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338-001

338-001 Comment noted.

339-001

339-001 Additional information has been added to the SDEIS to address
this comment.  Please see Chapter 1.  The purpose of the
project is to meet the level of reliability that will reasonably
insure that all customers in the region have electrical power
available when it is needed.
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340-001

340-001 Our reference to the “human environment” includes both the
social environment as well as the natural environment, and
our EIS looks at impacts to both.  We do not put one above the
other, but analyze all impacts in our environmental
documents.  With respect to what we mean by the project
purpose “Maintain environmental quality,” we mean that it is
our intention to build, operate and maintain the proposed
transmission facilities in an environmentally-responsible
manner, should BPA make a decision to build the project.

340-002 Your comment regarding mitigation is noted and will be
addressed in the appropriate detail in the Mitigation Action
Plan to be subsequently prepared for this project, and in
association with permitting discussions with the King County
Department of Development and Environmental Services.

BPA has purchased 350 acres in the Raging River Basin
immediately adjacent to the Cedar River Watershed.  One
hundred ten acres would be turned over to the city of Seattle
with the remaining acreage sold with a conservation easement
or deed restriction such that no commercial or residential
construction could take place.  BPA may also purchase or fund
the purchase of other properties that could be used for
compensatory mitigation.  Portions that will not be turned over
to the city of Seattle would be sold with a conservation easement
or deed restriction such that no commercial or residential
construction could take place.  These properties would more
than offset any impacts the project may cause to the Cedar River
Watershed and its HCP and impacts to wetlands inside and
outside the watershed.

In addition to this compensatory mitigation measure, BPA has
designed mitigation measures into the proposed project.  It has
avoided impacts to jurisdictional wetlands by avoiding filling any
wetlands, using a small footprint for tower footings to minimize
ground disturbance, planting low-growing vegetation in forested
wetlands that would be changed to shrub-scrub wetlands and
planting low-growing vegetation on other disturbed ground to
rehabilitate it, requiring helicopter/sky crane construction be
used to minimize new road construction, and using existing
access roads to the extent possible.

340-002

340-003

340-004

340-005

340-006
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With respect to the proposed conversion of forested wetlands to
scrub/shrub wetlands, BPA would only use hand clearing
techniques to remove tall-growing woody vegetation, and either
leave all vegetation taken in the wetland areas or would remove
vegetation by use of helicopter/sky crane.  Additionally, BPA
would provide the appropriate level of compensatory mitigation
as recommended by King County for altering these wetlands.

340-003 See Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS.

340-004 Danger trees would be identified using a combination of
information – topography, location and swing of the conductor,
wind direction, lean, evidence of high water table, past tree
failures, overall health of the tree, etc.  See Section 2.1.1.4 of
the SDEIS.

340-005 The proposed line would not cross the north face of the Taylor
Mountain, and would not be visible to travelers on I-90.  The
line would terminate at Echo Lake Substation, more that a mile
south of I-90.

340-006 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.
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341-001

341-001 Section 3.3.2 and Table 2 of the Wildlife Technical Report
(Appendix B) were revised to indicate that wolves are highly
mobile species and could be observed in a variety of habitats,
including the project area.  However, the finding that the
project area does not provide suitable denning or rendezvous
habitat is still accurate.  BPA believes that the proposed project
would have no effect on the gray wolf, a federally-listed
endangered species, and the USFWS has concurred with this
determination in their February 23, 2002 letter to BPA.

341-002 Section 3.3.2 of the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B)
describes the process used to select species for inclusion in the
analysis.  Species included are those that are federally-listed as
threatened or endangered; federal species of concern; listed by
the state of Washington as threatened, endangered, sensitive, or
monitor species; identified in the King County Comprehensive
Plan as being of local concern; and are expected to occur on
the west side of the Cascades.  One additional species, the
black-tailed deer, was also included as a result of comments
made during public scoping for the project.  Because neither
black bear nor cougar fit these criteria, they were not included.

341-003 Comment noted.341-002

341-003



C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

2-121

342-001

342-001 The route suggested was field reviewed on two occasions.
The route is not level and would require additional
acquisition from private owners, and more new
construction.
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343-001

343-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.
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344-001

344-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.
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345-001

345-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.

