extraordinary circumstances, Pilgrim could need to employ local
police for traffic control in the instances where delivery of materials or equipment to construction or staging
areas or construction along roadways has the potential to impede normal traffic flow. Police presence would
be temporary and as needed, hourly or daily, during construction hours and only until construction was
completed. As noted in Section 3.2.3, the region contains more than sufficient police capacity to meet
Project needs without compromising the ability of any one force to manage its day-to-day commitments
and respond to community needs. Overall, however, Project construction would have negligible impact on
police and fire protection services in the Project Area.
Although the need for fire protection would not be anticipated during construction, as a precaution, Pilgrim
would communicate with both police and fire chiefs in each municipality prior to commencement of
construction to notify them of the Project and any anticipated needs. As part of the permitting process, prior
to operation Pilgrim would be required to develop and regularly update a detailed FRP. The FRP would
assess the availability of specialized equipment in local fire departments, including specialized hazardous
materials units, as well as identify response actions and individuals that would be contacted in the unlikely
event of a spill or accident along the pipeline. The FRP would be developed in consultation with public
safety officials in communities in which the Project was located and would have to be approved by PHMSA.
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Hospitals and Health Services
Section 3.2.3.2 identifies hospital capacity in the Project Area. Similar to police and fire services, hospitals
and health services would generally be needed by the Project only in the event of a medical emergency such
as an accident or illness on a construction spread, in which case an ambulance could be requested or worker
taken to a local medical facility for treatment. The region contains more than sufficient emergency medical
services in reasonable proximity to the Project Area to meet Project demand without compromising the
ability of those resources to meet community needs. There are also local clinics, medical practitioners and
walk-in services available throughout area communities to treat minor health issues of construction
workers, should they arise, without placing a burden on the medical services. As a result, impacts on
hospitals and health management facilities would be expected to be short-term and negligible.
4.2.3.2

Impacts During Operation

Pilgrim anticipates that 30 full-time workers would be required for Project operation. In the unlikely event
that all 30 workers were hired from outside of the region and relocated to the area with families, it is doubtful
they would all reside in the same town. Pilgrim proposes to rent or buy space for its operations center in
the Albany area. Sufficient services exist within Albany and surrounding communities to absorb the
addition of these workers and their families without impacting the ability of existing community services
to meet local demand. As a result, the day-to-day operation of the Project would have a negligible effect on
public services.
As discussed, as part of the consultation process for developing the FRP, Pilgrim would be required to
identify any special fire-fighting equipment needs, if any, that should be available, as well as provide
training to local firefighters and first-responders, as appropriate. Given the extremely remote probability of
an accident, coupled with the presence of a robust FRP and an abundance of emergency services in the
Project Area, Project impacts during operation would be minimal.
4.2.4

Socioeconomics
4.2.4.1

Impacts During Construction

Construction of the Pilgrim Project would generally provide benefits in the form of income and employment
to communities in New York State’s Capital of Albany and the Hudson River Valley Regions. The Project
would be constructed in New York using multiple construction spreads. Proposed mainline construction
would be undertaken during March and December of 2017, using five construction spreads with three crews
each. A total of 1600 workers would be required for construction of all of the Project facilities during the
single 2017 construction season.
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4.2.4.1.1

Employment, Housing, and Economy

Population and Employment
A total of about 1,600 workers would be required for Project construction. As available, local workers
would be hired, although Pilgrim anticipates that approximately half of the construction workforce would
be imported from outside the region. Local hires would likely include surveyors, equipment operators, and
general laborers. Given the short-term duration of the construction period (approximately 10 months),
individuals hired from outside of commuting distance would be expected to temporarily relocate to the
Project vicinity for the duration of their employment on the Project.
The impact of construction worker in-migration on the local population would be minor due to the size of
the out of market work force for each construction spread (160 migration workers). As noted in Table
3.2.4-1 in Section 3.2.4, in 2010 over 1.3 million people resided in the counties in which the Project would
be located. Assuming a relocating workforce of about 800 (spread over the area surrounding each of the
five construction spreads), this would represent an increase in the total population of the five counties within
the Project Area of less than 0.01 percent.
In 2010, the average U.S. household size was 2.58 people (U.S. Census 2010). Although unlikely, if nonlocal workers brought their families with them, and the 2.58 multiplier for average household size was
applied, the total in-migrating population would be approximately 2,967 and represent a population increase
of 0.22 percent in the six county area in which the Project would be located. Given the size of the existing
Project Area population, the potential impact of the Project on population growth in the region would be
negligible.
Housing
The presence of non-local workers would increase the demand for short-term, temporary housing and
temporarily decrease the availability of housing in the region. As discussed in Section 3.2.4.3, there are
many options for temporary housing in the Project Area and any impact from the increased demand would
be negligible. As noted in Table 3.2.4-5, the counties in which the Project would be located contain a
combined total of over 187,000 rental units (houses and apartments), over 13,000 of which were vacant and
available for rent.
Overall, the Project could have a short-term positive impact on the area rental industry through increased
demand and higher rates of occupancy; however, no significant long-term impacts on local housing markets
would be expected. Given the number of vacant housing units in the counties that would be affected by the
Project, construction crews should not encounter difficulty in finding temporary housing. At a maximum,
the workforce would utilize about 6 percent of the vacant housing units in the Project region. While some
of the construction activity would be conducted during the peak tourism season, sufficient temporary
housing would still be likely to be available, but could be more difficult to find and/or more expensive to
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secure. Additional housing options for construction workers, as well as tourists, not reported here include
campgrounds, bed and breakfast lodges, or inns, which are plentiful within a 25 mile radius of the Project.
Further since some workers would be likely to double-up on housing accommodations, actual housing
requirements would likely to be lower than the total non-local workforce population. Due to the fact that
workers would be spread throughout the Project Area, and that there would be an abundance of temporary
housing options, the impact on housing from Project construction would be short-term and minor.
Economy and Taxes
Project construction would boost the economy and tax revenues in host counties. Local business owners
would benefit from construction worker spending on housing, food, gasoline, and entertainment. The NYS
Thruway and owners of property on which Project facilities are located would receive direct benefits from
Pilgrim from payment for ROW easements.
Pilgrim estimates that the total direct expenditures for the construction of the Project in the State of New
York would be approximately $553.2 million. While the Project would utilize local New York suppliers to
the greatest extent practicable, due to the specialized nature of pipeline construction, not every material or
service needed for construction would be available locally in New York. Of the total direct expenditure, it
is anticipated that approximately $16.4 million in materials and services spending would be made with
businesses located within New York, while $405.0 million in construction labor would directly benefit the
state (Petroleum Solutions Management 2015). Pilgrim would employ local contractors for some
construction services and purchase a portion of the Project’s construction materials including fuel, fencing,
concrete, sand, topsoil and fill dirt locally. Pilgrim would also hire local individuals to repair vehicles and
equipment and for other services, as needed
The direct capital investment expenditures during construction of the Project would be expected to generate
additional economic activity in the form of indirect and induced economic effects. Indirect economic effects
result as primary businesses receiving revenue from the direct Project spending in turn use some of that
revenue to purchase goods and services from other, secondary, businesses, and so forth down the supply
chain. Construction of the Project could generate an added benefit of approximately $163.4 million in New
York and support an additional 1,046 jobs through indirect economic impacts. Induced effects would flow
from workers earning wages, as a result of the direct or indirect economic impact, as workers spend those
wages on goods and services at the household level. This effect could be responsible for approximately
$154.7 million in economic output and support another 1,071 jobs in New York during the construction
(Petroleum Solutions Management 2015).
The increased economic activity in New York resulting from the construction of the Pilgrim Pipeline would
also generate additional tax revenue for the state. Fiscal benefits for the State of New York would include
added personal income taxes on wages earned, corporate income taxes on corporate profits, among other
taxes and fees imposed by the state.
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4.2.4.2

Impacts of Operation
4.2.4.2.1

Population, Housing, and Employment

Population and Employment
Approximately 30 full-time workers would be employed in New York for Project operation: 14 people in
the operation center in Albany; one gauger in Albany or Rensselaer, and one in Newburgh; two
measurement technicians; 10 maintenance workers; one superintendent; and one clerk. Pilgrim would hire
these workers from the local labor pool to the extent possible: however, even if all 30 workers relocated
into the local area with families, the regional population is of sufficient size to absorb the increase with
negligible, if any impact. The impact of Project operation on employment would be long-term and
negligible, but beneficial.
Housing
As noted in Section 3.2.4, the abundance of housing and community services in the region would be more
than adequate to absorb the additional population with negligible, if any, adverse impact to area resources.
Overall, the impact of Project operation on housing would be long-term, but negligible.
Economy and Taxes
During operation, the area economy would continue to benefit from the Project through the receipt of taxes
on both Project facilities and payroll. Pilgrim anticipates that annual property tax payments would paid to
the NYS Thruway and each municipality in which Project facilities were located. In addition private
property owners on whose property Project pipelines were located would also receive income from Pilgrim
as payment for the easements.
To ensure the highest level of safe and efficient operation, Pilgrim would routinely incur significant
expenditures on system monitoring, visual inspections, and preventative maintenance, in addition to the
expense incurred of transporting petroleum through the pipelines. Pilgrim estimates that it would spend
approximately $46.0 million annually for operation and maintenance of the pipeline system, of which
approximately $31.5 million would be spent within the State of New York (Petroleum Solutions
Management 2015).
In addition to direct benefits from tax payments and local expenditures, upstate New York industry and
residents would receive major long-term indirect benefits from the Project through the provision of a
reliable source for refined products such as gasoline, diesel, heating oil and kerosene that would not be
interrupted by weather.
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4.2.4.3

Environmental Justice

As noted in Section 3.2.4.4, both the federal government and the State of New York have policies in place
to prevent minority and low-income populations from receiving disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects from projects.
Table 3.2.4-6 in Section 3.2.4.4 lists the percent population of each community in the Project Area that is
either below the poverty level or identified as a minority. Table 4.2.4-1 below, lists the percent of each
county’s population that is either a minority or living below the poverty level as well as the percent of the
Project in each county.
Table 4.2.4-1
Minority Population and Persons in Poverty by County in the Project Area
County

Percent Minority

Percent Below Poverty

Percent of Project in County a/
10

Albany

25.5

13.0

Rensselaer

15.2

13.2

2

Greene

13.5

15.1

19

Ulster

19.4

12.5

34

Orange

33.4

12.4

32

Rockland

36.1

13.6

2

a/ Based on total miles of proposed pipeline in the county.

As noted in Table 3.2.4-6, each of the counties in the Project Area contain relatively high minority
populations, when compared to the respective county’s average. With the exception of Orange County,
each county also contains communities with larger numbers of people living below the poverty level than
the respective county’s average. Although potential EJ populations occur within each county, day-to-day
operation of the Project would cause no human health or environmental effects to any of the communities
in which it is located. In addition, the environmental impacts of Project construction would be distributed
both in potential EJ areas and non-EJ areas.
Figures 3.2.4-1 through 3.2.4-3 and Table 3.2.4-7 in Section 3.2.4.4, identify the specific NYSDECdesignated EJ communities that would either be crossed or abut the mainline. In total only about 6.25 miles
of the Project’s pipelines (mainline and laterals) would cross through New York State designated EJ areas
generally along the border of the EJ area. Another approximately 2 miles would abut, but not cross, New
York State EJ areas. As such, only about 6 percent of the Project pipelines would be located in New York
State designated EJ areas.
Given that Project operation would cause no human health or environmental effects to EJ communities
coupled with the limited portion of EJ communities that would be in or abut the Project, the impact of the
Project on EJ communities would be negligible and not impose any disproportionate adverse impacts.
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4.2.5

Cultural Resources

This section provides an assessment of the probable impacts on cultural resources due to the construction
and operation and maintenance of the proposed Project. The methodology for assessing the potential
impacts on cultural resources is in accordance with the standards and methods contained in Standards for
Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections in New York State,
published by the New York Archaeological Council in 1994 (NYAC Guidelines). Consultation with the
OPRHP is ongoing. In New York State, the OPRHP serves as the SHPO.
An APE for a project is defined as that geographic area or areas within which construction, operation or
maintenance of a project may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic
properties (ACHP 2001). There are different types of potential effects a project may have on historic
properties, including physical effects (such as ground disturbance or destruction), noise effects or visual
effects of aboveground structures on the setting of historic properties.
A potential adverse effect may occur when an undertaking alters the characteristics or use of an historic
property that qualified that property for inclusion in the NRHP. When such an adverse effect is identified
to an historic property, measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate that effect are sought in consultation with
the OPRHP.
4.2.5.1

Archaeological Resources

As noted in Section 3.2.5, 23 archaeological sites with no determination of NRHP eligibility were
previously recorded within the Project Area. To determine if additional archaeological resources are
present, a Phase I archaeological survey was completed in accordance with the NYAC Guidelines. The
study involved four tasks: 1) Cultural Context Development; 2) Field Investigations; 3) Technical
Reporting; and 4) Curation of Collections and Field Records. A total of 15 archaeological sites and nine
isolated finds were identified during field investigations. Two of the sites were previously recorded within
the Project APE and the remainder were newly recorded as a result of this survey. NRHP eligibility for
these resources has not been evaluated.
Additional background research was conducted to compile an historic and prehistoric context for
interpreting archaeological resources in the Project Area. This research includes review of relevant maps,
plats, historic documents, other primary sources, and published and unpublished manuscripts on the
archaeology and history of the area. Field survey was conducted to locate all archaeological resources in
the Project’s APE. Field methods for this survey were developed in consultation with the OPRHP. A Phase
IA/B report providing results and recommendations will be submitted to the OPRHP for review and
comment.
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4.2.5.1.1

Impacts During Construction

At present, 23 previously recorded archaeological resources are known to occur within the Project APE and
22 new archaeological resources (13 sites and 9 isolated finds) were recorded during the Phase I survey.
Four archaeological sites (two previously recorded and two newly recorded) are recommended for Phase II
evaluation prior to construction to determine their NRHP eligibility if they cannot be avoided by the Project.
Should an archaeological site be determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and cannot be avoided by
new construction, Phase III Data Recovery would be required to mitigate an adverse effect to the resource.
4.2.5.1.2

Unanticipated Discovery Plan

It is possible that archaeological resources could be discovered during construction. An Unanticipated
Discovery Plan is included as Appendix L of this DEIS. This plan presents the approach that would be
employed to address such unanticipated discoveries and ensures that any potentially significant
archaeological resources discovered during construction, including human remains, are dealt with in full
accordance with state and federal requirements, including the NYAC Guidelines. This approach ensures
that procedures and lines of communication with the appropriate government authorities are clearly
established prior to the start of construction so that discoveries can be addressed in a timely manner,
minimizing the impacts on the construction schedule to the extent possible.
In the event that sites not identified through the preceding archaeological investigation are found during
construction, involved personnel would follow standardized procedures in accordance with all state and
federal regulations.
Both the EIs and the construction personnel would be provided with a preconstruction briefing regarding
potential cultural resources indicators such as recognizable quantities of bone, unusual stone deposits and
ash deposits, or black-stained earth that could be evident in spoil piles or trench walls during construction.
In the event that potentially significant cultural resources or human remains are discovered during
construction, the environmental monitors and construction personnel would be instructed to follow the
specific requirements and notification procedures outlined in the Unanticipated Discoveries Plan. Cultural
resource discoveries that require reporting and notification include any human remains and any
recognizable, potentially significant concentrations of artifacts or evidence of human occupation.
4.2.5.1.3

Impacts During Operation

Normal operation and maintenance of the proposed Project would not result in impacts on archaeological
resources. If ground disturbance or construction activity of previously unsurveyed areas is required,
additional study would be necessary to assess potential impacts on archaeological resources prior to
excavation.
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4.2.5.2

Historic Properties

As noted in Section 3.2.5, three NRHP-listed historic properties are recorded within the Project Area.
4.2.5.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Construction of aboveground structures could impact NRHP-listed historic properties should these
resources be within the viewshed of the Project. In order to determine if proposed construction would
directly or visually impact known or previously unrecorded historic resources, a historic architectural
survey is being completed in accordance with the NYAC Guidelines. The survey includes assessment of
impacts on the NRHP-listed historic resources within the Project Area as well as assessment of structures
50 years or older within or immediately adjacent to the Project Area. Documentation will be prepared for
review and comment by the OPRHP in order to determine NRHP significance and potential effect from the
Project.
4.2.5.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Operation and maintenance of the proposed Project would not be expected to impact historic properties
since operation would not introduce new components that require excavation or construction.
4.2.6

Visual Resources

As noted in Section 3.2.6, with the exception of the pump stations, meter stations, and the aboveground
block valves which would be small and have low profiles, the majority of the Project would be underground
and not visible. As a result, line-of-sight-profiles and digital viewshed modeling has not been performed
for this Project. In addition, although the impact area typically analyzed for visual impacts is an approximate
5-mile radius, given the low profile of the proposed facilities, the specific area considered for visual impacts
has been generally limited to a distance of about 1 mile.
Construction has the potential to alter visual quality by removing existing vegetation and introducing
equipment and activities to the landscape that are inconsistent with existing land use. With the exception of
areas where trees must be removed, the visual effects from construction activities generally occur for the
duration of construction activities. Visual effects to public uses of specific land use areas categorized by
the NYSDEC as aesthetic resources requiring visual impact analysis are addressed below. Section 3.2.6
identifies the resources for which the NYSDEC requires visual analysis.
Long-term effects to visual resources from the operation and maintenance of pipeline and aboveground
facilities would include the long-term or permanent removal of vegetation, as well as the addition of new
structures into the landscape as seen from sensitive viewpoints such as public use areas (parks, open space,
state forests, etc.) where visitors may have a concern for the scenic quality of the landscape.
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4.2.6.1

Mainline
4.2.6.1.1

Impacts During Construction

During construction, views toward the mainline from locations that currently include views of the NYS
Thruway would include construction vehicles and equipment. The addition of the construction activities in
the NYS Thruway ROW would be of short-term duration, lasting for the duration of construction. Since
construction would advance along the ROW as sections of the mainline were completed, no single area
would be affected for more than several weeks at a time. Although the construction equipment required for
pipeline construction would differ somewhat from equipment typically used for road construction, the
differences would not be significant.
In some locations along the NYS Thruway, Pilgrim would be required to remove trees from the edge of the
Thruway in order to gain sufficient space for pipeline construction. The locations where tree removal
reduced the visual buffer between the NYS Thruway and adjacent properties would be limited and a small
portion (less than 1 percent) of the proposed mainline ROW; as a result the impact would be minor, but
long-term.
As noted in Section 3.2.6, the proposed mainline ROW would pass through or in close proximity to a
number of public parks. Table 3.2.6-1 in Section 3.2.6 identifies the existing visual context of each resource:
Table 4.2.6-1 indicates the visual impacts likely to result from Project construction.
Table 4.2.6-1
Impacts on Aesthetic Resources from Construction of the Mainline
Resource
Name
Great Vly State
Wetland
Preservation
Area

Anticipated
impact

Description
Located about 0.5 mile east, this resource is separated from the mainline route by dense
forest that effectively blocks views of the Thruway from locations within the Wetland
Preservation Area. As a result, there would be no change in view from locations within the
wetland preservation area during Project construction and, consequently, no impact.

No impact

Bristol Beach
State Park

Located about 1 mile east of the mainline route and the Thruway on the west bank of the
Hudson River, Bristol Beach State Park is undeveloped forest containing no public facilities.
The Park is separated from the mainline route by roads, open space, forested land, and
residential and farm structures that create buffers to any potential views of Project
construction activities. Further, given the low profile of construction equipment and vehicles,
even if sightlines were uninterrupted, the scale of this equipment in the viewshed, when
viewed from 1 mile distance, would not create a dominant focal point that would adversely
affect views from this resource area. Given the distance between this resource and the
Project, and the low profile of the proposed construction equipment, mainline construction
would have no visual impact on this resource area.

No impact

Catskill Park

Although the mainline would abut the eastern boundary of Catskill Park for about 6 miles, this
section of the park is privately owned lands and not active public recreation areas. This
section of the Park includes Sawkill Road, a major interchange of Interstate 209, the Clayton
“Peg Leg” Bates Memorial Highway, and residential and industrial uses. Where there would
be views of the mainline ROW from the Park, those views currently include views of the
Thruway. Given the lack of park access and facilities as well as lack of park visitors in this
area, Project construction would have no impact on Catskill Park.

No impact
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Table 4.2.6-1
Impacts on Aesthetic Resources from Construction of the Mainline
Resource
Name

Description

Anticipated
impact

Perrine’s
Bridge Park

Pilgrim is proposing to cross the under Perrine’s Bridge by HDD. The drill pit would be
situated on the north side of the river about 470 feet north of the bridge and park. The exit pit
would be about 890 feet south of the bridge, separated by forested buffer, in a part of the
park that is undeveloped and not generally accessible by visitors to the bridge. Given the
separation between the HDD entrance and exit pits and the bridge and the fact that the drill
would be completed within about 1 week, any visual impact would be short-term and minor.

Minor shortterm impact

Chadwick Lake
Park

In the vicinity of Chadwick Lake Park, the mainline would be located on the west side of the
Thruway: the park is about 0.36 mile east of the NYS Thruway at its closest point. As noted in
Table 3.2.6-1, most of the park is undeveloped reservoir – recreation facilities are located at
its very southern end. Regardless of location in the park, views toward the mainline during
construction would be blocked and/or screened by forest, residential structures, the Thruway
and traffic on the Thruway. As a result, Project construction would have no visual impact on
Chadwick Lake Park.

No impact

Algonquin
Powder Mill
Park

Located about 0.6 mile east of the mainline, views of construction activities from Algonquin
Powder Mill Park would be blocked or screened by existing residential, commercial
(Newburgh Mall) and industrial structures, as well as the NYS Thruway and traffic on it. Given
the lack of viewing locations of the construction area from the park, Project construction
would have no visual impact on the park.

No impact

New Windsor
Historic
Parklands
And the New
Windsor
Cantonment
Historic Park

In the vicinity of the New Windsor Historic Parklands, the mainline would be located on the
opposite side of the NYS Thruway (the west side) from the park. Although parklands abut the
Thruway for about 0.5 mile, the section of the park adjacent to the Thruway is dense forest,
lacking in public recreation facilities and heavy public visitation. The New Windsor
Cantonment Historic Park is about 0.6 mile east of the mainline and visually separated from
the ROW by forest of the New Windsor Historic Parklands and the Thruway. Given the lack of
viewers in the Historic Parklands and the lack of viewing locations of the mainline route from
the Cantonment, mainline construction would have no visual impact on these resources.

No impact

Knox
Headquarters
State Historic
Park

Located about 0.75 mile east of the mainline route, the Knox Headquarters State Historic
Park would be separated from the mainline ROW by dense residential development
(apartments and single family housing), forest, commercial, and industrial facilities, as well as
the NYS Thruway. Given the lack of potential views of the mainline ROW from this historic
resource, Project construction would have no visual impact on it.

No impact

Schunnemunk
Mountain State
Park

The section of Schunnemunk Mountain Park that abuts the mainline route comprises forest
and cultivated agricultural fields. Further west, across the Conrail ROW, the land slopes
upward and the park includes both meadow and mountain top with trails that are generally
through forest land. Although there may be intermittent views of the mainline route from
higher elevations during construction, the number of viewers would be limited to periodic
hikers and the views would also include the Thruway. In addition, construction activities
would be completed in a few months’ time. Overall, given the limited number of viewers, the
intermittent viewing locations, if any, the presence of the Thruway and Thruway traffic, and
the small scale of the construction equipment if seen as part of the viewscape from
mountaintop trails, construction equipment and activities should not create a focal point that
dominates or significantly changes the overall visual context. As such, the potential impact of
Project construction on visitors to Schunnemunk Mountain State Park would be short-term
and minor.

Minor shortterm impact

Harriman State
Park

Harriman State Park trails in the vicinity of the mainline route, are generally unblazed and
unmarked. Harriman State Park trail maps indicate that these trails are often difficult to follow
without a topographical map. The nearest trail, which is an unmarked trail, is located on the
west side of Route 17 in Woodbury. The trail would be separated from the mainline by Route
17, an electric transmission line corridor and railroad tracks. Most of the park in this area is
forest. Given the tree cover in the area of the trails, the fact that any views of mainline
construction would also include Route 17, electric transmission lines and railroad tracks, and
the small number of hikers likely to use this unmarked section of trails, the Project would
have no impact on Harriman State Park or its visitors.

No impact
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Table 4.2.6-1
Impacts on Aesthetic Resources from Construction of the Mainline
Resource
Name

Description

Anticipated
impact

Sterling Forest
State Park

The Long Swamp Trail of Sterling Forest State Park is located within the small southeast
portion of the State Park and would be close to the mainline route at about MP 113.05. The
trailhead starts next to an electric transmission line corridor off Eagle Valley Road. The park
is heavily forested and once on the trail, hikers would have views of mainline construction
buffered and then blocked by trees as they moved further into the forest along the trail. Given
that the mainline would not cross through the Park and would be separated from the nearest
trail by forest at all but the trailhead, Project construction would have a short-term and minor
impact at most on the park.

