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1420-001-001 Table 2-3 of the SDEIS summarizes the impacts and costs
of the alternatives considered.

1420-001-002 BPA is concerned about mitigating environmental
impacts whether inside or outside the CRW.  Inside the
CRW the issues are contaminating the drinking water for
the city of Seattle and surrounding communities that also
use the Cedar River Watershed for their supply and the
impacts to the established Habitat Conservation Plan.  As
a result, BPA is proposing to use extensive best
management practices and use special engineering
techniques and construction practices to minimize
impacts to the drinking water.  BPA is also looking at
purchasing lands to compensate for the lands that would
be changed in character within the CRW and its HCP.
BPA is also committed to minimizing impacts to the
environment outside the CRW including the drinking
water (likely wells) to individual residences and potential
impacts to the creeks and rivers where low-growing
vegetation would be left.  BPA would use conventional
designs and construction methods while also
implementing best management practices to those areas
outside of the CRW including those areas outside the
CRW on the preferred alternative.  BPA can minimize
impacts to the environment to those properties outside
the CRW by implementing conventional best
management practices and conventional designs and
construction techniques.

1420-001-001

1420-001-002
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1420-001-002

1420-001-002

1420-002-001

1420-001-002 The cost figures in the SDEIS include the best
management practices anticipated for each route, using
special design and construction techniques inside the
Cedar River and Kent watersheds and conventional
designs and construction techniques for those areas
outside of the watersheds including those areas outside
the watershed for the preferred alternative.  The cost for
each alternative also includes costs to process potential
condemnation cases and to work with a great many more
landowners and on some options, the removal of many
homes.  As noted in the SDEIS, the costs are greater for
those alternatives outside of the CRW.

1420-002-001 In Alternative B, the existing double-circuit 345-kV line is
replaced with a double-circuit 500-kV line.  To meet the
need, a 500-kV line is required.  Unfortunately, it is not
feasible to modify the existing line to add a 500-kV
circuit on the other side. The existing structures are
simply not designed to carry a 500-kV line.  The only
feasible approach is to tear down the existing line and
replace it with double-circuit 500-kV, operating one side
at 500-kV and the other at 345-kV.
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1420-002-001

1420-002-001
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1420-002-001

1420-002-002

1420-002-002 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.
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1420-002-002

1420-002-002

1420-002-002 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.
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1420-001-003

1420-001-003 To the extent that consumers are applying demand side
management (DSM) (conservation) measures, or the retail
utility is sponsoring DSM programs, those effects have
been incorporated into the electric demand forecast.  In
the examination of non-transmission alternatives, the
consultants found, “The range of 412,000 MWh to
1,500,000 MWh of required energy reduction is high
compared to the level of annual growth in the Puget
Sound Area of approximately 1,000,000 MWh. The
DSM programs would need to reduce energy each year
from half to one and a half times the annual energy
growth.”  See Appendix J, Section 6.4 and the response
to Comment 1422-005-001.
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1420-003-001

1420-003-001 Comment noted.

1420-003-001 Comment noted.
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1420-003-001

1420-003-002

1420-003-003

1420-003-002 Comment noted.

1420-003-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.
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1420-003-004

1420-003-005

1420-003-003

1420-003-007

1420-003-008

1420-003-007 and -008  Comment noted.
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1420-003-009

1420-003-008 Comment noted.

1420-004-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1420-004-002

1420-004-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1420-004-001

1420-004-003

1420-004-004
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1420-004-005

1420-004-006

1420-004-006

1420-004-006 Comment noted.

1420-004-004
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1420-004-006

1420-004-006 Comment noted.

1420-004-006
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1420-004-006

1420-004-007

1420-004-008

1420-004-009

1420-004-010

1420-004-011

1420-004-012

1420-004-014

1420-004-007 Comment noted.

1420-004-008 Comment noted.

1420-004-009 Comment noted.

1420-004-010 Comment noted.

1420-004-011 Comment noted.

1420-004-012 Comment noted.

1420-004-013
1420-004-013 Comment noted.
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1420-004-014

1420-004-015

1420-004-016

1420-004-017

1420-004-018

1420-004-014 Comment noted.