346-001 Comment noted.

346-002 Please see response to Comment 340-003.

346-003 Comment noted.  We understand that the City of Seattle has
acquired most of the land above Landsburg Dam within the
Cedar River Watershed to protect water quality and wildlife.
We also understand that the City of Seattle has “negotiated a
conservation plan with the secretaries of the Interior and
Commerce to minimize and mitigate any impact to endangered
species while conducting otherwise lawful activities.”  HCP’s
are a long-term plan authorized under Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1539). (HCP, Page 1.1-3).

As a federal agency, BPA is not subject to Section 10 of the ESA,
but is subject to Section 7.  BPA has initiated formal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and
has concluded informal consultation with the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS).

346-004 BPA tries to first avoid environmentally sensitive areas, such as
wetlands, in siting its transmission facilities.  Where it cannot,
these areas are spanned.  Where they cannot be spanned, the

346-001

346-002

346-003

346-004
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impact is minimized.  For the Proposed Action, BPA finds that no
wetlands would need to be filled; however, approximately 14
acres of wetlands would be altered from forested wetlands to
scrub/shrub wetlands.

The proposed project would change some forestland to managed
grass/forb/shrub habitat, and change some forested wetlands to
scrub/shrub wetlands.  BPA would provide compensatory
mitigation for these impacts as described in Response to
Comment 340-002 above; however, such wetland mitigation
would be determined by King County regulations and not the
Washington State Department of Ecology.  Since no wetlands
would be filled as a part of the proposed action, no permit would
be sought from either the Army Corps of Engineers or the
Department of Ecology.
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347-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

347-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.

347-003 Please see response to Comments 411-006 and 394-090.

347-002

347-003
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348-001

348-001 Comment noted.  Please see response to Comment 340-002.

348-002 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

348-002
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349-001

349-001 Conservation was studied as an alternative to the transmission
line.  BPA is actively involved in conservation programs as
noted in the EIS, but BPA plans the transmission system on
the basis of the loads supplied by its customers.  BPA’s
customers (Seattle City Light, Snohomish County PUD, Puget
Sound Energy, etc.) encourage conservation and have a
closer relationship to end users of electricity.  At the same
time, local utilities have requested transmission service from
BPA sufficient to serve their expected load.  BPA is obliged to
maintain and construct a system that can meet those
contracted needs.  Conservation cannot provide the level of
reliability and capacity needed.  See Section 2.2.9 and
Appendix J of the SDEIS.

349-002 Please see Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS.

349-003 The proposed transmission line requires access to each tower
site for the purposes of construction, maintenance and
continuous operation of the line.  BPA has selected the
Proposed Action as its preferred alternative, in part, due to its
minimal impact on the environment of all of the action
alternatives under consideration.  Since the Proposed Action
would parallel an existing BPA 500-kV line, BPA would take
advantage of an existing access road system.  Because an
existing access road system is already in place, BPA would need
to build about 2.9 miles of additional access/spur roads to
construct, operate and maintain the proposed transmission line.

349-002

349-003
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349-004

349-004 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.

349-005 BPA has prepared a programmatic EIS for its vegetation
management program associated with transmission lines, roads,
and related facilities.  The EIS identifies appropriate measures to
protect the environment while minimizing danger tree risks and
maintaining the ROW within safe, reliable conditions.  These
guidelines provide for protecting water resources by using
herbicide buffer zones.  BPA would comply with the standards
and guidelines established in this EIS and the Record of Decision
for vegetation management (BPA 2000).  See Appendix K of the
SDEIS for more information.  See also response to Comment
394-193.  BPA would discuss the use of herbicides with
individual landowners.  Herbicides would not be used in the
Raging River Watershed if landowners object.

349-005
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351-001

351-001 Comment noted.

350-001

350-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

350-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.

350-003 Comment noted.  Please see response to Comments 411-006,
349-001, and 394-090.

350-002

350-003
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352-001

352-001 Please see the response to Comment 339-001.

352-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

352-003 Comment noted.

352-004 Comment noted.