Minor shortterm impact

In addition to the parks and public facilities listed in Table 4.2.6-1, the mainline would also pass adjacent
to two privately run golf courses. Any visual changes caused by pipeline construction would be short-term,
and minor lasting for the duration of construction in the immediate vicinity of each club. Upon completion
of construction, the mainline ROW would generally be restored to preconstruction conditions, thereby
creating no long-term change in views from either golf club.
4.2.6.1.2

Impacts During Operation

Once operational, the mainline would be buried with the land above it generally restored to preconstruction
conditions. As noted in Section 3.2.6, almost 80 percent of the mainline would be within existing NYS
Thruway ROW. During operation, the buried pipeline would not change the overall visual character of the
existing Thruway corridor. Two aboveground block valves (BV 80.706 and BV 89.490) would be
constructed within the mainline and NYS Thruway ROWs at the points where the RPL and NPL would
connect to the mainline. As noted in Section 3.2.6. Although the aboveground block valves and their fenced
enclosures would represent intermittent changes in views from the Thruway, they would be viewed in short
spurts as drivers pass them and in the context of the Thruway ROW. As such, the impact of the block valves
would be long-term, but minor to travelers on the NYS Thruway. At a maximum of about 10 feet in
elevation at the highest point, the valve sites would be of a low enough profile that they would not be visible
from most off-Thruway viewing locations.
Other aboveground block valves are proposed on either side of the southern mainline Hudson River
Crossing (BV 2.450 and BV 3.050) and in Tuxedo Park (BV 110.300). The valves on either side of the
Hudson River would be located within the proposed mainline ROW in the vicinity of oil terminals and tank
farms on the east side of the river and adjacent to transmission lines and surrounded by forest on the west
side. Likewise, the Tuxedo Park valve (BV 110.300) would be within the mainline ROW and also
surrounded by forest. As such, these facilities would have no visual impact on surrounding areas.
In some places visual buffers created by trees between the NYS Thruway and adjacent properties may be
reduced, but those areas would be very limited and the pipeline corridor would conform to the Thruway
ROW requirements and look like the Thruway once completed. Thus, although the addition of the mainline
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ROW could expand the width of the cleared area of the NYS Thruway ROW in places, it would be
consistent with existing conditions and have a minimal, if any, visual impact for the majority of the route.
A small portion of the mainline route is sited away from existing corridors for environmental,
constructability, or other key reasons. These areas are generally away from sensitive use viewing areas. As
a result, although there would be a change in the view as the result of the new corridor, the paucity of
viewing opportunities or viewers and of aesthetic resources in these locations indicates that the impact from
potential changes in view, although long-term, would be minor. In situations where screening was removed,
strategically planting fast-growing evergreens or other appropriate vegetation would be considered. As
appropriate, visual screening issues would be discussed during negotiations with individual property
owners.
4.2.6.2

Laterals
4.2.6.2.1

Impacts During Construction

As noted in Section 3.2.6, the BL, IPTL, and CAL would all be located within the Albany Port District in
areas dedicated to port and industrial uses. Although pipeline construction would create a short-term change
in views in the vicinity of these facilities, the change would not be inconsistent with existing activities or
create a significant adverse visual impact. Overall, any impacts during construction would be short-term
and negligible.
The RPL would cross through forest land for about 1.5 miles before joining an existing electric utility
corridor, which it would stay co-located along to it terminus. Although construction would expand the
corridor through the area of forest, the land is sparsely populated and contains few roads that would allow
for views of the new corridor. From a visual perspective, because of the limited viewing opportunities,
although long-term, the visual impact in the forested area would be minor. In those portions of the RPL
route, within the existing utility ROW, construction crews and equipment would be visible from some
abutting areas: however, the equipment and construction activity would move along the lateral ROW as
construction progressed, thereby avoiding impacts on any specific location for more than a few month or
so. These impacts would be short-term and minimal.
As noted in Section 3.2.6.1, the NPL would cross through a variety of viewsheds, including existing utility
corridor, forest, residential and industrial. Within existing corridors, the visual impact of construction would
be short-term and minor, since construction crews and equipment would be removed from the corridor
when construction was complete. Construction of the approximately 1-mile section of the NPL through
forest would create a new corridor through the trees that would change that viewshed for the long-term:
however, there would be limited viewing locations from surrounding lands of the newly cut ROW so the
overall impact, although long-term, would be minor.
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As shown on Figure 3.2.6-1 in Section 3.2.6.1.2, the NPL would also be located within about 0.1 mile of
the outer boundary of the New Windsor Cantonment State Historic Site. In this area, the lateral would be
separated from the State Historic Site by forest and also co-located with an existing electric transmission
line ROW. Although there could potentially be brief glimpses of the construction activity through the forest
from the Historic Site, the views would be screened by the existing vegetation. Further, construction
activities would be short-term, lasting only for several months, at most. As a result, the visual impact of
Project construction on the New Windsor Cantonment State Historic Site would be short-term and minor.
4.2.6.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Generally, since the pipelines would be buried, visual impacts associated with operation of the laterals
would be negligible. The BL, IPTL, and CAL would all be located within or adjacent to existing ROW and
would have no effect on the landscape or views during their operation.
As with the mainline, small portions of the RPL and NPL would be located away from existing corridors
for environmental, constructability or other key reasons. These areas are generally away from residential
areas or other populated areas where the change in viewshed created by a new corridor would have a
minimal impact since views of the corridor would be limited. As appropriate, screening issues and potential
mitigation would be discussed during negotiations with individual property owners. See Section 5.2.6 for
additional discussion on mitigation. With mitigation, although long-term, the visual impact should be
minimal.
4.2.6.3

Contractor and Pipe Yards, and Temporary Access Roads
4.2.6.3.1

Impacts during Construction

Table 3.2.6-3 in Section 3.2.6.2 describes the locations and visual context of the proposed contractor and
pipe yards currently that would be used during Project construction. In general, the proposed contractor and
pipe yards are located in previously disturbed land (quarries or industrial sites) or other open space that
would require little modification for Pilgrim’s use. For construction, Pilgrim would install prefabricated
offices and parts facilities (trailers) on temporary foundations at each yard. Telephone and electric lines to
contractor trailers would also be installed to connect at each site.
From a visual perspective, although the addition of equipment and trailers on the sites in industrial or
previously disturbed areas (Rensselaer, Valley Road, Manheim and 17A Contractor and Pipe Yards) would
create a short-term change in the view, the change in views of these facilities would generally be consistent
with the type of use and activities occurring in the immediately surrounding areas. As a result, at these
facilities, the impact would be short-term and negligible.
Contractor and pipe yard sites that would be in currently undeveloped open space (Maltari, Old Kings
Highway, and JD Blake Contractor and Pipe Yards) were purposely chosen to be away from sensitive
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viewing locations and where the addition of construction equipment would not be visible to large numbers
of viewers. At these locations, although not necessarily consistent with the overall visual context, views
would be limited due to surrounding forest or other land use, and the number of viewers able to see the
contractor and pipe yard would be extremely limited. Visual impacts associated with the storage of
equipment and use of these sites would be short-term since the sites would be restored to preconstruction
conditions upon completion of Project construction. As a result, the visual impact of these contractor and
pipe yard would also be short-term and minor.
At this time, Pilgrim anticipates that the majority of access to the construction corridor for the mainline and
laterals would be along existing roads or over existing ROW. Some TARs would require improvement
(grading and graveling) to accommodate construction vehicles, but upon completion of construction
activities, the gravel would be removed and the TARs would be restored generally to preconstruction
conditions. As a result, visual impacts associated with TARs would, be short-term and negligible.
4.2.6.3.2

Impacts During Operation

Some PARs (a combined total of 3.2 miles) would be permanently maintained for access to the pipelines
and key facilities (block valves, pump stations, etc.) during operation. Permanent access road locations are
shown on the Project Route Plans that are provided in Appendix A. Almost half of the PARs are currently
roads or paved surfaces that would have no visual change associated with Project use. Others are located
within the NYS Thruway ROW or on other existing ROW. Of Pilgrim’s 35 proposed PARs, only 5 would
require the clearing of previously undisturbed or undeveloped lands. Table 4.2.6-2 lists the PARs that would
impact previously undisturbed land and the visual character and potential impacts associated with them.
Overall, PARs associated with the proposed Project would have a negligible to minor visual impact.
Table 4.2.6-2
Visual Impact of Proposed PARS on Previously Undisturbed/Undeveloped Land
PAR

Visual character

Visual Impact

PAR-NY-MP20.74

The PAR would require clearing of existing forest between a short local road and
BV 20.747. Although this would create a new corridor through forest, it would
only be visible to individuals passing it on the road. Since the existing road is a
loop off of Scheller Park Road that provides access to only two residences, the
PAR would not be visible from the residences.

Minimal, long-term
visual impact

PAR-NY-MP26.65

Proposed PAR would be surrounded by forest and generally inaccessible and
with no visibility to the public.

No visual impact

PAR-NY-MP49.09

The majority of this road is paved road and parking lot adjacent to Old Kings
Highway. Approximately 265 feet of the PAR would cross the open land that I
surrounded by trees and proposed for use as the Old Kings Highway Contractor
and Pipe Yard during construction. Given that the land on which this PAR would
be located is open land surrounded on the north east and south by trees and the
NYS Thruway on the west, and that roads are not an unusual feature along the
NYS Thruway, the addition of this PAR would not have any visual impact on the
Thruway or surrounding areas.

No visual impact
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Table 4.2.6-2
Visual Impact of Proposed PARS on Previously Undisturbed/Undeveloped Land
PAR

Visual character

Visual Impact

PAR-NY-MP64.45

This PAR would start at Main Street (Route. 213) in Esopus, across the road
from Perrine’s Bridge in Perrine’s Bridge Park, and proceed south southeast
along the western edge of an electric transmission line ROW with Perrine’s
Bridge Park, before turning southwest and cutting through approximately 280
feet of forest before reaching the mainline ROW. Although the road entrance off
Main Street would be visible, it would be within an existing ROW that is
maintained in low growth vegetation. The section of the PAR that would leave
the transmission line ROW to connect with the mainline would require tree
clearing and be a new ROW in this section of the Park, but would not be visible
to park visitors as it would occur in an area that contains no park facilities and is
generally inaccessible to the public.

Minor, long-term
impact

4.2.6.4

Aboveground Facilities (Pump Stations, Meter Stations)
4.2.6.4.1

Impacts During Construction

Construction of the aboveground facilities could require clearing and grading of the facility site as well as
construction of foundations and structures. As with the pipeline, construction impacts would be short-term,
for the duration of construction only, and minor since these facilities, with the exception of the Harriman
Pump Station, would all be located in industrial areas that already have established industrial character.
The proposed Harriman Pump Station site is adjacent to the NYS Thruway, railroad tracks, and Arden
House Road and overpass (over the NYS Thruway) and generally on a site that, although currently
undeveloped, is bordered on three sides by transportation or commercial/light industrial land uses (see
Figure 2.2-10). Construction on this site would create a slight change in view from the Thruway and
adjacent roads, but the construction activities would be short-term and not likely to be a focal point in the
view. In addition, viewing opportunities would generally be limited to quick glimpses of the site through
car windows by travelers on the roads or the railroad as they passed the site. As a result the visual impact
of Harriman Pump Station construction would be short-term and minor.
4.2.6.4.2

Impacts During Operation

Pump and meter stations would be the only aboveground facilities associated with the Project that have the
potential to have a visual impact. The Albany Pump Station would be located within the Global Terminal
and would visually blend with the other existing components of that facility (Figure 2.2-8).
The Gorman, Kingston, and Harriman Pump Stations would each contain a single story12-foot wide by 40foot long structure to house the pumps and other equipment that would be surrounded by a fence. The
structures would be low profile and generally not visible to any persons other than immediately surrounding
neighbors. Similar to the Albany Pump Station, the Gorman and Kingston Pump Station sites are each
previously disturbed property within industrial areas where the addition of the proposed facilities would

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-127

Significant Environmental Impacts

not change the visual character as seen from viewing locations surrounding them: therefore, these pump
stations would be consistent with existing visual context and have no visual impact. Figures 2.2-8 and 2.29 show the locations of the Gorman and Kingston Pump Stations.
As noted in Section 3.2.6.2, the Harriman Pump Station would be located in an undeveloped area on the
west side of the NYS Thruway, railroad tracks and the mainline at approximately MP 101.75 (Figure 2.210). The Arden House Road overpass over the Thruway abuts the Harriman Pump Station site. The nearest
residences would be on the opposite side of the Thruway. Although the pump station might be visible from
the residences, views from the residence would also include the Thruway, railroad tracks and Arden House
Road overpass. In addition, the low profile of the proposed structure should not make it a focal point,
especially when viewed in the context of the Thruway and overpass. Given the existing visual context of
the Harriman Pump Station site, although long-term, the visual impact from this facility would be minor.
The proposed meter stations would all be located on existing oil terminal properties with tank farms and
established industrial character. As such, neither construction nor operation of the meter stations would not
be likely to cause any adverse visual impacts.
4.2.7

Noise
4.2.7.1

Mainline
4.2.7.1.1

Impacts During Construction

The proposed Pilgrim pipeline would be constructed entirely underground. Construction would occur over
an approximate 10 month period. However, work in the vicinity of any single general NSA on the pipeline
route would last for short durations as construction activities move along the route. Construction of the
proposed pipeline would typically include the following activities:





Site and vegetation clearing;
Trenching;
Pipe Installation; and
Backfilling and ROW restoration.

Noise would be generated during construction primarily from two sources: diesel engines which power the
equipment and impact noise from rock drills and jack hammers (if needed). Exhaust noise usually is the
predominant source of diesel engine noise, and contractors would be required to maintain functional
mufflers on all relevant equipment. Maximum sound levels associated with the construction equipment
typically used is provided in Table 4.2.7-1 below, for a reference distance of 50 feet. It is important to note
that each piece of equipment presented in the table would not be used in each phase of construction. Further,
any equipment used would generally not be operated continuously. In order to arrive at the average sound
level that may occur during a typical workday, usage factors for each type of construction equipment were
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applied to the maximum sound levels (FHWA 2006). The usage factors account for the fact that equipment
do not always operate at full throttle conditions, and are not used for an entire workday. The usage factors
for each piece of equipment are also provided in Table 4.2.7-1.
Table 4.2.7-1
Maximum Noise Levels of Major Construction Equipment (dBA)
Equipment Type

50 Feet

Usage Factor

50 Foot Sound Level
Adjusted for Usage Factor

Trucks

84

0.40

80

Excavator

85

0.40

81

Roller

85

0.20

81

Dozers

85

0.40

81

Pickup Trucks

55

0.40

51

Backhoes

80

0.40

76

Loader

80

0.40

76

Air Compressor

80

0.40

76

Source: FHWA 2006.

For the purposes of this analysis, the aforementioned construction activities have been addressed by
construction phases. Table 4.10-2 provides a summary of the construction phases, the equipment anticipated
to be used in each phase, and the construction sound level levels, adjusted to reflect a typical workday,
expected at various distances from the pipeline corridor.
Table 4.2.7-2
Sound Levels by Construction Phase Adjusted for a Typical Workday
Construction
Phase

Equipment Utilized

Excavation

Adjusted Noise Level for Workday (dBA) a/
100 Feet

500 Feet

1,000 Feet

Backhoe
Dump Truck
Excavator
Loader

79

64

57

Pipe Laying

Roller
Air Compressor
Dozer
Excavator

79

64

57

Backfilling

Dozer
Dump Truck

78

63

56

Restoration

Backhoe
Grader

76

61

54

a/ Assumes all equipment is in operation during each phase, accounting for the usage factors. One of each
equipment piece in operation.
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The majority of the pipeline route does not have any NSAs in close proximity to where construction would
occur. A few nearest residences would be located approximately 100 feet from the corridor. The data
presented above reveal that for the nearest residences, construction sound levels would exceed ambient
levels for the short-term period when construction would occur. For the NSAs further from the route (most
are 500 feet or more feet away), construction noise would be much lower and, given the elevated existing
ambient levels due to the proximity of the NYS Thruway (Section 3.2.7) would be below existing condition.
The construction sound levels for the relatively few proximate NSAs would create significant impacts if
they were to occur over long periods of time. However, many factors exist which would reduce the
significance of any impacts.
The noise levels presented in Table 4.2.7-2 are those that would be experienced by people outdoors. A
building would provide significant attenuation of associated construction noise impacts. For instance, sound
levels can be expected to be up to 27 dBA lower indoors with windows closed. Even in homes with windows
open, indoor sound levels can be reduced by up to 17 dBA (USEPA 1978).
As demonstrated in Table 4.2.7-2, construction sound would be attenuated with distance. Other factors,
such as vegetation, terrain and obstacles such as buildings would act to further reduce noise levels, but were
not considered for this analysis.
An additional significant mitigating factor in the potential impact of construction noise associated with the
proposed pipeline construction is that construction would occur over relatively short spreads. Work in the
proximity of any single general location along the proposed pipeline route would occur for relatively short
durations as construction activities moved along the route. Therefore, no single NSA would be exposed to
significant noise levels for an extended period. Additionally, because construction equipment would not
operate continually, construction noise would be intermittent. The construction equipment to be used would
be similar to that used during typical public works projects (e.g., road resurfacing, storm sewer installation,
natural gas line installation, tree removal, etc.). As a general construction practice, functional mufflers
would be maintained on all equipment to maintain noise levels as low as reasonably achievable.
Normal construction activities would be scheduled to occur between the weekday of 7 am and 7 pm., six
days per week subject to local permits.
Horizontal Directional Drilling
Horizontal directional drilling activities are currently proposed to occur at 64 locations along the mainline
and lateral routes (see Section 2.3.2.3, Table 2.3-6 for HDD locations). The HDD lengths and durations
would vary, but could occur on a continuous basis until completed.
Horizontal directional drilling utilizes a number of pieces of equipment that include power generation, drill
pile storage, control rooms, an excavator, and storage trailers. Of these sources, the diesel engine power
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generation units are the most significant noise generating sources. Typical HDD activity (based on a 600
horsepower drive drill engine), for HDD entry generates a sound level, with equipment at full load, of
approximately 85 dBA at 50 feet. Noise levels on the exit side of the HDD, where less equipment would
be in use, are approximately 79 dBA at 50 feet. Estimated HDD noise levels have been calculated for
various distances from the entry and exit points, reflecting distances to NSAs along the route and are
presented in Table 4.2.7-3.
Table 4.2.7-3
Calculated HDD Noise Levels
Distance to NSA
(feet)

Calculated HDD
Noise (dBA)

HDD Entry

Distance to NSA
(feet)

Calculated HDD
Noise (dBA)

50

85

50

79

200

73

200

67

500

64

500

58

1000

57

1000

51

2000

49

2000

43

>½ mile

<46

> ½ mile

<40

HDD Exit

The above calculated HDD noise levels do not include any mitigation measures that could be employed to
reduce noise levels if required, in particular should 24-hour HDD be required at any location. As provided
in Section 3.2.7 on Table 3.2.7-4, the distances from HDD entry and exit points varies widely, with a few
NSAs in very close proximity to the HDD sites. It is therefore anticipated that noise mitigation would be
needed for the locations where HDD would be very close to NSAs. Potential noise mitigation measures for
HDD sites could include some or all of the following:


Reconfiguring equipment locations to take advantage of natural and artificial noise barriers;



Installing a partial noise barrier around the hydraulic power unit, including the engine & associated
engine jacket-water cooler;



Installing high performance mufflers on engines;



Use of gear box noise blanket and other mechanical noise dampening blankets, acoustical tents,
acoustical barriers; and



Utilization of low noise generators.

In general, unmitigated HDD entry point noise levels would be in the range of daytime ambient conditions
at distances greater than 500 feet for daytime HDD, and at distances greater than 1,000 feet for nighttime
HDD.
4.2.7.1.2

Impacts During Operation

Once constructed, the pipeline would be located entirely underground and would not generate noise.
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4.2.7.2

Laterals
4.2.7.2.1

Impacts During Construction

Construction of the laterals, including construction equipment, associated noise levels, and short-term
duration, is anticipated to be similar to that which would occur for the mainline.
4.2.7.2.2

Impacts During Operation

Once constructed, the laterals would be located entirely underground and would not generate noise.
4.2.7.3

Aboveground Facilities (Pump Stations)
4.2.7.3.1

Impacts During Construction

Four new pump stations would be constructed along the pipeline, and are as follows:





The Albany Pump Station located within the Global Terminal at MP 0.0 in the City of Albany;
The Gorman Pump Station, located at MP 1.6 in the Town of East Greenbush;
The Kingston Pump Station, located at MP 51.85 in the Town of Ulster; and
The Harriman Pump Station located at MP 101.8 in the Town of Woodbury.

Short-term noise would be generated during construction of the pump stations. Similar pieces of
construction equipment used for mainline construction would be anticipated, although the equipment would
differ from phase to phase. In general, heavy equipment would only be used on a limited basis during
excavation and foundation installation.
Noise levels generated during construction of the pump stations would be similar to those presented in
Table 4.2.7-2 for the pipeline. The Albany Pump Station would be located over 2,000 feet from the nearest
NSAs and the Gorman and Harriman Pump Stations would be located well over 1,000 feet from any NSAs,
and construction sound levels are anticipated to be near or below ambient conditions at these distances. The
Kingston Pump Station would be approximately 200 feet from NSAs (mobile home park to the north).
Construction related noise at this closer distance would be expected to exceed ambient conditions at times.
However, as noted above for pipeline construction, the sound levels presented are for outdoor locations,
and a building would provide significant attenuation of associated construction noise levels.
Additionally, because construction equipment would not operate continually, construction noise would be
intermittent, and only scheduled to occur during daytime hours. The construction equipment to be used
would be similar to that used during typical public works projects, and, as a general construction practice,
functional mufflers would be maintained on all equipment to maintain noise levels as low as reasonably
achievable.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-132

Significant Environmental Impacts

4.2.7.3.2

Impacts During Operation

The pump stations would contain electric motor driven pumps. The motors and pumps would be located
outdoors. Electric pumps are quieter than reciprocating engine driven pumps, although they would still be
sources of continuously generated noise. At the Kingston Pump Station, where NSAs would be as close as
200 feet away, it is anticipated that some form of noise mitigation would be required. The need and type of
noise mitigation would be determined once details are available regarding noise emissions from the electric
motors and pumps. Mitigation measures could include noise barrier walls or partial/complete enclosures.
4.2.7.4

Contractor and Pipe Yards and Temporary Access Roads
4.2.7.4.1

Impacts During Construction

Some minor preparation/construction work is anticipated for the proposed contractor and pipe yards, TARs.
Construction is anticipated to be minimal, with lower and shorter duration noise levels than expected for
the mainline and pump stations.
4.2.7.4.2

Impacts During Operation

The contractor and pipe yards would be used to store pipe and construction equipment. Some noise would
be generated when materials were delivered and retrieved from the yards, although it would be intermittent
and short-term. Once the pipeline was operational, the contractor and pipe yards would no longer be used
and no noise would be generated. Some of the access roads could become permanent, but the only noise
generated would occur during very intermittent use of the access roads for pipeline maintenance.
4.3
4.3.1

Spill Impact Assessment
Introduction

As discussed and detailed in Chapter 2.0, the Project would be constructed and operated in compliance with
applicable federal and state regulations and guidelines, as well as in accordance with the specific conditions
of requisite permits. Specifically, the Project has been designed and would be constructed, operated, and
monitored in accordance with the USDOT PHMSA standards and regulations, specifically 49 CFR Part
195 Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline, API Standards, and ASME Standards.
As noted in Chapter 2.0, pipelines historically have been the safest and most cost-effective means of moving
large volumes of fluids. In the U.S. approximately 70 percent of crude oil and petroleum products (on a ton
per mile basis) are transported by pipeline; tanker and barge traffic accounts for about 23 percent, and
trucking and rail account for 4 and 3 percent, respectively, of oil shipments (Furchtgott-Roth 2013). With
respect to the Project’s geography, the majority of crude oil transported between Albany, New York and
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the Linden, New Jersey area is currently moved by barge on the Hudson River. In a similar manner, much
of the refined product moved from Linden up the Hudson River Valley is also transported by barge.
A recent report on intermodal safety in oil transport by the Fraser Institute finds that, although there is no
perfectly risk-free way to transport oil (or any other product), transport of oil by pipeline is environmentally
friendly and “safer than transportation by road, rail or barge, as measured by incidents, injuries, and
fatalities” (Furchtgott-Roth 2013). Overall, liquid pipeline industry performance results indicate that there
has been a 62 percent decrease in the number of liquid pipeline releases over the last ten years, and that
99.9998 percent of crude oil and petroleum product transmitted by pipeline safely reached its destination
in 2012 (AOPL 2013).
Pilgrim would conduct thorough on-site inspections during construction to ensure that the pipeline was
installed in compliance with applicable regulations. In addition, given its proposed advanced design with
modern cathodic protection systems, Pilgrim’s pipelines would be unlikely to experience the corrosion
problems occurring in pipelines of older design with less stringent construction procedures that have
historically accounted for up to 24 percent of spills (2006 – 2010). The Project’s quality assurance
procedures for weld inspection and for hydrostatic pressure testing of the pipeline system would also
minimize the potential for defective pipe incidents. Details on the Project’s design and operational features
are presented in Chapter 2.0.
PHMSA would review Pilgrim’s construction procedures to verify that they conform to regulatory
requirements and PHMSA inspectors would observe construction activities in the field to assure that they
were conducted in accordance with the procedures. In addition to Pilgrim’s inspections and compliance to
regulations and standards, PHMSA is responsible for overseeing pipeline safety once a facility is placed in
service. Pilgrim would have a monitoring and inspection program during operations, that would include
ground surface monitoring, pressure monitoring, and periodic inspection, including the use of smart tools
that travel inside the pipeline with instruments to assess wall thickness and other elements regarding the
integrity of the pipeline.
Prior to introducing any crude oil or product into its pipelines, Pilgrim would be required to prepare and
submit an FRP to the USDOT’s PHMSA for review and approval. The FRP would be developed in
consultation with state and local officials, and, in compliance with the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, would
include procedures for safely and quickly responding to a spill, as well as define how operator officials and
emergency responders would coordinate and execute response procedures. PHMSA posts these plans to
assist federal, state and local officials strengthen and coordinate planning and prevention activities.
4.3.2

Potential Releases

Notwithstanding the state-of-the-art design, construction, operation and monitoring that would be
integrated into the Project, this section provides an analysis of potential impacts that could occur in the
unlikely event that a spill was to occur.
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4.3.2.1

Historical Pipeline Performance

Available historical data for pipeline oil spills have been analyzed by various investigators. The factors
most commonly used to describe the risk of an oil spill from pipeline operations are:


Volume of oil handled, e.g., the probability of a spill is described in terms of number of spills per
billion barrels moved or handled; and



Miles of pipeline operational per year, e.g., the probability of a pipeline spill is described in terms
of number of spills per mile of pipeline operating per year.

The various causes of U.S. pipeline accidents that occurred from 2006 to 2010 indicate that pipeline faults
reflect the aging pipeline infrastructure which was not constructed under modern procedures or with modern
pipeline materials, resulting in failure of defective pipe (36 percent) and corrosion (24 percent), which
accounted for 60 percent of the spills (USDOT 2011). With respect to material, pipelines are designed with
a safety margin. New pipelines are being designed to use thinner-walled, but higher strength steel pipe
(PHMSA 2012). Internal corrosion as the cause of a spill is also more characteristic of older pipelines that
were constructed of different materials than those currently used and that did not necessarily benefit in early
years of operation from modern inspection tools and procedures.
Excavation damage (post-installation) accounted for 14 percent of the total spills. Excavation damage is
typically caused by third parties that do not identify the presence of underground utilities prior to work.
With the majority of the proposed mainline located within the NYS Thruway ROW where access is strictly
limited, the chance of inadvertent excavation damage would be remote compared to a more conventional
cross country pipeline.
4.3.2.2

Pipeline Spill Magnitude

Studies by Others
Battelle (Battelle 2014) reported that PHMSA indicated that the majority of pipeline spills that occurred
between 2002 and 2013 were relatively small, with 50 percent of the spills consisting of three (3) barrels or
less. In 85 percent of the cases, the spill volume was 100 barrels or less. In over 95 percent of the incidents,
spill volumes were less than 1,000 barrels. Oil spills of 10,000 barrels or larger occurred in only 0.5 percent
of cases.
In another evaluation of oil spill causes and trends (Etkin 2001), it was determined that the annual number
of pipeline spills decreased by 500 percent from 1968 to 1999. Pipeline spill volumes were dominated by a
small number of large events. This study reported that over 74 percent of pipeline spills involved 100
gallons (2.4 barrels) or less, while spills in these smaller size classes contributed only 0.8 percent of the
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total amount spilled. An estimated 90 to 95 percent of all pipeline spills involved less than 1,000 gallons
(30 barrels).
Pilgrim Project Spill Estimate
Based on the variable volume that would be contained between block valves in each section of the proposed
pipeline, Pilgrim estimates that, although highly unlikely, depending on location within the system a
catastrophic break could release the following volumes of material:



Up to 3,100 barrels of refined product if the break occurred in the product line.
Up to 4,000 barrels of crude oil if the break occurred in the crude line.

These estimates assume that the pump stations would be shut down, as designed, immediately following
the incident and that the crude oil or product would be released by gravity after the initial loss of pressure.
The estimate was developed based on Project spacing of valves and evaluation of topography along the
pipelines to identify the longest span of downgradient slope between valves with a presumed released
location at the bottom of this slope. Should the pump stations continue to operate for some length of time
(at 8,500 barrels per hour [bph]), then the release volume would be increased by the pressurized flow rate
for that period of operation.
Based on the aforementioned Battelle study (2014) and the estimates made by Pilgrim specifically for the
Project, the impact analysis of potential spills for this DEIS were evaluated for three general categories of
spill magnitude:




0 to 100 barrels (approximately 85 percent of all spills by number) (Small)
101 to 1,000 (approximately 95 percent of all spills by number) (Medium)
1,001 to 4,000 barrels (up to the maximum catastrophic spill volume estimated for the Project)
(Large).

