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INSTRUCTIONS FOR READERS

- The Final EIS for the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project consists of
the previously circulated Supplemental Draft EIS, the enclosed Insert Sheets, copies of the
submitted comments, and BPA’s responses to the comments. The EIS has not been reprinted
and circulated because the changes to the Supplemental DEIS are minor. The enclosed EIS-
Inserts and the comments and responses, when merged with the Supplemental DEIS, form the
Final EIS. Each insert is numbered and categorized below. Text from the Supplemental DEIS,
both preceding and following an insert, is included on the insert to graphically illustrate where
the new information has been added. The new language (on all inserts except the
comment/response chapter) has been double underscored to accentuate it. Finally, inserts are
printed on only one side for those who wish to insert them into the Supplemental DEIS.

Final EIS Cover: Replaces the cover of the Supplemental DEIS.

dbstract: The Final EIS abstract replaces the abstract contained in the Supplemental DEIS.
Final EIS Table of Contents: The Final EIS Table of Contents Insert explains how information
from the Supplemental DEIS and the Final EIS-Inserts are integrated to form the Final EIS. The

Final EIS Table of Contents should be inserted just ahead of the Table of Contents for the
Supplemental DEIS.

Insert I - Puget Power 's Needs: Puget Power further clarified its need in a Supplemental DEIS
comment letter. Project needs are described in Chapter 1 of the Supplemental DEIS. The
suggested language clarifying Puget Power’s needs has been inserted in the mlddle of

Chapter 1/Page 4, and due to its length flows onto Chapter 1/Page 5.

Insert 2: Corrected Réference: Insert 2 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 1/
Page S nearthe bottom of the page. :

Insert 3 - Canadian Entitlement EIS Update: Negotiations between the U.S. and Canada
regarding return of downstream power benefits have been widely reported in the media recently.
- An update of the discussion of the Canadian Entitlement EIS and the eastside transmission
alternative of this EIS is provided in Insert 3. The insert is two pages long and begins in the
middle of Chapter 1/ Page 8 of the Supplemental DEIS.

- Insert 4 - Clarification: Insert 4 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 2/ Page 14,
near the middle the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 5 - Clarification: Insert's is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 2/ Page 15
near the mlddle of the page as shown on the insert.




Insert 6 - Clarification: Insert 6 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 2/ Page 38
near the end of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 7 - Clarrﬁcanon Insert 7 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 2/ Page 40
near the middle of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 8 - Clarification: Insert 8 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 2/ Page 43
near the middle of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 9 Clarification: Insert 9 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 3/ Page 56
near the middle of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 10 - Clarification: Insert 10 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 3/ Page 57
near the top of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 11 - Clarification: - Insert 11is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 3/ Page 58
near the top and middle of the page as shown on the insert.

 Insert 12 - Clarrﬁcatron Insert 12 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/ Page 66
throughout the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 13 - Clarification: Insert 13 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/
Page 135 near the middle and bottom of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 14 - Clariﬁcation.' Insert 14 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/
Page 138 near the middle of the page as shown on the insert. ’

Insert 15 - Clarification. Insert 15 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/
Page 139 near the middle of the page as shown on the insert. :

Insert 16 - Clarification: Insert 16 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/
Page 140 near the bottom of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 17 - Clarification: Insert 17 is placed within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/
Page 141 throughout the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 18 - Clarification: Insert 18 is pl_aced within the Supplemental DEIS, Chapter 4/ |
Page 142 near the top and bottom of the page as shown on the insert.

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses: Insert 19 replaces Chapter 9 of the Supplemental DEIS
entirely. Within Insert 19, Comments and Responses are organized by topic. New comments on
the Supplemental DEIS are shown first with a vertical line in the left margin of the page.
Comments on the Draft EIS, which were prevrously responded to in Chapter 9 of the




Supplemental DEIS, follow new comments. The comment coding system used is explamed on
the first page of Insert 19.

Insert 20 - Comment Letters: Insert 20 contains copies of public comment letters received.

Letters received in response to the Supplemental DEIS occur first (Code: NWTP-04).

Comments on the Draft EIS are next (Code: NWTP-03), followed by EIS Scoping Letters (Code:’
- NWTP-01).

Insert 21 - Updated BPA EMF Guidelines: Insert 21 provides an updated version of BPA’s
recently updated Guidelines on Electric and Magnetic Fields. The insert should be placed at the
end of Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS. ,

Insert 22 - Puget Sound Power & Light EMF Policy: Insert 22 is a copy of Puget Soﬁnd Power
& Light’s policy on EMF. The insert should be placed following Insert 21 at the end of
Appendix C of the Supplemental DEIS.

Insert 23 - Threatened and Endangered Species Consultation Updates: Insert 23 is a copy of the
September 23, 1993 letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicating
‘agreement with BPA’s Biological Assessment. Also included in the insert is a copy of a letter
from BPA to the USFWS requesting an update on listed species in the project area and a July 13,
" 1995 letter from USFWS with an updated list of threatened and endangered species that might

occur in the project area. The insert should be placed at the end of Appendxx Dofthe -
Supplemental DEIS
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- FINAL ENViRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

Responsible Agencies: U.S. Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration (BPA);
Whatcom County, State of Washington. :

Title of Proposed Action: BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project.
States Involved: Washington.

Abstract: Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and Puget Sound Power & Light Company

- (Puget Power) propose to upgrade the existing high-voltage sransmission system in the Whatcom
and Skagit counties area between the towns of Custer and Sedro Woolley, including some areas
within the City of Bellingham, starting in 1995. The upgrades of the interconnected 230,000-volt
(230-kV) and 115-kV systems are needed to increase the transmission capacity on a nearby U.S.-
Canada 500-kV intertie by about 850 megawatts (MW). BPA and Puget Power would equally
share the 850 MW of increased wansfer capacity. An existing BPA 230-kV single-circuit, wood--
pole H-frame transmission line would be upgraded to a 230-kV lattice-steel double-circuit line.

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project was issued in November 1993,
followed by a 45-day public comment period. Several open houses and public meetings were
held in December 1993. Public response to the DEIS included the identification of several new
tranSmission route alternatives in the Lake Whatcom area. In 1994, studies by BPA and Puget
Power engineers showed that recent improvements to Puget Power’s 115-kV system, and the
addition of local generation had lessened local reliability problems. Also in 1994, BPA _
reorganized to respond to increased competition in the utility industry and to manage costs better.
All BPA projects, including this oné, were reevaluated with this goal in mind. Despite these new
conditions, both BPA and Puget Power agreed that benefits of obtaining increased transfer
capacity and improved system integrity warranted the financial expenditures. o

Given the changes in need, BPA issued a Supplemental DEIS in April 1995 to provide a second

public review-and-comment period. Rebuilding an existing 230-kV line to a double-circuit 230-

kV transmission line (Option- 1) was identified in the Supplemental DEIS as the Proposed

Action. The Supplemental DEIS also examined in detail a North Shore Road alternative which

was proposed by some members of the public.” Public comments on the EIS were listed and

responded to in the Supplemental DEIS.

In May 1995, a second set of open houses and public meetings was held to review the
Supplemental DEIS. Comments expressing. favor or opposition to the various alternatives were
- predominant. Public comments on the Supplemental DEIS did not reveal new alternatives not
previously considered, or reveal topics requiring additional environmental analysis. ,
Electromagnetic field (EMF) effects raised as an issue in the DEIS continued to be an issue of
public concern in the meetings. The need for the project was questioned by several people.

Comments on the Supplemental DEIS required only minor changes to the document. A few
factual changes were requested by Puget Power on their 115-kV transmission line proposal.



BPA needed to provide updated information on the BPA/Canada Entitlement Return EIS and
Endangered Species Act consultation. Due to the minor nature of corrections to the document,
BPA decided to finalize the EIS by showing changes on insert sheets and attaching them to the
Supplemental DEIS. The Final EIS insert sheets, public comments and responses, and copies of -
the comment letters will be circulated to those who received the Supplemental DEIS. These
changes together with the Supplemental DEIS form the Final EIS.

The EIS has identified impacts that would generally be classified as low to moderate and a
- localized. Effects on soils and water resources in sensitive areas (e.g., near Lake Whatcom)

would be low to moderate; there would be either increases, decreases or no change in magnetic

fields, depending on the design and location option chosen; noise levels would remain at existing -
levels; and land use and property value impacts would be either short term or low. Threatened

and endangered species would not be adversely affected, and all proposed actions in wetlands

would be covered by a Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit. - Visual impacts would be low to

moderate; and socioeconomic impacts would be low to moderate from additional clearing and

~ potential removal of up to four homes. No cultural resources listed on the National Register of

Historic Places would be affected. There would be low to moderate effects on cultural resources..

The proposed action would allow BPA to use its part of the transmission capability increase to
displace other generating resources in the U.S. when stored energy is returned from Canada. It
would facilitate short- and long-term power purchases from Canada, reducing BPA's need either
to supply power from its own resources or to purchase power from other suppliers. Any
displacement of thermal generators would reduce adverse impacts on the environment, including
air and water emissions. BPA's ability to market power during increased water releases to aid -
fish migration would be improved.  Puget Power would also be able to enter into short- and long-
term sales and transfers with Canada, and thus delay the need to acquire additional thermal
resources or purchase additional power from BPA or other suppliers to meet future needs.

The Final EIS-Inserts are being mailed to about 120 agencies, groups, and individuals. To
request additional copies of either the Supplemental DEIS or the Final EIS-Inserts, please
contact: Public Involvement Manager, P.O. Box 12999, Portland, OR 97212. For additional
information on the EIS please contact: Ken Barnhart, Project Environmental Coordinator, P.O.
Box 3621, Portland, OR 97208. Copies may also be obtained by calhng BPA's document

. request line: 1-800-622- 4520
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PURPOSE AND NEED: PUBLIC COMMENTS/SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

BPA (beginning in 1996) and Puget Power (beginning in 1995) propose to upgrade the
existing electric power transmission system in the Whatcom and Skagit County area.

e Puget Power's part of the project is mainly in Bellingham Washington, and within
Whatcom County, with minor substation work in Skaglt County.

e BPA's part of the project extends from Sedro Woolley in Skagit County, into
Whatcom County, by Lake Whatcom and Bellingham, continuing towards Custer,
Washington. :

" The project aims to increase the capacity of the U.S. - Canada Intertie transmission line. It
would increase the north-to-south RTC and SCR by 850 MW. . This increased capacity will
enable the following types of power transactions:

e additional Federal access to return stored energy (see below) from Canada,
particularly in the late summer and fall months;

e added capacity for anticipated increases in Northem Intertie power transactions
for Pacific Northwest utilities;

e increased flexibility in operation of the hydroelectric system and of thermal
resources within Whatcom and Skagit counties;

e increased access to Canadian resources that would meet the objectives of BPA and
 Puget Power strategic business plans

Puget Power’s Needs

e Access to Canadian Energy Resources. The project will provide Puget Power
greater flexibility to respond to a variety of needs in competitive markets. The
opening of a wholesale generation market has led to increased price competition.
The project will provide Puget Power with direct access to Canadian energy
resources. Direct access to these resources will provide Puget Power with

- greater flexibility to realize competitive opportunities for the benefit of its
customers. Some of these competitive opportunities are anticipated in the short
term (i.e., energy acquisitions on the spot market that displace more expensive
resources) while other opportunities are anticipated for Iong -term resource
needs (i.e., firm acquisitions).

Local Reliability. The SDEIS siates that the project will increase the capability of

the local transmission system to move power through and out of the local area, and -

Puget Power's 115-kV system will be better protected against thermal overloads.

Insert 1 - Puget Power’s Needs
Placement: Middle of page - SDEIS Chapter 1/4




PURPOSE AND NEED: SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

Puget Power has, over the last few years, made improvements to the local
transmission system, and durfng this time approximately 655 MW of new
generation géogeneration facilities) have come on-line. These changes have altered
the local transmission system and have, as the SDEIS notes, to some extent
"diminished" the degree to which this project is needed to address local
transmission deficiencies. However, the local reliability benefits afforded by the
project are still important and needed. |

The project will add a second 230-kV transmission line from the BPA Bellingham
‘Substation to the Puget Power Sedro Woolley Substation. This will préveng under
certain conditions, overloading of Puget Power's 115-kV lines. Puget Power's Sedro

~ Woolley-to-Bellingham #3 and #4 115-kV transmission lines are electrically parallel to
BPA's existing Bellingham-to-Sedro Woolley 230-kV line. Loss of the existing BPA 230-
kV line causes more power to flow on the Puget Power 115-kV lines, resulting in

overloads and outages. A recent outage underscores that when this occurs, potentially
dangerous overloads result and many Puget Power customers can be affected.

These results are dis;:ussed in detail below.

The project would increase the ability to store and return energy with Canada.
Eighty-five percent of BPA's firm electricity comes from generators in dams on the rivers of
the Pacific Northwest. The flow of water (and therefore the amount of electricity which can
be generated from it) varies naturally with the seasons. BPA can distribute the available
power supply in two ways. During times of Jow river flow (late summer, fall, and winter),
the agency can buy power at market rates from other sources such as California thermal
generating plants. In times of high river flow (early spring), the agency can generate extra
power and send it to Canada over the Northern Intertie rather than sell it at lower prices.
Canada uses the transferred power to serve its load, saving water behind its dams for
generation in later summer, fall, and winter, when it returns the “stored” energy to the U.S.2
The stored energy is returned over the Northern Intertie. '

The project would respond to anticipated increases in Northem Intertie usage.
In 1989/1990, BPA and Puget Power undertook joint technical studies on the local power
network/Northern Intertie system interactions. They found that more transmission capacity
was required to import more power from Canadian utilities. Subsequent studies in 1994
confirmed the need for increased access (they also revealed that the local reliability problem
had substantially diminished as a result of other actions).