352-005 Not all trees in the ROW would be removed.  Transmission
towers are typically sited on higher ground, and they generally
span drainages and associated riparian areas.  Siting towers in
this manner would increase the likelihood that the conductors
may be above some riparian areas and may require only limited
removal of vegetation.  BPA would leave/protect low-growing
vegetation where possible.

352-002

352-003

352-004

352-005
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353-001 Please see response to Comment 352-005.

353-002 Comment noted.  If BPA makes a decision to build the proposed
project, it would do so in an environmentally-responsible
manner.  BPA would obtain all applicable environmental permits
from the appropriate land management agencies and other
federal agencies, such as the USFWS, before initiating
construction activities.

353-002
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354-001

354-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

354-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.  BPA has
purchased lands adjacent to the Cedar River Watershed as
compensatory mitigation for the forestland that would be taken
out of production within the Cedar River Watershed.  These
lands could also be used as mitigation for the wetlands that
would be impacted as a result of the proposed project.

354-003 Please see responses to Comments 349-001 and 350-003.

354-002

354-003
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355-001 Please see responses to Comments 340-003 and 352-005.
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356-001

356-001 The Final Cedar River Watershed Habitat Conservation Plan
for the Issuance of Permit to Allow Incidental Take of
Threatened and Endangered Species (HCP), does not
“disallow logging of this type in the Watershed,” as the
commenter states.  On the contrary, the HCP states “Removal
of trees, down or standing, will be allowed along the existing
or new rights-of-way, including roads, to protect public safety
and facilities and to allow access. Trees removed for such
reasons may be sold by the City, as long as any net revenues
are used to offset costs of the HCP or watershed
management.”

356-002 Comment noted.  Please see the response to Comment 340-
003.

356-003 Comment noted.  Please see responses to Comments 349-001
and 350-003.

356-002

356-003
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357-001

357-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

357-002 As described in Section 3.4 of the Vegetation Technical Report
(Appendix C) of the EIS, the proposed transmission line ROW
does not pass through old growth forest.

357-003 Comment noted.  Please see response to Comments 411-006,
349-001, and 394-090.

357-004 Analysis of potential impacts from habitat fragmentation within
the Cedar River Watershed was expanded in Section 4.1.1.1 of
the Wildlife Technical Report (Appendix B).  No old-growth
forest habitat would be affected.

357-005 Comment noted.  BPA has purchased land to be used as
compensatory mitigation, to partially mitigate for the forestlands
and wetlands that would be impacted by the proposed project.
See response to Comment 340-002.

357-002

357-003

357-005

357-004

358-001

358-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.
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359-001

359-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

359-002 Comment noted.

359-002

360-001

360-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

360-002 See response to Comment 357-004.

360-003 The Proposed Action would not require cutting any old growth
on the Cedar River Watershed, or anywhere within the project
area.

360-004 Comment noted.  See response to Comment 357-003.

360-002

360-003

360-004
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361-001

361-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

361-002 Comment noted.

361-003 Please see the response to Comment 340-002.

361-004 Please see responses to Comments 349-001, 350-003, and
357-005.

361-002

361-003

361-004
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362-001

362-001 Comment noted.

362-002 Please see response to Comment 394-090 for additional
information on cumulative effects analysis.

As a part of this analysis for the SDEIS, BPA identified the
potential effects on federally-listed threatened and endangered
species, species of concern, and Washington State-listed
threatened and endangered, and sensitive and monitor species
with the potential to occur on the west side of the Cascades.  Tall
Bugbane was included in the analysis.

362-003 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.362-002

362-003
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363-001

363-001 Comment noted.
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364-001

364-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.
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365-001

365-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

365-002 Comment noted.  Please see response to Comment 340-002.

365-003 Comment noted.  BPA is siting the needed facilities to minimize
the impacts on the environment, while meeting the project’s
purposes and need.

365-003

365-002
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366-001

366-001 Increasing the number of routes and building additional lines
would increase the environmental impacts.

366-002 Please see response to Comment 394-034 and Section 2.1.1.4 of
the SDEIS.

366-003 Please see response to Comment 349-001.

366-003

366-002
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367-001

367-001 Comment noted.