The general effects of spills of the spill magnitude categories are described below. The potential effects of
oil in the environment on natural and man-made resources are also described in the following sections.
It is to be again noted that the majority of the Project mainline would be located within the controlled
access ROW of the NYS Thruway, constructed using modern pipeline methods, state-of-the art pipeline
materials, and advanced monitoring and maintenance procedures. Any spill, including these scenarios,
would be considered an extremely unlikely event. Information on spill probability and historic spills has
been summarized herein and is discussed in more detail in Section 2.7.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-136

Significant Environmental Impacts

4.3.3

Effect of Pipeline Spills

This section addresses the effect of potential pipeline spills on environmental resources. The potential
impacts for spills of varying size as defined in this analysis (small/medium and large) are first described
and the relative differences presented. This analysis therefore provides for a review of potential impacts by
the size of a potential spill, which would be an unlikely event of an unknown volume (ranging from 1 to
4,200 barrels). Following that discussion, a description of the potential effects on resources (e.g., land, soils,
water, wildlife, etc.) is provided. Because the location of a potential spill would also be unknown, impacts
are presented for the general categories of resources that exist along the entire pipeline route. Where known,
regulated environmental resources are present, site specific data are identified.
4.3.3.1

General Effects of Oil Spills by Magnitude

Small and Medium Spills
Impacts from small spills are usually limited to lands immediately surrounding the spill, and have little, if
any, effect on nearby natural resources. Small volume surface spills could occur as the result of a number
of conditions, such as corrosion leaks around valves, flanges, pumps, or other equipment; they could also
result from residual oil associated with maintenance of pipeline equipment such as valve replacement, pump
service, and clean outs. In the unlikely event that they occurred, these small spills would generally be
identified by maintenance or operations staff and be readily addressed by repairing the leak and remediating
the impacted area by removing the affected soils and/or cleaning of stained concrete/containment areas.
Medium spills can occur below the ground or on the ground surface, depending upon the causal event (e.g.
physical damage to the pipeline, failure of a pipeline component, or operator error). Internal or external
pipeline corrosion could cause a structural weakness that could lead to failure. Mechanical damage directly
to the pipeline or external events such as ground movement could also cause direct damage. In addition,
incorrect operating procedures (e.g., overpressuring or mechanical vibration) could exacerbate pipe
weakness, if present, resulting in a release.
A slow subsurface leak could potentially reach a groundwater resource; alternatively, if the rate of the leak
was faster than the soil could absorb, the oil could seep onto the ground surface. Once the oil migrated from
the release site, impacts on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and surface water along the path of flow could occur.
Some oil could pool in low areas and potentially infiltrate back into the soil and to groundwater depending
on the volume of the spill, the depth to groundwater, and how quickly the spill was remediated.
Large Spills
Large spills typically occur as a surface release because the rate of the volume released usually exceeds the
capacity at which soil can absorb the released oil and the oil rises to the ground surface. Large spills are
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generally associated with severe damage to, or complete failure of, a major pipeline component or
monitoring system.
In the event of a large spill, the majority of the spill volume would likely migrate away from the release
site. Potential impacts from a large spill would be similar to those from the medium-sized spill, but on a
larger scale. That would mean that more oil would likely seep into the soil over a larger area and could
infiltrate deeper into the soil. Once the spill reached the ground surface, the oil would flow along the
topographic contours or lows (e.g., drainage ditches, culverts, gullies, roadsides or storm sewers) and could
enter nearby surface water features, if present. Should the spill enter surface waters, the extent of the release
could rapidly expand, potentially affecting soil, wildlife, and vegetation along miles of stream, river or
shoreline. Sinking oil could also be deposited in river or stream bottoms in larger spills and become a
continuing source of oil release.
4.3.3.2

Upland Soils and Vegetation

The upland soils and vegetation present in the Project Area are described in Section 3.1.5 and impacts of
pipeline construction and operation are described in Section 4.1.5. This section describes the potential
impacts that could occur in the unlikely event of a spill.
Soil, which is the top layer of earth, is composed of rock, minerals, organic matter, and living organisms
and is capable of supporting vegetation. As presented in Section 3.1.2, a large portion (length and width)
of the mainline would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW and other ROWs; and much of the land
surface has been previously disturbed by various construction-related activities, such as the original
highway construction work, subsequent modifications, maintenance activities (grading and filling), and
installation of other utilities (fiber-optic cables) and infrastructure.
The soils along the proposed mainline route consist primarily of silt loam (Section 3.1.2). Silt loam soils
generally contain high levels of silt with some measure of sand and clay (e.g., 40 percent silt, 40 percent
sand, percent clay). Given the geographic extent of the pipeline and the variability of the resource, other
soil types are present as well and small portions of the pipeline route would encounter rock outcroppings
and shallow depth to bedrock. Clayey soils are common in the northern portions of the Project in Albany
County.
The type of soil into which a spill is released determines the effects of the spill as oil moves differently in
different soils. Generally, in a sandy or clay type soil made up of fine tight particles, a spill might not flow
downward easily into other soil layers. With soils composed of larger sands and gravel a spill could have
greater and deeper impact because of the oil’s ability to move through soil layers. It is possible that a spill
could penetrate through sandy/gravely soils and impact local groundwater. On the other hand, clay soils
tend to cause ‘oiling’ or pooling of oil on the surface.
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Because Pilgrim’s mainline and laterals would be buried, a release of oil from a Project pipeline would
initially flow into the pipe bedding, backfilled materials and soil pore spaces. From that point, the impact
of a spill would vary depending on the type of subsurface material porosity, permeability, and water
saturation at the time of the spill (USDOS 2013). Absorption of oil by the surrounding soils could take
place with an underground release; however, in these cases soil impacts could be slow to develop, providing
additional time for emergency response and cleanup personnel to implement actions to mitigate the effects.
Soil moisture content also influences oil’s interaction with the soil. In wet or saturated soil, the pore spaces
between soil particles is smaller and there is little room available for oil to move downward. When soils
are dry (a lack of moisture), the oil’s limited mobility causes more oiling on the surface.
Land cover on any soil type, such as grass, saturated grounds, shrubs, forest, or hardscapes (concrete and
asphalt) over which oil could spread would affect the extent of the spill since different surfaces retain oil
differently. When oil spreads over ground surfaces it coats vegetation (if present), oiling the surface area
of the affected plants. The volume of oil retained on land, in turn, affects the geographic extent of the spill.
Oil releases onto hardscapes are typically superficial, unless cracks or seams allow the oil to penetrate into
the soil below.
Vegetation could be affected in several ways by an oil spill. A surface leak or spill could affect a local plant
population - above and potentially below ground (i.e., root systems). The latter could impact the plants’
ability to uptake nutrients and respire. The coating and covering of soils would also limit water and gas
(oxygen and carbon dioxide) exchanges with subterranean organisms. The vegetation could also become
coated with oil, which would limit its ability to function or gain access to nutrients necessary to survive
(USDOS 2013). The duration of time that oil remained in contact with vegetation would affect the severity
of potential impacts.
A subsurface release would reach plant roots first and could impact surface vegetation. A coating of oil on
vegetation and its roots would limit the ability to photosynthesize and access nutrients. Vegetation could
be killed if the release were to go undetected for a period of time before remediation efforts were
implemented.
Ambient temperature and time of the year can also affect the severity of the impact. For example, a spill on
land in the winter is generally easier to clean up and remediate because the soil is frozen and it is more
difficult for oil to permeate the ground. In addition, under winter conditions vegetation is mostly dormant
and bare allowing for a faster cleanup with fewer adverse impacts.
If oil was released into a flowing surface water, the associated vegetated (riparian) buffer could also be
affected. As on land, oil carried on surface water to a riparian buffer could coat the aboveground vegetation;
in addition, it could leak into the soil and restrict the vegetation’s ability to uptake nutrients and respire.
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The Project would cross four significant rare natural vegetation communities as identified by the NYNHP
including calcareous cliff community, calcareous talus slope woodland, calcareous shoreline outcrop, and
chestnut oak forest. Calcareous talus slope woodland is also potentially present along NY-GR-TAR15A
(Section 3.1.7). As the crossing of Catskill Creek would be completed via HDD, no spill impacts would be
anticipated on calcareous shoreline outcrop communities if present at this location. Calcareous talus slope
woodland and chestnut oak forest communities are not present within the NYS Thruway ROW where
mainline construction and operation would take place. Field surveys would be required to determine if
calcareous talus slope woodland and/or chestnut oak forest were present along NY-GR-TAR15A.
New York State listed threatened and endangered plants that have the potential to occur in the Project Area
are listed in Table 3.1.7-1. Physical impacts would be as described previously; however, the regulatory
status of the plants/plant communities would have to be taken into account when determining the degree of
impact.
The majority of the mainline would be located within the NYS Thruway ROW, most of which is currently
mowed or otherwise maintained. Along the laterals, land cover types are dominated by two categories –
cleared/open space (44 percent) and deciduous (25 percent). Following construction, routine maintenance
of the pipeline ROW would be performed to allow access for regular patrols, maintenance of access for
emergency repairs, and visibility during aerial patrols. Generally, the portion of the ROW over the pipeline
would be kept in maintained herbaceous grasses; outside of that area, the fringes of the ROW would be
allowed to reestablish with scrub-shrub vegetation. Therefore, impacts from a spill within the ROW would
affect these vegetation cover types. As noted in Section 3.1.5, outside of the maintained pipeline ROW,
existing vegetation could be that could be affected by a spill would primarily include forested lands
(coniferous, deciduous, mixed) and maintained vegetation (mowed roadside, mowed lawn), which
represent more than 95 percent of the cover type regime.
4.3.4

Wildlife

Wildlife can be among the most visibly affected resources during the course of and after an oil spill. They
can be affected directly or indirectly based on their proximity to the spill with impacts caused by physical
contact, ingestion, inhalation, and/or absorption. Physical contact causes oiling on skin, feathers, or fur.
Ingestion of oil occurs when wildlife swallow oil particles directly or consume food that was exposed to
oil. Inhalation occurs when wildlife breathe volatile organics released from oil. Absorption takes place
when there is direct contact with oil and chemical compounds are absorbed through the skin (NOAA 2014).
These different means of exposure each have health and wellness impacts on wildlife and are dependent on
the amount and type of contact with the oil as well as the type of wildlife species.
Indirect effects on wildlife could include impacts on foraging location, nutrient cycle distribution, and lifecycle alterations. An oil spill could cause direct mortality of food resources for a particular species and
consequently cause that species to relocate to find suitable foraging locations. This could in turn increase
competition over remaining food sources. Nutrient cycle distribution is the exchange of organic and
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inorganic matter used by wildlife. Oil in the ecosystem could increase the time and effort needed to find
necessary nutrients and impact a species ability to consume and digest necessary nutrients. Life-cycle
alterations effects could cause particular species to be more susceptible to oil impacts. Eggs, larva, and
young wildlife are more vulnerable to the chemicals associated with oil than adult wildlife species. If so
affected, this could cause a change in the number of individuals in different life stages of the population.
The potential for adverse impacts on wildlife could result from direct short-term exposure to oil and its
constituents. The physical effects resulting from oiling on different wildlife species could cause irritation,
reduced thermal insulation capacity, and buoyancy of feathers and fur (USEPA 2014). Some of the toxic
effects could include drying of skin, irritation to mucous membranes, diarrhea, narcotic effects, and possible
death. There are also additional effects that could change with time as the volume of oil attenuates, since
oil leaves behind more persistent, less volatile and less water-soluble compounds as it dissolves, which
could continue to affect wildlife (Ober 2006).
Given the mainline’s general location within the NYS Thruway ROW, the altered habitat and presence of
this large, manmade structure (i.e., the NYS Thruway) with 24-hour operations (and accompanying noise
and light from moving vehicles) limits the types of wildlife that inhabit the area. As noted in Section 3.1.5.2,
many wildlife species are not considered to have the potential to breed or otherwise occur in this area.
Along the proposed lateral routes, about 44 percent of the land is dominated by cleared land/open space,
which also limits the varieties of wildlife species that could be present.
The Pilgrim mainline could traverse threatened and endangered species habitat of a number of federal and
state listed species that include: Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), Northern long-eared bat (Myotis
septentrionalis), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), Northern
harrier (Circus cyaneus), pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps), least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis), upland
sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), Eastern small-footed Myotis (Myotis leibii), or bog turtle (Glyptemys
muhlenbergii).
Federal and state listed threatened and endangered aquatic species are presented in Table 3.1.7-3. The list
includes three mollusks (dwarf wedge mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon), brook floater (Alasmindota
varicosa), alewife floater (Anodonta implicata) and two fish shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostum)
and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus).
Generally, the loss of a fraction of a population of a threatened or endangered species and/or its critical
habitat from an oil spill could pose a potential significant adverse impact on such species, but part of the
determination of the potential for impact is associated with the probability of occurrence, and the probability
of medium and large releases on a new pipeline are very low. The USFWS and NYNHP has been consulted
as part of the Project review and approval process to ensure that the Project minimizes the potential for
impacts on these species and their habitats.
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Mammals
The degree of habitat fragmentation and development in the immediate proposed mainline ROW, the
location of 79 percent of the mainline route in the NYS Thruway ROW, limits the mammal community to
species accustomed to disturbed habitats in urban and suburban residential areas, as with the avian
community (NYSDEC 2011). Mammals expected to occur in the terrestrial sections of the immediate
Project Area include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), eastern
cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), groundhog (Marmota monax), raccoon (Procyon lotor), eastern
chipmunk (Tamias striatus), and eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis). In addition, eastern coyote
(Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), and the federal and state
endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) have the potential to occur in the general Project Area (NYSDEC
2011) (see Section 3.1.7 for more information on threatened and endangered species).
Impacts on mammals from an oil spill would be dependent on the size of the spill, location of the spill, the
type of habitat affected, and the effectiveness of the spill response. Effects on mammals are caused by
physical contact, ingestion, inhalation, and absorption. Generally, given that the majority of the mainline
would be within the NYS Thruway ROW, the amount of habitat impacted would be relatively small
compared to the available, viable habitat of most mammals.
Mammals become vulnerable when oil coats their outer layer as it prevents them from insulating
themselves. This physical contact can lead to hypothermia in furbearers and toxicity due to ingestion during
grooming. Examples of furbearers that have habitat in the Project region include river otters, mink,
muskrats, raccoons, and beavers, all of which depend on the use of aquatic habitats for survival. The
furbearers could be exposed to oil if a spill reached aquatic resources in their habitat.
Non-furbearer mammals can also experience irritation and have a higher probability of infection when oil
interacts with the skin (Ober 2006). Ingestion of oil can suppress the immune system, cause organ damage,
and potentially lead to secondary effects that can cause death. Behavioral changes have also been seen in
mammals in contact with oil that can affect their long-term abilities to find food, avoid predators, and
reproduce (USFWS 2010).
Mammals can also be indirectly affected by impacts on their habitat, prey, and food. A spill that impacted
the vegetation in an area would consequently affect herbivore mammals. If oily vegetation was consumed,
toxic effects through feeding could occur and cause long-term adverse effects. Mammals could also be
affected by consuming other mammals, reptiles, and fish killed or injured by the spill. These impacts are
generally neither life threatening nor have long-term effects (White et al. 1995).
Procedures for catching, cleaning, and releasing mammals affected by oil have the potential to harm them
more than the oil itself. While procedures have been developed for cleaning birds, the success rate for
cleaning mammals of oil is limited (Effects 2006). Should a spill occur, Pilgrim would minimize impacts
on mammals through expeditious response and clean up.
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Birds
Bird species common in the general Project Area are identified in Table 3.1.5-3. The variety of bird species
characteristic of the predominant vegetation regimes (forested lands – deciduous, coniferous and mixed;
maintained vegetation [mowed roadside, mowed lawn]) are presented in Section 3.1.5.2.1.
Birds are often among the most affected wildlife when exposed to an oil spill because of the
thermoregulatory issues associated with oiling on feathers and ingestion. Spills on or near waterbodies have
the largest impact on birds, such as waterfowl and shorebirds, whose habitats and nutrients come directly
from waterbodies. These birds could be exposed to direct and indirect effects of a spill. The direct effect of
oiling on feathers occurs when birds come in physical contact with oil. Ingestion of oil most commonly
occurs when birds preen their contaminated feathers or eat contaminated prey. The physical effects of oil
on feathers can cause hypothermia, which prevents a bird from regulating their temperature, and can also
cause drowning due to loss of flotation. Birds can also end up ingesting oil when they clean their feathers,
which can cause liver damage, gastrointestinal and other systemic impacts, reduced reproductive capacity,
loss of weight, inability to feed, and death. Oiled birds that interact with eggs or young can injure or kill
them by coating or smothering them in oil (Ober 2006).
Some of the toxic effects caused by oiling on feathers include irritation to mucous membranes, diarrhea,
narcotic effects, and death (Effects 2006). An oil spill in an environment may cause immediate toxic issues
on a bird population, but there is potential for more effects to occur with time. As the volume of oil
decreases, oil remnants are left behind and are more persistent, less volatile and less water-soluble
compounds that can exacerbate some toxic effects.
Further effects on birds include the consequences of oil inhalation, which occurs when birds breathe in the
volatile organics released from oil, potentially causing long-term reproductive issues (USEPA 2014).
Oil spills effects on birds would be minimized by quick response and cleanup. Methods for catching,
cleaning, and releasing birds that were developed after previous spills and have proven successful in
minimizing the long-term effects would be employed by Pilgrim in the event of a spill (Effects 2006).
Aquatic Organisms
Aquatic organisms include plants, animals and microorganisms. An oil spill in the aquatic environment can
result in impacts on aquatic life through surface exposure, ingestion, and absorption. Section 3.1.6 identifies
the location and characterizes the existing aquatic environments to be crossed by the Project.
Types of impacts on aquatic organisms depend on the size of the spill, the amount of oil released and the
duration of toxins that may remain in the aquatic environment. Because plankton is the foundation (food
source) of most aquatic life and highly sensitive to oil pollution, other aquatic life, especially fish, are likely
to be affected when plankton are harmed. Oil spills can cause mass die-off of plankton when exposed.
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Benthic aquatic invertebrates and fish are slightly less sensitive to oil spills than plankton, but still very
sensitive. Aquatic clams, snails, algae and bacteria are also very susceptible to oil spills but less than the
plankton, benthos and fish.
Fish embryos are particularly vulnerable to oil exposure, even at concentrations of less than one part per
billion. Trace oil pollution at levels often considered safe for wildlife can cause severe damage to fish. The
damage to fish can cause changes in behavior, weakened immune systems, inability to reproduce, and death
(Oceana 2014).
Turtles are vulnerable to the impacts of oil spills because they float on the top of water where spilled oil
concentrates. Health impacts on turtles include changes in behavior that can lead to inability to reproduce
and death (Normack 2010).
Aquatic vegetation can be affected in several ways by oil. A leak or spill that enters the aquatic environment
could affect large plant populations if it were to spread in the water and coat the surfaces of the vegetation.
An underground release that leaks up from the ground could impact plant root systems and consequently
the plant’s ability to uptake nutrients and respire. The coating and covering of soils would also limit water
and gas (oxygen and carbon dioxide) exchanges with subterranean organisms. The organisms themselves
could also become coated with oil, which would limit their ability to function or gain access to nutrients
necessary to survive.
Emergency response and remediation efforts have the potential for appreciable adverse environmental
effects in the aquatic environment from construction/cleanup equipment. If no active remediation activities
were undertaken, monitored natural attenuation of petroleum hydrocarbons could be implemented;
however, to be considered an alternative, it would be expected to achieve site remedial objectives within a
time frame that is reasonable compared to other more active methods (USEPA 1999).
4.3.5

Water Resources

Oil could be released into water resources if the pipeline was breached or a leak occurred – either directly
or via flow overland. Impacts produced by a spill of a given volume would be greater for a direct spill into
water than it would be for the same spill on land followed by surface flow to water because of losses of oil
to the ground.
As part of the pipeline design, valves would be strategically located along the route to help reduce the
amount of oil that could potentially spill into waterbodies, if such an event were to occur. The location of
valves, spill containment measures, and implementing actions in the Project’s FRP would mitigate adverse
effects to both surface water and groundwater.
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4.3.5.1

Surface Waters

Most types of oils have densities of between about 0.90 and 0.98 grams per cubic centimeter (g/cc), which
makes them less dense than fresh water (about 1 g/cc); hence, these oils float on water. If oil enters flowing
waters, the affected area could expand quickly. Therefore, timely containment, remediation and cleanup
are necessary to minimize potential impacts.
Factors affecting the size of the area affected by a spill on a surface water include the volume spilled,
location, topography, time of year, and weather. The Project would cross a number of known different types
of water resources, for which the potential impacts of a release of oil are described in general below. The
categories of the water resources crossed by the Pilgrim Pipeline were adapted from a NOAA and API
report addressing options for minimizing impacts of oil spills on freshwaters (NOAA/API 1994).
The Pilgrim mainline would be located within two New York State watersheds, the Lower Hudson River
Watershed (from MP 0.0 to 100.1) and the Ramapo River Watershed (from MP 100.1 to 116.4). There are
numerous ponds, lakes and reservoirs in the Lower Hudson River Watershed and Ramapo River Watershed,
several of which are located in general Project Area and serve as public water supply reservoirs. A few of
these reservoirs are either adjacent to and potentially downgradient of the mainline or a lateral route or
downstream of a mainline or lateral crossing (Section 3.1.3.2.2).
Project pipelines (the mainline and laterals) would cross surface water resources at 257 locations and
parallel (within a 100-foot distance from the pipeline) waterbodies at an additional 66 locations. Appendix
F, Table F-1 lists the waterbodies that would be crossed by the Project.
Large Rivers
Large rivers, like the Hudson River, have varying characteristics such as salinity, channel configuration,
and flow rates (currents usually greater than one knot). If navigable, manmade structures such as dams,
locks and pools may be present. Water levels vary seasonally, with the potential for reversal of water flow
up tributaries and into backwater lakes during high water (NOAA/API 1994). Floodplains are common and
floods can generate high suspended sediment and debris loads. Ice can also cover the surface in winter.
According to NOAA /API (1994), large rivers have medium sensitivity to oil spill impacts because, they
have extensive biological and human characteristics. Biological resources of concern include migratory
waterfowl and shorebirds, fish, and mussel beds. River floodplains can contain sensitive areas that are
important habitats for valuable species and floating vegetation can be present in river areas of low flow.
Rivers also may provide recreation opportunities and serve as major transportation corridors. When present,
water intakes (drinking, industrial, and cooling water) are vulnerable to oil spills because of river water
mixing and they may have to shut down when oil slicks are present.
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The cleanup response for an oil spill in a large river can be complicated by high currents, eddies, mid-river
bars, ice formation, and flooding. Oil can also settle out in quiet backwaters of the river by adsorbing onto
sediment particles, potentially contaminating those habitats.
Small Rivers and Streams
In shallow waters and narrow channels of small rivers and streams, habitats and flows can be highly
variable. This grouping includes a wide range of waterbodies, from fast-flowing streams with low falls and
numerous rapids over bedrock and gravel, to slow-moving backwaters bordered by low muddy banks and
fringed with vegetation.
According to NOAA/API (1994), small rivers and streams have medium to high sensitivity to oil. Oil spills
can have more of an impact on small rivers and streams than on large rivers due to a variety of conditions,
including lower flow and dilution rates, lower energy, and greater range of natural habitats. Fish spawn in
streams and the tributaries of larger rivers and therefore, early life stages can be present. Adjoining wetlands
and adjacent floodplains that are often connected to small rivers and streams, are areas of high biological
use, but have low natural oil removal rates.
In these habitats, oil slicks usually contaminate both banks. Non-viscous oils are readily mixed into the
entire water column in shallow streams, potentially exposing both aquatic and benthic organisms to oil
(NOAA/API 1994). Because spreading and evaporation are restricted in narrow channels and heavy
vegetation cover may be present, initial weathering rates can be slower and fish kills are possible. A variety
of wildlife uses stream bank habitats, and there can be localized high mortality rates of those animals after
a spill.
Small Lakes and Ponds
As standing bodies of water, lakes and ponds can be of variable size and water depth. Waves and currents
are generally very low, although the water surface can become choppy. Water levels can fluctuate over
time, particularly on manmade lakes. Smaller ponds can completely freeze over in winter. Bottom
sediments close to shore can be soft and muddy, and wet meadows and marshes may be present in adjoining
lands. Floating vegetation can be present.
Water exchange rates are highly variable in small lakes and ponds, ranging from days to years (NOAA/API
1994). Small lakes and ponds have medium to high sensitivity to oil spills because of low physical removal
rates, limited dilution and flushing of oil mixed into the water column, and high biological and human use
(NOAA/API 1994). In small lake and pond habitats, wind controls the distribution of oil slicks and shifts
in wind can change their location, potentially contaminating previously clean areas.
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4.3.5.1.1

Surface Water Supplies

Pilgrim proposes routes for its mainline and laterals that would avoid crossing public water supply
reservoirs and their associated watershed protection areas. As noted above, water supply intakes, including
those serving public water supplies and those serving agricultural, industrial and/or cooling water uses, can
be potentially impacted by oil spills occurring upstream of the water supply intake.
Several public water supply reservoirs would be either adjacent to and potentially downgradient of the
mainline or a lateral route or downstream of a proposed mainline or lateral water crossing. As noted in
Section 3.1.3.2.2, the Coxsackie Correctional facility water supply reservoir, runs parallel to the mainline
route from approximately MPs 23.4 to 23.6 (TMMs 121.0 to 120.8) and would be between 120 and 230
feet to the west of and potentially downgradient of the mainline. The Town of Newburgh Consolidated
Water District’s Chadwick Lake public water supply reservoir would be downstream of seven RPL stream
crossing locations (TNCWD 2012). The tributaries that would be crossed by the lateral are located between
approximately 0.7 to 1.3 miles upstream of Chadwick Lake. Operators of the City of Newburgh’s Lake
Washington public water supply reservoir can open a diversion gate along Silver Stream, also a tributary
to Chadwick Lake that, when open would result in the reservoir being downstream of the mainline crossing
of Silver Stream at MP 87.94 (TMM 58.4) (City of Newburgh Water Department 2013). At MP 115.43, the
mainline would cross a stream that is tributary to and approximately 0.3 miles upstream of Cranberry Pond,
which, while not formally a public water supply reservoir, supplies supplemental flows to the Ramapo River
during low flow periods in support of groundwater public water supply withdrawals by the United Water
New York’s Ramapo Well Field (UWNY 2012).
If an oil spill were to occur upgradient or upstream from a public water supply reservoirs identified above,
Pilgrim would immediately notify the operator of the water system so that they could take actions to stop
water supply withdrawal. Pilgrim would immediately implement its FRP and take immediate action to
contain the spill and prevent its migration to downgradient or downstream public water supply reservoirs,
and implement cleanup procedures to remove spilled oil or product along with required contaminated soil
or water.
Except for uncertainty relative to the Coxsackie Correctional Facility reservoir (due to lack of publically
available information), the water supply reservoirs noted above are each components of larger public water
supply systems where contingencies for alternative supplies would be available using existing infrastructure
in the unlikely event that a spill occurred. The Town of Newburgh Consolidated Water District has an
agreement with the NYCDEP which would, if necessary, provide the Town access to water from the
NYCDEP’s Delaware Aqueduct (TNCWD 2012). The diversion structure along Silver Stream that diverts
water to the City of Newburgh’s Lake Washington reservoir could be closed, which would isolate the
reservoir from flow from Silver Stream. If it was necessary to temporarily discontinue withdrawals from
the Lake Washington reservoir, the City of Newburgh has an agreement with NYCDEP that would allow
it to withdraw water from NYCEP’s Catskill Aqueduct (City of Newburgh Water Department 2013).
Cranberry Pond serves in a backup/supplemental role to United Water New York’s public water supply
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system, so a spill would only affect public water supply during periods of the year when the Ramapo River
was experiencing low flows (UWNY 2012). Specific information on water supply alternatives for the
Coxsackie Correctional facility are not publically available; however there are four other water supplies in
the Town of Coxsackie (Village of Coxsackie Climax Reservoir, Village of Catskill Potic Creek Reservoir,
Village of Athens Hollister Lake Reservoir and Sleepy Hollow Lake), that could likely be used to offset a
temporary interruption in the facility’s water supply.
Potential impacts on public surface water supplies associated with an oil spill would be temporary to shortterm and minor to moderate, depending on the volume of the spill or release, the areal extent of the release,
and the degree of success in containing the spill and preventing oil from reach water supply intakes. In
addition to public water supply lakes and reservoirs located along inland portion of the route, there are also
public water supply intakes (and industrial and cooling water intakes) located along the Hudson River,
downstream of the Project’s mainline Hudson River Crossings.
Publicly available water withdrawal information (NYSDEC 2014) indicates that the following public water
supply intakes are located along the Hudson River in the approximate 115-mile reach from Project mainline
crossings in Albany and Rensselaer Counties to the Rockland County line near the Palisades:






Port Ewan Water District (Esopus, Ulster County);
Village of Rhinebeck (Rhinebeck, Dutchess County);
Hyde Park-Dutchess County Water and Wastewater Authority (Hyde Park, Dutchess County);
City of Poughkeepsie (Poughkeepsie, Dutchess County); and
Highland Water District (Lloyd, Ulster County).