2 See Appendix A, Power Maﬂceﬁng, for more information on energy storage. '
4 Insert 1 - Continued
Placement: Middle of page - SDEIS Chapter 1/ 4




PURPOSE AND NEED: PUBLIC COMMENTS/SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

This project would allow for increased Canada-Pacific Northwest sales and exchanges of
power. BPA and Pacific Northwest utilities could then supply power to increasing loads,
defer the need to build new energy resources in the region, and thus maximize use of British
Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (B.C. Hydro) and BPA transmission systems.

In 1990, Puget Power's Consumer Panels also identified the need to secure the ability to
contract directly with B.C. Hydro or its affiliates for future power purchases. This was
identified as a priority in Puget Power's 1992-1993 Integrated Resource Plan on file with the

Washington Ultilities and Transportation Commission.

The project would allow for increased flexibility in operation of the hydro-
electric system. Much of the north-to-south capacity on the Northern Intertie is used for
non-firm power commitments, which include stored energy returns and sales of Canadian
power to U.S. utilities. Sometimes, when BPA needs stored energy returned, the Northern
Intertie does not have enough capacity and B.C. Hydro sales take priority. The water stored
behind Canadian dams must either be spilled (sent over or around dams with no energy
generated and a consequent loss of economic value) or saved for a time when there is more
capacity available on the Northern Intertie. In the meantime, BPA must purchase power at
the market rate from elsewhere--often at higher cost.

With increased Northern Intertie capacity, BPA could increase both its firm and non-firmi
power transfers. It could therefore better manage the return of stored energy, increasing the
~ flexibility for operating the hydroelectric system. Resources could be used more efficiently
and overall costs would be reduced. Increased capacity would prov1de regional benefits of
cost-efficient power and more stable rates. '

This increased flexibility would assist BPA in meeting its responsibilities to assist in fish
migration by increasing springtime flows in the Columbia River and still market the energy
produced or store water in Canada for later retumn.

The project would meet strategic business objectives. The utility business is
changing rapidly in response to the Energy Policy Act of 1992. Utilities now compete

openly with other utilities to serve customer groups. This competition is expected to increase
in future years. Both BPA and Puget Power expect to use the added capacity from this
project to fulfill strategic business objectives. Both entities expect economically beneficial
contractual arrangements with Canada. BPA would be able to sell power that otherwise
 might not be salable. Puget Power expects to acquire power from Canada at lower rates than
are available elsewhere. These outcomes would be beneficial to both BPA and Puget Power
ratepayers. : :

The project would provide benefits to irhprove local reliability. The DEIS A
anticipated that local reliability would play a major role in the need for this project. Since
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PURPOSE AND NEED: SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

Until recently the preferred alternative included purchase of a portion of the entitlement
capacity by the U.S. and delivery of the remainder to Canada or to points on the BPA system.
In negotiations with Canada, up to 650 MW of the Entitlement would have been delivered

via the Northern Intertie at Blaine. During negotiations, the value of power that the U.S. was _
to purchase decreased dramatically. This decrease in value was due to inexpensive natural

gas prices, more efficient combustion turbines, power surpluses on the West Coast, changes

in river og' erations for ﬁsh, and more competition between electrical power brokers and
marketers. As a result, from a business perspective BPA could not agree to the nonbinding

memorandum of understanding with BC/POWEREX that was the basis for the agreement.
Consequently, BPA may be required to build a new powerline from Grand Coulee or Chief

Joseph Dams to the U.S./Canadian border near Oliver, B.C. However; it is the U.S. Entity’s

intention to attempt to work out another agreement with Canada so that a new transmission
line to Canada would not need to be built.

The prospect of a new interconnection with Canada near Oliver has been noted by residents

of Whatcom County. This option has been suggested as impacting less-developed areas and

thus more desirable. The need for the two projects are different and for the following reasons
would not solve the needs identified for the Northwest Washington Transmission Project:

e No decisions have been made on the feasibility of a new transmission interconnection
with Canada in Central/Eastern Washington.

e _To provide sufficient transmission capacity in Washing’gon. A new 129-145 km
(80-90 mile) line would have to be built from Grand Coulee or Chief Joseph dams to the
U.S./Canadian border. ’

e The major load center is west of the Cascade Mountains. An eastern Cascade
transmission project would not satisfy power requirements west of the Cascades. With
- additional transmission capacity to Canada on the east side of the Cascades, there
eventually will not be enough east-west transmission capacity across the Cascades. The

need for a new 160 km (100 mile) line across the Cascade Mountains would be
accelerated.

e The transmission system in Canada would also need to be upgraded for any new east side
interconnection with the U.S. Canada has not made any commitments to any uggdes on

their eastern systems that would satisfy any U.S. needs.

e _An east side interconnection with Canada would cost substantially more than the NW
Washington Transmission Project. ‘

e The timing'of the projects is different. The NW Washington Transmission Project is
- scheduled to be complete in 1997. An east side intertie could not be completed before
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PURPOSE AND NEED: PuBLIC COMMENTS/SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

e 2003. From a business perspective, the benefits expected to result from increased
transmission capacity provided by the NW Washington Transmission Project would be
delayed many years. ' \

‘ An eastern intertie with Canada would not allev1ate the need to get electncal generation

in Whatcom County out of the local area during non-peak load conditions.

e _An eastern intertie would not upgrade the reliability of the local Whatcom County
transmission grid. ‘

e Ifthe NW Washington Transmission Project is not built, another utility may propose a

similar project such as Puget Power’s original proposed 230-kV Intertie with B.C. Hydro

as described in the EIS Puget Power’s original proposal is on hold and could be -
reactivated. '

Therefore, the Columbia River Treaty transmission line to Oliver is not an alternative that
meets the needs of the NW Washington Transmission Project. Those decisions and their

- associated impacts are addressed separately in the DEIS mentioned above.

3. SYSTEM OPERATION REVIEW EIS AND
INTERIM FLOW SUPPLEMENTAL EIS

/

Two environmental reviews regarding power and other uses of the Columbia and Snake
rivers are underway or just completed. These EISs--the System Operation Review (SOR)
and the Interim Columbia and Snake Rivers Flow Improvement Measures for Salmon
Supplemental EIS (Interim Flow SEIS)--address the operation of Federal hydro projects on
the Columbia and Snake rivers to balance the operation of the projects among river users.
The Interim Flow SEIS and a draft SOR EIS have been completed; the final SOR EIS is now
being prepared. The SOR process, which involves BPA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
and the Bureau of Reclamation as cooperating agencies, will provide long-term system
operation guidelines that consider the needs of all river users. The Interim Flow SEIS
addresses near-term Federal hydro operations in response to the listings-of certain salmon
runs as threatened or endangered species under the Endangered Species Act, pendmg the
development of longer-term plans of action.

Operation of Federal hydro resources in relation to the use of the Northern Intertie Upgrade
will not deviate from the constraints to be established by the SOR or from interim operations
established in the Interim Flow SEIS.
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BPA PART OF Pno.u’:cr
EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES

‘Before comparing the alternatives, it is useful to know something about how a project
“develops, and what might be involved in construction actions.

1.

~- DEVELOPMENT OF'A,PROJECT

' A transmission system expansron prOJect is developed in several stages

Frrst a need is identified. The underlymg reason for a transrmssron system expansion
can vary considerably. Transmission facilities may be needed to enable power ex-
changes, to make power acquisitions or sales, to serve load, to integrate new energy

resources, o to correct an unrehable operating condition. In this case, Puget Power

and BPA desires to expand its

~ business relationships with B.C. Hydro The limited transfer capacrty of the Northern

Intertie restricts therr abilities to do so.4 '

- BPA transmission system planners maintain a computer model which represents all
" existing generation resources, transmission lines, and both historic and forecast
loading levels for the interconnected transmission grid. Using this model, the

planners can hypothetically “add” a new transmission line or install electrical devices:
within sub- stations, and then review how well these system changes would satisfy a

‘need. Many such hypothetical system changes are studied to identify how a given

need might be best solved. System planners determined ways to increase the capacrty
of the Northern Intertie. : .

Engmeers and environmental specialists further reﬁne the SOlllthl‘lS identified by
system planners. They 1dent1fy possrble places to locate new facilities and/or rebuild

existing transmission facrhtles

A project team seeks ideas and mformatlon from landowners, concerned citizens, and
government bodies in the project area in order to define the scope of an environmental

~ study on the project and to define the issues. (Public involvement extends throughout

the life of the project. )

A team of specialists representing a variety of dxscrpllnes researches what is known

about each resource in the study area, checks on field conditions, and participates in a
comprehensive evaluation of impacts to determine, if possible, environmentally

_ preferred design options and location choices. The specialists identify mitigation

measures to lessen or avoid impacts. They consider all pubhc 1deas and comments in
the course of their evaluatron ~

4

The need, as described in the DEIS, also included local reliability as a nia]or concern. This concern has

gmm but the need to increase access to,Canadian power over the Intertie remains, See Chapter l
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'BPA PART OF PROJECT
EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES

‘e Adraft environmental impact statement is published, detailing their findings. It is
' circulated for public review and comment, then revised into & final EIS, which is also
. published. For some projects, such as this one, environmental lmpact statements are
required by both Federal and State laws. When this occurs, it is best to prepare a joint -
Federal and State environmental impact statement to avmd unnecmary dupllcatlon
‘and cost.

° ‘lf,gmﬁmt’changes occurina pro;ect after publlcatnon of a dmﬁ environmental

‘impact statement, and these changes either alter the environmental impact conclusions

or necessitate additional opportunities for pubhc comment, agencies may issue a
supplemental DEIS, as here, followed after review by the Final EIS.

o A Record of Decmon (ROD) documents the final decision. A ROD is a Federal -
; requnrunent Local deemonmlnng is aecomphshed and_mumcmdgahemngs .
process.
o The decision |s,|mplemented. :

!

[2__TAKING ACTION (CONSTRUCTION) _

The proposed alternative (and several of the alternatives eliminated from detailed discussion)
- would involve construction of new transmission facilities. Below is a brief summary of what
this means. More detail on constmcnon actions is found at the begmmng of Chapter 4,
Elmtomnental Consequences :

When transmission facilities are bullt, construction activities may have both negatnve and
positive effects on the environment. - For instance, clearing in a forested area would remove
some trees, but the openmg mlght provide more forage for some wildlife. '

A speclﬁc sequence of actlons occurs: one for removing an existing line; another for re-

building or replacing facilities on existing right-of-way; a third for building on a new right-of-
- way (Alternative H1 or the North Shore Road Alternative in this Supplemental DEIS). These
~ are outlined below, to  help the reader review the comparison of alternatives, Whlch follows.

° For talung down (nmoving) a wood pole Ime.

~ Vehicles are used to reach the existing structures, which are removed, except for
' below-ground braces and footings. All above-ground and most below-ground wood-
pole components are removed; conductors (wires).are rewound or cut up and -
- removed. Parts are scrapped or salvaged for reuse. In areas with difficult
aeeecsnbnhty, untreated wood parts may be cut up and left to decay at the site.

° kFor rebmldmg/replacmg on emtmg rlght-of-way. '

Existing easements are reviewed to determine whether they are adequate additional
o nghts are acquired, as needed exlstmg access roads are assessed and upgraded if
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. PUGET PoWks PORTION OF PROJECT
ALTERNATIVES: MITIGATION

- PUGET POWER'S PART OF THE PROJECT

'ProJect mmgatmg measures shown below would be camed out should the constructlon v
activities evaluated occur: | '

o The contractor would be directed to keep the construction area reasonably clean, to
maintain all ditches and drainages free of debris, and to employ erosion control
measures, per Whatcom County and City of Bellingham standards.

In localized potential erosion areas requiring regrading, prudent erosion control
measuses would be used. These could include the use of straw bales to intercept
and direct surface water flow and reseedmgtheareewnth an erosion control seed

* mix; orthe requnrement that oonstrucnon be done dunng the dry season of the

year.
Site-specific erosion control measures would be developed as part of the

- construction specifications.

e For Ihﬁb Pipeline Almmiys

Inserﬂi

In the forested portion of wetlands, to reduce i impacts from clearmg, eoulpment
would be used which exerts the minimum amount of ground pressure, and lost
vegetation would be replaced with wetland species.

The existing Trans Mountain right-of-way would be used as road for access to

‘pole locations.

Cleanng may be done by hand w:th trees and debns yarded off: and mulched in

. areas of steep slope (>40%).

Revegetation of the cleared area would mclude stablllzmg the slope to prevent
slumpmg Preventive measures may include water bars or flow interceptors. The
area would be seeded with an erosion control mix. Hydromulching with wood ‘

 fiber could be used to provide further stabtllzanon on steep slopes.
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- PROPOSED ACTIONS
. CUMULATIVE EFvECT®/ Au'mxrlvu I:mexrm

~ proposed corridor were made by Puget Power, and EIS scoping meetmgs were conducted by :
the OFP in Lynden and Bellingham (January 1990). ,

As Puget Power's proposed Intertie pro;ect would have involved estabhshmg about 37 km

(23 mi.) of new transmission corridor, much public interest and opposition ensued. There was
also additional interest in the altemative of rebuilding the existing BPA transmission line. In-

- November 1990, voters in Whatcom County amended the County planning ordinance to
restrict the construction of transmission facilities over 115 kV, except on land where
conditional use permits have already been granted or in areas classified as industrial. BPA and

. Puget Power then jointly conducted technical studies of the transmission system; these studies

‘showed that an electrical plan focusmg on rebuilding existing BPA and Puget facilities would
meet the combined needs for increasing the transfer capability of the Intertie and solving their
identified local reliability problems. Both agreed to pursue such a plan jointly; that plan has
evolved into the present proposed project. - Subsequently, BPA and OFP issued a notice -
indicating the OFP suspension of Puget Power's Presidential Permit application (at Puget
Power's request) and BPA's intent to prepare an EIS on the resulting BPA/Puget Power

" proposed pro;ect

Because of the jomt technical studies recommending other electrical plans of service, the

restrictive zoning in Whatcom County (which encourages the use of existing transmission
cotridors), and OFP's suspension of the Presidential Permit process memmmpmmsﬂ
was not exammed in detail in this Supplementnl DEIS.