367-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

367-003 Please see response to Comment 349-001.

367-003

367-002
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368-001

368-001 BPA understands that the City of Seattle has recently adopted
a HCP in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.  BPA
expects to minimize any impacts to the environment in
constructing, operating and maintaining the facilities over the
life of the project.  Please see response to Comment 340-
002.

368-002 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

368-003 Comment noted.  Should BPA make a decision to build the
project, it would do so in an environmentally-responsible
manner.  BPA understands the sensitivity of the Cedar River
Watershed and adjoining lands, and intends to do what it can
to protect and preserve the municipal watershed and not cause
any harm, should a decision be made to site the facilities
through the Watershed.

368-003

368-002

369-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

369-002 Although the Cedar River Watershed is owned by the Seattle
Public Utilities, it is located in unincorporated King County.
The environmental regulations that govern the environmentally
sensitive areas, such as wetlands, within the Watershed are the
King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance, and state and federal
regulations.  BPA intends to comply with all applicable federal,
state and local environmental laws and regulations to the extent
practicable.

369-002

369-001
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370-001

370-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.
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371-001

371-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

371-002 Comment noted.  BPA intends to minimize the impacts to the
environment, should a decision be made to build the project.
Please see response to Comment 357-003.

371-003 Comment noted.

371-003

371-002

372-001

372-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.
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373-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

373-002 Please see response to Comment 349-001.

373-002

373-001

374-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

374-002 Comment noted.

374-003 Comment noted.  BPA designs its facilities to have an economic
life of approximately 50 years.  It does not make hasty decisions
in siting transmission facilities.  As a federal agency, BPA is
subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
as amended.  NEPA requires that BPA undertake an
environmental impact statement on all major federal actions
prior to making its decisions.

Over the last three years, BPA has made a concerted effort to
work with the potentially-affected public and involved
government agencies to find alternatives for the proposed
power line and related facilities, including undertaking this
environmental impact statement.  BPA is committed to
complying with the letter and the intent of NEPA in identifying
all of the environmental impacts the proposal would cause, in
advance of the decision-maker making an informed decision.
If a decision is made to build a transmission line, then those
impacts would be minimized to the maximum extent
practicable.  See response to Comment 340-002.

374-002

374-001

374-003



C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

2-149

375-001 Please see responses to Comment Letter 361.

375-001

376-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

376-002 Please see responses to Comments 340-002, 349-001 and
357-003.

376-002

376-001
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377-001 BPA has proposed siting the transmission facilities (towers and
access/spur roads) to avoid sensitive areas such as wetlands,
and their buffer areas.  Where these sensitive areas could not
be avoided, we have attempted to minimize their impact.
No wetlands would be filled, but about 14 acres of non-
jurisdictional wetlands would be converted from forested
wetlands to scrub/shrub wetlands.

Additionally, BPA intends to purchase or fund the purchase of
additional land that could be used for compensatory mitigation
to mitigate for the damage done to sensitive areas, should BPA
make a decision to build the project.  See response to Comment
340-002.  BPA intends to comply with all federal, state and local
regulations with respect to the proposed project, and minimize
impacts to wetlands.

BPA has concluded consultation with the National Marine
Fisheries Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act.  We have prepared a biological assessment (BA) and have
concluded that the Proposed Action would not result in
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical
habitat.  We asked NMFS for their concurrence in this finding,
and received their concurrence in early February 2002.  Please
see Appendix U.

377-002 Please see responses to Comments 340-002, 349-001 and 357-
003.

377-002

377-001
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378-001 Comment noted.  BPA has selected its Proposed Action based on
a number of factors, including electrical performance, cost, and
level of impact to the human and the natural environment.
Table 2-3 of the SDEIS compares the impacts among alternatives.
The Proposed Action is less likely to impact cultural resources,
would have the least line losses, and is one the most economical
of the alternatives analyzed in the SDEIS.