Water withdrawal information from the NYSDEC (2014) also indicates that the following industrial and/or
cooling water intakes exist along the same approximate 115-mile reach of the Hudson River:







Bethlehem Energy Center (Bethlehem, Albany County);
Danskammer Generating Station (Newburgh, Orange County);
Roseton Generating Station (Newburgh, Orange County);
Wheelabrator Westchester Waste-to-Energy Facility (Peekskill, Westchester County);
Indian Point Energy Center (Cortlandt, Westchester County); and
Genon Bowline Power Station (Haverstraw, Rockland County).

As noted above under “Large Rivers”, although extremely unlikely given the depth at which the pipeline
would be buried under the river bed (about 40 feet below), an oil spill in the Hudson River could potentially
migrate down and cause the need to temporarily shut down an intake(s). The public water supply intake
downstream of the Project’s Hudson River crossings are located between approximately 63 miles (Port
Ewan Water District) and 75 miles (Highland Water District) downstream of the Project’s proposed
southernmost crossing of the river. Based on these downstream distances coupled with the depth of the
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pipelines below the river bottom, it is highly unlikely that these intakes would be impacted by a spill from
one of the Hudson River crossings. The movement of oil or product downstream could be greater during
winter months, when containment and cleanup operations might be hampered by ice conditions. Pilgrim
would immediately notify these public water supplies should a spill occur to the Hudson River or on one
of its tributaries that posed the potential to affect the water supplies.
The industrial water supply intakes primarily withdraw water from the river for use as cooling water, so
there would be less concern relative to human health impacts. Oil or oily water entering these intakes could
result in operational impacts on the cooling water systems and could impact processes at the facility if the
water was used as process water or for other consumptive uses. The Bethlehem Energy Center’s water
intake would be located approximately 0.75 miles downstream of the mainline’s southernmost crossing of
the Hudson River. Otherwise, the other industrial water intakes would be much further downstream, at
approximate distances of 85 miles (Danskammer Generating Station) to 110 miles (Genon Bowline Power
Station). Pilgrim would immediately notify these industrial water supplies should a spill occur to the
Hudson River or on of its tributaries that posed the potential to affect the water supplies.
Vegetated shoreline habitats
Vegetated shoreline habitats consist of the non-wetland vegetated banks that are common features of river
systems and lakes (NOAA/API, 1994). Bank slopes vary from gentle to steep, and the vegetation generally
consists of grasses, bushes, or trees common to the adjacent terrestrial habitats. The substrate is not watersaturated and can range from clay to gravel. The banks may flood seasonally and are exposed to relatively
high-energy removal processes, at least periodically (NOAA/API 1994).
Vegetated shoreline habitats are considered to have medium to high sensitivity to oil spills (NOAA/API
1994). Many animals use vegetated banks for drinking, washing food, crossing bodies of water, and feeding.
Bank plants oiled during a flood period could be affected if oil penetrated bank sediments and contacted
root systems. Small plants, particularly annuals, are likely to be most damaged (NOAA/API 1994).
Stranded oil could remain in the habitat until a flood provided a mechanism for natural flushing. Gentle
banks have a greater potential than steep banks for oil to accumulate in pools, penetrate the substrate, and
coat large areas of vegetation.
Mud Habitats
Mud habitats are characterized by a substrate composed predominantly of silt and clay sediments, although
they may be mixed with varying amounts of sand or gravel (NOAA/API 1994). In general, mud shorelines
have a low gradient, although some steep banks can consist of mud. Mud habitats generally are sheltered
from wave action and high currents.
According to NOAA/API, mud habitats are highly sensitive to oil spills and subsequent response activities.
Shoreline sediments are likely to contain significant organic matter that supports an abundance of infauna

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-149

Significant Environmental Impacts

(i.e., aquatic animals that live beneath the surface, like burrowing worms, etc.). Muddy habitats are also
feeding grounds for birds and rearing areas for fish.
Oil does not penetrate muddy sediments because of their low permeability and high water content, except
through decaying root and stem holes or animal burrows (NOAA/API 1994). Natural oil removal rates in
mud habitats can be very slow and extend the time sensitive resources are exposed to oil. The low bearing
capacity of these shorelines and their soils also means that response actions can leave long-lasting physical
disturbances, cause significant erosion, and mix the oil deeper into the sediments. When subsurface
sediments are contaminated, oil weathers slowly and may persist for years (NOAA/API 1994).
Manmade Structures
Manmade structures that may be present along the large and medium-sized rivers include vertical shore
protection structures such as piers, and bulkheads, as well as riprap revetments and groins, and jetties. These
structures are very common along developed shores and range in degree of exposure to waves and currents
from very low in dead-end canals, to very high on offshore breakwaters.
Manmade structures have a range of sensitivities to oil spills, depending on the degree of exposure to natural
removal processes (NOAA/API 1994). Biological communities and use are typically sparse. There are often
sources of pollutants or habitat degradation such as urban runoff, small oil spills in marinas, poor water
quality, and limited water circulation.
Vertical structures are generally impermeable to oil penetration, but oil can heavily coat rough surfaces.
During storms, oil can splash over the top and contaminate adjoining terrestrial habitats. Riprap presents
substantial cleanup problems because of large void spaces between the riprap and accumulations of debris.
Large amounts of oil can become trapped in the riprap, where it is difficult to remove and become potential
source of sheening that can last for some time.
4.3.5.2

Wetlands

As discussed in Section 3.1.8, the mainline and laterals would cross a number of wetlands and wetland
habitats. Wetlands are characterized by the presence of water (permanent or intermittent), unique soils, and
vegetation adapted to wet conditions. As noted in Table 3.1.8-1, the pipelines (mainline and laterals) would
have an estimated 182 wetland crossings with two wetland types predominating: 81 percent of all wetlands
crossed would be either PEM (52 percent) or PFO (29 percent).
Typically, wetlands have gentle topography and vegetated areas are usually at or under the water level.
Flowing water in channels or drainages can be present. Water levels may vary seasonally and during the
season, the wetland can just be a zone of water-saturated soils.
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Wetlands are highly sensitive to oil spills (NOAA/API 1994) as they support substantial biological diversity
and often critical habitat for many types of animals and plants. Oil spills could affect both the habitat and
the organisms that directly and indirectly rely on the wetlands.
Based on observations of oil spills affecting wetlands (French et al. 1996; French McCay 2009), oil coating
of leaves during the growing season would affect emergent marsh plants, whereas oiling of stems during
the dormant winter period does not appear to affect subsequent vegetative growth. Similarly, trees are
unlikely to be adversely affected by oiling of trunks or branches.
Wetlands support populations of wildlife (fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals) and many species
rely wetlands for reproduction and early, vulnerable life stages. Wetlands also serve as summer breeding
locations, migratory stopovers and wintering habitat for migratory waterbirds. Threatened, endangered and
sensitive plants and animals may be present in wetlands, and spill impacts in such areas could be significant.
4.3.5.3

Groundwater

Aquifers underlie portions of the proposed mainline route and are described in Section 3.1.3.1. Depth to
groundwater along the mainline route is variable, generally ranging from about 10 to 50 feet below the
ground surface; depth to groundwater along the laterals is variable as well, but generally 20 feet or greater
below the ground surface.
As discussed in Section 3.1.3.1.2, there is one SSA in the Project Area, the Ramapo River Basin Aquifer
Systems, which spans the southern portion of New York State and northern portion of New Jersey. The
principal waterbody within the SSA is the Ramapo River, which flows south from its headwater near
Monroe in Orange County, New York and continues flowing south across the southeast section of Orange
County and southwest corner of Rockland until crossing the New Jersey border.
The proposed mainline route crosses one primary aquifer, the Ramapo Aquifer as designated by NYSDEC.
None of the proposed laterals would be located above a NYSDEC-designated primary aquifer. The
proposed mainline route would cross a potential candidate for a NYSDEC-designated principal aquifer
status in 24 locations. The BL, IPTL and NPL would each cross a potential candidate for NYSDECdesignated principal aquifer status in one location. Additional data on groundwater resources and water
supplies are presented in Section 3.1.3.1.4 and 3.1.3.1.5, respectively.
The vulnerability of aquifers that underlie the pipeline to a spill is primarily dependent on the depth to
groundwater and the permeability of the overlying and surrounding soils, besides the spatial and temporal
extent of a potential release. In the unlikely event of an underground leak along the buried pipe, oil would
saturate surrounding soil and could spread vertically and/or horizontally along the pipeline backfilled
trench. Depending on soil and ground conditions, the vertical spread of oil could potentially reach
groundwater and pool in the water table.
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Localized groundwater contamination could result from the presence of free crude oil and the migration of
its dissolved constituents. Because crude oil is less dense than water, it would tend to form a floating pool
after reaching the groundwater. The actual movement of crude oil is generally limited due to adherence
with soil particles, groundwater flow rates, and natural attenuation (i.e., microbial degradation) (Freeze and
Cherry 1979). Soluble compounds of crude oil in water would form a large, dissolved plume that would
typically migrate laterally in the direction of groundwater flow. In the subsurface, movement of dissolved
constituent usually extends for greater distances than movement of pure crude oil. The flow velocity of
dissolved constituents would be a function of the groundwater flow rate and natural attenuation, but with
the dissolved constituents migrating more slowly than groundwater itself (USDOS January 2014).
Unlike chemicals with high environmental persistence (e.g., trichloroethylene, pesticides), the aerial extent
of the dissolved constituents would stabilize over time due to natural attenuation processes. Natural
biodegradation through metabolism by naturally occurring microorganisms is often an effective mechanism
for reducing the volume of crude oil and its constituents. Natural attenuation would reduce most toxic
compounds into non-toxic metabolic byproducts, typically carbon dioxide and water (Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency 2005). Field investigations of more than 600 historical petroleum hydrocarbon release sites
indicate the migration of dissolved constituents typically stabilize within several hundred feet of the crude
oil source area (Newell and Conner 1998; USGS 1998). Over a longer period, the area of the contaminant
plume may shrink due to natural biodegradation. Removal of crude oil contamination would eliminate the
source of dissolved constituents impacting the groundwater.
If exposure to humans or other important resources would be possible from a release into groundwater, then
regulatory standards, such as maximum contaminant levels (MCL) drinking water criteria, would determine
the scope of remedial actions and cleanup levels. For human health protection, the national MCL is an
enforceable standard established by the USEPA and is designed to protect long-term human health. The
promulgated drinking water standards for humans vary by several orders of magnitude for crude oil
constituents (USEPA 2001). Of the various crude oil constituents, benzene has the lowest national MCL at
0.005 ppm. Studies of 69 crude oils found that benzene was the only aromatic or PAH compound tested
that is capable of exceeding groundwater protection values for drinking water (i.e., MCLs or Water Health
Based Limits) (Kerr et al. 1999, as cited in O’Reilly et al. 2001).
Products such as diesel fuel or gasoline have a low viscosity and would likely percolate toward
groundwater. They could move downgradient with the groundwater, although possibly at a slower rate than
the groundwater itself. Should diesel become dispersed in the groundwater, it would contaminate the water
for agricultural and/or domestic drinking supply uses, if so present. Diesel can also adhere to soil particles
and remain in-situ for years since it weathers/degrades slowly in the environment. It is also possible,
depending on the extent and duration of the release, that oil-contaminated groundwater could crosscontaminate surface waters (e.g., streams and rivers, lakes/ponds, wetlands) wetlands and ponds if the
groundwater surfaces and discharges into these water areas.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

4-152

Significant Environmental Impacts

Public Water Supplies – Groundwater Sources
The mainline, laterals and associated facilities were sited to avoid designated groundwater and wellhead
protection areas of public water supply wells. As described in Section 3.1.3.1.5, two public water systems
served by groundwater wells would be located within one mile of the mainline that are screened
unconsolidated surficial sand and gravel aquifers. The Town of Ulster Water District wells are
approximately 0.3 miles east of the proposed mainline route near MP 51.3 (TMM 94.1) and are screened
in the sand and gravel aquifer adjacent to and on the east side Esopus Creek. The Village of Woodbury has
wells screened in unconsolidated aquifer units approximately 0.3 miles east of proposed MP 96.5 (TMM
49.9) and approximately 0.5 miles west of proposed MP 98.7 (TMM 47.7).
As noted above, the degree to which these public groundwater supplies would be impacted by a spill from
the Project would depend on the type of spill (crude oil, gasoline, diesel), the amount spilled, and the
permeability of the overlying soils and aquifer unit. A smaller crude oil spill would tend to be less mobile
and less likely to migrate more than a few hundred feet from the location of the release while a larger
volume would move further, depending on the characteristics of topography, soil, depth to groundwater,
and spill response time and resulting containment and cleanup efforts. A diesel or gasoline spill would have
a greater potential to percolate down to the groundwater table and migrate downgradient in large part due
to the lower viscosity The potential impact to groundwater-based public water supply could be short-term,
or long-term and of minor to moderate magnitude.
4.3.6

Human Health

Effects on human health from oil spills or leaks are dependent on the quantity and duration of exposure.
Impacts are caused by the hazardous chemicals that make up the oil. Human exposure can occur through a
number of pathways - ingestion, inhalation, contact with skin and contact with eyes, all of which can affect
health in different ways. Given the multitude of design, engineering, and operational safeguards that would
be in place, the likelihood of a spill and human exposure would be very limited. The general public is
unlikely to come in to contact with spilled oil or petroleum products, and cleanup workers would be properly
trained. Nevertheless, the potential effects are summarized in this section.
It is anticipated that health effects from an oil spill that could be experienced by people would be confined
to minor, short-lived sensory and/or non-sensory effects, which could include minor discomfort, irritability,
mild irritation of the eyes, nose and/or throat, mild cough, and other symptoms such as mild headache,
dizziness, minor vertigo, and/or nausea. Odors dominated by a hydrocarbon-like smell could also be
apparent to some individuals.
When oil is inhaled, irritation to the human respiratory system can occur. The effects can include dizziness,
raised heart rate, headaches, confusion, aplastic anemia, nausea and vomiting (Aguilera 2010). Direct
contact of skin to oil can produce mild to moderate skin irritation. The skin can redden, swell and burn.
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Effects on the skin can worsen when exposed to sunlight since some toxins in the oil, like polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons, intensify in the sunlight.
Planning and preparedness, as would be included in the requisite detailed operations plan, would ensure a
timely and effective response to any spill event that would limit opportunities for exposures such that public
health and safety would not be not threatened.
4.3.7

Socioeconomics

A pipeline oil spill could affect the economy of a region depending on the scale, severity and location of
the event. As described earlier in this section, there could be direct impacts such as degradation of land,
water and other natural resources. There could also be indirect impacts such as the loss of revenues in
recreation areas or areas visited by tourists if oil were to affect those resources.
The potential for adversely affecting property values exists should a spill occur near residential
development or have confirmed effects thereon. The economic impacts of such an event, if the unlikely
event it would occur, would require site-specific and event-specific evaluation. However, for purposes of
providing some sense of the potential effect, the following event is described. The impact of a 1993 pipeline
rupture along the Colonial Pipeline (carrying gasoline, home heating oil, aviation fuel and other refined
products but no crude oil) in Virginia was studied (Simons 1999). Very few properties were directly affected
and there was no explosion. For homes with pipeline easements in a 2-mile area north of the rupture, there
was a loss in home value in the range of 4 to 5.5 percent; a 1 to 2 percent loss for homes with pipeline
easements within 10 miles of the rupture was found (another article by Rogers (2000) indicates that there
may have been some specification error that caused the model not to reflect actual economic impacts). Data
also suggest that temporary reduction in house prices would occur but that these effects decrease over time,
until such time when negative impacts on the property no longer exist (Simons et al. 2001; Hansen et al.
2006).
It is possible as well that in the event of an oil spill, water supply for residents, agriculture, and
commercial/industrial users could be lost if the release migrated into the water source. The economic
activity associated with the water’s use would be interrupted, at least temporarily, until such time as the
water source was cleaned up or alternative sources of water for drinking, irrigation, and industrial cooling
water were supplied.
Loss of arable land in agriculture could result from an oil spill but the extent and duration of the spill (i.e.,
the severity) would determine the potential adverse economic impacts. Direct short-term damage to crops
could occur as well as the temporary to long-term loss of the soil to productive agricultural use.
An oil spill on or in close proximity to recreational lands or their associated waterways could have shortterm adverse economic impacts. The presence of the oil and the subsequent restoration actions would limit
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and/or prohibit the public from accessing oil-affected areas. Businesses such as hotels, restaurants and shops
that cater to tourism could also be adversely affected.
4.3.8

Spill Prevention and Mitigation

Oil handling facilities that have the potential to cause substantial harm to the environment may not handle,
store, or transport oil unless a FRP has been reviewed and approved by the USDOT’s OPS. In compliance
with 49 CFR Part 194 requirements, prior to flowing any oil or product through its system, Pilgrim would
be required to prepare a detailed FRP for review and approval by OPS that, at a minimum would:


Certify consistency with requirements of the National and Area Contingency Plans.



Identify the qualified individual (QI) with full authority to implement remove actions, and require
communications between the QI and appropriate federal, state and local officials.



Identify and ensure the availability of private personnel and equipment necessary to remove a worst
case discharge, and to mitigate a substantial threat of such a discharge.



Describe:
o training
o equipment testing
o periodic unannounced drills, and
o step-by-step response actions of facility personnel to mitigate or prevent the discharge, or
the substantial threat of a discharge.



Be updated periodically, and resubmitted after each significant change.

Design features of the Project are described in Chapter 2.0 of this DEIS. The Project would be constructed
in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations and guidelines, and the specific requirements of
the necessary permits. In particular, the Project has been designed and would be constructed, operated, and
monitored in accordance with the USDOT PHMSA standards and regulations, specifically 49 CFR 195
Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline, and API and ASME Standards. These regulations and
construction standards specify pipeline material, minimum design requirements, and qualification standards
for certain construction personnel and required measures to protect the pipeline from corrosion.
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5.0

MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMIZE, AND MITIGATE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT

This section identifies proposed measures that would be implemented by Pilgrim during construction and/or
operation to reduce the environmental impacts of the Project. To ensure that appropriate procedures are
followed and permit conditions are met, Pilgrim would employ EIs for the construction spreads. With these
procedures and mitigation, the Project would have no significant environmental impact.
5.1
5.1.1

Natural Resources
Geology

Neither Project construction nor operation would cause any significant adverse impact to bedrock or the
surficial geology in the Project Area, nor would it cause any change or impact to the natural seismicity of
the area.
To the extent possible, Pilgrim would use soil and crushed rock excavated from the trench as backfill.
Should additional padding and fill material be needed, it would be obtained from approved off-site
suppliers.
To prevent ground subsidence, slumping, or backfill wash out, which could occur in the pipeline trench if
suitable materials are not used for backfill and if the backfill materials are not properly compacted, Pilgrim
would conduct a geotechnical assessment in selected areas prior to final design that could be more
susceptible to subsidence or slope movement (e.g., steep topography, clay rich soils, etc.). Based on the
results, a geotechnical engineer would then develop location-specific specifications for backfill materials.
Ground subsidence/slope movement could also occur in steep-sloped areas that have clay soils. Prior to
final design, a geotechnical assessment would be conducted in selected areas that could be more susceptible
to subsidence or slope movement (e.g., steep topography, clay rich soils, etc.) that would include the
collection of soil samples and the evaluation of their physical properties. To the extent possible, Pilgrim
would adjust the final mainline and lateral routes to avoid potentially unstable areas. Engineering controls,
such as localized regrading, benching, and use of substitute fill materials would also be utilized as
appropriate to ensure that final slopes were stable.
The Project would be constructed in a low-to-moderate risk seismic area, based on FEMA and USGS maps
showing the probability of ground movement associated with earthquakes. These seismic risk maps assume
a bedrock sub-base material. Prior to finalizing Project design, a geotechnical analysis would be performed
in various soil types including areas of unconsolidated soils, to ensure that the pipelines would be
constructed in a manner that would ensure future pipeline integrity in the case of a maximum probable
seismic event.
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Petroleum spills from construction or maintenance equipment could contaminate surficial geologic
materials. In addition, leakage from the pipeline itself during its operation could also impact surficial and
bedrock geology. In the event of a petroleum spill during construction, Pilgrim would implement its spill
prevention, control and countermeasures, which is part of Pilgrim’s SWPPP (Appendix C) to control and
cleanup a spill. Major elements of the spill prevention, control and countermeasures that are applicable to
Project construction include: inspection of field equipment for leaks; gasoline refueling in designated areas;
secondary containment beneath petroleum storage units; and implementation of a spill response program.
Measures included in Pilgrim’s design to prevent/minimize leakage from the pipeline include: a corrosion
control system for the pipe materials (e.g., cathodic protection, bonded coating); continuous leak detection
monitoring; and a series of automatic shut-off valves placed along the pipeline to isolate pipeline sections.
5.1.2

Soils

As indicated in Section 4.1.2, temporary disturbance of the surficial soils would occur during construction.
To the extent possible, soil excavated from the trench would be returned as backfill in the same general
area that it was removed. A sand or comparable material would be used as padding in areas where the trench
encountered rock.
To minimize the potential for erosion, Pilgrim would implement its erosion and sedimentation control
measures, as described in the SWPPP (Appendix C). In accordance with the erosion and sedimentation
control measures, slope breakers, waterbars, hay bales, silt fences, check dams, filter outlets, and/or drain
tiles would be installed to control erosion and drainage. Curlex® blankets would also be used for slope
stabilization.
Pilgrim is researching the potential for contaminated soils to occur along the pipelines or at aboveground
facility sites. In locations where contamination is determined to be present, or if the construction crew
identifies a site that looked like contamination could be present, Pilgrim’s Materials Handling Work Plan
(Appendix M) would be implemented. In addition, Pilgrim would notify the NYSDEC and construction
activities would cease until Project management and NYSDEC representatives were advised and
authorization to proceed was obtained.
Liquid containment vessels kept in the contractor yards, such as portable fuel storage tanks and drums of
liquid epoxy and oil, would be placed on impervious surfaces with secondary containment. Vehicle
refueling would take place in designated areas, on impervious surfaces, and would be closely monitored.
Spill response equipment would be kept at each construction site in the event of inadvertent leaks.
During construction, contaminated soils could also result from inadvertent equipment leaks or leaks from
liquid containment vessels (e.g., fuel tanks, oil drums, epoxy drums) at the contractor yards. General
measures to prevent and mitigate inadvertent releases are discussed in Section 5.3. In the event that a spill
resulted in contaminated soil, the contaminated material would be excavated and contained by
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appropriately-trained personnel. Contaminated soil would be placed in drums or on plastic sheeting and
taken to a licensed facility for proper disposal. Spill cleanup materials and equipment would kept at
contractor yards and similar supplies would also be kept near the active work areas during Project
construction. Spill cleanup personnel would be required to have 40-hour Occupational Safety and Health
Act (OSHA) training.
After construction, the ROW would be regraded to as close to original contours as practicable, revegetated,
and generally restored to its original condition. Restored areas would be regularly monitored to ensure that
revegetation was effective and that there was no ongoing soil erosion. If necessary, periodic re-seeding
would be performed. Select temporary erosion and drainage control barriers would be replaced with
permanent controls at road and waterbody crossings as appropriate.
Proposed measures to prevent, monitor for, and mitigate potential petroleum leaks from Project pipelines
(mainline and laterals) are discussed in detail in Sections 4.3 and 5.3. Spill prevention measures include a
remotely operated leak detection system which monitors pipeline pressure. Loss of pressure would signal
a leak. Block valves would be installed at least every 10 miles, with additional locations at major surface
waterbody crossings, to enable Pilgrim to isolate pipeline segments for maintenance and to minimize
potential loss of crude or product in the event of leakage. Following completion of construction, contractor
and pipe yards and TARs would be restored to original condition. Gravel laid to support construction
equipment would be removed from these sites, topsoil would be spread, and the site would be seeded.
Permanent activities at the pump stations and operations center would not impact soil and no mitigation
would be required.
5.1.3

Water Resources

Pilgrim has developed numerous plans that include actions that would be implemented during Project
construction to eliminate or minimize potential impacts on the surrounding environment, including
groundwater and surface water impacts. A subset of these plans include Pilgrim’s:


Blasting Plan (Appendix B);



Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (Appendix C);



Best Management Practices Plan for Horizontal Directional Drilling (“HDD Plan”) (Appendix D);
and



Materials Handling Work Plan (Appendix M).

Implementation of Pilgrim’s SWPPP, which includes erosion and sedimentation control measures, and the
spill prevention, control and countermeasures, and as well as other BMPs relating to pollution prevention
and control established in these various plans, would reduce the potential for construction phase impacts.
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Nevertheless, certain temporary to short-term and minor to moderate impacts on water resources could be
possible. This section provides a summary of minimization and mitigation measures that would be
implemented, if necessary, to reduce potential impacts on water resources.
Groundwater Resources
Construction activities would result in negligible to minor impacts on groundwater resources. Impacts that
could result from construction activities would be temporary to short-term in duration. Measures that would
be implemented during and subsequent to Project construction to minimize, mitigate and reduce potential
impacts on groundwater resources would include:


BMPs such as installation of temporary trench plugs, interceptor dikes, and other similar
construction methods would be used to limit the inflow of surface runoff and water from adjacent
wetlands and/or waterbodies into the trench, and reduce the potential need for trench dewatering.



Where trench dewatering was required, intake hoses would be elevated and screened to minimize
pumping of screened sediments and, if required, water removed from the trench would be routed
through a filter bag or other dewatering structure prior to being discharged into a well-vegetated,
preferably upland area before it was allowed to flow into natural drainages, as site conditions
dictate. Infiltration of dewatering effluent back into the ground, minimizing any long-term impacts
on the water table, would be implemented when practicable.



Pre- and post-construction monitoring of water quality and water yield in water supply wells
encountered within 150 feet of the mainline or laterals to confirm that wells were not adversely
affected by construction activities, if required.



Should monitoring indicate that the integrity of a water supply well was adversely impacted with
respect to either water quality or yield, Pilgrim would provide an alternate water source or
compensate the owner for a new, comparable well.



If contaminated groundwater is identified as occurring along the Project route, measures identified
in the Project SWPPP (Appendix C) and Materials Handling Work Plan (Appendix M) would be
implemented during construction to ensure that groundwater would be managed in accordance with
federal and state regulations.



In accordance with the Project SWPPP (Appendix C), gasoline and diesel storage tanks at the
contractor and pipe yards would be located within impermeable secondary containment sufficient
to contain 110 percent of the volume of the respective tank, plus freeboard for precipitation.
Secondary containment would similarly be provided for drum storage of lubricants and hydraulic
fluids and for other chemicals and/or hazardous materials stored at the contractor yards.
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Precautions specified in Pilgrim’s SWPPP (Appendix C) would be taken during fuel transfers and
transfer of other chemicals to and from the yards to minimize the potential for an inadvertent release
of fuel and/or chemicals to the ground and surrounding environment. Effective implementation of
the construction phase spill prevention, control and countermeasures, which is a component of the
SWPPP (Appendix C), as related to the transfer of fuels and chemicals would minimize the risk to
groundwater posed by potential inadvertent spills and leaks of hazardous liquids.