[2 " Ean PLAN (PUGET POWER) |

Thls plan was ldentlﬁed in joint BPA/Puget Power system planmng studles It would focus on -
* construction of 115-kV lines only (would not involve construction of any higher-voltage
lines). It would primarily involve construction on Puget Power's system; improvements would
be made to BPA's Custer Substatnon Puget Power would undertake the followmg actlons

e adding a second 230/1 lS-kV transformer at its Portal Way Substation;

e building a 115-kV line from Portal Way Substatlon to Terrell Substation and
‘Bellingham Substation; and

e rebuilding an existing 115-kV line between Puget Power’s Bellmgham and Sedro
Woolley Substations (see Flgure 13). : ,

“The joint BPA/Puget Power technical study included this plan; however, this is considered as
more of a short-term solution and is not equal to the 230-kV plans. Compared to the
preferred plan, E4A would be electrically inferior and would not ﬁxlly meet the stated need,
for several reasons.

e EA4A would not unload parallel lines as well as the proposed 230-kV plan. One
objective of the proposed project is to reduce loading on various componehts of the
existing system. The use of h;gher-voltage lines can teduce loading on parallel lower-
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eﬂ'ectlve conservation. Therefore conservatlon isnot a reasonable altematwe to thls Project
and is eliminated from detailed study -

5.  UNDERGROUNDING

Burying transmission lines underground is techmcally feasible, and has been done in some
areas. However, undergrounding of a 500-kV line means a substantial increase in costs: S to -
12 times as much as overhead construction, or $3,200,000 to $7,500,000 per km ($5,000,000
to $12,000,000 per mi.) for underground construction, compared to about $625,000 per km

/($1,000,000 per mi.) for overhead. For 230-kV double-circuit construction, the cost would

be $2,100,000 to $5,000,000 per km ($3,300,000 to $5,000,000 per mi.) for underground,
compared to about $410 000 per km (8650 000 per mi.) for overhead I.Indm:gmund_um

_ insts - S sive ~ ations. High costs may
be aacnbed to aeveral sources: substatlon-hke faoﬂrtm are needed at elther end of the under-

~ ground portion where the conductors would go from overhead to underground; extensive
trenching is reqaired;and the materials used for the cables are expensive. In addition, the
cables could require dielectric fluid for insulation. The accidental release of these fluids into
the environment has effects and cleanup requirements very similar to those for Oll spills.

f Spec:al designs and care would be required in stream and wetland crossmgs

' Underground transmlsslon facilities present an increased potential risk for extended outage
times. With an overhead facility, it is usually relatively easy to spot where the outage problem
is and fix the problem. With underground cables, problems causing outages cannot beas

‘ eaatly located and fixed.” As a result it usually takes much longer (days to weeks) to re-
energize underground facilities. This is especially crucial with main intertie lines servicing
large areas--lines such as those for this project.

, For these reasons, BPA will not oonsnder undergroundmg the transmlsslon faclhtlea assocnated

6. ROUTING THROUGH DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (DNR)
LANDS

- Both individuals and the Families Against Increased Risk (FAIR) group proposed locating the
- line farther to the east along Lake Whatcom, “up the hill” on State Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) land. It was suggested that BPA could improve its choices by moving the

new line well away from the residences, particularly in Segment E where the lines run closeto . .

homes. An alternative would start up the shoulder of Squalicum Mournitain just northwest of
Agate Bay, and run about 0. 8 km (about 0.5 ml) farther up Stewart Mountain to a point
above Smith Creek
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PUGET POWER PART OF PROJECT |
Arrwnnl:mom

Zoning along the "pipeline alternative" is Resrdemral Smgle followed by Indu.srrml within the
. City limits. Once it reaches the City/County boundary, the transmission line runs next to the
~ General Manufactunng and Urban Residenaal County Zones.

2 sou.s [Puget Powg]_j

' Landforms of the area are the result of several Ice-Age glaciations, the actlon of streams and

* rivers, and wind deposition. Elevations along Puget Power’s segment of the project range
from about 18 to 61 m (60 to 200 ft.). Dominant mmmmmnmf_thmmng
transmission line have formed in volcanic ash and loess (silty material deposited by wind) laid -
. over materials deposited by glacial ice in seawater (glaciomarine drift) and uplands (glacial
drift). These soils are nearly level to very steep and moderately well drained to poorly :
drained. Other soils in the vicinity of the existing transmission line have devel- oped in a mix .
“of volcanic ash, loess, and materials deposited within glacial lakes. These soils occur in
~ depressions on terraces and are often poorly drained (U SDA-SCS, 1992). In general, soils-
along Puget Power's segment of the project are suited for the proposed use. Soil limita- tions
. include seasonal soil wetness, which increases the soil's snsceptnblllty to rutting and excessnve
muddiness, and a steep slope near Squahcum Creek. ‘ _

3. . VEGETATION [Puget Power]

~ Some of Puget Power's proposed activities would occur within the Bellingham city limits.
Human activities such as industrial/commercial and residential development, and public rights-
of-way dominate the area. Typically, these areas are fenced with structures, landscaped, and
‘maintained as lawns. ‘In all areas used for intensive human purposes, there is a tendency for ‘
~ "weedy" species such as thistle, chickweed, mustards, tansy ragwort, common mullein, -
fireweed, and Himalayan blackberry to invade. Lawns and omamental trees and shrubs are
also well-established in landscape plans and residential areas. Continuing beyond the
Bellingham city limits, industrial, commercial, and residential developments occur less
"+ frequently, and are interspersed with open woodlands and wetland plant commumtm
: (forested scmb-shmb emergent, and pasture).

Woodland plant commumtm are dorhinated by several tree species, including' Douglas fir, ,,
big-leafed maple, and western red cedar; understory shrubs and forbs include vine maple, red
elderberry, sword fem, bracken fern, and piggy-back plant. Forested wetland plant com- '
munities are usually dominated by red alder, black cottonwood, western red cedar, paper
birch, salmonberry, lady femn, and skunk cabbage. Douglas spiraea and dwarf birch often
dominate scrub-shrub wetlands, while reed canary grass, small-fruit bulrush, sedges, and .
cattalls commonly occur in emergent wetlands. Pasture lands are typically dominated by bent
’grass wheat grass orchard grass rye grass, clover, plantam, and meadow buttercup

Insert 9 . ' IR
Placemem Mrddle of page - SDEIS Chapter 3/56



. ) ! i
. ; -
; »
. ~
, . . .
’ ‘ . .
/

. . .
. P ‘
. -
N .
-
. ' .
. N
. ’
: , '



Pvcm?ownl’morho.rm .
. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3. _WATER Rssouncss AND WETLANDS  [Puget Power] |

The BPA-Bellingham #2 115-kV transmission line m Fever Creek twice. (See Flgure 16.)
- A wetland is. mapped to the south of the Sunset Drive intersection. Near the intersection of |
~ East Bakemew Road and the Dewey Road, the transrnission lme nght-of-way crosses Toad

The City of Bellingham has mapped a wetland just north of Sunset'Drive along the Trans .
~ . Mountain Qil Pipeline right-of-way. Two National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands extend
- from the base of a steep slope along the Trans Mountain Qil Pipeline to and adjacent with the -
abandoned Milwaukee Road grade. The NWI identifies wetlands in the area adjaoent to but
below the railroad grade .

' [f-_FiSHAND WILDLIFE [Puget Powerl__]

 Fisheries resources in the Puget Power pro;ect area are largely llrmted to Toad Creek and an
unnamed tributary of Squalicum Creek. The Washington Department of Wildlife has iden-
tified critical spawning habitats located in Toad Creek. Both Toad Creek and the unnamed
tributary flow directly into Squalicum Creek about 0.8 km (0.5 mi.) from the proposed
project. Fever Creek is also located in the proposed project study area, although its
‘significance for fisheries is limited. - .
\ )
' 'Wildlife’ species located in the proposed project study area include those species which
typically do well in close proximity to humans. Wildlife species associated with forest habitats
include raccoon, opossum, striped skunk, Douglas' squirrel, northern flying squirrel, -
Townsend's chipmunk, ravens, jays, woodpeckers, towhees, finches, robins, black-headed
~ grosbeaks, juncos, bushtits, and starlings. Forest amphibians and reptiles include rough-
shinned newts, salamanders, western toads, and Pacific treeﬁ'ogs Some of the wildlife
attracted to wetland habitats include raccoon, ducks, herons, snipe, sandpipers, plovers,
~ killdeer, swallows, common yellowthroat, painted turtle; garter snake, newts, salamanders,
' Atoads, and several species of frogs. Areas that are overgrown with grasses, herbs, shrubs, and -
~ vines attract wildlife species such as the red fox, striped skunk, cottontail rabbit, deer mouse,
_California quml -red-tailed hewk, CTOWS, meadowlarks goldﬁnches swallows blackbirds,
, brown-headed cowblrds, sparrows and starlmgs :

6. AGRICULTURE [Puget Power] |

R Prime farmland, deﬁned accordmg to the criteria of the Farmland Protection Pohcy Act
(FPPA) (7 U.S.C. 4201 et. seq.), was identified from the USDA-SCS soil surveys of the

Whatcom County and Skagit County areas. Lands currently in agricultural use were identified |
- and mapped from information interpreted from May 1992 aerial photography.and field
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Puon PoWanorrno.t'xcr

* verification. Current agncultural use m_thgmmmmmndhnghm&hm is limited

to areas of small pasture in the Puget Power pro;ect area.

7. VISUAL RESOURCES [Pugot Power] |

‘Much of the visual envnronment of the existing 6.9-km (4. 3-m1 ) 115-kV transmission line

corridor between the Puget Power and BPA Bellingham substations is characterized by
residential development and undeveloped rural areas. Residential development is con- -
centrated along the segment of the line from the Puget Power Bellingham Substation to the

| _ end of the improved portion of St. Clair Street and along Sunset Drive between St. Clair
~ Street and the Dewey Road. The remaining segments of the transmission corridor are

predominately undeveloped and rural in nature, with only occastonal residential structures

* located near the transmission nght-of-way

' Vlews within many of the residential areas are‘ dominated by housing structures and thelin'eer
~ features of the existing infrastructure, including paved roads ind electrical and telephone

utility service structures. The BPA-Bellingham #2 115kV msmlsslon line has been a part of
the visual lmdscape since 1958

Rural undevel0ped propeny chamctenms the vnsual elements of the altemanve (pipeline)

6. Recaumon ;p_ggot Powed |

“Recreation activities are genemlly limited to hiking, bllong, and so on in the v:cnmty of St

Clair Street, where former railroad rights-of-way are in natural trail use. No other areas of

* notable recreation activity were 1dent|ﬁed

18 CULTURAL Resounces [Puget Power]_]

As with the BPA portion of the project, the foeus of background research was a ¢ompilation |
of previously recorded sites. Generally, resources in the potentially affected area comprise
abandoned railroad rights-of-way and the communities of Dewey and Van Wyck. - Also, at its
southern end, the existing route of Puget Power's Bellingham #2 line passes through several
historic additions to the City of Bellingham. To date, no historic properties within these
additions or within 0.8 km (0.5 mi.) of the line have been nominated, or determined to be
eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, State Reg:ster or
Whatoom County Regnster
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| . line along the pipeline alternative. No z

PUGET POWERPART OF Pno.mcr
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: Consnucnou Acnous

capital investment in the neighborhood of $24,000,000 (includlng substation work but not
Puget Power’'s part of the project) would be commntted in developmg the proposed
transmission facilities. :

2. PUGET POWER PART OF THE PROJECT

" CONSTRUCTION Tecnmoues

County roads, city streets unimproved street nght-of-ways, and  alleyways would be used to
gain access to the pole locations to rebulld the BPA Bellmgham #2 line and to construct new
unimproved street rights-of-way have been encroached upon by lawns, gardens, and/or fences,
Puget Power would dtscuss access to the pole locations with the City of Bellingham and the
adjacent landowners

Existing wood poles insulators and conductors would be removed. This removal and con-
. struction of the new transmission lines would use conventional transmission-line construction
methods. Line trucks and mobile cranes would be used to remove existing poles and set the
new poles. New pole holes would be dug with either a power auger or backhoe. Dmmge _
improvements and clearing of vegetation might also be required. Where necessary, erosion
control plans would be developed before any construction actmtlee would take place.

MAINTENANCE PRACTICES

' ~ ine, Puget Power must control the
vegetatlon wnthm 1ts nghts—of-way in order to reduoe the potential for outages (due to '
interference with the conduotors) and safeguard the public safety. Puget Power's vegetation
. management program is declgned to oontrol moompatlble vegetation on a 5-year maintenance

- cycle geta : : as been managed to control tree -
- growth, to promote low-growmg plant commumtlec which are compatible with overhead
power lines, and to prevent establxshment of tree seedlmgs through competition.