1420-004-015 Comment noted.

1420-004-016 Comment noted.

1420-004-017 Comment noted.

1420-004-018 Comment noted.

1420-005-001 1420-005-001, -002, -003, and -004  The Camp North Bend (or Camp
Waskowitz) Historic District was listed in the National
Register of Historic Places and the Washington Heritage
Register in 1993.  Its area of significance is identified as
“Conservation.” Construction of Project Alternatives B or
D would have an adverse effect on the district by adding
to the land use, noise, and visual impacts that accompany
the existing line.  If one of these alternatives were
selected, BPA would work with the State Historic
Preservation Officer to take into consideration the impact
and develop mitigation measures or otherwise resolve the
adverse effect.

1420-005-002
1420-005-003
1420-005-004

1420-006-001
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1420-006-001 1420-006-001 Comment noted.

1420-007-001 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.

1420-008-001 After BPA released a draft environmental impact statement
in June 2001, BPA was asked and agreed to analyze in
greater detail alternatives outside of the watershed, and to
look at non-construction alternatives. BPA has conducted
this additional analysis and concluded that Alternative 1 is
still the preferred transmission line route. The final
decision will be made by BPA’s Administrator in a Record
of Decision, scheduled for August 2003. People on the
project mailing list will be sent notice of the decision.

1420-009-001 and -002  Please refer to the SDEIS, Section 4.11.2.5,
Community Values and Concerns, Property Value
Impact.  King County was included in the study.  If an
easement is acquired across your property, BPA’s offer
would be based on a professional real estate appraisal.

1420-010-001 See response to Comment 1389-001.

1420-010-001 There are multiple things that could delay the Record of
Decision, such as BPA choosing a different alternative
other than the current preferred alternative, new
information obtained from the comment period for the
SDEIS that would result in more studies, drastic changes
in BPA’s economic health, a sudden downturn in
anticipated load growth beyond currently anticipated,
and many other unforeseen items.  BPA is committed to
use its best efforts to have a Record of Decision in August
2003.

1420-007-001

1420-008-001

1420-009-001

1420-009-002

1420-010-001

1420-010-001
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1420-011-001

1420-012-001

1420-013-001

1420-014-001

1420-011-001 and -002  EMF has no impact on water quality. Water
passing through magnetic or electric fields is no different
from “unexposed” water.

1420-012-001 The trees that would be removed from the right-of-way
for the preferred route vary in age from young plantations
to stands that have trees upwards to 80 years of age.

1420-013-001 Please see Chapter 2 of the SDEIS for the costs of each
alternative.  See also Table 2-3.

1420-014-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1420-011-002
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1421-001-002

1421-001-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-002-001 and -002  Comment noted. Please see Section 4.13 of the
SDEIS for information about noise impacts.

1421-003-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-004-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-004-003, -004, -005, and -006  See response to Comment 1389-
001.

1421-005-001 BPA is conducting the environmental review on the
proposed project on the human environment.  The
human environment includes both the social
environment and the natural environment.  The social
environment includes such resources areas as land use,
recreation, transportation, socioeconomics, noise, public
health and safety, aesthetics, and cultural resources.
Before BPA makes a decision on locating any of its major
transmission facilities it looks at all environmental
impacts, costs and how the alternative would affect the
transmission system.  Natural resources, including
wildlife, are not favored over social resources in BPA’s
decision-making.

1421-006-001 Comment noted.

1421-001-001

1421-002-002

1421-002-001

1421-003-001

1421-003-002

1421-004-001

1421-004-002
1421-004-003
1421-004-004
1421-004-005
1421-004-006

1421-005-001

1421-006-001
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1421-006-002  Comment noted.

1421-007-001 Comment noted.

1421-008-001 Comment noted.

1421-009-001 and -002  See response to Comments 1420-009-001
and -002.

1421-010-001 See response to Comment 1389-001.

1421-011-001 BPA’s primary concerns when designing our towers are
strength and safety.  Aesthetics is difficult to quantify.
Some find our towers aesthetically pleasing, others do not.