Surface Water Resources
To the extent practicable, the proposed Project mainline and laterals, pump stations, meter stations,
contractor and pipe yards, and access roads were sited to avoid surface water resources. In areas where
crossings of waterbodies could not be avoided, Pilgrim proposes location-specific crossing construction
methods to minimize the potential impacts on surface water resources and water quality. Implementation
of the Project’s SWPPP during construction would serve to further protect the surface water resources in
the Project Area from potential construction related impacts. Construction activities that could result in
negligible to moderate impacts on surface water resources would be temporary to short-term in duration.
Measures that would be implemented during and subsequent to Project construction to minimize, mitigate
and reduce potential impacts on surface water resources would include:


Temporary sediment barriers (e.g., silt fence, staked straw or hay bales, compacted earth, or other
equivalently effective measures) would be installed following vegetative clearing activities and
prior to initiation of ground disturbing activities as needed along the construction ROW that would
intercept the flow of potentially sediment laden stormwater runoff and/or trench dewatering
effluent and reduce the potential for the deposition of sediments in local receiving waters. Other
similar physical controls, BMPs and erosion and sedimentation control measures, as described in
the SWPPP (Appendix C), would be implemented to minimize construction impacts on surface
water resources, including grading measures, installation of temporary water diversion/erosion
control devices (e.g., waterbars, swales and berms, side trenches, etc.), use of trench plugs to reduce
erosion and sedimentation within trenches and isolate waterbodies, and implementation of BMPs
during trench dewatering to minimize discharge of sediment to surface waters.



To the extent possible a vegetative buffer strip would be maintained along the banks on both sides
of a water crossing to maintain soil stability and provide protection against soil erosion in nondisturbed areas.



In locations where pipeline installation would be accomplished by crossing beneath the waterbody
using a conventional auger boring method, the sediment and erosion control measures specified in
the SWPPP (Appendix C) would be implemented in the workspaces on both sides of a bored
crossing. Temporary sediment barriers and other BMPs would also be installed downgradient of
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bore pits and soil/cuttings would be stockpiled to minimize the potential for discharge of sedimentladen stormwater or pit dewatering effluent to local surface waters.


All navigable waters would be crossed by HDD. The HDD would be closely monitored throughout
the drilling process in accordance with Pilgrim’s HDD Plan (Appendix D). Horizontal directional
drill operators would closely monitor annular pressures and drilling fluid return rates throughout
the drilling process to detect potential issues and minimize the potential for inadvertent release. In
accordance with the HDD Plan, if a release of drilling fluid was detected, appropriate control,
containment and cleanup measures would be implemented to reduce the potential extent and impact
of the release. The control, containment and cleanup measures are described in detail in the SWPPP
(Appendix C) and the HDD Plan (Appendix D).



In anticipation of an extreme weather event during a stream crossing, mitigative measures would
be taken that could include expediting the completion of the stream crossing, installation of larger
flume pipes or use of larger pumps to manage larger flows, or (if early in the process) ceasing work
and removing a dam and pump or flume installation.



If a proposed discharge destination for hydrostatic test water should become impracticable (for
environmental or other reasons); consideration would be given for transport and disposal of the test
water at a POTW.



To minimize the potential for impacts on the Lake Washington public water supply reservoir, prior
to constructing the mainline waterbody crossing at Silver Stream (MP 87.94 [TMM 58.4]), Pilgrim
would contact the City of Newburgh Water Department to request that the Silver Stream diversion
structure be closed to eliminate flow from Silver Stream into the Lake Washington reservoir.



Should Project activities result in a condition that temporarily precludes the use of a public water
supply reservoir for potable water supply purposes, Pilgrim would provide an alternate source of
drinking water or compensate the community for purchasing an alternate source of drinking water
until the condition was resolved and the water supply reservoir was returned to service.



When practicable, water used to hydrostatically test an individual pipeline segment would be
transferred to the next segment for use in its testing, thereby reducing the total volume of water
potentially required for testing.



The Project would perform water withdrawals for hydrostatic testing in accordance with an
applicable NYSDEC water withdrawal permit. The status of source water streamflow and water
level conditions would be assessed prior to initiating the approved withdrawal.
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Pumps used for hydrostatic testing within 50 feet of any waterbody or wetland would be operated
and refueled in accordance with the Project’s spill prevention, control and countermeasures. After
hydrostatic tests were completed, water would be discharged in a well-vegetated area at a location
at least 50 feet from a waterbody, with the flow routed through a dewatering/energy dissipation
structure to intercept excess sediment, minimize potential erosion and provide aeration.



State-designated exceptional value waters, waterbodies that provide habitat for federal or state
listed threatened or endangered species, or waterbodies designated as public water supplies, would
not be used as source water for hydrostatic testing unless appropriate federal, state, and/or local
permitting agencies grant written permission.



To minimize the potential for impacts on waterbodies in the unlikely event that a spill occurred
while refueling equipment during construction, to the extent possible, refueling would occur at least
50 feet from a waterbody. Pumps at dam and pump crossings would have secondary containment
and spill cleanup materials would be on hand during refueling.



Weather conditions and forecasts would be closely monitored prior to and during construction
activities in floodplains and protective measures would be implemented in anticipation of an
extreme storm event. Such measures could include additional crew to finish work and “button up”
the site or halting work that is just beginning to avoid creating an open trench and stockpiled soil.

5.1.4

Air Mitigation

The proposed Project would not result in significant adverse air impacts during construction or operation.
Overall, the proposed Project would provide an alternative means of transporting crude and product with
significantly less GHG emissions than existing methods of transport in the region.
Pilgrim would employ standard construction industry practices to control fugitive dust and GHG emissions
such as:


Unpaved areas subject to frequent vehicle traffic would be sprayed with water as needed to
minimize dust.



Speed limitations would be established by Pilgrim for construction and other vehicles on access
roads and construction areas to reduce dust from traffic.



Access roads would be covered with gravel that would minimize dust generation.



Construction vehicle engines would be maintained regularly, inspected daily, etc., so engine
performance and associated emission control devices would be in optimal working condition.
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5.1.5

Terrestrial Ecology Mitigation
5.1.5.1

Vegetation

The majority of impacts on vegetation associated with Project construction would be minor and temporary.
However, vegetation management during operations would result in minor, long-term conversion of
forested vegetation communities to herbaceous or shrub communities, within the permanent ROW. To
address these impacts Pilgrim has sited and designed the Project to keep these impacts at a minimum. Prior
to beginning the removal of vegetation for construction, the limits of clearing would be established and
identified in accordance with the construction drawings. Construction activities would be restricted to inside
the designated workspace along the pipeline and defined workspace limits at aboveground facility locations.
Excessive or non-essential removal of native vegetation would be avoided. Trees to be saved would be
clearly marked as per landowner requests or as otherwise required by permits. Brush and trees would be
felled into the construction ROW to minimize damage to trees and structures adjacent to the ROW. Trees
that inadvertently fell beyond the edge of the ROW would be immediately moved onto the ROW and
disturbed areas would be immediately stabilized.
Revegetation of the ROW would be completed in accordance with permit requirements and written
recommendations on seeding mixes from the local soil conservation authority, rates, and dates obtained
from the local soil conservation authority or other duly authorized agency. Alternative seed mixes
specifically requested by the landowner or required by agencies may be used. Revegetation of soils
disturbed by Project-related activities would be conducted according to the following requirements:


Seeding would be performed during times of year recommended by the local soil conservation
authority or other duly authorized agency.



Soil would be fertilized and soil pH modifiers would be added as recommended by the local soil
conservation authority or other duly authorized agency.



The seedbed would be prepared in disturbed areas to a depth of 3 to 4 inches. When hydroseeding,
the seedbed would be scarified to facilitate lodging and germination of seed.



Disturbed areas would be seeded in accordance with the seed mixes and rates as recommended by
the local branch of the local soil conservation authority, except in upland areas where landowners
or a land management agency may request alternative seed mixes. Seeding would not occur in
actively cultivated croplands unless requested by the landowner.



If seeding cannot be done within recommended dates, appropriate temporary erosion control
measures as outlined in the SWPPP (Appendix C) would be used. Seeding of permanent vegetation
would then be done at the beginning of the next recommended seeding season.
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The ROW should achieve 90 percent permanent ground cover after one growing season following
construction. Seeded areas would be evaluated and re-seeded as necessary to achieve 90 percent
cover at the first optimum time; or by the following growing season.

In the event that the final phases of construction occurred too late in the year for restoration activities to
adequately proceed, a winter stabilization plan would be prepared and implemented along the disturbed
ROW at those locations until final restoration measures could be completed.
In upland areas, maintenance of the ROW during pipeline operation would involve clearing the entire ROW
of woody vegetation. To facilitate periodic inspections as mandated under federal and state pipeline safety
regulations, a 10-foot (within the NYS Thruway) or 25-foot (outside the NYS Thruway and along laterals)
wide corridor centered on the pipeline would be maintained annually in an herbaceous state. Routine
vegetation maintenance clearing would typically occur between April 15 and August 1 of any year to
minimize impacts on certain wildlife species using or inhabiting the ROW, such as breeding birds.
A program would be established and implemented to monitor the success of restoration upon completion
of construction and restoration activities. Follow-up inspections would be conducted of disturbed upland
areas after the first growing season and if necessary, the second growing season (typically 3 to 9 months
and 15 to 21 months after seeding, respectively) to determine the success of revegetation.
Use of TARs and contractor and pipe yards during construction would result in temporary impacts on
vegetation communities. Pilgrim proposes to acquire rights to more land than needed at each contractor and
pipe yard in order to enable construction materials and facilities at each yard to be laid out in a manner that
avoids sensitive resources, if present. The amount of land clearing at each yard or access road would be
limited to what is needed and what is shown on the construction plans. Upon completion of the Project,
areas of these facilities where vegetation previously existed would be restored and revegetated according
to the same requirements as the other Project facilities.
Invasive and Non-Native Species
Pilgrim proposes to avoid and minimize the potential spread of invasive species in the Project Area and to
pursue the actions outlined below. Prior to commencement of clearing and grading activities in construction
areas, surveys for invasive species would occur to document the presence and approximate areal coverage
of any invasive species identified on Table 3.1.5-2. The following identifies general procedures that would
be followed:
Preventing the Spread of Invasive Species


Prior to any ground disturbance, invasive plant species encountered at the site would be stripped
and removed. Cut plant materials, including roots and rhizomes, would be placed in heavy duty, 3-
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millimeter or thicker, black, contractor-quality plastic cleanup bags. The bags would then be
securely tied and transported from the site to a proper disposal facility in a truck with a topper or
cap, in order to prevent the spread or loss of the plant material during transport;


Equipment or machinery would not be washed in any waterbody or wetland, and run-off resulting
from washing operations would not be allowed to directly enter any waterbodies or wetlands.
Erosion control measures as identified SWPPP (Appendix C) would be employed; and



Loose plant and soil material that was removed from clothing, boots and equipment, or generated
from cleaning operations would either be a) rendered incapable of any growth or reproduction or
b) appropriately disposed of off-site. If disposed of off-site, the plant and soil material would be
required to be transported in a secure manner.

Preventing New Invasive Species Introductions


Fill and/or construction material (e.g., gravel, crushed stone, top soil, etc.) obtained from off-site
locations would be inspected for invasive species and would only be utilized if no invasive species
are found growing in or adjacent to the fill/material source; and



Only certified weed-free straw would be utilized for erosion control.

Restoration and Preservation of Native Vegetation


Weed-free mulch would be used on bare surfaces to minimize weed germination;



Native (non-invasive) seeds or plant material would be used for revegetation during site
reclamation. An appropriate native seed mixture would be selected based on pre-disturbance
surveys in consultation with county soil conservation staff and/or other relevant agencies;



Seed would be obtained from local sources to the extent possible and would be applied at the
recommended rates to ensure adequate vegetative cover to prevent the colonization of invasive
species;



As part of site reclamation, revegetation would occur as quickly as possible;



Top soil brought to the site for reclamation activities would be obtained from a source known to be
free of invasive species; and
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The re-seeded areas would be monitored for new occurrences of invasive plant species following
partial reclamation. If new occurrences are observed, they would be treated with appropriate
physical or chemical controls.
5.1.5.2

Wildlife Resources

Based on the scope and nature of the Project, minor temporary impacts on wildlife habitat would be
unavoidable. Pilgrim will conduct field surveys in the spring and summer of 2015 to determine the extent
of certain rare wildlife habitats in the Project Area and applicable reduced ROW widths in wetlands habitat.
As discussed in Section 4.1.5.2, general temporary construction-related impacts on wildlife species would
be related to habitat disturbance and human activities (primarily noise and vehicle traffic). Permanent
impacts would be those associated with the conversion of forest habitats to open or scrub-shrub areas
because of construction and maintenance of the permanent ROW.
To minimize permanent impacts on wildlife and promote the revegetation of disturbed habitat, Pilgrim’s
contractors would implement and adhere to Pilgrim’s erosion and sediment control measures (part of the
SWPPP in Appendix C). Restoration and revegetation would occur after construction in an area was
completed, and restored areas would be monitored closely until final site stabilization and revegetation were
achieved.
General mitigation measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize wildlife impacts include:


Lighting used during construction would be required to shine downward during bird migration
periods (April 1 – June 1 and August 15 – October 15).



Mowing of the permanent ROW would be limited to one cutting per year or less. Mowing would
not occur during the nesting season for grassland birds (from May until after August 20 [New York
Audubon 2015]).

Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats
There would be no significant adverse impacts on SCFWHs during construction or normal pipeline
operations. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed.
5.1.6

Aquatic

To the extent practicable, Pilgrim has sited waterbody crossings at locations previously disturbed by
development activities. When combined with the selected construction methods, significant adverse
impacts are not anticipated. The HDDs have been selected to avoid impacts to the aquatic habitats and
species of many of the larger waterbody crossings, and crossings of perennial waterbodies would employ
dam and pump or flume crossing methods to avoid the aquatic habitat and species impacts associated with
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wet open cut crossing methods. Implementation of the procedures in the Project SWPPP would minimize
the potential for sedimentation impacts on aquatic habitats and species, and the spill prevention, control and
countermeasures would protect aquatic habitats in the event of an accidental spill or release in or near
waterbodies. In the unlikely event of a release of crude oil or product from the pipelines during operation,
Pilgrim would implement the measures set out in its Emergency Response Plan (ERP), which would be
further developed in consultation with federal and state agencies (see Section 5.3 for more detail). These
measures would serve to contain and cleanup released material, thereby minimizing impacts. As a
transporter of oil, Pilgrim would be subject to the Oil Pollution Act and National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, as well as the New York/New Jersey Area Contingency Plan and
as such, in the event of a substantial release, could be required to provide additional aquatic resource
mitigation as would be negotiated at such a time. In addition, NOAA’s Damage Assessment, Remediation
& Restoration Program (DAARP) could become involved in a release and through the Natural Resource
Damage Assessment Process, seek additional compensatory mitigation from Pilgrim for releases that
entered waterbodies crossed by or downstream of the pipeline(s).
5.1.7

Threatened and Endangered Species

The Pilgrim Project is actively being provided with Technical Assistance from the USFWS regarding the
Project’s effect on threatened and endangered species and any appropriate conservation measures as needed
on a species specific basis. As warranted, more refined conservation measures on a species specific basis
would be developed as Technical Assistance with the USFWS progresses.
Rare Vegetation Communities
Pilgrim will be conducting field surveys for the rare vegetation communities identified by the NYNHP in
the spring-summer of 2015. If rare communities are found, Pilgrim will assess whether the rare vegetation
community could be avoided, or whether impacts would be unavoidable. If impacts are determined to be
unavoidable, Pilgrim would work with the NYNHP to develop a plan to minimize impacts on the rare
vegetation community and protect areas of the community adjacent to work areas to the extent practicable.
Threatened and Endangered Plants
Pilgrim will be conducting field surveys in the spring-summer of 2015 for threatened and endangered
vegetation identified by the NYNHP and USFWS. If threatened or endangered vegetation is found to be
present, Pilgrim would develop management plans for individual species, as needed, in consultation with
NYNHP and USFWS as well as abide by recommended timing restrictions to avoid and minimize impacts
on the potentially impacted species. Potential mitigation measures could include impact avoidance by
selection of an alternative construction method or relocation of Project facilities, relocation of identified
species, or monetary contribution to a conservation program.
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Threatened and Endangered Fauna
Pilgrim is consulting with the USFWS and the NYNHP and will be conducting field surveys in the springsummer of 2015 for threatened and endangered wildlife species identified by those agencies as potentially
occurring in the Project Area. If threatened or endangered species are found to be present, Pilgrim will
develop management plans for individual species, as needed, in consultation with USFWS and/or NYNHP,
as well as abide by recommended timing restrictions for construction to avoid impacts on the potentially
impacted species. Types of mitigation could include providing monitors to survey work areas and relocate
listed species such as rattlesnakes, installation of “turtle” fencing to keep bog turtles out of work areas,
avoidance of work in select areas during sensitive periods when disturbance is not tolerated well, or
selection of special construction methods that would reduce the potential for impacts. Surveys for federal
and state listed threatened and endangered wildlife species would be conducted during periods
recommended by the USFWS and NYNHP and applicable regulations, and required seasonal restrictions
would also be adhered to.
5.1.8

Wetland Resources

Construction across wetlands and wetland adjacent areas would be performed in accordance with the
wetland construction methods identified for each wetland, Pilgrim’s SWPPP (Appendix C) and applicable
permits or approvals. In addition to these measures, Pilgrim would:


Develop a Wetland Mitigation Plan (WMP), in the event that permanent dredge or fill in regulated
wetland resource areas is required for Project construction. The WMP would include proposed
mitigation that would be developed in consultation with regulatory agency personnel at the
NYSDEC and USACE. In addition, the WMP would include measures to mitigate for the
permanent conversion of approximately 10 acres of forested wetland to alternative wetland types,
such as PSS or PEM.



As stated in Section 5.1.5, Pilgrim would develop and implement an ISMP, which would include
those species associated with wetland resource areas, such as phragmites and purple loosestrife.
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5.2

HUMAN RESOURCES

5.2.1

Transportation
5.2.1.1

Roads

Traffic
To avoid impacting traffic flow on the NYS Thruway, Pilgrim would not the use the NYS Thruway for
transportation of crews and delivery of materials and equipment to construction spreads. Instead the Project
would access construction work areas via proposed access roads. Construction methods, such as boring and
HDD, that would not require roads to be closed during pipeline installation, would avoid impacts to area
roads and traffic flow. Level of service at intersections in the vicinity of the proposed contractor and pipe
storage yards could be reduced while the yards are in use during Project construction. Pilgrim would use
flagmen, temporary signalization, signal timing, and/or phasing, to alleviate delays at affected intersections.
To maintain acceptable traffic conditions, Pilgrim would also implement construction sequencing and work
shift adjustments to avoid the peak rush hour. These measures would be implemented in accordance with
Pilgrim’s Traffic Management Plan that is provided in the Occupancy Permit Application.
Project operation would have no impact on traffic. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed for Project
operation.
Infrastructure
Wear on primary and secondary roadways in the vicinity of the proposed contractor and pipe storage yards
would be assessed prior to starting construction, monitored for deterioration during construction and
repaired as necessary to ensure the safety of the traveling public, and returned to preconstruction conditions
following construction where necessary. These measures would be implemented in accordance with a
Pavement Monitoring and Maintenance Plan acceptable to the host municipalities, prepared by Pilgrim for
the Project.
5.2.1.2

Rail

Pilgrim would avoid impacting rail transportation by using construction methods such as conventional bore
and HDD that would not require any rail lines to be closed during pipe installation. As a result, Rail lines
and rail service would not be impacted by Project construction and no mitigation is necessary.
Rail lines and rail services would be unaffected by Project operation. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed.
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5.2.1.3

Airports

Airports would be unaffected by Project construction and operation. No mitigation is necessary.
5.2.1.4

Marine

To avoid impacts on marine traffic during Project construction, all navigable waterways crossed by the
Project would be constructed by HDD.
Marine traffic routes would be unaffected by construction and operation of the proposed Project.
The capacity of marine shipping resources would not be significantly impacted by Project construction and
operation of the project. No additional mitigation is necessary.
5.2.2

Land Use and Recreation

Pilgrim has sited the proposed pipelines and Project facilities predominantly in previously disturbed areas
(NYS Thruway ROW, utility or other ROW, existing petroleum terminals) where Project construction and
operation would have no impact on existing land use. Minor impacts would occur in locations where the
pipelines are not in existing ROW or where facilities are located in previously undeveloped areas. Proposed
measures to minimize and mitigate on impacts land use include the following.
Agricultural Lands
The mainline would pass through a total of approximately 5.8 miles of prime farmland and 7.6 miles of
farmland of statewide importance on portions of the ROW that are off NYS Thruway property. Prior to
excavation of the pipeline trench in agricultural areas, the topsoil would be stripped and segregated from
other excavated materials. Following completion of construction, the topsoil would be replaced over the
top of the corridor and the land would be restored to preconstruction conditions.
If drainage tiles are present, to the extent possible, they would be avoided during construction. Upon
completion of construction activities Pilgrim would restore drainage tiles that had been damaged or
removed. Following corridor restoration, land within the ROW that was previously farmed would again be
able to be cultivated.
Recreation
The proposed pullback area on the eastern side of the Hudson River crossing in Rensselaer which would
be required for the northern HDD for the mainline would be located on the former BASF manufacturing
site that has been turned into an environmental education center and wildlife habitat. Construction activities
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associated with the HDD would temporarily remove some of the wildlife habitat and the ability of visitors
to the education center to view the habitat as it was designed. To minimize the impact, the crossing would
be completed as expeditiously as safely possible. If possible, Pilgrim would also schedule the construction
in this area to correspond to a low visitation period. Following construction of the HDD, Pilgrim would
work with the education center to restore the site to as close to preconstruction conditions as possible.
The proposed mainline route would cross Perrine’s Bridge Park. To avoid impacts on the historic covered
bridge which is the focus of the park, Pilgrim would construct the mainline by HDD under Perrine’s Bridge
and most of the park. The entry and exit points for the HDD would be about 0.08-mile north and 0.17-mile
south of the bridge, respectively. Although the exit point would be within the park boundaries, it would
occur in an area that is not developed for park use. A TAR and PAR would be located to the south of the
Bridge, however TAR to be reverted back to prior use.
Although the area in which the mainline would cross through Harriman State Park is undeveloped for
recreational use, it does contain an unmarked trail. To minimize potential impacts on the park, the mainline
would be co-located with an electric transmission line ROW and a railroad.
5.2.3

Community Services

Normal construction and operation of the proposed Project would have no impact on community services.
As part of the ERP, to ensure that local communities are able to respond in the unlikely event of an
emergency on either the crude or product pipeline, Pilgrim would:


Provide training for local public safety staff to ensure emergency readiness in the unlikely event of
a pipeline emergency.



Consult with state and local emergency response officials to identify local equipment needs to
ensure public safety in the event of a pipeline emergency and provide the specific equipment, such
as foam trucks, that would be required to respond to an emergency associated with either Pilgrim’s
crude or product pipelines.
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5.2.4

Socioeconomics

Project construction and operation would not have any significant adverse impact on socioeconomics. No
mitigation measures are proposed.
Socioeconomic benefits of the Project are discussed in Section 4.2.4, and would include:


Hiring workers for construction and operation from local labor pools to the extent possible. During
construction, Pilgrim anticipates that about half of the construction workers or about 800 workers
would be hired locally.



Employing local contractors for some construction services and purchasing a portion of the
Project’s construction materials including fuel, fencing, concrete, sand, topsoil and fill dirt locally.
Pilgrim would also hire local labor to repair vehicles and equipment and for other services, as
needed.

5.2.5

Cultural Resources

Project construction and operation would have minor impact on cultural resources.
To avoid impacts on the historic covered Perrine’s Bridge, Pilgrim proposes to construct the mainline well
beneath the bridge via HDD. Normal construction and operation of the proposed Project would have no
impact on this cultural resource.
If ongoing cultural resource surveys and analysis identify resources eligible for listing on the NRHP within
an area to be affected by Project construction and/or operation, Pilgrim would consult with the OPRHP and,
as appropriate and feasible, implement the following mitigation:


Avoid the resource through rerouting of that section of pipeline or adjusting the layout of Project
components on a facility site, if possible.



If avoidance was not possible, consult with the OPRHP and conduct additional investigations,
including resource evaluations and/or data recovery.



If construction activities uncovered previously undiscovered archaeological resources Pilgrim
would stop work and implement its Plan for the Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological
Resources and/or Human Remains (Appendix L).
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5.2.6

Visual Resources

Construction of the pipeline would not cause any significant adverse visual impact. By locating the mainline
and laterals predominantly in or adjacent to existing ROW, the pipeline ROWs would not change or affect
the established visual character of those areas. The aboveground facilities would also generally be located
at existing petroleum terminals in areas where the facilities (pump and meter stations) would be consistent
with the established industrial character.
The PAR that would be located within Perrine’s Bridge Park would be constructed within an existing
electric transmission line ROW to minimize potential visual impact and would not affect views to or from
the historic bridge or other public spaces within the park.
Although not at a terminal or industrial location, the Harriman Pump Station would be located on the west
side of the NYS Thruway, railroad tracks and the mainline and adjacent to Arden House Road and the
Arden House Road overpass over the NYS Thruway. The site is currently visually dominated by
transportation uses and the proposed substation would be anticipated to blend with the surrounding uses.
Where tree clearing in the construction ROW eliminates visual buffers between residences and the NYS
Thruway, upon completion of construction activities, to the extent that tree restoration would not impede
pipeline monitoring, Pilgrim would plant fast growing evergreens or other vegetation to restore a visual
buffer. Pilgrim would also assess other means of screening the view in consultation with the property owner
and/or the NYS Thruway.
5.2.7

Noise

The proposed Project would not create any significant adverse noise impacts during construction or
operation, with most construction work occurring daylight hours, and most of the route located along the
NYS Thruway, which has elevated sound levels from vehicular traffic. No mitigation is proposed.
5.3

Operational Mitigation

Oil handling facilities that could cause significant and substantial harm to the environment, may not handle,
store, or transport oil unless an ERP has been reviewed and approved by the OPS. Pilgrim would prepare a
detailed ERP for review and approval by OPS in compliance with 49 CFR Part 194 requirements, prior to
flowing any oil or product through its system. Pilgrim’s ERP would:


Certify consistency with requirements of the National and Area Contingency Plans;



Identify the QI with full authority to implement remove actions, and require communications
between the QI and appropriate federal, state and local officials;
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Identify and ensure the availability of private personnel and equipment necessary to remove a worst
case discharge, and to mitigate a substantial threat of such a discharge;



Describe:
o training,
o equipment testing,
o periodic unannounced drills, and
o response actions of facility personnel to mitigate or prevent the discharge, or the substantial
threat of a discharge.



Be updated periodically, and resubmitted after each significant change.

The Project would be constructed in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations and
guidelines, and the specific requirements of the necessary permits. In particular, the Project has been
designed and would be constructed, operated, and monitored in accordance with the USDOT PHMSA
standards and regulations, specifically 49 CFR Part 195 Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline,
API Standards, and ASME Standards. These regulations and construction standards specify pipeline
material, minimum design requirements, and qualification standards for certain construction personnel and
required measures to protect the pipeline from corrosion.
The following actions would be taken to ensure the safe operation of the pipelines:


Smart PIGs would be used in the initial testing of pipelines prior to operation, and periodically (at
least every five years) throughout Project operation. The initial inspection would detect any
anomalies that would be repaired, and establish a baseline for future inspections. Subsequent
inspections would gauge the integrity of the pipes.



The Project’s SCADA system would provide for comprehensive alarm, status, and control
functions that would notify operations personnel of a pipe incident. Standby power would be
provided to ensure operation if commercial power fails. Redundant computers and peripheral
equipment would be installed to increase reliability and allow for maintenance and repair without
disrupting normal pipeline supervision and control.



The pipeline leak detection system would incorporate operational pipeline measurement devices
into the SCADA system to trigger alarms should thresholds be exceeded.



Automatic block valves would be installed approximately every 10 miles along the mainline.
Additional valves would be strategically located at major surface waterbody crossings and other
locations as dictated by changes in the pipeline elevation or other environmental resource
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considerations. The block valves would allow selective isolation of various segments of the line for
maintenance, modification and emergency shutdown.