Puget Power uses a systematic approach to vegetasion management for fransmission lmes next
to public rights-of-way. Proper pruning, selective removal of trees, and discriminating use of
growth regulators and herbicides are among the methods employed. Growth regulators and
herbicides are used in accordance wnth the City of Bellmgham and Whatcom County
approvals ‘

Routine vegetatlon mamtenance actmtles can occur throughout the year Emergency
maintenance would occur on an as-needed basis. With the continuation of the vegetation
management program which successfully controls undesirable vegetation, the need for
emergency maintenance for tree-related incidents would be minimal. /
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fucn POWERPART OF PROTECT
Envmouumu Consmmczs. l.mnllszm ZoNING
. Numbers of Bomee Expected to Experience an Incmse
or Decrease of More than 1 mG in Segment E (induding

the North Shore Road Alternative, east and weet sides
- of the corridor; Optlon 4) ,

Table 15d:

Option 4

Increase -

Option 4

Decrease

North Shore

| Alternative

North Shore

| Alternative

Decrease

| West Side

0

Increase*
, 0

0

‘East Side 0 3 0

. One house would a.lso be removed.

1. LAND USE AND ZONING [Puget Power] I
EXISTING 116KV TRANSMISSION LINE AND SUBSTATION

The BPA-Bellmgham #2 transmission lme occupies an mnstmg utility corridor, extendmg from

the Puget Power Bellmgham Substation to the BPA Bellingham Substation. This transmission
line has been in place since 1958. An option under consideration is to rebunld the transmission
- line within the same alignment, with poles replaced at or near the same Iocatxon as exlstmg ’

~ poles.

Puget Power's existing Bellingham Substatlon has been serving the Bellméham area since
*1949. This substation is currently a dehvery point of bulk power which i ls then distributed to
- other nelghborhood substations serving the greater Belhngham area. . :

: Compfoh'enslve Plan Designations and Z_onlng

The Puget Power Bellingham Substation and the BPA Bellingham #2 1 15-kV transmission
line are within the Roosevelt and/or Mount Baker plannmg area of the Bellmgham Compre-
- hensive Plan ; 05! , S

: : : ent reguls WIthll‘l the County, the
transmlssnon Ime passes through the urban fringe area of the Whatcom County Comprehensnve 1
Plan The zomng for the substatlon and transmission lines is described in Table 16.
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Existing Conditions

The pipeline altemative begins at the intersection of Sunset Drive and the unimproved St. \
~ Clair Street right-of-way. where the transmission line would paralle! the west side of the Trans
Mountain Oil Pipeline corridor north to the abandoned Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Clair, & '
Pacific Railroad (Milwaukee Road) right-of-way. The transmission line would continue
.within the Milwaukee Road right-of-way until it re)oms the existing BPA-Bellmgham #
tm\smxsston line at Dewey Road. . _

z. ~GEOLOGY/SOILS [Puget Power]_l

The review ‘of the map inventories and field verification yielded few geologic hanrds No
“seismic, volcanic, or coal mine hazard areas would aﬁ'ect or be affected by the project.

'EXISTING 115-KV TRANSMISSION LINE REBUILD

| Field observations dld not reveal any erosion problems dlrectly under or next to the BPA-
‘Bellingham #2 115-kV transmission line. Rebuilding the existing line would not result in any
mﬁmmpmmmmgy_qmls. Pole replacement would not constitute enough land

clearing to encounter or create erosion problems. Access to'pole locations in localized

A potentml erosion areas might require regrading the right-of-way and the use of prudent
erosion control measures. These measures could include the use of straw bales to mtercept
and direct surface water flow and reseeding the area with an erosion control seed mix; or

requmng construction dunng the dry seasons of the year m_n_tmngmbmm

PIPELINE 'ALTER'NATIVE |

- The City of Bellingham has mapped a potential landslide hazard area north of the intersection

“of St. Clair Street and Sunset Drive. The hillside (slope: about 80%) is a grassy slope in the
Trans Mountain Oil Pipeline right-of-way and wooded area next to the proposed transmission
line right-of-way. The existing pipeline right-of-way is maintained by Trans Mountam Oil.
There are no apparent geologlc fanlurw or earth movements at the site. ‘

Constructlon of the. transmnssxon line would require cleanng about a 21-m-w1de (70-ft.-wide)

for about 1000 feet along the right-of-way. Clearing would be done by hand, with trees and
debris yarded off'and mulched. No access road would be required for cleanng or constructing

the transmission line at the hllls:de

Revegetation of the cleared area would include stabilizing the slope to prevent slumping,
particularly by drainages that carry water. Preventive measures may include water bars or
flow interceptors to redirect the sufface water flow. The area would be seeded with an
erosion control mix either by broadcasting seed using a cyclone seeder or by hydroseedmg
Hydromulching thh wood fiber could be used to prowde funher stabnllzatlon on the steep
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slope Slte-specxﬁe erosion control measures would be developed as part of the construction
specifications to minimize erosion. No other sites within the pipeline right-of-way represent

landslide or erosion hazards. Much of the abandoned railroad right-of-way has had access .

- road improvements as part of the installation of a gas line by Cascade Natural Gas. '
~ Construction of the transmission line would use this access road and the railroad bed. - ,
Proposed erosion control and restoration actions wﬂl help to assure that sxgmﬁcant unpacts to v
soils or geology are avoxded ' :

35 VEGETATION [Puget Power]

: - jon di impact vegetation Impactsonvegetauonfor_thg :
W is generally low/moderate. Primary concerns are associated with clearing
~ trees in forested wetland habitats. These plant communities are not easily replaced, once lost.
- Appropriate mitigation such as the creation/replacement of affected forested wetland acreage
would moderate these potential considerable adverse effects. Potential impacts on scrub-
shrub and emergent wetlands would be considered to be temporary, provided no new
pammanent access roads are built in wetland areas. Impacts on forest vége- tation are
considered to be insignificant because those 1mpacts would be restricted to a relatively small
area, and because forest habitat in the general area is abundant. Impacts on pasture and other
open-land plant communities are not expected to be significant because these plant =~
commnities are typlcally dominated by species whlch do well in disturbed env:ronments

4. WATER RESOURCES AND WETLANDS '[Puget Power] |
EXISTING 115-KV TRANSMISSION LINE REBUILD

The BPA-Bellingham # llS-kV transmission line crosses Fever Creek twice: ﬁrst, along
North Street between Superior and Michigan Streets, and second, at the end of the paved
portion of St. Clair Street. The first crossing has no associated wetlands, and no impacts

- would result from rebuilding the line. The second crossing involves the wetlands identified
below. Fever Creek is not a regulated stream under the City of Bellingham's Shoreline Master
Plan. Activities within 15 m (50 ft.) of Fever Creek are regulated under the Wetland and
Stream regulatory chapter of the Bellmglmm Mummpal Code (Ordmance #10267). ‘

The transmission lme spans Fever Creek and wetland south of the abandoned Burlmgton
Northern Railroad (BN) right-of-way on the improved portion of the St: Clair Street right-of-
way. This wetland is classified by the City as a Category ITI (low-habitat-value) wetland and
- can be described as palustrine forested, broad-leafed deciduous, and palustrine emergent.
wetland. The transmission line spans this wetland and the Fever Creek channel. No impacts
on Fever Creek or its wetland would occur from rebuilding the transmission line. The poles
are located out of the wetland and stream corridor. Access to the poles spanning the wetland

\,
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isfrom the existing St. Clair Street nght—of-way Erosion and sediment control measures
would be used

‘Mapped to the south ofthe Sunset Dnve intersection is a Category 111 wetland descnbed as
palustrine emergent and forested, broad-leaved deciduous. Vegetation consists of soft rush,
sedges, velvet grass, and Douglas spirses. The wetland occurs primarily east of the
transmission line. ‘Rebuilding the transmission line would not significantly affect this wetland,
because the line would span it. A topographical survey of this area indicates that the wetland
lies within an area from about the edge of the Sunset Drive right-of-way to about 56 m

o (180 ft.) south of Sunset Drive. Atthesetwopomts the land elevation is the same, defining

- the low area. Puget Power's pole location in this vicinity is about 72 m (235 ft.) south of the
Sunset Drive right-of-way and about 2 m (6 ft.) in elevation above the wetland, Access to this
pole locasion would be from the south via Barkley Boulevard on the exnsung ummproved St
Clair Street ngln—of-way with no anticipated unpaets : ,

Near the intersection of East Bakerview Road and Dewey Road the transmission line nght-
of-way crosses Toad Creek. The line spans the creek and would have no tmpact on the
stream or wetlands. _

© PIPELINE ALTERNATIVE

The pipeline alternative parallels the Trans Mountain Oil Pipeline from the intersection of the

- unimproved St. Clair right-of-way and Sunset Drive to the abandoned Milwaukee Road right-
of-way. The transmission line would parallel the northerly side of the abandoned Milwaukee
Road right-of-way until it joined the existing corridor at the Dewey Road. The City of
Bellingham has mapped a wetland just north of Sunset Drive along the Trans Mountain Oil
Pipeline right-of-way. This wetland is classified by the City as Category I (high resource
value) and described by the Fish and Wildlife Service as palustrine emergent, forested, broad-

 leafed deciduous and scrub-shrub. About 21 m (70 ft.) of additional clearing adjacent to and
parallel with the west side of the pipeline right-of-way would be needed to provide adequate

clearance for the transmission line. Moderate clearing impacts on the forested portion of the
wetland would be minimized by using equipment which exerts the minimal amotint of ground
pressure and by replacing lost vegetation with wetland species. The existing Trans Mountain
right-of-way and road would provide access to the pole locations, further reducing wetland ‘

impacts.

- National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands extend from the base of a steep slope along the
“pipeline to and adjacent with the abandoned Milwaukee Railroad grade. These wetlands have
been classified as palustrine forested seasonally flooded, and palustrine forested temporarily
flooded. Moderate wetland impacts are anticipated for this section of the transmission line.
Impacts on the wetlands to the west of the plpelme right-of-way might result from clearing of
trees; these impacts would be minimized by using equlpment which exerts the minimal amount
of ground pressure and by replacing lost vegetation with wetland species. Minimal impacts
are also anticipated at the three or four pole locations required in this area. Existing access

{

Insert 16 ‘ o
Placemem Bonom of page - SDEIS Chapter 4/140







 PUGET PUWER PART OF PROJBCT
Envmomumu, Consmmcm. WATER Rxsouncns/WmAan

The NWI |denuﬁea wetlands in the area next to but below the railroad grade The proposed
transmission line would be located on the northerly side of the Milwaukee Road right-of-way

" the recently built Cascade Natural Gas access road on the abandoned railroad nght-of-way
‘would be used for access and construction. Significant access improvements in 1992 have
been made along much of the Milwaukee Road right-of-way as part of the installation of the
Cascade Natural Gu plpelme 'I'he new trnnsnussxon line would not affect these NWI o

5. FISH AND WILDLIFE [Puget Power] |

v- . Because the trmsmnssnon lines would span all creeks (&memmum . '

- consideration) in the proposed right-of-way, very little riparian and/or stream disturbance is
expected to occur. Therefore, impacts on fisheries resources are expected to be shght

Concem for unpncts on wildlife is genemlly slight. Most of the wildlife habitats crossed by the

proposed pro;ect have been altered by previous human activities. Since human disturbance of

these areas is considered to be high, overall wildlife suitability and habitat effectiveness is

- considered to be low. Potential impacts associated with construction, operation, and main-
tenance of the proposed project would not. sngmﬁcmtly affect local wildlife population
presentlyusmgthe area. The number of wildlife species using the area, their abundance, and
their movernent pattems are expected to remain unchanged followmg lmplementauon of the

,proposedpro:ect

[6 AGRICULTURE [Puget Power] |

Prime farmland defined according to the criteria of the Farmland Protection Policy Act

(7 U.S.C. 4201 er. seq.) was identified from the USDA-Soil Conservation Service soils -
surveys of the Whatcom County and Skagit County areas. Lands currently in agricultural use
were identified and mapped from mfonnatwn mterprcted from May 1992 aerial photography '
and field venﬁcatnon .

: “EXIS'HNG 115-KV TRANSMISSION LINE REBUILD

' Mmhmcrossesabouto 5km (0.3, nu)ofdesxgmted?mnefannlandand 08 km (0.5
mi.) of small-acreage pasture. The existing poles would be replaced almost one-for-one at
existing pole locations. Therefore, no loss of either designated Prime farmiand or land o
currently in agncultural use would occur. Given the small amount of land affected, impacts
would be minor and short-term, confined to the temporary disruption and i inconvenience

. posed by constructlon The substation work would not impact agricultural lands. -
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PIPELINE ALTERNATNE

- Where this eltenutsvefollowsthee:netmglls;kv transmission line, it crosses about 0.5 km.
(0.3 mi.) of designated Prime farmland currently in pasture.- Replncementofpolecmd
unpeetewouldbeths.nmmﬂloseforthembuﬂd,above

Iz VISUAL RESOURCES [Puget m.ﬂ_

'EXISTING 118KV TRANSMlSSION LINE REBUILD

Much of the vmnl environment of the existmg 6.9-km (4. 3-m| ) 1 15-kV transmission line
corridor between the Puget Power and BPA Bellingham substations is characterizad by
residential development and undeveloped rural areas. Residential development is con-
centrated along the segment of the line from the Puget Power Bellingham Substation to the
end of the improved portion of St. Clair Street and along Sunset Drive between St. Clmr
Street and Dewey Road. The remaining segments of the transmission corridor are =
predonmntdyﬂndwdopedmdmmlmmture,mthoﬂyomomlremdenﬂdmaum
located near the transmission line right-of-way.

Within much of the residential areas, views are dominated by housmg structures and the linear
~ features of the existing infrastructure, including paved roads and electrical and telephone ‘
*utility service structures. The BPA-Belhnghnm #21 lS-kV tnnsmnss:on line has been a part of
the visual landscape since 1958. o -

Forthe BPA-Bellnghnm #2 transmission line, after the piject is complete the poles would
betboutlSm(Sﬁ)ullerthaneoumngpolesandbereplacedatornearthemstmgpole '
locations. «

The project would not introduce new visual elements that would slgmﬁcantly chmge the
visual character of the existing msmnsaon line. .