BPA has agreed to a long list of mitigation measures to diminish
the impact of the Proposed Action in the Watershed.  Double-
circuiting the crossing of the Cedar River will avoid clearing
vegetation along the riverbanks.  Constructing the towers with
helicopters and using new tower footing designs called
micropiles would reduce the amount of ground disturbance.
The purchase or funding the purchase of land adjacent to the
watershed for natural resource protection will more than offset
the small amount of disturbance that is expected to result from
the construction.  Locating the Proposed Action adjacent to an
existing line would take advantage of the existing access road
system and would also minimize the amount of clearing of
vegetation that would be necessary.   See also response to
Comment 340-002.

378-002 Please see response to Comment 349-001.

378-003 BPA anticipates no short-term or long-term impact to the
municipal water supply as a result of the Proposed Action.  If a
decision is made to build the project, BPA would prepare and
implement a storm water pollution prevention plan, under the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a
program regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency.  In
complying with the NPDES requirements, no sediments in
measurable quantities would be allowed to enter surface water.
As a federal agency, BPA is required to comply with the Clean
Water Act, and the National Drinking Water Act and BPA intends
to do so. BPA is aware of the sensitivity of the area, particularly
in the Cedar River Municipal Watershed, where drinking water
is collected for 1.3 million people in the Seattle metropolitan
area.  BPA currently has an existing transmission line that crosses
the Cedar River Municipal Watershed, and BPA knows of no
problems the City of Seattle currently has with this existing line

378-002

378-001

378-003

378-004
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378-006

378-005

378-007

378-008

378-011

378-010

378-012

378-013

378-009

other than an ongoing noxious weed problem that BPA is aware
of.  BPA would take precautions, such as washing vehicles, to
prevent the spread of noxious weeds if BPA decided to build a
line through the CRW.

BPA is working with Seattle Public Utilities and the Muckleshoot
Tribe to develop a long-term solution to the noxious weeds
issues on the CRW and on other BPA ROWs.

378-004 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

378-005 Comment noted.  BPA feels that we have adequately addressed
the impacts of the project.  Regarding potential soil erosion,
BPA would comply with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES
requirements in designing and implementing a storm water
pollutant prevention plan.  Erosion control devices would be left
in place until the area has become at least 70 percent stabilized.
They then may be removed or remain in place for a longer
period.  When removed, a Notice of Termination will be filed
with EPA.

Please see response to Comment 357-004 addressing habitat
fragmentation.

With respect to the clearing impacts, the commenter is correct,
danger trees could be taken as far or farther than 200 feet from
the power line, depending on their height, condition, and
relationship to the line.  See response to Comment 340-004.

378-006 Please see response to Comment 349-004.

378-007 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

378-008 BPA proposes to double circuit (at a cost of over $2 million) the
proposed line with the existing line at the crossing of the Cedar
River.  This would avoid the need to clear additional riparian
vegetation along the banks of the river.  The crossing at the
Raging River would use tower heights that would minimize
clearing in riparian habitat as much as possible.

378-009 BPA is only proposing to build access/spur roads outside of the
proposed right-of-way to avoid wetlands.  Trails are not sufficient
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surfaces for the equipment used to build and maintain the line.
Helicopters would be used to construct the project, but BPA
needs access to its tower sites at all times to operate and
maintain the transmission system.  Regarding eliminating roads
elsewhere in the Watershed, BPA has no control over existing
roads on private land.  To access its transmission system, BPA
prefers to acquire rights on existing access roads and only builds
its own roads where there are no existing roads or access to
those roads has been denied.

378-010 BPA feels that it has done an adequate job addressing cumulative
impacts of past, present and any reasonable foreseeable future
projects in the area in the SDEIS.  BPA disagrees that critical
wildlife corridors would be affected between Tiger Mountain
and Rattlesnake Ridge.

378-011 Comment noted.  BPA agrees that of the alternatives under
consideration the Proposed Action is the preferable route.

378-012 and -013  Comment noted.  A SDEIS was produced and distributed
with updated information on cumulative impacts, fisheries,
streams, mitigation measures, and site-specific information.
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379-001 Please see response to Comments 349-001, 340-003, and
409-002.

379-001

380-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

380-001



C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

2-155

381-001 Please see the response to Comment 340-003.

381-002 Please see responses to Comments 340-002, 350-003, and
357-003.

381-001

381-002