1421-006-002

1421-007-001

1421-008-001

1421-009-001

1421-009-002

1421-010-001

1421-011-001
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1421-011-001

1421-012-001
1421-012-002
1421-012-003
1421-012-004
1421-012-005
1421-012-006

1421-013-001

1421-015-001

1421-015-002

1421-012-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-012-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comment noted.

1421-013-001 and -002  BPA may use helicopter construction for
alternatives outside the Cedar River Watershed and the
watershed belonging to the city of Kent.  Helicopter
construction would be an option for the contractor who
would determine if it would be economical to use a
helicopter as compared to constructing roads and crane
pads such that erosion would be kept to a minimum.
BPA is committed to using the most efficient method of
construction while minimizing erosion.  In the Cedar
River Watershed the issue is also associated with Seattle
needing to build a $105 million turbidity filtration plant
if BPA’s project were to trigger a massive erosion event.
No such concern about a filtration plant exists outside
the CRW.

1421-014-001 Comment noted.

1421-015-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-013-002

1421-014-001
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1421-016-001, -002, and -003  You are correct.  The current water quality
in the CRW is good.

1421-017-001 and -002  Comment noted.  If BPA were to decide to
construct the project through the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed, it would purchase the land rights from Seattle
Public Utilities, who own title to the CRMW.  The
disposition of any monies that would be obtained by
SPU for the timber that would be removed to construct
the line would be up to SPU, not BPA.

1421-018-001 and -002  BPA has not committed to purchasing a
filtration plant.  BPA has agreed to purchase insurance
that could pay for a filtration plant in the event the
project causes Seattle to need to construct such a
filtration plant by order of the Department of Health.  BPA
is committed to safe guard Seattle’s drinking water with
multiple mitigation measures that would reduce or
eliminate erosion.

1421-019-001 BPA’s transmission line easements do not allow structures
within the right-of-way.  BPA does not control location of
structures outside of its right-of-way.

1421-020-001 BPA has no information on where the staging area(s)
would be located at this time.  The selection of staging
areas would be at the discretion of the contractor and
would be approved by the landowner.  No staging areas
would be in the Cedar River Watershed.

1421-018-001

1421-015-002

1421-016-001

1421-016-002

1421-016-003

1421-017-001

1421-017-002

1421-018-002

1421-019-001

1421-020-001
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1421-020-001

1421-021-001

1421-022-001

1420-023-001

1421-024-001

1421-025-001

1421-026-001

1421-027-001

1421-027-002

1421-021-001 BPA used numbers (1, 2, 3, and 4) to represent
alternatives being considered in the Cedar River
Municipal Watershed and letters (A, B, C and D) to
represent alternatives being considered outside of the
watershed.  Since this labeling was used in the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS), BPA decided to
continue to use it for the SDEIS.

1421-022-001 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1421-023-001 Comment noted.

1421-024-001 See response to Comments 1415-003 and -004.

1421-025-001 See response to Comment 1415-005.

1421-026-001 Interference with television reception can be corrected
by any of several approaches:  improving the receiving
antenna system; installing a remote antenna; installing an
antenna for TV stations less vulnerable to interference;
connecting to an existing cable system; or installing a
translator.  BPA has an active program to identify,
investigate, and mitigate legitimate complaints.

1421-027-001 and -002  BPA is proposing to use double-circuit towers
within the existing ROW on each side of the Cedar River.
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1421-028-001

1421-028-003

1421-028-002

1421-028-001, -002, -003, and -004  Comment noted.

1421-029-001, and -002  Comment noted.

1421-028-004

1421-029-001

1421-029-002
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1421-030-001 BPA is continually meeting with the city of Seattle
concerning crossing the CRW with a new transmission
line.  The City and BPA are in negotiations.  The issues for
Seattle are impacts the transmission line could cause to
their drinking water and to their Habitat Conservation
Plan.  BPA would implement best management practices
to minimize impacts to the drinking water and the HCP.
As a result, Seattle has made it clear they do not want the
new transmission line to cross their watershed unless
considerable mitigation and best management practices
are put in place.  As described the SDEIS, considerable
best management practices for design and construction
have already been agreed to.  BPA has also purchased 350
acres, and would purchase more lands to help mitigate
crossing of the watershed.