PIPELINE ALTERNATNE

Rural undeveloped pmperty characterizes the visual elements of thls altematnve route. The o

: plpebnemermtwebegmsatthe intersection of St. Clair Street and Sunset Drive and proceeds

* cross-country in 8 northerly direction for about 670 m (2200 f.) to the Milwaukee Road

right-of-way. This portion of the route parallels a Trans Mountain Oil Pipeline right-of-way

© which:is cleared and maintained free of trees and shrubs for its 15-m (50-ft.) width. An
 additional 1800 feet of right-of-way about 21 m (70 f.) wide would be requued to build the

' 115-kV transmission line next to the pipeline corridor. Cleanng of the additional right-of-way

and construction of the 115-kV. tmnsmlssnon line would aﬁ'ect views, but only along a small '

stretch of Sunset Drive. ' ~ , _

-~
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CHAPTER 9
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter identifies comments made by people who reviewed the Draft environmental
impact statement (DEIS) and by those who reviewed the Supplemental DEIS (SDEIS), .
and either wrote letters on the subject or attended meetings where they registered their

. concerns. Comments on the SDEIS are distinguished from comments on the DEIS by a
vertical line in the left margin. Each comment was assigned an acronym for easy reference
(NWTP - Northwest Transmission Project; BOH - Bellingham Open House; or SWOH -
Sedro Woolley Open House) plus numbers to indicate which letter or meeting, and which
comment within the individual’s discussion. Comments were grouped by area of focus
(e.g., Purpose and Need, Visual Resources, Design) and responses prepared. Below, you
will see each comment, followed by the name of the commenter and the identifying
comment code, and, last, the response. Where similar comments were made by more than
one person, they are also referenced but not repeated word-for-word.

BPA

Comment: The SDEIS's discussion of the need for this project may be supplemented
with the followmg information:

- A. Access to Canadian Energy Resources. The project will provide Puget Power
greater flexibility to respond to a variety of needs in competitive markets. The opening of
. |a wholesale generation market has led to increased price competition. The project will
provide Puget Power with direct access to Canadian energy resources. Direct access to
these resources will provide Puget Power with greater flexibility to realize competitive
opportunities for the benefit of its customers. Some of these competitive opportunities are
anticipated in the short term (i.e., energy acquisitions on the spot market that displace
more expensive resources) while other opportumtles are anticipated for long-term
resource needs (i.e., firm acquisitions).

B. Local Reliability. The SDEIS states that the project will increase the
capability of the local transmission system to move power through and out of the local
area, and Puget Power's 115 kV system will be better protected against thermal overloads.
Puget Power has, over the last few years, made improvements to the local transmission
system, and during this time approximately 655 MW of new generation (cogeneration
facilities) have come on line. These changes have altered the local transmission system
and have, as the SDEIS notes, to some extent "diminished" the degree to which this
project is needed to address local transmission deficiencies. However; the local reliability
benefits afforded by the project are still important and needed. :
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The project will add a second 230-kV transmission line from the BPA Belliigham

Substation to the Puget Power Sedro Woolley Substation. This will prevent, under

certain conditions, overloading of Puget Power's 115-kV lines. Puget Power's Sedro

Woolley-to-Bellingham #3 and #4 115-kV transmission lines are electrically parallel to

BPA's existing Bellingham-to-Sedro Woolley 230-kV line. Loss of the existing BPA

230-kV line causes more power to flow on the Puget Power 115-kV lines, resulting in

overloads and outages. A recent outage underscores that when this occurs, potentially

~ dangerous overloads result and many Puget Power customers can be affected.

Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.

Response: This information has been incorporated into the Final EIS.

Comment:
1. You have admitted to the fact that you do not have a contract with Canada for the
power for this project. How can you justify spending the millions of dollars this
- project will cost taxpayers with no binding contract?

|2. The regional need for access to additional power seems unfounded given that the
- region has excess power. BPA is having a difficult time competing with private power -
generation and has lost significant customers lately. This trend must be fully
documented, analyzed, and addressed before this project can be seriously considered.

3. Given the intense competition with private power generation, why is BPA competing
with private industry, with taxpayers' dollars, in the generation of electricity when
private industry is offering competitive alternatives and employing American workers?

5. Project financing. As taxpayers, we find it ludicrous that we are being asked to fund
another project that allows BPA to compete with the private sector power generation,
when BPA has yet to repay its loans from the Federal Treasury. The project's
financing and BPA current indebtedness to the Federal Treasury should be expllcltly
stated in both the EIS and project Justlﬁcatlon

10. In light of the above concerns (1-9), it is reckless and abusive for BPA and Puget
Power to proceed with this project. F.A.LR. believes that this project should be
abandoned. IfBPA can properly justify the region's needs in the future, the
transmission Ime should go in the less populous Eastern Washington Corridor.

[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015
-FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Comment: The whole premise for the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Transmission
Project is dubious at best. Why are you building a "line for the region" when you are-
canceling an energy agreement with Canada?
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It is disturbing to us that your BPA project is in partnership with Puget Power, a privately
owned company. Why should we citizens support Puget Power's stock and private
dividends for the stock holders of Puget Power at the tax payer's expense and at our own
personal property devaluation?

With the current discussions takmg place about the ellmmatlon of the Department of
Energy, of which you are a part, and about the current huge debt load of BPA, which has
yet to pay its loans from the Federal Treasury that were generated years ago, we feel the
proposed project is an excellent example of government waste. .
: [Craig Langager NWTP-04-009
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Comment: Although I do not see an immediate need to increase transfer capability, I do
understand that future needs are inevitable, and that you need to prepare now.
‘ [Bonnie Morehouse BOH-5]

Comment: Where is the power going? ~ ; '
: [Anthony Raas BOH-7]

Comment: Does this prOJect meet a need that is present now or a marketing need for the |
future?
- [Kathy Klemmer BOH-8]

Comment: Is this project needed to increase sales?
[Anthony Raas BOH-7]

Comment: I realize that increased development requires additional power.
[Peggy Mohr BOH-27]

Comment: We have a lot of power resources in Whatcom County and we don't need any
more.
[Tom Lingbloon BOH-34]

Comment: With respect to the increased transfer need, why is this work isolated to the

Bellingham area? Why is the work concentrated in this area? Why doesn't the need to

rebuild lines continue beyond this area?
: [Ray Tompkins SWOH-6]

Comment: I don't agree that thereis a seasonal dlfference between the U.S. and Canada.
| A seasonal exchange doesn't make sense.
[Ray Tompkins SWOH-7]

Comment: What is the comparative cost between Canadian, PNW, and California

power?
[Ray Tc ompkins , SWOH-8]
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Comment: What projected power needs underlie thi’s project?
[Ray Tompkins ' SWOH-9]

Comment: Did you do a study to see if the upgrade is cost effective? h
[Ray Tompkins SWOH-10]

Response: These comments have been grouped because they all center on the need for

" |the project. Electric power market and business conditions have changed considerably in
the last two years, as has BPA’s financial situation. Consequently, concerns have been
expressed as to the economic viability of this project to BPA, the region, and in particular
to Whatcom County. The EIS itself has extensive discussions on the need for and viability
of this project. However, given the number of comments focused on this issue, a more
historical discussion may be useful.

Historical Background

In the early 1980s BPA determined there would be a need to upgrade the local
Bellingham area transmission system to meet anticipated population growth in the
Whatcom and Skagit county areas. The start of an upgrade project was delayed, however,
as population growth was slower than anticipated.

By the mid-to-late 1980s, Puget Power also determined a need to upgrade its system and
to connect that system directly with the transmission system in British Columbia. In

May 1989, Puget Power applied to the Department of Energy, Office of Fuels Programs,
for a Presidential Permit to construct, connect, operate and maintain electric transmission
facilities at the international border between the U.S. and Canada. The proposed project
would have constructed two, 230-kV transmission lines on new right-of-way, crossing the
border into Canada near Lynden, Washington. An EIS process was begun, and public
|meetings were held. Included in that EIS was an optlon of rebunldmg part of BPA’s 230-
kV system.

Much public interest and opposition to Puget Power’s proposal €énsued. Additional
interest was expressed in rebuilding the existing BPA transmission line between its Custer
Substation northwest of Bellingham and its Bellingham Substation. In November 1993,

- |Whatcom County voters amended the County zoning ordinance to restrict the
construction of transmission facilities over 115-kV, except on land where conditional use
permits have already been granted or in areas classified as industrial.

Unable to proceed with their original plan, Puget Power then entered into joint technical
studies with BPA and found that rebuilding existing lines would accomplish the need of
increasing the U.S.-Canadian intertie capacity and solving the local reliability problems for
BPA and Puget Power. The agreement to pursue such a plan jointly evolved into the
present proposed project. Puget Power’s petition for a Presidential Permit was
suspended, and its original project put on hold, pending the outcome of this joint project.
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- |If this joint project is not ct)mpleted ‘then Puget Power could reopen its ongmal project to
try to satisfy its own needs/ goals.

Changes in the Project

As part of the joint project, BPA published a draft EIS (November 1993) that included
three main options for the BPA corridor between Custer, Bellingham and Sedro Woolley
as well as upgrades/location options for Puget Power 115-kV lines near and within
Bellingham. Public meetings were held and comments received.

Also in the early 1990s, new generating facilities were constructed and associated Puget
Power upgraded its 115-kV lines in the Whatcom County area. Aware of these
developments, the local public questioned BPA on the need to upgrade BPA’s line to
solve local reliability problems, which appeared to Whatcom County residents to be taken
care of with the construction of the generation facilities. :

In 1994 Puget Power, responding to budget concerns, restudied the need for upgrading its
115-kV system, concluding that the planned Bellingham-Kendall 115-kV loop line into
BPA’s Bellingham Substation was not needed. The utility forwarded this information to
|BPA..

Meanwhile, BPA was also going through a transformation. After several years of low
precipitation/low river flows, low aluminum prices, increased need to help the salmon
migrate to the ocean by flushing the rivers, reduced natural gas prices allowing the gas
generators to be more competitive, and deregulation of the electrical industry (Energy
Policy Act of 1992), BPA’s revenues were reduced. Under increasing pressure to be more
cost-conscious and more competitive, BPA reviewed all of its pending projects to

| determine their individual merit and cost effectiveness, including the NW Washington
Transmission Project. BPA concluded that the project was still needed, but that the focus
had shifted more toward increasing the intertie transfer capability, with less emphasis on
the need to increase local reliability. The latest studies made it apparent that Option 1 (a
double circuit 230-kV line) would be able to meet all of both BPA’s and Puget Power’s
needs and was the least costly and most environmentally favorable compared to other-
options. Accordingly, Option 1 was identified as the Proposed Action in the Supplemental
DEIS. v ~ :

Project Benefits and Costs

Puget Power agreed with BPA'’s findings and agreed to continue ahead with the joint
project. Puget Power would be a full financial project partner, and would pay its share of
the costs of this Project. The NW Washington Transmrssron Project was thus determined
to be still economlcally v1able to both entities.

Intertie projects have hlstorlgally provided more benefits than costs for BPA. Knowing
this, it was clear that the benefits to BPA would be substantially greater than the cost of
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building the Projéct. BPA decided a specific cost/benefit analysis was unnecessary. The
benefits of this project, as described in the EIS, are as follows:

« additional Federal access to return stored energy from Canada;

- added capacity for anticipated increases in Northern Intertie power transactions
for Pacific Northwest utilities;

« increased flexibility in operation of the hydroelectric system and of thermal
resources within Whatcom and Skagit counties; and

» increased access to Canadian resources that would meet the objectives of BP_A‘
and Puget Power strategic business plans.

.| This project would also benefit BPA utility customers. BPA would better be able to work
with Canadian and PNW or PSW utilities to find the most economical power available at
any given time. For instance, during spring runoff or fish flushing, excess water releases
would be used to generate electricity. BPA would wheel the power to Canada who would
- |therefore not need to generate as much electricity to supply its own demands, and would
be able to store more water behind their dams. BPA would pay Canada a storage fee.
When BPA needed the power in the fall, Canada would generate electricity and wheel it
back to BPA. The Bellingham Project would enable more (425 MW for BPA’s portion)
of this type of exchange to take place, representing a substantial value to BPA.
Ultimately, the end user of electricity would benefit through electrical rates that would be
lower than otherwise possible. : E

The release of National Marine Fisheries Service’s Biological Opinion on March 1, 1995,
regarding operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System has made this project
even more essential. During fish-flush periods in the Snake and Columbia rivers (May-
August), BPA will want to sell surplus power to the Southwest and store energy in
Canada. Together, BPA and the Canadian utility (POWEREX) would be able to make
energy sales to the Southwest which neither could otherwise make alone. (Neither BPA
nor POWEREX alone have the right mix of capacity and energy products to meet the
market needs of the Southwest.) Instead of spilling water over the dams, generating no
revenue for BPA, the agency would be in a position to sell power to the Southwest and
1others, and gain back some or all of otherwise lost revenues.

The current Intertie system in the Bellingham is a bottleneck that constrains the capacity
of the Intertie. The proposed upgrade will remove this bottleneck and increase
transmission capacity of the Intertie by 850 megawatts. Increased Intertie capacity will in
all probability be fully used in a relatively short period. For example, BPA currently has
received requests for transmission services from two Northwest utilities to wheel power
from Canada to their service areas in the Northwest. Requests for firm transmission
services cannot be met without upgrading the transmission system on both sides of the
Canadian border. BPA charges for transmission services which, over time, will help offset
costs.
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In an expanding and competitive wholesale electric market, BPA expects that Northwest
utilities will seek to purchase power from British Columbia and Alberta. Canadian utilities
have power to sell, and Northwest utilities are anxious to purchase power in a competitive
market, at the lowest cost possible. Expansion of the Northern Intertie enhances that
competitive market with the opportunity to reduce cost of power to Northwest ratepayers.