The pipelines would include a cathodic protection system to protect from the detrimental effects of
potential external corrosion. Cathodic protection test stations would be located at approximate 1
mile intervals (or closer based on field conditions). The cathodic protection system would be
inspected annually as required by USDOT regulations.



Pump station equipment would be remotely monitored and operated as a component of the SCADA
system. If a mechanical or electrical fault occurred, the defective equipment would be automatically
stopped and an alarm sent to the dispatcher. Each station would be enclosed in a security fence.



Visible, permanent markers would be erected the length of the pipelines. These would include mile
markers for aerial reconnaissance, road and stream crossing markers, and other markers indicating
the presence of the pipeline.



Routine maintenance and checks would be performed to help to insure that the integrity of the
pipeline and its components remained intact. Frequent fly-overs (minimum once a week) would be
conducted in addition to routine walkovers by maintenance personnel. All Project components
would be routinely checked and serviced to maximize operational safety and longevity and to
minimize wear.



Operations would be conducted in accordance with a Project Operations Manual (to be developed
prior to commencement of operation), which includes safety, operations, maintenance, and
emergency procedures. Local resource contact information would be included and reviewed and
updated regularly. Emergency response personnel would undergo periodic training in emergency
procedures. Joint exercises with state and local emergency responders would be conducted to
establish and ensure a state of readiness.



An OQ program would be developed and implemented in accordance with 49 CFR Part 195 Subpart
G. The OQ program, which would cover all operational and maintenance personnel, include work
history, testing of skills and knowledge, and record keeping.
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6.0

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Unavoidable adverse impacts may occur if there are no reasonably practicable mitigation measures to
eliminate the impacts; if there are no reasonable alternatives to the Project that would meet the purpose and
need of the action, eliminate the impact, or not cause other or similar adverse impacts. Pilgrim would
minimize adverse impacts through use of BMPs and with implementation of the proposed measures
identified in Pilgrim’s Plans included as appendices to this DEIS.
Construction Impacts
Blasting of bedrock along small sections of the ROW would cause unavoidable impacts on geologic
resources and topography. The blasting would occur in areas along the NYS Thruway where blasting
previously changed topography as part of NYS Thruway construction, thereby minimizing the significance
of the impact. Blasting in the NYS Thruway ROW would also require traffic to be clear of the area when
the blast occurred, thereby creating temporary stoppages and impacts on traffic flow.
Construction in or near surface waterbodies could disturb and re-suspend sediments. It could also cause
degradation of the water quality as the result of stormwater runoff and erosion. Impacts would be temporary,
lasting for the duration of construction activity in the area. Implementation of Pilgrim’s SWPPP would
minimize the significance of the impacts.
Unavoidable adverse impacts on air quality during construction would result from fugitive dust and minor
increases in certain criteria air pollutants such as VOCs, NOx, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. These impacts
would be localized around construction spreads and would end after construction was completed.
Clearing and grading for construction could impact state listed threatened or endangered plants through
removal or compaction. Unavoidable impacts on terrestrial wildlife from construction would include loss
of habitat for wildlife foraging, breeding, and dispersal, and could include mortality or displacement of
wildlife from some areas. During construction, short-term, minor impacts on wildlife movement would also
occur due to disturbance from increased human activity in the area.
Project construction and operation would require the permanent conversion of approximately 10 acres of
palustrine forested (PFO) wetlands to palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS) and palustrine emergent (PEM) wetland
habitat.
Project construction would cause a minor temporary increase in traffic on area roads over which
construction workers, construction materials and equipment would travel. In addition, traffic on the NYS
Thruway would likely slowdown in the vicinity of Project construction as drivers viewed construction
activities. This increased traffic would be unavoidable, but would occur only during construction and would
not continue during Project operations.
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Project construction and operation would create limited permanent visual impacts in some areas of new
ROW where trees would be removed and not allow to grow back.
Construction would cause unavoidable adverse noise impacts on residents in proximity to construction
activities and animal species that may be displaced by the increase in noise. These noise impacts would
cease upon completion of construction and restoration activities.
Impacts of Operation
During Project operation, vegetation management of the permanent ROW would keep the vegetation
community in an early successional stage. Where forests were cleared and not allowed to grow back, the
wildlife community could shift to species that more readily use grasslands and shrub communities.
Project construction and operation would require that certain development activities be permanently
restricted from the ROW (e.g., no structures would be allowed to be constructed over the pipeline; no woody
vegetation would be allowed over the pipeline). The presence of Pilgrim’s pipelines in the NYS Thruway
or utility corridors would limit the future development of other utilities in those areas.
The pump stations would contain electric motor driven pumps which would be sources of continuously
generated noise. Only the Kingston Pump Station would be in close proximity to NSAs, which would be as
close as 200 feet away. Although mitigation measures would be investigated and provided based on final
site and equipment design, the addition of the noise source at pump stations would be an unavoidable
adverse impact.
Energy consumed for Project operation would be an unavoidable impact. The projected annual energy
consumption for the New York portion of the Project is 171,834,038.43 kilovolts/hour per year, assuming
a 98 percent runtime. Energy consumption would be localized at the pump stations and to a much lesser
extent at the meter stations.
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7.0

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the analysis of alternatives to the proposed Pilgrim Project. Both SEQRA and NEPA
require that the DEIS identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed action, considering the
objectives and capabilities of the Project sponsor.
As stated in Section 1.1, the primary objectives of the proposed Project are:


To provide a reliable fuel supply and increase emergency response and energy security in New
York State;



Reduce the risk of an oil spill on the Hudson River or on land by providing a safe and reliable
alternative mode of transport for crude oil and petroleum products between Albany and the
terminals and refineries in New Jersey; and



Reduce air pollution by using pipelines to transport crude oil and products in the place of barge,
truck or rail.

Alternatives that were evaluated for the proposed Project, include:


No Action



Mainline Route Alternatives:
o Thruway Corridor (the Proposed route)
o Rail Corridor
o Utility Corridor



Lateral Route Alternative



Route Adjustments (to the Thruway Corridor Alternative)

The following sections discuss and analyze each of the alternatives evaluated in sufficient detail to explain
why they were eliminated from further consideration or recommended for adoption into the Project. Key
criteria used to determine whether an alternative was viable included:




Does it meet the Project’s objectives;
Is it technically and economically feasible and practicable; and
Does it offer a significant environmental advantage over the other alternatives considered?
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7.1

No Action

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Project would not be constructed, and the objectives and benefits of
the Project would not be realized. Crude oil would continue to be shipped from Albany, New York to the
Linden, New Jersey area by barge; refined products would continue to be shipped from Linden to Albany
by barge and overland transportation methods. The No-Action Alternative would not accomplish the stated
purpose and need for the Project: namely providing a safer and more reliable transportation alternative for
crude oil and refined products between Albany and Linden, increasing the Region’s emergency response
capability, and reducing air emissions.
The Albany/ New Jersey Corridor remains one of the few major regions in the country not directly served
by a pipeline to deliver refined petroleum products, including home-heating oil. Gasoline, diesel fuel and
kerosene. While there are some petroleum pipelines in upstate New York, they do not serve the Albany/
New Jersey Corridor and Albany areas. Currently, trucks, tankers and barges must import and distribute all
of the refined products within the Albany/ New Jersey Corridor.
Under the No Action Alternative, weather would continue to be a critical factor in limiting the availability
of refined petroleum products, including home heating fuel and gasoline, in the region as upstate New York
would remain vulnerable to extremely cold weather that freezes rivers and harbors and makes it difficult
for the barge fleet to transport refined petroleum products and heating oil to dealers and, ultimately, to
consumers. Also, during stormy weather, high seas and winds would continue to limit barges carrying
refined petroleum products to Hudson River ports from coming safely into port and delay or prevent
overland transport by truck or rail.
In summary, the No-Action Alternative would not meet the purpose and need for the Project as it would
not provide a reliable and safe alternative means for transporting crude oil and refined petroleum products
between Albany, New York and Linden, New Jersey area.
7.2

Mainline Route Alternatives

The following were key factors in identifying and evaluating the potential routing options for the mainline
in New York.







Connection points between terminals in New York and the proposed pipeline in New Jersey;
Use of existing utility and/or transportation corridors;
Environmental resources along the route and construction corridor;
Human and land use resources along the route and construction corridor;
Engineering and construction constraints; and
Regulatory/Permitting constraints.
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Pilgrim identified three major route alternatives for evaluation: the Thruway Corridor (the preferred
alternative), the Utility Corridor, and the Rail Corridor. Figure 7.2-1 (Pages 1 through 4) shows the locations
of the three major route alternatives on a USGS map. Each alternative was selected to maximize colocation
within existing utility and transportation corridors and thereby minimize greenfield development. The
following elements were included in the evaluation:


Careful desktop analysis to identify and avoid areas known to have significant environmental
and/or regulatory protection;



Analysis of GIS data layers, data obtained through open sources and mapping instruments; and



Suggestions and opinions from environmental and engineering professionals based on many years
and thousands of miles of obtaining ROW easements, permitting and constructing pipelines.

Pilgrim also conducted multiple preliminary field reconnaissance trips in 2012, 2013, and 2014 to identify
potential alternate routes for the mainline pipelines. The reconnaissance trips included review of the
potential alternate mainline and lateral routes, meter and pump station locations.
The environmental GIS and desktop data tabulated and compared for the alternative analysis included the
following factors:
Natural Resources





Geology: distance over shallow bedrock
Waterbodies: number and types of surface waterbody crossings
Wetlands: number and length of NYSDEC wetland and NWI wetland crossings
Forest: distance of land crossed

Land Use/Human Resources



Transportation Infrastructure: number of road and railroad crossings
Land Use:
o Number of residences within 50 feet of the centerline
o Miles crossed of:
 Agricultural land
 Recreational land
 Government land
 NYSDEC designated Potential Environmental Justice communities
 Coastal Zone
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It should be noted that the analysis presented in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 for the proposed mainline ROW is
based on a combination of GIS data and detailed environmental field surveys after the Thruway Corridor
was selected as the “proposed route.” The other two mainline alternatives were determined to be less
desirable and were eliminated from further consideration; thus, detailed field surveys were not conducted.
Therefore, to present an “apples-to-apples” comparison of potential impacts of natural and land use
resources on which the selection of the proposed route was based, this section presents the desktop data
that was used for the original routing analysis of the Thruway route and alternative routes only and does
not incorporate the field survey data.
7.2.1

Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed)

The Thruway Corridor Alternative, the proposed route for the mainline pipelines, maximizes the use of
existing ROW, minimizes impacts on human and land use resources (property owners and residences within
50 feet of centerline), minimizes impacts on environmental resources, meets the objectives of the Project,
and is technically and economically feasible.
Of the approximately 116 miles to be located in New York, the majority (79 percent) of the mainline would
be located within NYS Thruway ROW on Thruway property. An additional 7.5 percent of the route would
be co-located with other ROW (utility and transportation). Approximately 15.9 miles of new permanent
ROW would be required. Of this, approximately 12.9 miles would be through undeveloped land and the
remaining 3 miles would be through commercial/industrial (0.9 mile), recreation (1.3 mile), agricultural
(0.56 mile), and residential (0.08 mile) uses.
The Thruway Corridor Alternative would traverse the six counties and 23 municipalities in New York listed
in Table 7.2-1.
Table 7.2-1
Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed) – Route Mileage by County
Begin MP

End MP

County, State

Municipalities

Total Mileage

0.00

0.42

Albany, New York

Albany

0.42

0.42

2.77

Rensselaer, New York

Rensselaer
East Greenbush

2.35

2.77

14.58

Albany, New York

Bethlehem
Coeymans

11.82

Greene, New York

New Baltimore
Coxsackie
Athens
Catskill

24.76

14.58

39.34

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

7-8

Alternatives Analysis

Table 7.2-1
Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed) – Route Mileage by County
Begin MP

39.34

End MP

79.69

79.69

113.36

113.36

116.39

County, State

Municipalities

Total Mileage

Ulster, New York

Saugerties
Ulster
Kingston City
Rosendale
Esopus
New Paltz
Lloyd
Plattekill

40.35

Orange, New York

Newburgh
New Windsor
Cornwall
Woodbury
Tuxedo

33.67

Rockland, New York

Ramapo

Total Mileage

3.03
116.39

As reviewed during the evaluation of alternatives, the Thruway Corridor Alternative would traverse
undeveloped lands held in connection with the Coxsackie State Correctional Facility in Green County and
Stewart Air National Guard base in Orange County for short distances (0.2 and 0.1 miles respectively). The
Thruway Corridor Alternative would also traverse the following state or county parks for a combined total
of 7.8 miles: Catskill Park in Ulster County, Harriman State Park in Orange County; and Perrines Bridge
Park in Ulster County. The Corridor would be located on or adjacent to existing ROW.
Table 7.2-2 summarizes the natural resource and land use/human resource characteristics of the Thruway
Corridor Alternative based on GIS/desktop sources that were used to compare the Rail Corridor and Utility
Corridor Alternatives in the following sections.
Table 7.2-2
General Route Characteristics and Resource Factors: Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed)
Unit

Thruway Corridor

Total route miles

Miles

116.4

Miles co-located within or parallel to an existing ROW
(overall percent of route)

Miles

100.5 (86.3%)

New Permanent ROW Required

Miles

15.9

Number of Property Owners

Number

168

Number of Municipalities Crossed

Number

23

Miles

35.7

Number

106

General Route Characteristics

Natural Resource Factors
Shallow Bedrock (< 5 feet) (NRCS SSURGO 2013)
Waterbody Crossings (NHD 2013)
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Table 7.2-2
General Route Characteristics and Resource Factors: Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed)
Unit

Thruway Corridor

NYSDEC wetlands (NYSDEC 2013)

Miles (Number)

2.6 (17)

National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2013):

Miles (Number)

5.6 (80)

Wetland Crossings (State and Federal)



Freshwater Emergent

Miles (Number)

0.91 (18)



Freshwater Forested Shrub

Miles (Number)

3.9 (46)



Freshwater Pond

Miles (Number)

0.25 (8)



Riverine

Miles (Number)

0.53 (8)



Estuarine and Marine Deepwater

Miles (Number)

-



Estuarine and Marine Wetland

Miles (Number)

-

Miles

22.2

Number of Road Crossings

Number

141

Major Road Crossings

Number

66

Number of Railroad Crossings

Number

18

Miles (Number)

1.85 (3)

Forests (Nature Conservancy/NYNHP 2014)
Land Use/Human Resource Factors

Agricultural Land (USDA-NRCS 2013)
Residences within 50 feet of Centerline (TRC 2014)

Number

33

Recreation and Special Interest Areas (NYS 2013)

Miles (Number)

8.2 (4)

NYSDEC Potential Environmental Justice Areas (NYSDEC 2013)

Miles

6

New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

Miles

4.4

7.2.2

Rail Corridor Alternative

Of the three route alternatives considered by Pilgrim, the Rail Corridor Alternative was the first corridor
identified for consideration. Approximately 124.5 miles (99.5 percent) of the Rail Corridor Alternative
would be co-located with existing railroad ROW; only approximately 0.6 miles would require new
permanent ROW. This new ROW would be through public/government land (U.S. Military Academy at
West Point).
Table 7.2-3 lists the towns and counties in which this alternative would be located. The Rail Corridor
Alternative would cross 23 municipalities and six counties in New York. The Rail Corridor Alternative
would cross through the same counties as the Thruway Corridor, but for different distances and includes
several different towns.
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Table 7.2-3
Rail Corridor Alternative – Route Mileage by County
Begin MP

End MP

County, State

Municipalities

Total Mileage

0.00

2.49

Rensselaer, New York

East Greenbush
Rensselaer

2.49

2.49

16.00

Albany, New York

Albany
Bethlehem
Coeymans

13.50

16.00

40.17

Greene, New York

New Baltimore
Coxsackie
Athens
Catskill

24.18

Ulster, New York

Saugerties
Ulster
Kingston
Esopus
Lloyd
Marlborough

39.66

21.10

24.16

40.17

79.83

79.83

100.93

Orange, New York

Newburgh
New Windsor
Cornwall
Highlands

100.93

125.09

Rockland, New York

Stony Point Haverstraw
Clarkstown
Orangetown

Total Mileage

125.09

The Rail Corridor Alternative would be immediately adjacent (less than 50 feet) to the Hudson River for
approximately 48 miles in Ulster, Orange, and Rockland Counties.
The Rail Corridor Alternative would cross the U.S. Army Reserve Center in Orange County for
approximately 0.2 miles and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point for approximately 2.8 miles, of
which approximately 0.6 miles would require new ROW. The Rail Corridor Alternative would also cross
several conservation and historic areas for a total of approximately 6.9 miles, including: Papscanee Island
County Nature Preserve in Rensselaer County; Bristol Beach State Park in Ulster County; Storm King State
Park in Orange County, Bear Mountain State Park in Orange County; Hook Mountain and Rockland Lake
State Parks in Rockland County; and Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Site in Rockland County. The
corridor would be co-located with existing ROW through these areas.
Table 7.2-4 compares the natural resource and land use/human resource factors of the Rail Corridor
Alternative to the Thruway Corridor Alternative. The Rail Corridor Alternative would provide some
environmental benefits, but would have significantly greater impacts on land owners and residences.
Although, the Rail Corridor Alternative would be longer than the Thruway Corridor Alternative, it would
require less new ROW (0.6 mile compared to 15.9 miles, respectively). In addition, the Rail Corridor
Alternative would cross less forested land and slightly less wetlands compared to the Thruway Corridor
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Alternative. Both alternatives would cross a similar number of surface waterbodies. As shown in Table 7.25, the Rail Corridor Alternative would cross more Class A waterbodies; Class AA and A are the highest
classification designated by NYSDEC. Further, the Rail Corridor Alternative would cross slightly less
recreational land compared to the Thruway Corridor Alternative (6.9 miles compared to 7.8 miles,
respectively).
Table 7.2-4
Comparison of General Route Characteristics and Resource Factors:
Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed) and Rail Corridor Alternative
Unit

Thruway Corridor
(Proposed)

Rail Corridor

Total route miles

Miles

116.4

125.1

Miles co-located within or adjacent to an existing ROW
(overall percent of route)

Miles

100.5 (86.3%)

124.5 (99.5%)

New Permanent ROW Required

Miles

15.9

0.6

Number of Property Owners

Number

168

210

Number of Municipalities Crossed

Number

23

24

General Route Characteristics

Natural Resource Factors
Shallow Bedrock (< 5 feet) (NRCS SSURGO 2013)

Miles

35.7

10.9

Number

106

106

NYSDEC wetlands (NYSDEC 2013)

Miles (Number)

2.6 (17)

2.1 (8)

National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2013):

Miles (Number)

5.6 (80)

2.6 (39)

Waterbody Crossings (NHD 2013)
Wetland Crossings (State and Federal)



Freshwater Emergent

Miles (Number)

0.91 (18)

0.46 (5)



Freshwater Forested Shrub

Miles (Number)

3.9 (46)

0.68 (14)



Freshwater Pond

Miles (Number)

0.25 (8)

0.08 (3)



Riverine

Miles (Number)

0.53 (8)

0.52 (9)



Estuarine and Marine Deepwater

Miles (Number)

-

0.57 (4)



Estuarine and Marine Wetland

Miles (Number)

-

0.30 (4)

Miles

22.2

5.3

Number of Road Crossings

Number

141

146

Major Road Crossings

Number

66

18

Number of Railroad Crossings

Number

18

47

Miles (Number)

1.85 (3)

0.7 (3)

Forests (Nature Conservancy/NYNHP 2012)
Land Use/Human Resource Factors

Agricultural Land (USDA-NRCS 2013)
Residences within 50 feet of Centerline
Recreation and Special Interest Areas (NYS 2013)

Number

33

101

Miles (Number)

8.2 (4)

9.9 (8)

NYSDEC Potential Environmental Justice Areas (NYSDEC 2013)

Miles

6

15.8

New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

Miles

4.4

67.9
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Table 7.2-5
Number of Waterbody Crossings by Water Quality/Fisheries Classification:
Thruway and Rail Corridor Alternatives
Water Quality Classification a/

Thruway Corridor Alternative
(Proposed)

Rail Corridor Alternative

A

6

12

A(T)

4

0

B

17

9

B(T)

4

0

B(TS)

0

0

C

70

75

C(T)

2

1

C(TS)

2

1

D

1

1

SB

0

3

SC/C

0

3

SC/C(TS)

0

1

106

106

Total
a/ State water quality and fishery classifications:

AA or A - suitable for use as drinking water supply, primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation
of fish, shellfish and wildlife;
B - suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife;
C - suitable for survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, should be suitable for primary and secondary contact
recreation, but other factors may limit use;
D - suitable for survival of fish, shellfish and wildlife; not conducive to fishery propagation due to intermittency of flow and/or stream
bed conditions; should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, but other factors may limit use;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (T) indicates the potential presence of trout waters in a waterbody;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (TS) indicates presence of trout waters, trout spawning or
spawning habitat.
Water Quality Classes beginning with "S" apply to saline waterbodies.

The Rail Corridor Alternative would affect significantly more property owners than the Thruway Corridor
Alternative and would also be within 50 feet of a greater number of residences compared to the Thruway
Corridor Alternative (101 versus 33 residences, respectively). A greater portion the Rail Corridor
Alternative would be located within NYSDEC Potential EJ Areas compared to the Thruway Alternative
(14.8 mile versus 6 miles, respectively).
Further, the Rail Corridor Alternative would be within New York’s coastal zone for about 68 miles, or 54
percent of the route. In contrast, the Thruway Corridor would only cross 4.4 miles of coastal zone, generally
indicative of less potential effect on coastal resources.
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Based on an engineering assessment of the ROW, it was determined that the Rail Corridor would not be
able to accommodate the two parallel pipelines: either the crude or product pipeline would fit, but not both.
More importantly, it was also determined that use of the rail ROW would appear to be prohibited from the
rail corridor under Section 84, Railroad and Highway Crossings, of the New York Transportation
Corporation Law, which states that “no pipeline shall take or use any lands of any railroad corporation or
acquire by eminent domain the lands of any such railroad, except for purpose of direct crossing”. Thus,
colocation of one or two pipelines in the rail ROW would be prohibited based on this law.
In summary, the Rail Corridor Alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would not
have sufficient space to accommodate both the crude oil and products pipelines and therefore would not
meet the objectives of the Project. In addition, the pipelines would appear to be prohibited from the rail
corridor under New York Transportation Corporation Law.
7.2.3

Utility Corridor Alternative

The Utility Corridor Alternative, located primarily along existing utility ROW, would be approximately
125.6 miles in length in New York and cross through the five counties and 22 municipalities listed in Table
7.2-6. Approximately 97 miles, or 78 percent, of the route would be co-located with existing utility ROW,
and approximately 28.3 miles would be new ROW. The majority of the new ROW would be located on
undeveloped land (17.5 miles), and remaining would be within agriculture (4.1 miles), recreation (2.2
miles), commercial/industrial (2.0 miles), residential use (1.5 miles), and other public or government land
(0.9 miles).
Table 7.2-6
Utility Corridor Alternative – Route Mileage by County
Begin MP

End MP

County, State

Municipalities

Mileage

0.00

16.22

Albany, New York

Albany
Bethlehem
Coeymans

16.22

Greene, New York

New Baltimore
Coxsackie
Athens
Catskill

24.57

Ulster, New York

Saugerties
Ulster
Kingston
Ulster
Hurley
Rosendale
Esopus
New Paltz
Lloyd
Plattekill

46.13

16.22

40.79
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Table 7.2-6
Utility Corridor Alternative – Route Mileage by County
Begin MP

End MP

County, State

Municipalities

Mileage

33.57

5.14

86.92

120.49

Orange, New York

Newburgh
New Windsor
Cornwall
Woodbury
Tuxedo

120.49

125.63

Rockland, New York

Ramapo

Total Mileage

125.63

The Utility Corridor Alternative would cross through 0.4 miles of the New York Air National Guard
property in Orange County as well as 18.4 miles of conservation and historic areas including: Catskill Park
in Ulster County; New Windsor Historic Parklands in Orange County; Harriman State Park in Orange and
Rockland Counties; and Datar Mountain Nature County Park in Rockland County. The majority of the
crossings would be within existing ROW; however, some segments would require new ROW including
through Catskill Park (1 mile) and Harriman State Park (1.1 mile).
Table 7.2-7 compares the natural resource and land use/human resource factors of the Utility Corridor
Alternative to the Thruway Corridor Alternative. The majority of both routes would be located in or parallel
to existing ROW, but the Utility Corridor Alternative would be slightly longer than the Thruway Corridor
Alternative: approximately 125.6 miles versus 116.4 miles, respectively. The Utility Corridor Alterative
would require 28.3 miles of new ROW compared to only 15.9 miles for the Thruway Corridor Alternative.
Of the new ROW, the Utility Corridor Alternative would impact a greater amount of undeveloped land
(17.5 miles versus 12.9 miles respectively), agriculture land (4.1 miles versus 0.56 miles), and residential
(1.5 miles versus 0.08 miles). The Utility Corridor Alternative would also affect significantly more (378
more) property owners than the Thruway Corridor Alternative.
Table 7.2-7
Comparison of General Route Characteristics and Resource Factors:
Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed) and Utility Corridor Alternative
Unit

Thruway
Corridor
(proposed)

Utility
Corridor

Total route miles

Miles

116.4

125.6

Miles co-located within or parallel to an existing ROW (percent of route)

Miles

100.5 (86.3%)

97.3 (77.5%)

New Permanent ROW Required

Miles

15.9

28.3

Number of Property Owners

Number

168

546

Number of Municipalities Crossed

Number

23

22

General Route Characteristics
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Table 7.2-7
Comparison of General Route Characteristics and Resource Factors:
Thruway Corridor Alternative (Proposed) and Utility Corridor Alternative
Unit

Thruway
Corridor
(proposed)

Utility
Corridor

Miles

35.7

51.4

Number

106

172

NYSDEC wetlands

Miles (Number)

2.6 (17)

9.4 (43)

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI):

Miles (Number)

5.6 (80)

13.7 (167)

Natural Resource Factors
Shallow Bedrock (< 5 feet) (NRCS SSURGO 2013)
Waterbody Crossings (NHD 2013)
Wetland Crossings (State and Federal)



Freshwater Emergent

Miles (Number)

0.91 (18)

3.81 (46)



Freshwater Forested Shrub

Miles (Number)

3.9 (46)

8.81 (95)



Freshwater Pond

Miles (Number)

0.25 (8)

0.91 (18)



Riverine

Miles (Number)

0.53 (8)

0.16 (8)

Critical Habitat (USFWS Critical Habitat)

Miles

0

0

Forests (Nature Conservancy/NYNHP 2012)

Miles

22.2

39.3

Number of Road Crossings

Number

141

162

Major Road Crossings

Number

66

21

Number of Railroad Crossings

Number

18

42

Agricultural Land (USDA-NRCS 2013)

Miles (Number)

1.85 (3)

9.1 (4)

Residences within 50 feet of Centerline

Number

33

24

Miles (Number)

8.2 (4)

18.0 (5)

NYSDEC Potential Environmental Justice Areas (NYSDEC 2013)

Miles

6

8.9

New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

Miles

4.4

4.8

Land Use/Human Resource Factors

Recreation and Special Interest Areas (NYS 2013)

From an environmental perspective, the Utility Corridor Alternative would more than double the number
of wetland crossings when compared to the Thruway Corridor Alternative (167 NWI and 43 NYSDEC
wetland crossings versus 80 NWI and 17 NYSDEC wetland crossings, respectively). Based on the NWI
mapping, the Utility Corridor would potentially impact a greater amount of forested wetlands compared to
the Thruway Corridor Alternative, and consequently require a greater amount of mitigation to compensate
for the conversion of forested wetland to non-forested wetland.
The Utility Corridor would include 172 surface waterbody crossings compared to 106 crossings for the
Thruway Corridor Alternative. As shown in Table 7.2-8, the Utility Corridor Alternative would cross a
greater number of higher quality surface waterbodies. The Utility Corridor would cross 35 Class A
waterbodies, whereas the Thruway Corridor Alternative would cross 10. The NYSDEC designates Class A
Pilgrim Pipeline Project
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streams suitable for use as drinking water supply, and primary and secondary contact recreation, as well as
for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife. In addition, the Utility Corridor would cross
significantly more waterbodies with the potential presence of trout (T), indicating potentially greater
impacts on the environment and construction constraints due to time of year restrictions.
Table 7.2-8
Number of Waterbody Crossings by DEC Water Quality/Fisheries Classification:
Thruway and Utility Corridor Alternatives
Water Quality Classification a/

Thruway Corridor Alternative
(Proposed)

Utility Corridor Alternative

A

6

8

A(T)

4

27

B

17

22

B(T)

4

6

B(TS)

0

1

C

70

94

C(T)

2

8

C(TS)

2

6

D

1

0

Totals

106

172

a/ State water quality and fishery classifications:
AA or A - suitable for use as drinking water supply, primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and
propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
B - suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and for the survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife
C - suitable for survival and propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, should be suitable for primary and secondary contact
recreation, but other factors may limit use
D - suitable for survival of fish, shellfish and wildlife; not conducive to fishery propagation due to intermittency of flow and/or
stream bed conditions; should be suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation, but other factors may limit use;
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (T) indicates the potential presence of trout waters in a
waterbody
For fishery classifications, water quality classification followed by (TS) indicates presence of trout waters, trout spawning or
spawning habitat.
Water Quality Classes beginning with "S" apply to saline waterbodies.