1421-030-001
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1421-031-001

1421-031-001 The Canadian Treaty power is produced at dams in the
U.S. (See Appendix I.)  In an agreement from the 1960s,
the Canadians sold their one-half share of the benefits to
the United States for 30 years.  Those sales are now
expiring.  Both the Canadian and U.S. utilities have been
planning for this eventuality when determining their
resource needs.  According to published information,
British Columbia is approaching load/resource balance,
including the return of the Treaty power.  U.S. utilities
have planned to develop or purchase the power needed
to meet the return obligation.  British Columbia sells
power to California mostly in the spring, summer and
fall.  During the winter cold weather event that triggers
the need for the proposed line, British Columbia would
also be seeing increased demands, and would use all of
the power to meet their own needs.

1421-031-001

1421-01-031
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1421-031-001

1421-031-001

1421-031-001

1421-031-001
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1421-032-001

1421-032-002

1421-032-003

1421-032-004

1421-032-001 and -002  BPA thoroughly examined non-transmission
alternatives in the SDEIS.  Please see Appendix J.

1421-032-003 and -004  The consultant’s study examined non-
transmission alternatives in terms of feasibility as well as
economic effectiveness.  In Appendix J, Section 1.2, they
find “As illustrated in Figure 1, a 3-year deferral of the line
would require 100% of the available load relief from the
large aluminum smelter in the area, plus operation of all
existing generation not expected to be on-line, plus load
relief from 28% of industrial load in the area. To put the
28% industrial participation rate in perspective, we
reviewed information from 13 utility DR programs, and
found only four with participation rates above 5%.”  This
finding is without regard to cost.

The EIS also considers the economics of each alternative.
The $25 million figure was established as a reference to
compare non-construction alternatives to the preferred
alternative.
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1421-032-004
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1421-032-004

1421-033-001

1421-033-001 Cultural resources are evaluated for their eligibility for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  The
criteria for eligibility are found in the Code of Federal
Regulations, 36 CFR 40.4. BPA requires its cultural
resource contractor to prepare determination of
eligibility forms, which it then submits to the State
Historic Preservation Officer for review.  The Tribes
receive materials about the cultural resources assessment
and determinations of resource eligibility for their review.
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1421-034-001

1421-035-001

1421-035-002

1421-034-001 No, they have not.  BPA is committed, if the preferred
alternative is chosen, to use the extensive best
management practices outlined in the SDEIS.  BPA
recognizes that this project may be held to higher
standards than those used by Seattle in the past.  BPA is
very concerned about the potential impact to Seattle’s
drinking water.

1421-035-001 Approximately 86 acres would be cleared within the
proposed right-of-way.  Additional “danger trees” would
be taken outside of the right-of-way.  Danger trees are
any trees that may pose a threat to the safe operation of
the line.

1421-035-002 Please see Table 2-3 in the SDEIS which compares the
various alternatives.
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1421-036-001
1421-036-002

1421-036-003
1421-036-002

1421-036-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-036-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.
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1421-036-005

1421-036-006

1421-036-007

1421-036-006 and -007  BPA is planning to mitigate for crossing the Cedar
River Watershed.  The lands outside of the watershed are
owned by private landowners and the Department of
Natural Resources.  BPA pays to cross their properties.
Those landowners can use those moneys received from
BPA to purchase other properties if they determine it
necessary.  BPA intends to closely examine the clearing
needs along and near the Raging River and would use
methods to minimize erosion potential to the Raging
River, such as topping of trees, if feasible, and
encouraging low-growing vegetation.

1421-036-008 and -009  See response to Comment 1415-003 and -004.

1421-036-009

1421-036-008
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1421-036-009

1421-036-010

1421-036-012

1421-036-011

1421-036-013

1421-036-014

1421-037-001

1421-037-003

1421-037-004

1421-038-001

1421-036-010 and -011  BPA is working with SPU to develop a vegetation
management plan for both the existing and proposed
rights-of-way.  The plan will prescribe site-specific
management practices that provide habitat, protect and
restore aquatic resources, and control weeds.

1421-036-012, -013, and -014  Comment noted.