Firm contracts for power sales between Canada and the U.S. cannot occur without
adequate transmission capacity. The NW Washington Transmission Project provides
added transmission capacity and makes such transaction possible.

The project would provide benefits to Puget Power as well. Puget Power would have
greater flexibility to respond to a variety of needs in competitive markets by giving it
direct access to Canadian energy resources. The project would also improve local
reliability: Puget Power’s 115-kV system would be better protected against thermal
overloads when BPA’s lines are out in the area.

It is true that the capital outlay for this project would increase BPA’s deficit. However, it
is antlclpated that the project would quickly pay for itself, reducing BPA’s costs and
increasing revenues.

Comment: 4. BPA is attempting to cancel a contract with a private power producer,
Tenaska, yet still wishes to pursue this project. Tenaska, in turn, has filed a claim against
BPA for over 1 billion dollars which is further cause for alarm of BPA's judgment. Even
the Northwest Power Planning Council which sets policy for BPA has warned that BPA
may not be competitive. These power plants employ American workers and can be placed
adjacent to high use areas which reduces health issues, property devaluation, and need for
massive transmission lines in a densely populated region. BPA must re-evaluate their
policy and gain public acceptance before embarking on the transmission line project.
[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: BPA has been in settlement discussions with Tenaska Washington Partners II,
L.P. (Tenaska) regarding its power project since April 17, 1995, when BPA informed
Tenaska of its intent to withdraw from the project. These discussions are being
undertaken with the hope of arriving at a level of compensation agreeable to both sides.
The Secretary of Energy has encouraged, and BPA is w1|lmg to enter into, mediation to
attempt to resolve this dispute.

Meanwhile, on June 23, 1995, Tenaska filed suit in the United States Court of Federal
Claims and in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. Because Tenaska
and BPA have agreed to maintain confidentiality regarding the settlement discussions, and
because the matter is in litigation, we are unable to comment further at this time.
However, BPA’s decision to withdraw from the Tenaska Washington project is not
|related to the BPA/Puget Power NW Washington Transmission Project.
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Comment: ... The project will benefit Canadian, Californian, and utility interests and
the residents along Lake Whatcom will suffer property devaluation, higher exposure to
EMF, visual impacts, fire hazard, and deteriorating water quality [suffer all the negative
impacts and not get any of the benefit].

[Craig Langager NWTP-2-56/3]

Comment: I didn't understand' Why you feel you need to increase the size of this

power line. \ .
- [Elaine McRory NWTP-2-68/2]

Response: The purpose of the project is covered in the Supplemental DEIS in Chapter 1
"Purpose and Need for Action." The Northwest Washington Transmission Project '
provides additional transmission capacity between Canada and the Pacific Northwest.
This is beneficial to all parties--local and regional--served by BPA and Puget Power,
because the project increases the ability to import power more effectively and
economically to the Northwest from Canadian utilities. This project is also needed to
prevent local thermal overloading, which is partially caused by the transfer of excess
generation (energy) out of Whatcom/Skagit counties. Also, see Chapter 2, Section C
"Description and Comparison of Alternatives, Including the Proposal." -

Comment: A more thorough analysis of Whatcom County's power requirements should
be made in light of the start-up of new cogeneration power plants in both Whatcom &
Skagit counties. These new "cogen" plants would appear to alleviate the local need for
increased power transmission capacity. More detailed comment on why this proposal has
significant value to local residents should be made in the EIS. ~ :
[Kate & Martin Eifrig NWTP-2-62/8]

Comment: Existing Transfer Capacity. There are references throughout the DEIS to the
existing transfer capacity of the Northern Intertie, stated in most cases as 2,000 MW rated
transfer capacity ("RTC") westside, north to south. The DEIS also states that the single
contingency rating ("SCR") of the Northern Intertie is 220 MW on the westside, north to
south. This discussion of existing transfer capacity in terms of the SCR is important. It
underscores the need to improve existing firm transfer capacity on the Northern Intertie
(i.e., to increase the 230 MW single contingency rating of the existing system).

' - [John Campion =~ NWTP-2-84/2

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

' Material in italics is the “prompt™ from the comment response sheet circulated to help:people focus

their comments.
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Comment: You could improve the choices by: creating another source of power - has

wind power ever been considered? Such as Pacific Gas and Electric did at Altamont Pass
in California.’ .
[Barbara Landrock NWTP-2-36/1]

Similar comments f_rom: Marcia Leister NW-Z-34/2

Ray/Dolly Tompkins NWTP-2-98/38
FAIR 94-0085/9

Craig Langager NWTP-2-56/2
Mike Kaufman NWTP-2-57/31

Response: While alternative energy resources have diminished the local reliability issue,
alternative energy sources do not eliminate the need for this project, because of the
continued need for additional transfer capacity between the U.S. and Canada. Although
alternative energy sources such as cogeneration, wind power, etc. would provide some of
the needed power for the local area, the problems with the existing system are further
compounded by the inability to transfer excess generation (energy) out of Whatcom/Skaglt '
County. See discussions on cogeneration in Chapter 1, Section 1.D.1.

Comment: [ think the analysis would be better if you: ‘addressed power issues arising
from increased demand due to 'development.’
[Marcia Leister NWTP-2-34/1]

Response: As indicated in the Purpose and Need sections, BPA recognizes the effect of
increased local demand for power on the existing system. Also, regional power demand is
increasing. Even though Northwest utilities invest in aggressive conservation programs,
upgrading the transm1ss1on system is still needed.

Comment: Where does pdwer for these lines originate?
' ' [Ed Serna NWTP-2-98/35]

 Response: Power that is transferred over the Northern Intertie can originate within -

Canada and the U.S. at virtually any power source connected to the transmission grid.

Most of the power would come from the Federal hydroelectric dams on the Columbia

- River. Canadian power would also be largely hydroelectric and would originate at Peace

-and Columbia River dams. Please also see Chapter 1, Section B "Need," in the
Supplemental DEIS.

i

Comment: How long is this going to last in the future?
[Cary Schmidt NWTP-2-98/41]
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-Response: Commercial energy transactions between the U.S. and Canada are expected to
increase in future years. The proposed facilities would enable a moderate increase in such
_ transactions. Dramatic changes have occurred in the electric power industry since passage

of the 1992 Energy Policy Act. Business uncertainty is high. It is thus difficult to say how
many years would pass before added capacity on the Northern Intertie would be needed.
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. No Action

Comment: I prefer the No Action alternative, but if the project proceeds I prefer
Option 1 because it proposes towers that are no taller than the tallest existing towers in
the corridor.

[Kathy Klemmer BOH-19]

Response: BPA is proposing to build Option 1, which would use double-circuit 230-kV
transmission structures that are generally the same henght as the adjacent 500-kV
structures. >

2. BPA Design Option 1 - Proposed Action

| Comment: I believe this proposal, as outlined on page 6, is the best solution, and
- | certainly the one that would impact my land the least. Therefore I am in favor of it. ,
[David Davis NWTP-04-003]

{Comment: We do not have a position on whether the power lines need to be upgraded,
but if they are upgraded we believe they should be held within the existing corridor.  The
right thing to do is leave the lines where they are currently It is environmentally right,
financially right and morally right.
[Tracy Westbury NWTP-04-21
Concemed Citizens Around Lake Whatcom Watershed]

Comment: My husband and I do not have a "not in my backyard attitude." The option
BPA is proposing (Optlon 1) helps the commumty financially and uses existing right-of-
way which helps minimize impacts.

[Bonnie Morehouse BOH-4]

Comment. I hope political pressure does not change BPA's proposed alternative.
. [Bonnie Morehouse . BOH-14 ] -

Comment: If the project proceeds, Option 1 has the least environmental impact because
it has smaller towers and uses existing right-of-way. I am happy that the proposed
alternative is for shorter towers (not any taller than those now in the corridor).

[Anthony Raas BOH-17,22]

- |Response: Thank you for your comments in support of the proposed option.
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Comment: You could reduce impacts by: "Sticking with your proposal and. being more
sensitive to ecological concerns in general.” -
' [David Davis NWTP-04-003]

Response: After completion of the Final EIS, BPA will consider the information in the
|Final EIS, together with economic and engineering factors, and issue a Record of Decision
documenting BPA’s decision, including the rationale for its selection. BPA will document
mitigation actions that will be undertaken to reduce the project’s environmental impact. A
mitigation action plan will be completed, that will guide design, construction, operation
and maintenance of the new facilities. : :

3. BPA Design Option 2 - 500-kV Design, with Operation at 230-kV

Comment: With Options 2 and 3, more load carrying capability is built into the double
circuit 500-kV line than is mdlcated in the DEIS. With this additional capablhty it would
be easy for BPA to upgrade to another 3rd 500-kV circuit.

[Steven Wight NWTP-2-98/33 ]

Response: BPA has no plans to upgrade to a third S00-kV circuit at this time. The 500-
kV construction was considered primarily because the larger conductors would save
energy by reducing losses on the system. The proposed plan is to construct a double
circuit 230-kV line (Option 1) which cannot be upgraded to 500-kV. BPA could not
upgrade the other Options at a later date without a new environmental and public
involvement process.

4, BPA Design Option 3 - 500-kV Operation of the Rebuilt Line

Comment: I prefer Option 3 because it has lower EMF increases and more EMF
decreases. :
[Dean Wadsworth SWOH-16]

Response: This option, although desirable from an EMF and noise standpoint is nearly
$20 million more costly than Option 1. For this reason, Option 3 was not selected as the
Proposed Actlon

5. BPA Design Option 4 - 500-kV Operation of the Rebuilt Line

INp comments were received on this topic.
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6. Loclation Alternative - North Shore Road [

Comment: I am definitely not in favor of what is described on pp. 10-12 as the North
Shore Altematlve Reasons for my objections are:

a) It would be unnecessary, arbitrary, and costly to condemn additional land, log
it, build more roads, and impact house and house sites east of the already
existing corridor.

b) Fragile wetlands would be additionally impacted in an adverse manner.
~ Wetland on my property and neighboring property south of me would be
~ wiped out completely. Olsen Creek would probably receive sediments and
other erosion from construction.

c) EMF's have not, according to studies, resulted in definitive conclusions.
~ EMF's are a main factor cited by FAIR, but in my personal opinion this issue
masks what is actually an economic and aesthetic issue: having "the wooden

pole line" removed would enhance FAIR's property values. '

d) The crossover described on p. 11 of the summary sounds complicated and also
risky or possibly undependable. I agree with the point made on p.105 of your
DEIS: namely that in FAIR's alternative the end result "would be visible for
more people... -

e) The North Shore Alternative would place lines so close to my residence near
Olsen Creek that I would not be comfortable living there. The mixed forest
between my house and the present corridor would have.to be removed,
eliminating the partial buffer from which the house benefits. This house was
built where it now sits in order to minimize the visual and auditory impacts
from BPA lines. My personal life would be impacted adversely to the extent
that I would be forced out. Moreover, I believe it would be impossible, given
today's general attitude towards power lines, to sell the house.

f) The North Shore group purchased their land with a full comprehension that the
power lines ran near it or across it. To move these lines from their backyards
into my own and other’s front yards appears fundamentally unfair in intention.

Even separately, each of the above reasons is reason enough not to move 3.4 miles of
BPA corridor to the east, at enormous expense to taxpayers. Taken together, all these
reasons make the North Shore Altematlve and alternative worth fighting in court, if it ever
comes to that.

[David Davis NWTP-04-003]

Response: BPA shares some of your concerns and designated Option 1 as the Proposed
Action because it best achieved the purposes and needs for which the project was
proposed, while minimizing impacts on property owners and the environment. Optlon 1
also is less costly, as you point out.
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Comment: Ifthe North Shore Alternative is selected, I am concerned about the impacts

to property improvements (out buildings, etc.) that BPA would have to take for the new

right-of-way. - ' _
[Bonnie Morehouse - BOH-6]

Comment: Don't move the line as proposed in the North Shore Alternative and decrease
someone else's property values, to make up for a ﬁnancnal error (buying land along a
transmission line right-of-way).

[Bonnie Morehouse BOH-13]

Comment: I am concerned about FAIR's proposal of moving the line to the side of the
right-of-way where their home is located. Our neighbors are also concerned. Whatdo I
need to do to make our concerns known? -

[Bonnie/Ron Morehouse NWTP-04-12 ]

Comment: Attached are copies of the assessors map which shows our 20 acre parcel
along with our proposed short plat that has been submitted to the County for approval.
Unless BPA buys Lot 4 of our plat or pays us a very substantial amount of money to.
acquire an additional easement, we strongly object to this (North Shore Road) proposed
alternative. - Moving out of the existing power corridor further onto our property would
result in a huge monetary loss to us and make the selling of Lot 4 extremely difficult.

’ [Steve and Judy Potter NWTP-04-16]

Response: BPA proposes to rebuild the new 230-kV double-circuit line on the same
alignment as the existing 230-kV line. The North Shore Alternative was analyzed, but
was not designated as the preferred option. If BPA were to construct the North Shore
Alternative, land rights needed for the new right-of-way would be appraised, and
landowners would be compensated for the value of the property. The appraisal process
takes all factors affecting value into consnderatlon including the impact of transmission
lines on property value.