The Utility Corridor Alterative would also cross more forested land compared to the Thruway Corridor
Alternative (39.3 miles versus 22.2 miles respectively), and could result in greater permanent impacts from
the loss of forest.
Further, the Utility Corridor Alternative would cross a greater distance of recreation land and special
interest areas compared to the Thruway Corridor Alternative, 18.4 miles of the Utility Corridor compared
to 7.8 miles for the Thruway Corridor. In general, it would be anticipated that potential impacts on
recreational resources would be limited to temporary impacts associated with construction for both
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alternatives. However, the Utility Corridor Alternative could have more direct impacts on Catskill Park and
Harriman State Park.
The Utility Corridor Alternative would have a greater number of road and railroad crossings compared to
the Thruway Corridor Alternative. The Utility Corridor Alternative would require an additional 21 roads
and 24 railroad crossings; indicating greater environmental impacts during construction depending on the
crossing methods.
In summary, although the Utility Corridor Alternative is also co-located primarily within an existing ROW,
it was eliminated from further consideration given its potential for greater environmental impact on
significant resources. Among other things, the Utility Corridor Alternative would cross a greater number
of wetlands and surface waterbodies, roads and railroads. It would require more blasting to construct the
route and would impact a significantly greater number of property owners.
7.3

Lateral Alternatives

The 4.4 mile-long NPL, which would cross through the Town of New Windsor and City of Newburgh to
connect to the Global Terminal, was the only lateral that involved a substantial change in location and an
evaluation of alternative routes.
7.3.1

Newburgh Product Lateral

The NPL would connect the mainline to the Global Terminal. Two route alternatives were evaluated for
this lateral. Figure 7.3-1 shows the locations of each alternative: the proposed NPL route and the Alternative
Lateral Route. Table 7.3-1 provides a summary comparison of the lateral route alternatives relative to
crossing sensitive natural resources and land uses.
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Table 7.3-1
Comparison of Newburgh Product Lateral: Proposed Route and Alternative Route
Factor

Proposed NPL Route

Alternative Lateral
Route

General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles

4.44

4.82

100%

100%

New Windsor, Newburgh

New Windsor, Newburgh

Orange

Orange

0.06

0.22

2

0

Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet

7979

5

Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0.27

0

0

0.1

2.86

2.38

Number of road crossings

13

11

Number of major road crossings

4

4

Number of railroad crossings

5

4

Number of residences within 50 feet of the centerline

1

2

0.04
(Little Falls Park)

0

1.99

3.29

Miles co-located or parallel with other ROW (Percent)
Municipalities Crossed
Counties Crossed
Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (with 5 feet deep) (NRCS
SSURGO 2013)
Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet (NHD
2013)

Miles of NYSDEC wetlands crossed
Miles of forests crossed
Land Use/Human Resources

Miles recreation and special interest areas crossed (NYS 2013)
Miles within New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

As shown on Figure 7.3-1, at approximate mainline MP 89.5, the proposed NPL would cross under the
western side of the NYS Thruway toward the northeast and then traverse undeveloped land, set back from
residential areas before crossing through commercial/industrial areas on the northeastern most section of
the route and connecting to the Global Terminal.
The Alternative NPL Route would start at approximate mainline MP 90.2 and cross under the west side of
the NYS Thruway and head toward the northeast, traversing undeveloped land for a short distance, and then
running parallel to the CSX ROW. While parallel to the CSX ROW, the Alternative Lateral Route would
cross through residential areas and then commercial and industrial areas further northeast along the route
before connecting to the Global Terminal.
Although the Alternative Lateral Route has several benefits it was eliminated from further consideration in
light of Transportation Corporation Law provisions which appear to prohibit the longitudinal occupation
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by pipelines on existing rail ROW. The NPL route as proposed by Pilgrim would also require less
construction in areas of shallow bedrock and would occupy a smaller portion of the coastal zone.
7.4

Route Adjustments to Proposed Route

In addition to the mainline route alternatives, a number of route adjustments were considered to avoid
sensitive environmental resources and/or to address design and constructability constraints such as
inadequate space, steep slopes, and shallow bedrock or bedrock outcrops. A summary of select route
adjustments is provided below along with an indication of whether a particular adjustment has been
incorporated into the Project.
Northern End Route Adjustment (MP 0 to MP 4.6, Albany and Rensselaer Counties)
Pilgrim evaluated two alternatives at the northern end of the mainline route between MP 0.0 to
approximately MP 4.6 to connect the mainline to existing terminals on the eastern side of the Hudson River.
As shown on Figure 7.4-1, both northern end route adjustments would start at MP 0.0 and head east, to
cross under the Hudson River. The route of the initial alignment turned south along Riverside Avenue and
then American Oil Road, while the route adjustment (the proposed route) would turn south further west
paralleling the Irwin Stewart Port Expressway and then American Oil Road. At approximate MP 2.4, the
route adjustment would head west for a short distance before crossing back under the Hudson River, and at
MP 3.1, continuing south until about MP 4.6. The initial route continued south at MP 2.4 along American
Oil Road before turning east under the Hudson River.
Table 7.4-1 provides a summary comparison of the northern end route adjustment to the initial alignment.
The route adjustment is slightly longer than the initial alignment, 4.6 miles compared to 4.2 miles for the
initial alignment. The route adjustment crosses more wetlands compared to the initial alignment; the route
adjustment crosses 1.16 miles of NWI wetlands and the initial alignment crosses 0.68 miles of NWI
wetlands and 0.05 miles of NYSDEC wetlands. Both options would cross under the Hudson River twice.
The initial alignment crossed through the Papscanee Island County Preserve for about 0.3 miles.
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Table 7.4-1
Comparison of Northern End of Line Route Adjustment (Proposed) and Initial Alignment
Northern End of Line
Route Adjustment
(Proposed)

Northern End of Line
Initial Alignment

Length in Miles

4.60

4.20

Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)

83%

100%

Bethlehem, East
Greenbush

Bethlehem, Albany

Albany, Rensselaer

Albany

0.99

0.20

2

2

1.16 (8)

0.68 (9)

0

0.05 (1)

Number of railroad crossings

6

4

Miles of agricultural land crossed (USDA-NRCS 2013)

0

0.21

Miles of recreation and special interest areas crossed (number of
crossings) (NYS 2013)

0

0.33
(Papscanee Island
County Nature
Preserve)

Miles of crossing within New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

0.08

0.03

Factor
General Route Characteristics

Municipalities Crossed
Counties Crossed
Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS
SSURGO 2013)
Number of major waterbody crossings, > 100 feet
Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)
Miles of NYSDEC wetlands crossed (number of crossings)
Land Use/Human Resources

Although it would be slightly longer and crosses slightly more wetland miles, the route adjustment was
identified as the preferred route to avoid the Papscanee Island County Nature Preserve, a 156-acre protected
natural area managed by the Rensselaer County Environmental Management Council.
Route Adjustment 1 (MP 4.8 to MP 8.1, Albany County)
The initial alignment (depicted on Figure 7.4-2) would be approximately 2.59 miles long and was evaluated
because it would be a more direct route. This initial alignment would leave the mainline route at about MP
4.85 and head south instead of west toward the Thruway. The initial alignment followed a greenfield route
until connecting with a railroad ROW. It stayed parallel to the railroad ROW until crossing under the
Thruway and rejoining the proposed mainline route at about MP 8.1. In comparison, Route Adjustment 1
would head west at MP 4.85 through open and undeveloped area, cross under the NYS Thruway at about
MP 5.5, and then continue south within the Thruway ROW. Table 7.4-2 provides a summary comparison
of the Route Adjustment 1 to the initial alignment relative to natural and land resource factors.
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Table 7.4-2
Comparison of Route Adjustment 1 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 1
Factor

Route Adjustment 1
(Proposed)

Initial Alignment 1

3.25

2.59

General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles
Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)
Municipalities Crossed
Counties Crossed

80 %

51 %

Bethlehem

Bethlehem

Albany

Albany

0.13

0.32

1

1

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS SSURGO
2013)
Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet
Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet

0

1

0.01 (2)

0.65 (6)

0

0.16 (2)

Number of road crossings

4

5

Number of major road crossings

6

6

Number of railroad crossings

1

1

Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)
Miles of NYSDEC wetlands crossed (number of crossings)
Land Use/Human Resources

Although the route adjustment is slightly longer than the initial route, 3.25 miles versus 2.59 miles,
respectively, approximately 80 percent of the route adjustment would be co-located with existing ROW.
Only about half of the initial alignment was co-located with existing ROW. Additionally, the proposed
route adjustment would cross fewer wetlands and waterbodies than the initial alignment. The proposed
Route Adjustment 1 would also cross a shorter distance over shallow bedrock compared to the initial
alignment. For these reasons, the route adjustment was determined to be more favorable from an
environmental standpoint and was therefore incorporated into the proposed mainline.
Route Adjustment 2 (MP 25 to MP 30, Green County)
The mainline route between approximately MP 25 and MP 30 was initially proposed to be co-located within
the western side of the NYS Thruway ROW. Most (95 percent) of the initial alignment was located over
shallow bedrock with steep slopes and also crossed a large wetland area that is adjacent to Black Lake.
Route Adjustment 2 was identified as a means to reduce the area that would be located over shallow bedrock
and in steep slopes.
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Figure 7.4-3 shows the initial alignment and the corresponding route adjustment, and Table 7.4-3 provides
a summary comparison of natural resource and land use factors. As noted in the table, Route Adjustment 2
would be slightly longer than the initial alignment. A portion of this route adjustment would also be located
outside the NYS Thruway ROW; the initial alignment would be entirely located in the NYS Thruway ROW.
Table 7.4-3
Comparison of Route Adjustment 2 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 2
Route Adjustment 2
(Proposed)

Initial Alignment 2

Length in Miles

5.06

4.62

Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)

65%

100%

Athens, Coxsackie

Athens, Coxsackie

Green

Green

3.07

4.40

Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet

0

1

Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet

2

1

0.12 (3)

0.21 (1)

Number of road crossings

5

1

Number of major road crossings

6

0

0.75

0

Factor
General Route Characteristics

Municipalities Crossed
Counties Crossed
Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS SSURGO
2013)

Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)
Land Use/Human Resources

Miles of agricultural land crossed (number of crossings) (USDA-NRCS 2013)

Route Adjustment 2 would require more wetland crossings, but would have less distance in wetlands than
the initial alignment. Route Adjustment 2 would also cross two minor waterbodies, while the initial
alignment crossed one intermediate and one minor waterbody. The route adjustment would cross a shorter
distance over shallow bedrock compared to the initial alignment. Overall, the two routes (the initial
alignment and Route Adjustment 2) are similar from an environmental perspective. However, due to
shallow bedrock and steep slopes, it was determined that the initial alignment would be difficult to construct
therefore, Route Adjustment 2 was adopted as part of the proposed mainline.
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Route Adjustment 3 (MP 31.3 to MP 32.2, Green County)
Route Adjustment 3 (depicted on Figure 7.4-4) would be approximately 0.9 miles long and deviated from
the initial alignment to allow sufficient space for HDD set up for the SR-23 and Catskill Creek crossing.
This route adjustment would cross under SR-23 just north of MP 31.6 and under Catskill Creek at about
MP 31.7. The route adjustment would continue south and then go back within the NYS Thruway ROW for
a short distance before it headed slightly south-west again off the ROW due to steep slopes/bedrock
outcrops. The route adjustment would reconnect with the mainline just south of MP 32.2.
Table 7.4-4 provides a summary comparison of Route Adjustment 3 to the initial alignment. As noted in
the table, the two options would be essentially the same length and have little difference relative to resources
that would be affected.
Table 7.4-4
Comparison of Route Adjustment 3 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 3
Factor

Route Adjustment 3
(Proposed)

Initial Alignment 3

0.90

0.87

100%

100%

General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles
Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)
Municipalities Crossed

Catskill

Catskill

Counties Crossed

Greene

Greene

0.64

0.66

1

1

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS SSURGO
2013)
Number of major waterbody crossings, > 100 feet
Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet
Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

1

0

0.02 (1)

0.03 (2)

2

2

0.02

0.02

Land Use/Human Resources
Number of road crossings
Miles of crossing within New York Coastal Zone (NYSDOS 2014)

The initial alignment would not have sufficient space to allow for HDD crossing of the Catskill Creek and
SR-23. Given that HDD is Pilgrim’s preferred method for crossing both SR-23 and Catskill Creek, and that
the initial alignment lacked the space to accommodate this construction method, Route Adjustment 3 was
incorporated into the proposed mainline.
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Route Adjustment 4 (MP 33.4 – MP 35.3, Greene County)
Between approximately MP 33.4 through 35.3 in Greene County, the initial alignment was co-located
within the ROW of the western side of the NYS Thruway. However, engineering field review identified
constructability constraints including steep slopes and shallow bedrock along this segment.
Figure 7.4-5 shows the initial alignment and the corresponding route adjustment, and Table 7.4-5 provides
a summary comparison of natural resource and land use factors of the two options. Route Adjustment 4
would be essentially the same length as the initial alignment. At approximately MP 33.4, the route
adjustment would cross under the Thruway to the east and then follow a utility corridor for a short distance
before turning south-south west. Due to constructability constraints within the Thruway ROW, Route
Adjustment 4 would extend south outside the Thruway ROW primarily along open and agricultural land.
The route adjustment would then head back within the NYS Thruway ROW at about MP 34.4, and
reconnect with the mainline route at approximately MP 35.2. Approximately 58 percent of the route
adjustment would be within or parallel to an existing ROW.
Table 7.4-5
Comparison of Route Adjustment 4 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 4
Factor

Route Adjustment 4
(Proposed)

Initial Alignment 4

1.79

1.74

General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles
Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)

58%

100%

Municipalities Crossed

Catskill

Catskill

Counties Crossed

Greene

Greene

1.51

1.71

1

1

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS SSURGO
2013)
Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet
Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet
Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0

0

0.01 (1)

0.08 (1)

5

3

4

0

0.33

0

Land Use/Human Resources
Number of road crossings
Number of major road crossings
Miles of agricultural land crossed (number of crossings) (USDA-NRCS 2013)

From an environmental standpoint, both options are similar. Due to the steep slopes and shallow bedrock
along the initial alignment on the west side of the NYS Thruway, the Route Adjustment 4 was incorporated
into the proposed mainline route.
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Route Adjustment 5 (MP 104.3 – MP 106.1, Orange County)
Starting at approximately MP 104.3 to MP 106.1 in Orange County, the original alignment within the
Thruway Corridor paralleled close to the NYS Thruway, within its ROW. However, as shown in Figure
7.4-6, due to limited space and topography constraints, the alignment required a shift further west, and
extended west of the Conrail Railroad tracks and the Ramapo River. At MP 104.3, Route Adjustment 5
would cross west under railroad tracks, then turn and parallel the tracks heading south. Just south of MP
106, the route adjustment would turn east and cross back under the railroad tracks and would reconnect
with the mainline route.
Table 7.4-6 provides a summary comparison of the route adjustment and the initial alignment relative to
natural resource and land use factors. From an environmental perspective, the two options are essentially
the same, although Route Adjustment 5 would have slightly less impact on wetlands and waterbodies. Given
the minimal environmental difference between the two options, but the topographic and space constraints,
the initial alignment was deemed less desirable. As a result, Route Adjustment 5 was adopted as part of the
proposed mainline route.
Table 7.4-6
Comparison of Route Adjustment 5 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 5
Route Adjustment 5
(Proposed)

Initial Alignment 5

1.89

1.85

100%

100%

Municipalities Crossed

Tuxedo

Tuxedo

Counties Crossed

Orange

Orange

Factor
General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles
Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS SSURGO
2013)

0.12

0.50

Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet

0

1

Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet

1

1

Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0

0.01 (1)

Number of road crossings

1

1

Number of railroad crossings

1

0

Number of residences within 50 feet of the centerline

2

0

1.65
(Harriman State Park)

1.32
(Harriman State Park)

Land Use/Human Resources

Miles of recreation and special interest areas crossed (number of crossings)
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Route Adjustment 6 (MP 108.6 – MP 116.4, Orange and Rockland Counties)
As seen in Figure 7.4-7, the initial alignment between MP 108.6 to MP 116.4 was entirely within the NYS
Thruway ROW. Route Adjustment 6 was identified to avoid the “Ramapo Well Field Protection Zone.”
At about MP 108.6, Minor Route Adjustment 6 would divert to the east side of the Thruway and would
follow existing utility corridors until crossing into New Jersey at MP 116.4. Table 7.4-7 provides a summary
comparison of the Route Adjustment 6 and the initial alignment relative to natural resource and land use
factors. Route Adjustment 6 would be slightly longer than the initial alignment, 7.84 miles versus 7.22
miles, respectively. The route adjustment would cross fewer environmental resources than the initial
alignment. Route Adjustment 6 would cross fewer miles of wetlands and fewer waterbodies (six crossings
versus ten crossings). The adjusted Route would not cross any forested land while the initial alignment
would have crossed 2.39 miles of forested land.
In addition to the environmental benefits cited above, the primary benefit of Route Adjustment 6 is that it
would avoid crossing over the Ramapo Groundwater Protection Zone. As a result, Route Adjustment 6 was
adopted as part of the proposed mainline route.
Table 7.4-7
Comparison of Route Adjustment 6 (Proposed) and Initial Alignment 6
Route Adjustment 6
(Proposed)

Factor

Initial Alignment 6

General Route Characteristics
Length in Miles

7.84

7.22

Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent)

100%

100%

Municipalities Crossed

Tuxedo, Ramapo

Tuxedo, Ramapo

Counties Crossed

Orange, Rockland

Orange, Rockland

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS
SSURGO 2013)

4.53

3.12

Number of major waterbody crossings, > 100 feet

1

2

Number of intermediate waterbody crossings, 10 to 100 feet

1

4

Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet

4

4

Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0.128 (1)

0.31 (1)

Miles of NYSDEC wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0.13 (1)

0.57 (2)

0

2.39

Number of road crossings

9

8

Number of railroad crossings

1

2

Number of residences within 50 feet of the centerline

0

5

Miles of crossing Ramapo Ground Water Protection Zone

0

0.80

Miles of forests crossed (Nature Conservancy/NYNHP 2012)
Land Use/Human Resources
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Route Adjustment 7 – Connection to New Jersey (MP 116.3, Rockland County to New York/New Jersey
Border)
Pilgrim evaluated Route Adjustment 7, a route adjustment in New York, to potentially accommodate an
alternative route for the mainline pipeline in New Jersey. The proposed route and route adjustment
alternative are shown on Figure 7.4-8. Table 7.4-8 provides a summary comparison of natural resource and
land use factors.
Table 7.4-8
Comparison of New Jersey Connection (Proposed) and Route Adjustment 7
Factor

Proposed Route

Route Adjustment 7

Length in Miles

0.06

1.76

Miles co-located/parallel with other ROW (Percent) [

100%

5%

Municipalities Crossed

Ramapo

Ramapo

Counties Crossed

Rockland

Rockland

0.14

1.52

General Route Characteristics

Natural Resources
Miles of route above shallow bedrock (within 5 feet deep) (NRCS
SSURGO 2013)
Number of minor waterbody crossings, < 10 feet
Miles of NWI wetlands crossed (number of crossings)

0

2

0.01(2)

0

0

1

Land Use/Human Resources
Number of residences within 50 feet of the centerline

At approximately MP 116.3, the route adjustment would run southeast instead of turning directly south into
New Jersey. Just north of the New York/New Jersey border, the route would turn east and parallel the state
border through undeveloped land for approximately 1.64 miles, before turning south along Route 287 and
crossing into New Jersey. Route Adjustment 7 would cross two minor waterbodies, but no wetlands.
The proposed alignment would be considerably shorter than the Route Adjustment 7. The proposed
alignment would include two crossings of NWI wetlands, but would not cross any waterbodies. The
proposed alignment into New Jersey would be within or parallel to an existing ROW. The route adjustment,
although acceptable from an environmental perspective, was rejected because it would not connect with the
pipeline as currently routed in New Jersey. Depending on the final selection of the pipeline route in New
Jersey, this route adjustment may become more favorable than the proposed alignment.
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8.0

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

A resource commitment is considered irreversible when direct and indirect impacts from its use limit future
use options. Irreversible commitments apply primarily to nonrenewable resources, such as cultural
resources, and also to those resources that are renewable only over long periods of time, such as soil
productivity or forest health. A resource commitment is considered irretrievable when the use or
consumption of the resource is neither renewable nor recoverable for future use. Irretrievable commitments
apply to loss of production, harvest, or use of natural resources.
As with any construction project, construction of the proposed Project would result in the irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of a number of resources. Building materials (e.g., steel, concrete, etc.) and
energy resources (e.g., fuel and electricity) used or consumed during construction and operation of the
Project would be irretrievably and irreversibly committed to the Project. Labor expended to construct the
Project would also be irretrievable.
Land is the most basic environmental resource that would be irretrievably committed. The proposed
mainline would follow existing ROWs to the extent practicable, equating to about 86 percent of the route,
but would require some conversion of land where the presence of the pipelines would place some
restrictions on future land development potential. Although most land use activities would be allowed to
resume following construction, approximately 196 acres of the land required for the Project would be
permanently converted from one land use type to another (e.g., forest land to open field). Project
construction would also result in the permanent conversion of approximately 10 acres of PFO wetlands to
PSS and PEM wetlands. In addition, the permanent ROW within the Thruway, would be permanently
committed to pipeline use.
Project operation would cause an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of energy resources. The
projected annual energy consumption for the New York portion of the Project is 171,834,038.43 kV/hr per
year, assuming a 98 percent runtime. Energy consumption would be localized at the pump stations and to
a much lesser extent at the meter stations.
None of the resources described above are expected to be in short or limited supply. In addition, should the
pipelines replace some of the barges that currently transport crude and products, energy consumption and
the emission of GHGs by the barges would be reduced.
For these reasons the Project would not be expected to have any significant impacts related to irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of resources.
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9.0

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

In accordance with SEQRA and NEPA requirements and guidance for development of an EIS, potential
cumulative impacts of the Pilgrim Project with other projects in the area were considered. Cumulative
impacts represent the incremental effects of a proposed action when added to impacts associated with past,
present or reasonable foreseeable future projects, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other
actions. Although the individual impact of each separate project many be minor, the additive or synergistic
efforts of multiple projects could be significant. The direct and indirect impacts of the Pilgrim Project are
discussed in other Chapter 4.0 of this EIS.
9.1

Methodology

The purpose of this analysis is to identify and describe cumulative impacts that could potentially result from
implementation of the Pilgrim Project. This cumulative impacts analysis uses an approach consistent with
the methodology set forth in relevant guidance (USEPA 1999). Under these guidelines, inclusion of actions
within the analysis is based on identifying commonalities of impacts from other actions to potential
impacts that would result from the Pilgrim Project. In order to avoid unnecessary discussions of
insignificant impacts and projects and to adequately address and accomplish the purposes of this analysis,
this cumulative impacts analysis was conducted based on the following guidelines:


To be considered, a project must impact a resource category potentially affected by the Pilgrim
Project. For the most part, these other projects are located in the same general area that would
be directly affected by construction of the proposed Project. The effects of more distant projects
are generally not assessed, because the area impacted would tend not to overlap with the area
impacted by the Pilgrim Project, therefore not contribute significantly to the impacts of the
proposed Project. Potential cumulative impacts on watersheds, however, were considered on a
broader, more regional basis;



The distance into the past and future which other projects could potentially cumulatively impact
the Pilgrim Project Area was based on whether the impacts are short-term, long-term, or
permanent. Most of the impacts related to the proposed Project would occur during the
construction phase. Pilgrim plans to construct its Project between March 2017 and December
2017 and to place the pipelines into service in December 2017. For projects where the impacts
are long-term or permanent, or where the Pilgrim Project would have longer term or permanent
impacts, the temporal range was extended; and



Where a potential for cumulative impacts was indicated, those impacts were quantified to the extent
practicable; however, in some cases the potential impacts can only be described qualitatively.
This is particularly the case for projects that are in the planning stages and limited information is
available.
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Projects meeting one or more of the criteria listed below were considered in this cumulative analysis.
These criteria define the projects’ region of influence, which was used in this analysis to describe the
general area for which the co-occurrence of the Pilgrim Project with these other projects could potentially
contribute to cumulative impacts. The region of influence varies depending on the resource being
discussed. Specifically, the following were included:

9.2



Minor projects, such as residential development, small commercial development, and small
transportation projects within approximately 1.0 mile of the proposed area for the Pilgrim Project;
and



Major projects, such as large commercial, industrial, transportation and energy development
projects within approximately 10 miles of the proposed Pilgrim Project Area and under
construction between 2015 and 2018. This includes natural gas well permitting and development
projects.
Projects Evaluated

Four categories of projects were identified that could potentially cause a cumulative impact when
considered with the proposed Pilgrim Project: 1) transportation infrastructure maintenance or new
construction; 2) energy infrastructure development; 3) pipelines; and 4) other actions. The projects
included in this analysis were identified through independent research. Table 9.2-1 lists the projects that
were considered herein for cumulative impacts. After analysis, not all projects were determined to result in
a cumulative impact when analyzed in conjunction with the Pilgrim Pipeline projects.
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Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts

Transportation Infrastructure

Project
Type

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

Project Details

Anticipated
Construction
Date

NYS Thruway

Pavement
Resurfacing

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

South of New
Paltz to south of
Kingston,
County. Road.
#73 Bridge

NYS Thruway is planning pavement resurfacing of the Thruway from
south of New Paltz to south of the Kingston, County. Road. #73 Bridge.
The pavement resurfacing is occurring between TMM 74.5 and TMM 86.8,
coinciding with mainline MP 71.7 to 59.3 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2017

NYS Thruway

Pavement
Resurfacing

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Roundout Creek,
Tilson, New York

NYS Thruway is planning pavement resurfacing of the Thruway from
Roundout Creek to Tilson. The pavement resurfacing is occurring
between TMM 74.5 and TMM 86.8, coinciding with mainline MP 71.7 to
59.3 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Bridge Repair

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

PlattekillModena, Rt. 32
Bridge,
New York

NYS Thruway is planning to repair deteriorated and damaged steel
members on the New York Division Bridge, Plattekill-Modena, Rt. 32
(NYS Thruway 2015).

2015

Bridge Repair

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

WaldenNewburgh, Rt.
52 Bridge,
New York

NYS Thruway is planning to repair deteriorated and damaged steel
members on the New York Division Bridge, Walden-Newburgh Rt. 52
(NYS Thruway 2015).