1421-037-001, -002, -003, and -004  See response to Comment
340-002.

1421-038-001 BPA is allowing 45 days for public/agency review of the
SDEIS.  We acknowledge that the document contains a
lot of information, and that an EIS consists of two
documents, i.e., the draft and final EISs.  We anticipate
releasing the final EIS on July 1, 2003, and a Record of
Decision in August.  To maintain this schedule, BPA cannot
assure that comments received after March 1, 2003 will
be considered in the FEIS.

1421-037-002
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1421-038-002 BPA is committed, and legally bound to implement the
mitigation measures that it inserts into its Record of
Decision, pursuant to 40 CFR 1503.3  That federal
regulation states, in part, “Mitigation (§ 1505.2(c)) and
other conditions established in the environmental impact
statement or during its review and committed as part of
the decision shall be implemented by the lead agency or
other appropriate consenting agency.”

1421-038-001

1421-038-002
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1421-038-003 Comment noted.

1421-038-004, -005, and -006  BPA believes it has considered a
reasonable array of non-transmission alternatives,
including demand response programs, demand-side
management measures, local power generation, and the
availability of natural gas, solar and wind power as
alternative energy sources.  A study of non-transmission
alternatives was undertaken as a direct result of scoping
comments.

The examination of non-transmission alternatives was
comprehensive in that it examined the three broad
categories of measures: demand response, demand side
management and generation.  The measures were
looked at individually as well as packaged together to
take advantage of the best characteristics of each.  Please
see Appendix J.

1421-038-007 and -008  BPA is very concerned about the schedule for
this project and has not extended the comment period.

1421-038-003

1421-038-004

1421-038-005

1421-038-006

1421-038-007

1421-038-008

1421-038-002
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1421-039-001 and -002  Rebuilding the existing line to a double-circuit
line essentially provides no additional capacity to serve
the Puget Sound load. This is because BPA must plan for
an outage of the double-circuit line as required by the
North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).
Whereas, if we build a single circuit line parallel to the
existing line, the NERC Criteria (and more specifically the
Western Electricity Coordination Council Criteria) does
not require us to consider the outage of both single-
circuit lines.  See also response to Comment 1459-009.

1421-040-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-039-001

1421-040-001

1421-040-002

1421-039-002
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1421-040-003

1421-040-004

1421-040-005

1421-040-006

1421-039-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-039-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.
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1421-040-006
1421-040-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.

1421-041-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-040-007

1421-040-008

1421-041-001

1421-041-002
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1421-040-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1421-040-005 and -006  Comment noted.

1421-041-003

1421-041-004

1421-041-005

1421-041-006
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1421-042-001 There were several comments previously received
requesting BPA specifically study routes B and D as viable
alternatives to crossing the Cedar River Watershed. Those
comments came from the city of Seattle, Tribes and
environmental groups.  Alternatives B and D are
constructible, though very expensive.  They do present
their own environmental issues as indicated in the SDEIS.
Alternatives B and D, if not chosen for this project, could
still be used for some future transmission line project
currently not planned.

Please see response to comments 1421-032-001 and
1421-038-006.

1421-042-002 and -003  Comment noted.

The analysis of non-transmission alternatives (Appendix J)
does not reference and was not based on the Business
Plan EIS.

1421-041-006

1421-042-001

1421-042-003

1421-042-002
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1421-042-004, -005, and -006  The analysis of non-transmission
alternatives, Appendix J, examined six different economic
perspectives.  Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) -
Transmission Company, while important, was only one
of the measures.  See Appendix J, Section 3.  Even
assuming societal costs and benefits were the basis for a
decision, the non-construction alternatives can not meet
the need.  See response to Comment 1421-032-003.

1421-042-003

1421-042-004

1421-042-005
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1421-042-006

1421-043-001

1421-043-003

1421-043-002

1421-043-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.
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1421-043-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1421-043-006 and -007  Comment noted.

1421-043-008 Comment noted.

1421-043-003

1421-043-004

1421-043-005

1421-043-006

1421-043-007

1421-043-008

1421-043-009
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1421-043-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1421-043-011 and -012  Comment noted.