Comment: The "FAIR" group along Lake Whatcom has requested that the danger line
(the line closest to our homes) be moved to the far side of the right-of-way where there
are no homes. BPA has responded by saying that it would be too expensive. However
there are numerous examples where the government and private businesses have spent
large sums of money to protect a few homes. For example many flood control projects
cost millions but only protect a few homes. V :
[Sharon Hoofnagle, D.V.M. NWTP-04-17]

Response:  If the North Shore Alternative were to be chosen, homes and private
properties on the other side of the right-of-way would be affected. Please note other -
public responses on the North Shore Alternative and the full analysis of this alternative in
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the EIS. (See Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences - Part D Resource Impacts and
Mitigation Actions: BPA’s Part of the Project, SDEIS pp. 4/68-4/135.)

Comment: I am writing to you in response to the North Shore alternative proposal. I
understand that this proposal was brought to you by a group called FAIR. It seems that
the term FAIR should be just that, FAIR, but in this case it reflects the opposite. Nobody
wants powerlines in their backyard. I would make the powerlines disappear if I could, but
I would certainly, by no means move them into my neighbor's backyard. I am asking you
to refuse this proposal. If you move the corridor east, my home will be affected. I see
deer, rabbits; and grouse on our property on a daily basis. If you move the corridor,
hundreds of acres of trees will be cut down and you will be taking the homes of these
animals. I do not want to see these animals, or any other animals die, due to needless acts.

I represent the future of America and I'm amazed at the lesson I am learning from this
project. It seems unjust to take from your neighbor to better yourself. I've been brought
up to "love thy neighbor."

I know we use more power everyday so it's only a matter of time before the power lines
" |need to be upgraded, but I ask you to please use the corridor you already have.
' Destroymg this vital land and causing imminent death to thousands of animals is too high a
price to pay for such a senseless act. There are less harmful alternatives.
: [Megan Morehouse NWTP-04-20]

Comment: We are writing in regards to the North Shore alternative proposal offered by
“FAIR" which would move the power lines to the east. In moving these lines we would
feel a tremendous impact to our woodlands, streams, animals and neighborhood as well as
the additional cost of $2,000,000 in public funds.

In order to move the power lines to the east there are many aspects that need to be
realized.

1) The new roads that would be built w1ll increase sediment and silting, which can
reduce light penetration of the stream and reduce plant growth. It can also
damage fish gills, suffocate fish eggs and larvae of other species, and aﬁ'ect
plant densities.

2) There will be additional erosion and runoff of silt and increased sediments,
caused by clearing of vegetation from the area of the affected streams. Trout
have historic habitat in the affected streams and are especially vulnerable to
increased sediments.

3) The counties which border the Puget Sound Basin, and land clearing
developments within their boundaries, must comply with the management
practices as outlined in the Puget Sound Stermwater Control Manual.

4) This project may be built close to p0551ble unstable soils which are in slumps
and flow slides.
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5) Clearing a new corridor, which falls in the Lake Whatcom Watershed, w1ll
cause the loss of our forest, leavmg the possibility of extreme windfall.

6) Lost forest habitat may affect many species in and near the project area,
mcludmg the black tail deer, an economically important big game animal in this
region. These deer frequent the area as part of their winter range and may be

adversely affected by the depletion of forest in the corridors which will reduce
their range.

7) With the North Shore alternative, famnlles and homes will be displaced. -

8) The powerlines were in existence when the current homeowners purchased =
their property and homes. It seems selfish to move the lines for financial gain
at someone else's expense. ' :

. [Tracy Westbury  NWTP-04-20

Concerned Citizens Around Lake Whatcom Watershed ]

Comment: We all bought our property knowing where the existing lines are. The
suggestion to move the line (North Shore Alternative) would benefit those on the west
side of the corridor but hurt those on the east. Also 70 acres of trees would need to
cleared for the North Shore Alternative. :
‘ [Bonnie Morehouse. BOH-2]

Comment: People suggesting the North Shore Alternative are not considering the
environmental impact of cutting trees and erosion. ( : - ‘
' ' ‘ ‘ [Bonnie Morehouse BOH-1]

Comment: An alternative plan to upgrade the BPA power lines has been proposed that
would expand the BPA powerline right-of-way 250 ft. to the East. This strikes me as a
near ultimate example of the "Not in my back yard" syndrome.

We are talking about the destruction of hundreds of acres of forest. This forest isbotha

substantial habitat as well as a major element contributing to the water quality of the Lake

Whatcom Water Shed (sic). Furthermore, these powerlines, visible from a large part of

the County, are already less than attractive without adding another 250 feet to the scar.

There already has been substantial litigation because of instability of slopes caused by

logging in the Smith Creek and Olsen Creek drainages. This will cut straight across both

of these. How much siltation will be generated by construction through freshly logged .
mountain terrain? _

While compared to the shore of Lake Whatcom, there are relatively few property owners, *
they exist and, unlike their shore-side neighbors, they stand to lose a lot. These folks have

moved here, just as the lake shore owners, because of important lifestyle choices. This

option will destroy part or all of the reasons for their choices by making substantial

changes to the appearance of their home environment and/or taking property from a

| number of them.
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Is all this damage to be wrought to the citizens of the County just to satisfy an
unsubstantiated claim by some that electromagnetic effects from the power lines pose a
health hazard? Any ev1dence that exists is circumstantial and vague. This proposal makes
no sense at all ' '

There has been a huge amount of concern and activity regarding environmental health of
the Lake Whatcom Water Shed and water supply. There have been generated a large

‘| number of regulations and ordinances whose intent is to prevent just the kind of impacts
that this proposal would generate. It is hard to see how-this proposal can be taken
seriously. ;

On the other hand it might not be hard. After all, itis a lot of people on the lake shore
who happen to have a lot of money who are making this proposal. It seems an effort to
wield political clout rather than doing what is right . . . the vast majority of these people
moved here after the BPA power lines were in existence and that didn't deter them from
moving here to begin with. What gives them the right, now, to push the lines away from
themselves and into someone else?

| Too often money drives decisions in our society; this is contrary to the basic principles of
our government. I urge you to make the option choice best for all. A choice based on
known scientific facts and not on the basis of whimsy or legal threats by well funded
individuals who would rather not have the power lines near them, now that they're here. I
do not see how a good choice could include expanding the width of the right-of-way.
[Paul N. Graf NWTP-04-023]

Response: BPA strives to be objective and impartial and gives equal consideration to all
public comments on its proposed actions. BPA strives to minimize the impacts and as you
suggest to “make the option choice best for all.” By identifying Option 1 as preferred,
BPA indicated its opinion that this alternative best achieved the purposes and needs for
which the project is proposed, while minimizing impacts on property owners and the
environment. Following completion of the EIS, BPA will consider the environmental
impacts described in the Final EIS, public comments, and economic and engineering
information. The agency will then select one of the alternatives described in the EIS. BPA

will issue a Record of Decision documenting its final decision no sooner than 30-days after
the Final EIS is issued.

Comment: Moveline to other side of corridor: This would get the new line further away
from residences and more onto forest land. Apparently property has been exchanged from
the Trillium Co. to Whatcom County How much would that cost?

[Craig Langager NWTP-2-53/5]
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Similar comments from: A -
[Kate & Martin Eifrig NWTP-2-62/1&2

Scott Walker - NWTP-2-57/2
Craig Langager - NWTP-2-57/11
FAIR 94-0085/4]

Response: The suggestion of moving the new line location to the other side of the -
corridor in the Lake Whatcom area is fully analyzed in the SDEIS and is compared against
the other extensively studied feasible alternatives. The new alternative is called the North
Shore Alternative.

.| Although the North Shore Alternative would move the new transmission line further from

the residences along Lake Whatcom, it would require:

» about 38 m (125 feet) of additional R/W,
* up to 61 m (200 feet) of additional clearing,
« additional access roads to each new structure site,
¢ several very heavy and tall angle structures,
‘e acquisition of 2.4 km (1.5 miles) of right-of-way across private property, and
* costs up to $2,000,000 more than proposed Option 1.

It would also create the following environmental impacts:

* location within 52 m (500 feet) of six residences on the east side of the
. corridor; '

 visual impacts on the Lake Whatcom area, as the North Shore Alternative is
located on the uphill side, with the tops of the new towers at a higher elevation
than the existing steel towers; the construction of additional new access roads

“on the uphill side would create additional visual scarring;

« increased erosion potential with the addition of new roads and clearing of
trees; ’ ’ i

» removal of about 28 ha (70 acres) of timber lands.

BPA, therefore proposed Option 1, rather than the North Shore Alternative.

7. - Location Alternative - DNR Route

‘Comment: For the DNR aliernative, I do not believe that (certain) environmental impacts
would be severe. Using the existing corridor impacts people with high value property
much more. Impacts to soil erosion can be mitigated. : ‘

" [Anthony Raas BOH-16]
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Response: Although soil and other landscape-related impacts can often be mitigated, the
difficulty increases and the effectiveness decreases with the severity of the terrain and
amount of disturbance. The DNR alternative would require construction of a new
corridor and road system in an area of steep slopes and soils susceptible to erosion and
landslides. Even with mitigation, these actions will have long-term effects on run-off,
erosion, and sedimentation levels within a sensitive watershed. Minimizing the amount of
disturbance from corridor clearing and road construction will lower erosion and water
quality impacts.

Comment: DNR Alternative - What has greater'weight ... Additional $4-5 Million, or
environmental impacts (soil disturbance, erosion, timber, visual etc)?

EMF - How much consideration did EMF get in selecting the exlstmg right-of-way over .
| the North Shore Road or DNR alternatives?

- [Jim Cumberland ~ BOH-28,29]
Response: The environmental analysis for the DNR alternative and the responses to
public comments describe much greater environmental impacts and costs than the
proposed action. (See Chapter 2, Part D, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from
Detailed Discussion.)

. Comment: You could improve all of the choices by: moving the new line well away

from the residences, particularly in section E where the lines run close to homes. In
particular, consider relocating the new line to the other side of the easement or rerouting
the easement through undeveloped lands (mostly DNR lands) well beyond any residences.

. [FAIR ~ 94-0085/5]

Comment: But I do think that maybe a reasonable alternative to the present plan would
be to move the powerlines up a little, up the shoulder of Squalicum Mountain just
northwest of Agate Bay so that it would be away from any homes and run it a half a mile
further up Stewart Mountain on up to where it is now above Smith Creek.

[Davzd Davis . NWTP-2-57/6]

Comment: There is another alternative to the project as proposed, which would solve all
- of these problems and yet allow the project to be developed. This "fourth alternative" has
been discussed at public meetings, but apparently was never seriously considered, as it
should have been. The entire project could be located on undeveloped DNR land,
approximately 1/2 mile from the location of the present transmission easements. Human
habitation and private land ownership impacts would be avoided by locating the project on
publicly owned property in the immediate vicinity of the proposal. Certamly in the long
property occasioned by the other three alternatives.
[Je ﬁ‘rey Broihier NWTP-2-85/1
Broihier & Wotipka, Attorneys]
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Similar comments from: ~ [Kate & Martin Eifrig~ NWTP-2-62/3
' : Scott Walker NWTP-2-57/3
Philip Andress NWTP-2-57/5
BarbaraR. Locke = NWTP-2-70/1
Judith Andress NWTP-2-57/10
Vivian S. Barnes NWTP-2-81/1
Te erry & Lori Bierman NWTP-2-92/2
Don Oliver ~ NWTP-2-93/1
State of Washmgton Department of Health - NWTP-2-93/1

FAIR 94-0085/1&3
Darrel Mendelsohn NWTP-2-95/1

- Irene Nusslock NWTP-2-78/1
Peny & Scott Walker NWTP-2-98/10
Fred Tanner NWTP-2-80]

Response: BPA evaluated the issues that would result from a new line location east of Lake
Whatcom on Washington DNR-managed lands (the “DNR Routing Altemahve”) A complete
. discussion of this alternative is provided in Chapter 2, Sectlon D.6.

The environmental impacts of the DNR route would be much higher than those for the options
which use the existing transmission line corridor. The cost of the DNR route would also be

$4 - $5 million higher than that for the proposal. Finally, establishing a new high-voltage
power line corridor would not be consistent with the Whatcom County ordinance. For these
. reasons, the DNR Routmg Altematlve is consndered not practical and was eliminated from

. consideration.

8. Other Location Altermatives

Comment: I am concerned about the location of the line. I live just south of the
Skagit/Whatcom County line where the corridor has only two lines (the 500-kV line is on
its own right-of-way to the east). Why can't the new line be located next to the eastern
line, to avoid existing and future homes?
' , [Susanne Jenkins ~ NWTP-04-12]

Comment: If for some reason this project must be done, wouldn't it make sense to locate
the lines in BPA's Eastern Washington corridor where there is much less population?
[Milton and Susan Jenkins = NWTP-04-18]

Comment: Given that the local power demand is no longer the justification for this
project, why are you routing the line through our densely populated Western Washington
region instead of the Eastern Washington Bonneville Power grid? If power is coming
|from Canada, why can't it be routed through Eastern Washington?
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[Craig Langager NWTP-04-9]

Comment: Why not use the east side lines to move the power south? This is not being
considered seriously due to cost. Power travels so fast, it would not seem to make any
difference if it were on the east side. An eastside alternative would not impact as many
people. ‘

. k [Tom Lingbloon . BOH-20]

Response: The NW Washington Transmission Project serves a variety of purposes and
needs, one of which is to move power north and south between the U.S. and Canada. An
eastern Washington route for the new line, as suggested by commentors, would traverse
less settled areas, but for a number of reasons would not meet all of the purposes and
needs described for this project and therefore is not a viable alternative.

One of the alternatives considered in the Canadian Entitlement EIS is to build a new
transmission interconnection to Canada in Eastern Washington. An expanded discussion
of this line and why it would not meet the needs of this project is enclosed below and as
Insert 3 in Chapter 1.