2015

Bridge Repair

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Chester-Vails
Gate, Rt. 94
Bridge,
New York

NYS Thruway is planning to repair deteriorated and damaged steel
members on the New York Division Bridge, Chester-Vails Gate, Rt. 94
(NYS Thruway 2015).

2015

Bridge Repair

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Estrada Rd
Bridge over the
Thruway,
New York

NYS Thruway is planning to rehabilitate the Estrada Rd Bridge over the
Thruway (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

Project
Proponent/Owner

NYS Thruway

NYS Thruway

NYS Thruway
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Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Project
Proponent/Owner

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

NYS Thruway

Pavement
Resurfacing

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

North of
Sloatsburg to
South of
Harriman,
New York

NYS Thruway

Bridge Painting

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Coxsackie,
Ravena,
New York

NYS Thruway

Rock Removal

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

NYS Thruway

Bridge Painting

NYS Thruway

Anticipated
Construction
Date

Project Details
NYS Thruway plans to resurface pavement from north of Sloatsburg
(TMM 38.7) to south of Harriman (TMM 43.0). The pavement resurfacing
coincides with the mainline mile post between 104.2 and 103.5 (NYS
Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway plans to repaint the Coxsackie-Ravena Rt. 9W Bridge,
which has received a poor pain condition rating (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

North of Catskill,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to remove rocks north of Catskill between TMM 115.6
to 116.0 south bound and TMM 115.3 and TMM 116.0 north bound. The
rock removal coincides with the main line mile post between 29.3 and
28.6 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Leeds,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to repaint the Catskill-County Cairo Bridge, which has
received a poor pain condition rating (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

Bridge Painting

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

South of Leeds,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to repaint the Rt. 23A Bridge, which has received a
poor pain condition rating (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Roof
Replacement

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Malden,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to replace a pitched roof at the Malden Service Area
located at TMM 103.0. The Malden Service Area coincides with the main
line 42.2 mile post (NYS Thruway 2015).

2017

NYS Thruway

Pavement
Resurfacing

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Malden,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to resurface pavement at the Malden Service Area
from south of Saugerties (TMM 100.8) to north of Saugerties (TMM
109.3). The pavement resurfacing coincides with the mainline mile post
between 35.8 and 44.4 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2015

NYS Thruway

Bridge
Replacement

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Lincoln Park,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to replace the Sawkill Road (County Route 42) Bridge
over the Thruway at TMM 91.88. The bridge coincides with the mainline
mile post 54.1 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2015

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

9-4

Cumulative Impacts

Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Project
Proponent/Owner

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

Project Details

Anticipated
Construction
Date

NYS Thruway

Salt Shed
Replacement

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Kingston,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to replace the salt shed at the Kingston Toll Plaza at
TMM 91.4. The Toll Plaza coincides with the mainline mile post 54.5 (NYS
Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Bridge
Rehabilitation

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Kingston,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to rehabilitate the Kingston High Falls Route 32
Bridge over the Thruway at TMM 85.33. The Bridge coincides with the
mainline mile post 60.8 (NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Bridge
Rehabilitation

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Tillson,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to rehabilitate the Thruway Bridge over Wallkill River
at TMM 81.72. The Bridge coincides with the mainline mile post 64.4
(NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Pavement
Resurfacing

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

New Paltz,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to resurface pavement from south of New Paltz (TMM
74.5) to south of Kingston (TMM 86.8; NYS Thruway 2015).

2016

NYS Thruway

Thruway
Facilities
Construction

Immediately
adjacent to the
proposed mainline

Harriman Toll
Plaza,
Woodbury,
New York

NYS Thruway plans to connect the Harriman Maintenance Section and
Toll Building (Exit 16, TMM 45.2) to municipal water and sewer (NYS
Thruway 2015).

2016

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

9-5

Cumulative Impacts

Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

Project Details

Anticipated
Construction
Date

Transmission
Line
Construction

Would Intersect with
Pilgrim’s Hudson
River mainline
crossings

U.S. - Canada
border in
New York north
of Lake
Champlain to
New York City,
New York

Champlain Hudson Power Express proposes to construct, operate and
maintain a 333 mile-long high voltage direct current transmission line from
the Canadian border, through Lake Champlain, along to the Hudson River
to New York City. The transmission line will be buried mostly on public
and railroad ROW (USDOE 2014).

Spring 2015
through
fall 2017

West Point
Partners, LLC

Transmission
Line
Construction

Approximately 3
miles from the
proposed mainline
(closest point at
Athens, New York)

Town of Athens,
New York to
Buchanan,
New York

West Point Partners proposes to construct and operate an approximately
80 mile long high voltage electric transmission 345 kilovolt (kV)
transmission line along the Hudson River known as the West Point Project
to connect the existing National Grid Leeds Substation in the Town of
Athens, New York and the existing Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Inc., Buchanan North Substation 2 located adjacent to the Indian
Point Energy Center in the Village of Buchanan in Westchester County,
New York (West Point Partners, LLC 2013).

June 2014 to
June 2016

NextEra Energy
Transmission
New York, Inc.

Transmission
Line
Construction

Would cross
Pilgrim’s mainline
near Coeymans and
within 3 miles south
of Athens

Marcy to
Pleasant Valley,
New York

NextEra Energy proposes to construct an approximately 148-mile 345- kV
single-circuit alternating current (AC) transmission line paralleling existing
transmission lines between the Marcy Substation in Oneida County and
the Pleasant Valley Substation in Dutchess County (Marcy to Pleasant
Valley Project; NextEra 2013).

In Service date
September
2017

North America
Transmission, LLC
& North American
Transmission Corp.

Transmission
Line Upgrades

Would cross
Pilgrim’s mainline
near Coeymans and
within 3 miles south
of Athens

New Scotland
to Leeds,
New York

This is a transmission upgrade project consisting of an Edic to Fraser 345
kV Transmission Line and a New Scotland to Leeds to Pleasant Valley
345 kV Transmission Line (North America Transmission, LLC and North
American Transmission Corp. 2013).

June 2016 to
October 2017

Project
Proponent/Owner

Energy Infrastructure

Champlain Hudson
Power Express,
Inc.
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Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Project
Proponent/Owner

Pipeline

Spectra Energy

Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company,
LLC (TGP)

Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company,
LLC (TGP)

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

Project Details

Anticipated
Construction
Date

Gas Pipeline

Would either cross
the Project mainline
or run adjacent
within Ramapo
County

New York,
Connecticut,
Massachusetts

The Algonquin Incremental Market (AIM) Project will expand the capacity
of the existing Algonquin Gas Transmission system through construction
of approximately 20.1 miles of mainline take-up/relay and new pipeline in
Connecticut and New York, including a new 0.7 mile HDD crossing of the
Hudson River in New York (FERC 2014).

In Service date
November
2016

Gas Pipeline

Approximately 3
miles from the
proposed mainline

New York,
Connecticut,
Massachusetts

The Connecticut Expansion Project will upgrade TGP’s existing natural
gas system in New York, Massachusetts and Connecticut through
construction of approximately 13.26 miles of pipeline looping in Albany
County, New York, Berkshire and Hampden Counties, Massachusetts and
Hartford County, Connecticut (Kinder Morgan 2015a).

November
2015 through
November
2016

Pennsylvania,
New Jersey,
New York,
Massachusetts

The NorthEast Energy Direct Project includes construction of
approximately 135 miles of greenfield pipeline from the existing TGP
pipeline in Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania, northeast to the existing
TGP line in Schoharie County, New York. The proposed Wright, New
York, to Dracut, Massachusetts, segment would result in the construction
of approximately 53 miles of pipeline co-located with TGP’s existing
system and an existing utility corridor in New York. The project has the
potential to intersect the Pilgrim Project in Rensselaer and Albany
Counties (Kinder Morgan 2015b).

2017
to
2019

Gas Pipeline

Would cross
Pilgrim’s mainline
north of Selkirk,
New York
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Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Proposed
Action

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

NYS Thruway.

Fiber Optic
Cable

Currently in the NYS
Thruway ROW

New York

A 550 mile fiber optic network along the NYS Thruway consisting of six
conduits, fourteen access points, and fourteen regeneration facilities
which are located in the longitudinal ROW.

Terminal
Expansion

Located within 1
mile of the Project
mainline and the
Albany Pump
Station

Albany,
New York

Global Companies LLC proposed to expand the capabilities of the Global
Terminal to include the storage of heated petroleum products, including
crude oil and biofuels. The expansion includes refurbishment of two tanks
to add 180,000 barrels of ethanol storage capacity and rail access at its
refined petroleum products terminal in Albany, New York (NYSDEC
2015a).

Projected
permitting
complete 2015.
With
construction
beginning
immediately
thereafter.

Aqueduct
Bypass Tunnel

Would cross the
Newburgh Lateral in
Newburgh, New
York

Newburgh,
New York to
Wappinger,
New York

The Delaware Aqueduct Bypass Tunnel Project is part of the DEP’s Water
for the Future Project to improve water supply in New York City. DEP will
build a 3 mile bypass tunnel around the most significant leaking portions
of the aqueduct. The bypass will begin in Newburgh, pass under the
Hudson River, and reconnect with the existing aqueduct in Wappinger
(NYSDEC 2015b).

Construction
beginning in
2013 and
completed in
2020.

Located
Approximately
1 mile from the
Project mainline and
Albany Pump
Station

The project is
located on New
Scotland
Avenue, Dana
Avenue, Robin
Street and
Morris Street in
the City of
Albany,
New York.

As part of the Park South Urban Renewal Plan of 2006, Albany Medical
Center and Tri City Rentals propose to demolish existing buildings and
create 6 new parcels known as Nos. 17 and 33 New Scotland Avenue,
Nos. 391 and 405 Myrtle Avenue and Nos. 160 and 163 Morris Street;
construct a new mixed use building on No.17 New Scotland Avenue with
one floor of retail on the first floor (including an apartment leasing office)
and five stories of apartments above with common areas (Albany Medical
Center 2015).

Construction
planned for
completion in
2015.

Global Companies
LLC

Other Actions

Anticipated
Construction
Date

Project
Proponent/Owner

New York City
Department of
Environmental
Protection
(NYCDEP)

Albany Medical
Center and Tri City
Rentals

Pilgrim Pipeline Project
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Table 9.2-1
Projects Considered for Cumulative Impacts
Project
Type

Project
Proponent/Owner

Hudson Valley
Wine Village, Inc.

Turk Hospitality
Group

BCL, LLC

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

Distance to Pilgrim
Project

Location

Project Details

Anticipated
Construction
Date

Approximately
1 mile from the
Project mainline

The project is
located 191-200
Blue Point Road,
Town of Lloyd,
New York.

Hudson Valley Wine Village, Inc. proposes to construct the Hudson Valley
Wine Village Project. The 428.53 ± acre project will involve a mixed-use
development consisting of single and multi-family residences, resort hotel,
commercial office and light industrial uses. Sewer and water service will
need to be provided to the property and the Town of Lloyd's Sewer and
Water Districts will need to be extended if the project is approved, or new
water and sewer districts will need to be created (Town of Lloyd 2014).

Timeframe for
construction
has not been
publically
documented.

Development/
Recreation
Resort

Approximately
0.25 miles from the
Project mainline

The project is
located on Route
299 (Main
Street) and
South Ohioville
Road (County
Route 22A) in
the Town of New
Paltz, New York.

Turk Hospitality Group proposes to build the Wildberry Lodge Waterpark
Recreation Resort. The project involves a 4 story hotel with approximately
250-275 rooms, a 70,000 square foot indoor waterpark, seasonal outdoor
waterpark, 10,000 square foot conference/banquet facilities, 4-6 indoor
tennis courts, 6-8 outdoor tennis courts, zip lines, rope courses, climbing
walls, indoor spa, 10 lane bowling alley and approximately 550 parking
spaces will be constructed (Town of New Paltz 2014).

Environmental
documentation
approved July
2014.
Construction
start unknown.

Brownfield
Clean-up

Approximately
0.75 miles from the
proposed Newburgh
Lateral

1116-1126 River
Road,
New Windsor,
New York

BCL, LLC has submitted a Brownfield Cleanup Program application and
Draft Remedial Action Work Plan for the USAI Lighting Facility. This site is
located in the Town of New Windsor, within the County of Orange, and is
located at 1116-1126 River Road (NYSDEC 2015c).

Clean up date
not identified.
Public
Comment
period closed
October 2014.

Proposed
Action

Development
Project
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9.3

Potential Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Action

The potential cumulative impacts that were considered as part of our review pertain to the components of
the Pilgrim Project with potential adverse effects, including water resources and aquatic ecology, threatened
and endangered species, wetlands, and transportation.
One past construction project, the installation of fiber optic cable in the NYS Thruway ROW, was identified
in the initial review and has been included in Table 9.2-1. Given that it was constructed in the late 1990s,
the ROW has been restored to prior conditions and the only cumulative impacts that could occur as a result
of co-location with the proposed Pilgrim Project would be that the space within the NYS Thruway ROW
would be further reduced, thus limiting opportunities for future projects to be sited in the ROW. Since this
is not an environmental consideration, the fiber optic cable was not considered further in this cumulative
analysis.
In the following analysis, potential cumulative impacts associated with the general development of
transportation infrastructure maintenance or new construction, energy infrastructure development, pipelines,
other actions are addressed.
Based on this review, potential adverse effects and the potential for cumulative effects are summarized in
Table 9.3-1.
Table 9.3-1
Summary of Potential Cumulative Effects for the Pilgrim Project
Resources

Potential Adverse Effects a/

Potential Cumulative Effects

Geology

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Soils

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Water Resources

Potential impacts to water quality during wet open cut excavations or
release of bentonite drilling fluid during HDD construction

No Cumulative Effects

Air Quality

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Terrestrial Ecology

No Adverse Impacts

Minor Cumulative Effect on
Vegetation

Aquatic Ecology

Potential impacts during wet open cut excavations or release of
bentonite drilling fluid during HDD construction

No Cumulative Effects

Threatened and
Endangered Species

Potential impacts to timber rattlesnake, Indiana bat, Northern longeared bat, and potential habitat for Eastern small-footed Myotis.

No Cumulative Effects

Wetlands

Conversion of approximately 10 acres of palustrine forested (PFO)
wetlands to palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS)/palustrine emergent (PEM)
wetland

No Cumulative Effects

Transportation

Potential short-term increases in traffic on local roads and
interruptions in traffic flow on the NYS Thruway

No Cumulative Effects

Land Use

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

9-10

Cumulative Impacts

Table 9.3-1
Summary of Potential Cumulative Effects for the Pilgrim Project
Resources

Potential Adverse Effects a/

Potential Cumulative Effects

Community Services

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Socioeconomics

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Cultural Resources

Archaeological and Historical resources, pending further investigation

No Cumulative Effects

Visual Resources

No Significant Adverse Impacts or minor short-term visual impacts

No Cumulative Effects

Noise

No Significant Adverse Impacts

No Cumulative Effects

a/ Technical analyses and potential adverse effects are presented in greater detail in EIS Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of this DEIS.

9.3.1

Water and Aquatic Resources
9.3.1.1

Construction Impacts

Construction and operation of a majority of the projects listed in Table 9.2-1 would likely result in shortterm impacts on water resources. Projects such as the Champlain Hudson Power Express and the West Point
Transmission Project will directly impact the Hudson River and have a more substantial impacts on water
and aquatic resources than the proposed Project, as outlined below.


The West Point Transmission Project will alter 77.6 miles within the Hudson River (West Point
Partners, LLC 2013).



The Champlain-Hudson Power Express Project impacts would result from jet plow trenching to lay
cable in approximately 83.8 miles within the Hudson River. Additional impacts to wetlands would
occur, but are outside of the analysis of this section (USDOE 2014).

The proposed Pilgrim Project, along with the Delaware Aqueduct Bypass Tunnel and the Algonquin
Incremental Market (AIM) project, would utilize alternative construction methods (i.e., HDD) to avoid
direct impacts to large bodies of waters such as the Hudson River. All three projects would have the
potential to leak bentonite into the waterbodies. In addition, the Pilgrim Project proposes to use wet open
construction methods in several water crossings that could result in increased turbidity and potential impacts
to aquatic resources, as discussed in Chapter 4.0. All of the projects identified in Table 9.2-1 have the
potential to temporarily impact adjacent waterbodies and aquatic resources through secondary impacts,
such as sedimentation or spills of hazardous liquids or the excavation and dispersal of contaminated
sediments during trenching. There is a potential for cumulative impacts to occur in water and have the
potential to affect aquatic resources given that all of the projects would be occurring within the same
watersheds.
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Cumulative impacts on water and aquatic resources would be minimized through the implementation of
BMPs, as outlined in the environmental documentation for the projects listed in Table 9.2-1. Pilgrim would
require its contractors to implement its SWPPP (Appendix C) to minimize impacts to groundwater, surface
water, and aquatic resources and develop and implement procedures for spill prevention outlined in its spill
prevention, control and countermeasures (included in the SWPPP) to reduce the potential for hazardous
liquid spills. Each of the other identified projects must also implement BMPs, as required by federal and
state permit requirements. In addition, impacts on surface waters and aquatic resources resulting from
construction activities would end shortly after construction of each project was completed and the work
areas would be restored and revegetated. Therefore, it has been determined that the Pilgrim Project would
contribute little to long-term cumulative impacts on surface water, groundwater, and aquatic resources.
9.3.1.2

Operational Impacts

Operational impacts analyzed in Chapter 4.0 conclude there would not be impacts to water and aquatic
resources during Project operation. Therefore, Pilgrim would have no cumulative effect in combination
with the other analyzed projects during operation.
9.3.2

Threatened and Endangered Species
9.3.2.1

Construction Impacts

Several of the projects identified in Table 9.2-1, including AIM, West Point Transmission Line, Champlain
Hudson Power Express, Delaware Aqueduct By-Pass Tunnel, and the Hudson Valley Wine Village, have
identified potential direct or indirect impact to threatened and endangered species also analyzed for the
Pilgrim Project. The environmental documentation for the Northeast Energy Direct Project has not yet been
released, however endangered species were identified as having the potential to occur in that project’s
impact area during the scoping phase. When projects are constructed at or near the same time, the
combination of construction activities could have a cumulative impact on threatened and endangered
species in the area. Clearing and grading and other project related construction activities could result in the
removal of vegetation, alteration of wildlife habitat, displacement of wildlife, and other secondary effects
such as forest fragmentation and establishment of invasive plant species.
Both the Pilgrim and AIM projects would be constructed in areas where the timber rattlesnake could occur.
The AIM project consultation with NYSDEC concluded with an agreement for implementation of a set of
avoidance and minimization measures similar to those proposed by Pilgrim. Pilgrim is also consulting with
the NYSDEC and USFWS to further develop avoidance/mitigation plans should timber rattlesnakes occur
in its Project Area. In addition, AIM would not have as direct an impact on suitable habitat (all habitat is
within an adjacent ROW) for the species as Pilgrim could. Avoidance and minimization measures being
utilized by AIM include survey sweeps, on-site monitoring, seasonal restrictions, and education of
construction staff. These measures should minimize the degree and duration of cumulative impact on timber
rattlesnake from these projects.
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Although several of the projects identified in Table 9.2-1 would occur in the same general location within
the same period of time, projects overlapping the Pilgrim Project with similar species impacts would have
a low potential to impact or interfere with areas being restored or result in a delay of planned restoration.
Projects may impact habitat in the same area, but the overlap would result in negligible temporal loss of
vegetation or habitat for the species.
The Pilgrim Project, West Point Transmission Line, Champlain Hudson Power Express, Delaware
Aqueduct By-Pass Tunnel, and the Hudson Valley Wine Village all have the potential for direct or indirect
impacts to bat species, including the Indiana bat, Northern long-eared bat, and Eastern small-footed Myotis.
All of the projects have identified avoidance and minimization measures to reduce impacts to various bat
species that would result in a reduced potential for cumulative impacts from the projects.
9.3.2.2

Operational Impacts

Analysis of operational impacts in Chapter 4.0 concludes that there would be minimal impacts to threatened
and endangered species from Pilgrim Project operation and maintenance. With the implementation of
proposed avoidance and minimization measures for Pilgrim and the other identified projects, Pilgrim would
have no cumulative effect in combination with the other analyzed projects.
9.3.3

Terrestrial
9.3.3.1

Construction Impacts

As discussed in Chapter 4.0, construction of the Pilgrim’s mainline would result in impacts to 564.7 acres
of forested vegetation. Construction of the laterals would result in impacts to approximately 47.1 acres of
forested vegetation. Of the impacts, approximately 148.2 acres of forest would be permanent, with the land
maintained in low growth vegetation for access during operation. Although the impacts to the identified
forested vegetation from the Pilgrim Project do not result in a significant impact alone, significant
cumulative impacts could occur in conjunction with other projects identified in Table 9.2-1. The projects
in Table 9.2-1 that have identified impacts to forested vegetation include AIM and Hudson Valley Wine
Village. The West Point Transmission Line project analysis identified impacts to forested vegetation,
however the acreage has not been quantified in a published documentation. Additional projects identified
in Table 9.2-1 are anticipated to result in impacts to forested vegetation, however no published
documentation is available for review.


The AIM project would impact 174.5 acres of forests during construction and 24.6 acres of forested
vegetation during project operation (FERC 2014). The impacts are spread across the entire project
area and do not necessarily coincide with the same forested vegetation. Of the AIM project’s
impacts, only a small portion would occur within proximity of Pilgrim facilities.

Pilgrim Pipeline Project

9-13

Cumulative Impacts



The Hudson Valley Wine Village would impact 101.76 acres of forested vegetation (Town of Lloyd
2014). The impacts would be within about 1.0 mile of Pilgrim’s mainline.

Construction of the identified projects would result in tree clearing, grubbing and grading that would
remove vegetation from the temporary workspace and permanent operating area. As part of restoration,
revegetation measures would be implemented, which would then be followed during Project operations
with vegetation management of the permanent ROW for projects with temporary impacts. For forested
vegetation permanent impacts, off-site mitigation has been identified for the projects listed above to reduce
impacts to less than significant. Therefore, the combined projects will contribute little to the long-term
cumulative impacts on forested areas.
9.3.3.2

Operational Impacts

Impacts to the forested vegetation would occur during construction. However, the projects would maintain
the vegetation within the permanent ROWs in an early successional stage of herbaceous and small
shrubs/saplings, similar to the vegetation management performed by the NYS Thruway and the utilities.
Impacts to forest vegetation would be mitigated during construction of each project, therefore no cumulative
impacts to forested vegetation would occur during the operation of these facilities.
The Pilgrim Project’s vegetation impacts would result in an incremental loss of forested habitat for a long
time when considered with other co-occurring facilities that would also include or have included forested
vegetation loss. However, the cumulative impact would be minor, since the 10-foot wide permanent ROW
in the NYS Thruway is a small percentage of the area that was previously converted for construction and
operation of the Thruway, and most of the proposed Project (about 79 percent) would be located within the
Thruway ROW.
9.3.4

Wetlands
9.3.4.1

Construction Impacts

Construction of the Pilgrim Project would convert approximately 10 acres of PFO wetland habitats to PSS
and palustrine emergent (PEM wetland habitats, as discussed in Chapter 4.0), but would result in no net
loss of wetlands. Of the projects identified in Table 9.2-1, only the few identified below would impact
wetlands within the general vicinity of the Pilgrim Project. Although the environmental impact analysis for
the Northeast Energy Direct Project has not yet been completed, impacts on wetlands were identified as an
issue of concern during scoping.


The Hudson Valley Wine Village would impact 1.40 acres of wetlands, including 1.28 acres of
unregulated isolated wetlands, and 0.12 acres of USACE jurisdictional wetlands, which would be
mitigated off-site (Town of Lloyd 2014). The impacts would be within about 1.0 mile of Pilgrim’s
mainline.
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Construction of the AIM project would impact 52.5 acres of wetlands, about 23.9 acres in New
York and 28.6 in Connecticut. Of the total wetland acreage, about 35.5 acres would involve
PEM/PSS wetlands, and the remaining 17.0 acres would involve PFO wetlands. About 2.4 acres of
PFO wetlands would be permanently converted to PEM/PSS wetlands and 14.6 acres PFO wetlands
would eventually revert to preconstruction conditions following construction (FERC 2014). Of the
AIM project’s impacts, only a small portion would occur within proximity of Pilgrim facilities.



The West Point Transmission Project will alter approximately 4.35 acres of PEM/PSS wetlands
during construction of the Northern Converter Station site (West Point Partners, LLC 2013).

Impacts to forested wetlands from the multiple projects would result in a cumulative conversion of
approximately 12 acres of PFO wetlands to PEM and PSS. All of the projects identified would implement
avoidance and minimizations measures that would mitigate impacts to less than significant. Impacts on
wetlands resulting from construction would end shortly after the projects were completed and the work
areas were restored and revegetated. Therefore, the combined projects would contribute little to the longterm cumulative impacts on wetland resources.
Indirect impacts to wetlands have the potential to occur across all projects. Sediment loading could occur
due to runoff from construction activities near wetlands. Wetlands could also be affected by a spill of
hazardous liquids or the excavation and dispersal of contaminated sediments during trenching. Pilgrim
would require its contractors to implement its SWPPP (Appendix C) to minimize impacts on wetlands and
implement procedures in its spill prevention, control and countermeasures (included in the SWPPP) to
reduce the potential for hazardous liquids spills. Each of the other project proponents would be required to
implement BMPs to comply with applicable federal and state permit requirements.
9.3.4.2

Operational Impacts

About 12 acres of forested wetlands would be permanently converted to non-forested wetlands by
construction and operation of the Pilgrim and AIM projects. The original impacts to the forested wetlands
would occur during construction. However, the projects would maintain the wetlands as PSS and PEM
wetland habitats through the life of the facilities. Impacts on the wetlands would be mitigated during
construction of each project, therefore no cumulative impacts to wetlands would occur during the operation
of these facilities.
9.3.5

Transportation
9.3.5.1

Construction Impacts

Cumulative effects on transportation facilities would be limited primarily to the combined impacts of
construction projects located within the same region of influence of construction activities or along the
same route as the Pilgrim Project. Applicable projects include the identified NYSTA transportation
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infrastructure improvements listing in Table 9.2-1, Global Terminal Expansion, Delaware Aqueduct ByPass Tunnel, Hudson Valley Wine Village, and Wildberry Lodge Waterpark Recreation Resort.
As discussed in Chapter 4.0, construction of the Pilgrim Project could result in temporary impacts on NYS
Thruway traffic in some areas. The Pilgrim Project could contribute to cumulative traffic impacts, given
that four of the NYSTA projects are scheduled to take place in the same general timeframe and in the same
area. Although the majority of Pilgrim Project construction would be confined to the Thruway ROW and
in the shoulder, not on the roadbed, construction activities would have the potential to affect traffic flow in
the vicinity as drivers slow to view the construction activities. In some select areas, there may need to be
short-term lane closure, or cessation of vehicular movement, such as during a blasting event along the
Thruway. Concurrent construction of the pipeline in the same section of Thruway as the NYSTA projects,
especially resurfacing projects, could cause temporary significant adverse cumulative impacts to traffic
flow. Pilgrim would coordinate construction with the Thruway to ensure that pipeline construction would
not occur in the same area as road resurfacing or other roadwork activities. Through careful consultation
and coordination, cumulative impacts to traffic on the NYS Thruway and surface roads would be
minimized.
Construction of the Pilgrim Project concurrent with the other identified projects in the same region would
increase truck traffic on off-Thruway roads as the result of delivery of project materials and equipment and
traffic associated with construction workers’ commuting. Direct construction activities for the necessary
infrastructure improvements (i.e., sewer, water, electric and gas infrastructure) required for the Hudson
Valley Wine Village and Wildberry Lodge Waterpark Recreation Resort would also affect traffic flow.
These activities would be short-term, for the duration of construction only. Pilgrim would coordinate major
deliveries and construction activities with local public safety officers to ensure that they would not conflict
with other activities and to minimize the potential for cumulative impacts with other projects.
9.3.5.2

Operational Impacts

Pilgrim Project operation would have no impact on traffic or transportation facilities. Therefore, Pilgrim
would have no cumulative effect in combination with the other analyzed projects.
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