1421-043-013 Such an option will not be studied because it is
unfeasible.  Pontoons would likely not support the heavy
towers and the whole project would be expensive even if
it were feasible.

1421-043-009

1421-043-010

1421-043-011

1421-043-012

1421-043-013

1421-044-001
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1421-044-001

1421-044-002

1421-044-003

1421-045-001

1421-044-001, -002, and  -003  Comment noted.

421-045-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1421-045-001

1421-045-002

1421-045-003

1421-045-004

1421-045-005

1421-045-006

1421-046-001

1421-045-003, -004, -005, and -006  Please see response to Comment
1420-001-002.

1421-046-001 Comment noted.
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1421-046-001

1421-046-002

1421-046-003

1421-046-004

1421-046-005

1421-046-002 and -003  Both Camp Waskowitz and the Cedar River
Municipal Watershed have major BPA transmission lines
located within their boundaries, and both would be
impacted by project alternatives i.e., 1-4B would impact
the CRMW, and Alternatives B and D would impact
Camp Waskowitz.  Should BPA select any of these
alternatives, it would work with the landowner to
minimize impacts.  See also response to Comment 1420-
005-001.

1421-046-004 and -005  Please see response to Comment 1420-001-002.
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1421-046-005

1421-046-006 Comment noted.

1421-047-001 Comment noted.

1421-046-006

1421-047-001
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1421-047-002 Comment noted.

1421-047-001

1421-047-002
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1421-047-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-048-001 Comment noted.

1421-047-003

1421-047-004

1421-047-005

1421-048-001
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1421-048-001
1421-048-001 BPA has received information from SPU:  “Landsburg

Raw (CPR-1) Turbidity Data (in pipeline downstream of
diversion) 1993 to 2001 - Daily Readings.”  In reviewing
this data we found there had been only one spike to 5
NTU on 12/29/96.  If BPA decides to build this project,
BPA plans to monitor water conditions in the vicinity of
the project.
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1421-049-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-049-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-048-001

1421-049-001

1421-049-002

1421-049-003

1421-049-004
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1421-049-006 Comment noted.

1421-049-004

1421-049-005

1421-049-006

1421-049-006 Comment noted.
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1421-050-001 Comment noted.

1421-049-006

1421-050-001
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1421-050-002 Comment noted.

1421-050-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1421-050-001

1421-050-002

1421-050-003

1421-050-004
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1421-051-001 To date, our environmental studies, including the EIS, draft
and supplemental DEISs, and final EIS have exceeded $1
million.  The funds to pay for these costs come from BPA’s
customers, since BPA is self-financed.  BPA does not
receive the appropriations that other government
agencies typically receive, but recoups its operating and
maintenance costs through it rates.  The team that BPA
has retained to assist in the environmental analysis are
experts in their respective fields and were hired by BPA to
undertake an objective analysis of the environmental
impacts of the proposed alternatives.  Their impact
ratings were based on objective factors that were
identified for each resource, and are contained in their
technical study reports as well as in the EIS.  With respect
to BPA funding an independent review of the
environmental analysis that was undertaken for the
proposed project, BPA does not feel that this would be
necessary.

1421-050-004

1421-051-001

1421-051-001
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1421-051-001

1421-052-001

1421-052-001 See response to Comment 421-039-001.
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1421-053-001

1421-052-001

1421-053-002

1421-053-001 and -002  Comments noted.
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1421-053-002
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1421-054-001 Comment noted.

1421-054-001
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1421-055-001 The cost of adding to the currrently planned “filtration bug
killing plant” with a turbidity plant is $105 million
(estimated), which is what is currently being used for a
dollar figure.  The currently planned filtering plant will
not filter turbidity so that component would have to be
added on.

1421-054-001

1421-055-001

1421-056-001 Comment noted.

1421-056-001
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1421-056-001

1421-056-002

1421-056-002 The preferred alternative would reduce losses by
approximately 11 MW on peak.  This would result in
annual energy savings of 48,180,000 kWh, valued at
nearly $2 million per year.  This is cost-effective from a
total resource cost and societal perspective.  Retail
utilities and others who use the BPA transmission system
return energy losses to BPA.  Therefore the retail utilities,
and their consumers, would benefit.  It does not make
money for BPA.
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1422-001-001 This is discussed in Appendix H.  For security reasons,
parties must sign a nondisclosure agreement to receive a
copy of Appendix H.

1422-001-001

1422-002-001

1422-002-001 BPA negotiated with British Columbia for more than 10
years to develop the details of the Treaty power return.
The March 29, 1999, Entity Agreements codify the
obligations.  See Appendix I for a description of the
Treaty.  While there have been ongoing discussions
between BPA and Powerex at all levels, no new
agreement was reached.  The Canadians are entitled to
have the power returned to meet their own needs.
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1422-002-002

1422-002-002 See response to Comment 1422-002-001. If you take a
look at the Puget Sound Area load bar graph in the EIS
you will notice that if the Canadian Treaty return is
eliminated (the purple part at the top of the bar graph,
page 1-5) the need for the project only changes by two
years, from 2004 to 2006.

1422-003-001
1422-003-001 Terms of the High Ross agreement are incorporated into

the planning studies.  The High Ross return from Canada
slightly reduces the power flowing from south to north.
The amount of demand response required is much larger
than utility programs have achieved in the past.  See
response to Comment 1421-032-003.  The short time
makes it even less likely that these large amounts can be
found.

1422-003-001
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1422-003-001

1422-004-001

1422-004-001 The Puget Sound Area Load Curtailment Plan is still in
place.
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1422-004-001

1422-005-001 1422-005-001 For the winter of 2003-04, 381 MW of load reduction
or additional generation within the Puget Sound Area is
required.  Two years later, the amount increases to 841
MW.  See Appendix J, Section 2.4.

1422-004-001 Retail utilities will likely take whatever steps are needed,
including load curtailment, to avoid an area-wide
blackout.



3-243

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1422-006-001

1422-006-001 Transmission customers return energy losses to BPA - the
costs are not included in the rates.  Therefore, the savings
are not included in the Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM)
- Transmission Company Cost Test.  The savings are
considered in the Total Resource Cost (TRC) Cost Test
and Societal Cost Test.  See Appendix J, Section 3.1.
Because the loss savings are a benefit to consumers that
offsets the cost of the line, under the latter two measures
the savings would reduce the incentives available for
non-transmission alternatives.
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1429-001-001

1429-001-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-001-002

1429-002-001

1429-003-001

1429-002-001 Seattle has given BPA its comments in meetings and in
writing.  People concerned about commenting about the
alternatives can come to BPA’s public meetings, write to
BPA, comment to their elected officials (local, state, and
congressional) and write the Mayor of Seattle.  BPA will
study all the comments and use those comments along
with the information in the EIS to make a decision.

1429-003-001 Comment noted.

The activities that you describe taking place on your
property involve criminal trespass (illegal dumping,
performing unwanted recreational activities and holding
parties), and should be pursued by the County Sheriff’s
Office.  Any help you could obtain for law enforcement,
such as license plate numbers, names/address from any
discarded mail, pictures and/or typical times of
occurrence would aid law enforcement in arresting those
who are responsible.
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1429-003-001

1429-004-001 See response to Comment 1429-002-001.

1429-004-001
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1429-005-001 Alternative A consists mainly of three parts:  One part
goes from Covington to the north where an existing line
would be taken down and replaced with a new double-
circuit line, which would carry both the existing line and
the new line.  Part two goes around the existing BPA
substation with new right-of-way and would require
removing some homes.  Part three would be between
Kangley and Covington where there is an existing vacant
right-of-way available where the new line could be
constructed.  You are referring to Part three where the
new line could occupy vacant right-of-way that has been
vacant for many years.  BPA recognizes a new line within
this vacant right-of-way would have high impacts to
adjacent homeowners.

1429-005-001
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1429-005-001
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1429-006-001 The existing line on the Cedar River Watershed was built
in the late 1960s and has served load growth in the area
for nearly 35 years.  The new line should serve the area
for at least another 30 years and maybe longer
depending on the availability of new power generation
technologies.

1429-006-001
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1429-007-002

1429-007-001

1429-007-001 and -002  Comment noted.