Routing the power over a line in the existing corridor in Eastern Washington from
Spokane to the Canadian border would not meet the needs for this project, whrch are as
follows:

1) to provide an expanded path for electrical power from Canada to the
‘Northwest and Southwest so that BPA, Puget Power and other utilities can’
buy power from Canada,

2) to move power out of Whatcom County area from exnstmg generatmg
facilities, and

3) to provide better local reliability in the electrical transmission‘system.
Given these needs, Eastern Washington transmission alternatives are not practical and are

not being discussed or compared with the other viable NW Washington Transmission
Project alternatives. (See Insert 3)

For the reasons above, any transmission project east of the Cascade is a feasible option, :

Comment: Segment K - I prefer a route farther east. , ' R
[Dennis Rittall SWOH-20]

Response: The rouring referenced (the H-1 Alternative) is analyzed in the EIS.
Alternative H-1 does affect residences, one of which would have to be removed.-
Proposed Option 1 was preferred over Altematlve H-1 due to fewer envrronmental
impacts.
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Comment: In Segment L, move the line on to state land north of Sedro Woolley.
[Ray Tompkins. v SWOH-25]

Comment: In Segment L, adjacent to State DNR land, where the gas pipeline is located
(along the west edge)--move the line onto DNR land (rebuild). This would move the line
{away from housing along Fruitdale Road, and avoid exposing resndents to EMF. The land
is already cleared for the pipeline.

[Dean Wadsworth -~ - SWOH-12]

Response: If a transmission line were to be located on new right-of-way, it would usually
be best if it is next to an existing facility such as another electrical power line or a gas line.
In this case, under proposed Option 1, BPA would replace an existing power line, an
action that requires no additional new right-of-way, little or no clearing inside or outside
the right-of-way, few new roads, and no new crossings of the existing S500-kV line (a BPA
reliability concern). The gas line option would require the purchase of new right-of-way,
new roads, a considerable amount of clearing, and the crossing of the S00-kV line. BPA
has looked at several location options away from the existing corridor and found none that
had lower environmental impacts; they also usually cost considerably more. The optlon of
following the gas pipeline is an unreasonable alternative.

Comment: I don't want the lines going into Sedro Woolley Substatlon cuttmg across our
property. Locate it along the property line.
[Dennis Rittall S WOH-22]

Response: Proposed Option 1 replaces the existing 230-kV wood pole line immediately
adjacent to the existing steel line in this location. The new towers would be located
approximately opposite the existing steel structures and along fences and roads where -
possxble

Comment: At the last open house one of your representatives told us that BPA tries to
make changes in such way as to impact the fewest number of people, avoiding populated
areas. We therefore request that the Transmission Project not affect the L, M,, and N
corridor segments and that the changes all be routed through the eastern corridor with a
new short tie-line to the Sedro Wool]ey substation. This would very obv10usly affect the
least number of people.

[Ray & DoIIy Te ompkms . NWTP-2-67/1 ]

Response: BPA does include in its studies of various optlons/altematwes the impacts on
people, and we try to minimize that i impact. Impacts on people are included in the overall
analyses where impacts on the environment, engmeermg feasnblllty, and costs are
compared.
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BPA first looks at existing transmission line rights-of-way corridors to determine whether

a new transmission line could be incorporated within that corridor. Using existing '
corridors usually creates the least amount of overall impacts. Land use planners and
regulators also advocate using existing corridors wherever possible, particularly where an
existing facility can be replaced or upgraded (as this project is proposing to do by

replacing the existing 230-kV line with larger structures).

For this project, BPA has studied other areas where the new facility could be located. No
location was found that, from an overall perspective, had advantages over the options of -
replacing the existing 230-kV line. The location suggested above would follow the
Monroe-Custer #1 500-kV line to a point east of the Sedro Woolley Substation and then
follow a Puget Power corridor into the Sedro Woolley Substation. The new line would be
entirely parallel to existing lines in this segment; and would need about 37 - 46 meters
(120 to 150 feet) of additional right-of-way; additional clearing width up to 61 meters
(200 feet), and additional roads in nonagricultural areas. It would be on a hillside,
creating additional visual impacts, and would increase erosion potential. This location
would still be near residences. This alternative is about 2.8 kilometers (1.75 miles) longer -
than the western corridor, and would cost about $3,000,000 more for a double-circuit
230-kV line. Because this suggestion costs considerably more and is still near residences,
it will not be considered/analyzed any further. A discussion of this suggested alternative
appears in the Supplemental DEIS in Chapter 2, Section D.7.

9. Undergroundmg

Comment: At what point in time does it become cost effective, environmentally effective
to bury the lines? ' _
- - [Jon Hoover & Debra Sharp NWTP-2-98/29]

Comment: Bury the new lmes within the easement usmg the latest EMF reduction

technology
[FAIR 94-0085/2]

~ Similar comments from: ~ [Jon & Dena Fleurichanp NWTP-2-50/1
] : Scott Walker NWTP-2-57/1
Barbara Dutro NWTP-2-72/1
Marcia Leister - - NWTP-2-34/3
David Davis NWTP-2-98/25
Mark Nusslock NWTP-2-98/28]

Response: Undergrounding transmission lines is technically feasible and has been done in
some areas. However, it presents increased difficulties in times of outage. It also means a
substantial increase in costs: S to 12 times as much as overhead construction:
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ALTERNATIVES
Overhead " Underground
500-kV Constr. $625,000/km $3,200,000 - $7,500,000/km
($1,000,000/mi.) - ($5,000,000 - $12,000,000/mi.)
230-kV Constr. $410,000/km - ' $2,100,000 - $5,000,000/km

(dbl-circuit) ($650,000/mi.) ($3,300,000 - $7,800,000/mi.)

High costs are due to several reasons. For more discussion on this subject, see
“Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed Consideration” (Chapter 2).

10. New Technologies

Comment: Delay the project until superconductmty is technically feasible and use dlrect
current line [realizes this is years off].
[Dean ‘Wadsworth - SWOH-19 ]

Response: - BPA cannot wait for unproven technology or technology that is still being
studied. BPA is renowned world-wide for its excellence in technical knowledge, and uses
the latest technology (e.g., the recent introduction of Static Var equipment attwo BPA
substations; the equipment makes our transmission system much more efficient). Delaying
the project does not satisfactorily address Puget Power’s or BPA’s purposes and needs for
the project. Superconductlwty and/or direct current lines would still requ1re new
transmission lines, and, in the case of direct current, extenswe expensive facilities at each
line terminal substation.

Comment: There must be a way to devélop new technologies to transmit the needed
power and minimize the impact upon properties adjacent to them.
[John Zyistra .NWTP-2-66/2]

Response: There are currently no other means of transporting electricity from the source
to where it will be used. BPA is involved in and is keeping up with the latest technologies
concerning electric transmission and ways of making transmission-systems more efficient.
The Supplemental DEIS includes mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts.

Comment: Concerned about health impacts of 'prbject EMF AC would be a health
problem but DC i is not a health problem Why do we not address DC in DEIS report?
[Dean Wadsworth NWYP-2-98/4 ]

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-24



COMMENTS/RESPONSES
ALTERNATIVES

Comment: Inview of EMF, every consideration should be given to construction of
Direct Current lines, as they have less EMF Cost should not be the overndmg concem--

health has more value.
[Dean Wadsworth SWOH-18] \

Response: The existing lines in this areasare all AC (alternating current). Direct current
(DC) is not a viable alternative here because DC transmission costs are prohibitive unless
large amounts of power are being transferred more than 160 km (100 mi.) between major
substations. In addition, if there are tap lines or generation integrated into the line, the
terminal equipment needed with the DC line is very expensive. At all of these points, the
voltage would need to be transformed, as well as converted to or from AC. (See Chapter
2, Section D, Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Consideration, Part 5,

Undergroundmg )

| 111, Other Comments on Altematives

: Comment. I drdn t understand: The different plans are somewhat confusing.
[Robert L. Lorenzo NWTP-02-033/2]

Response: The DEIS has been revised i in order to make the different Options and
Alternatives clearer.

Comment: What are the cost differences between the alternatives?
[John Thompson NWTP-2-98/23]

Response: Costs for the four Design Options (Option 4 was added) are as follows:

Option 1 - $19.8 million [proposed]
Option 2 - $36 million

Option 3 - $40 million

Option 4 - $41 million.”

See sections 2.C.2 and 4.B.1 in the Supplemental DEIS for more information on the
alternatives and their costs. Location alternatives described in Section 2.C.2 are
considerably more expensive, as they would require additional corridor and more costly
angle towers.

Comment: I think the analysis would be better if you: Discussed incentives to ﬁthher
increase conservation.
, [Elaine McRory NWTP-2-68/1]
Similar comments from: , [Dolly Tompkins ~ NWTP-2-98/39
- Charlotte Sherman  NWTP-2-98/40]

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-25



COMMENTS/RESPONSES
ALTERNATIVES

Response: Conservation is covered in the Supplemental DEIS in Chapter 2, Section D.4..
Technical studies have shown that a conservation alternative would not eliminate the need
for this project.. In fact, local load reductions would actually contribute to the
transmission problems that could occur during periods of high local generation and north-
south power transfers from Canada to the Pacific Northwest.
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' Colﬁment: The location of a culvert washed out and a trail that could be used or access
located on an air photograph? A .
: ’ - [Bill and Peggy Mohr BOH-31]

Response: The information provided was forwarded to BPA access road designers.

Comment: More consideration should be given to the design and location of the line to
reduce exposure to EMF (moving it away from residences for example). :
[Dean Wadsworth ' : SWOH-17]

Response: EMF is an important issue to BPA." EMF is considered along with other
environmental issues and costs. The project will be designed for lower EMF levels. The
lower EMF design results are reflected in the EMF calculations and results shown on EMF
Tables and Graphs provided in the Supplemental DEIS. '

Comment: We further request that you redesign the towers. Current tinker toy design is
not only ugly to an extreme, it is labor intensive to construct. Please have one of our
university engineering schools accept the challenge to redesign towers for both beauty,
function and cost effectiveness; or, install only the improved appearance transmission line -
towers. ' ‘

' [Ray & Dolly Tompkins NWTP-2-67/5]

Response: Concerning the cost effectiveness of the existing and proposed towers: the
towers, as designed, with the design criteria in place at the time of design, use the most
economical design from an overall perspective including material, assembly, and erection.
BPA is a leader in the utility industry and is noted for its economical designs.

Other improved appearance structures have also been designed by BPA and other utilities.
Although these structures can cost considerably more, they can be visually effective in '
some limited situations. The improved appearance structures that BPA has used in the
past include tubular steel poles, which look totally different from the existing 500-kV
structures in the corridor and which are so massive that they would be seen from long
distances. By contrast, the 230-kV lattice structures proposed for this project are similar
‘to the existing structures and would more readily blend into the background. The new
structures would be darkened to reduce the visual impact. Because the new lattice
structures as proposed are similar in appearance to the existing structures, blend more
readily into the background from longer distances, would be darkened, and cost less,
improved appearance structures will not be considered for this project.

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-27.



COMMENTS/RESPONSES
PUGET POWER'S PORTION

Comment: As a representative of N.W.P - I am concerned with the areas where our gas
lines have to be crossed with heavy equipment for your modifications. I have to find out
maximum weights of vehicles with the material loaded on; and areas you  would liketo -
cross our R.0.W.; so we can determine how much cover will be needed to cross our pipe- -
lines.
[Dan Munkres NWTP-2-51/1
. Northwest Pipeline Corporation]

Response: The access road design process started in the summer of 1994. The -
Northwest Pipeline Corporation will be contacted to coordinate information to determine
the adequacy of the existing road system, its surface condition, and drainage crossings.

Comment: I've been led to believe that the wood pole structures that are there are 115

- thousand [sic] kilovolts, not the 230 that they talk about in the EIS. That's by the area rep
that's been out there over the years. He comes through and he gets to know these people,
and it was always talked about as 115 kilovolts, not 230.
: . - [Steve Wight NWTP-2-57/15]

Response: On BPA's portlon of the project, the line bemg removed is an exlstmg 230-kV
line. Puget Power’s portion includes 115-kV lines. :

-Comment: Why can't exnstmg towers be utlllzed to carry more than one c1rcu1t?
- [Mark Nusslock NWTP-2-98/31]

Comment: Why not tum No. 2 line to double-circuit? In orderto avoid taller structures,
visuals, EMF.
' [Mark Nusslock NWTP-2-98/7]

Response: The existing towers were designed to carry one circuit each. Adding another
circuit would require additional structural strength to support the additional conductors.
Also, minimum clearances must be maintained from each conductor to the supporting
structure, between the phases of each circuit and between circuits. The modifications that
would be required to provide for the additional circuit would be extensive and would
basically be the same as rebuilding the line.

Comment: Ifyou read it [the EIS] real close, it says double lattice. What that means is
it's double that [the voltage]. You take the 500, and you double it. It's a million kilovolts.
It's 500 on each side. so they're replacmg 115 thousand with a mllhon kilovolts. Ibelieve
.that's kind of mlsleadmg And I don't appreciate that.
[Steve Wight NWTP-2-5 7/16]
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Response: The project as proposed and as presented in the main part of the document is .
to replace the existing BPA 230-kV (230,000-volt) line with a double-circuit 230-kV
(230,000-volt) designed line. - That is two single-circuit 230-kV lines on one set of towers.
Electrically, you cannot "add" the two voltages together; they are still separate circuits or
lines. Thereis a doubling/increase of the amount of electricity or watts that the double-
circuit structures carry as compared to a single-circuit structure. \

Comment: Why not redesign the No. 2 line for lower noise? To avoid taller structures,
visuals, EMF.
' [Mark Nusslock - NWTP-2-98/8]

Response: The Monroe-Custer # 2 line could be redesigned for lower noise at a cost of
at least $8,000,000. Another circuit would still be needed in addition; therefore a double-
circuit structure would have to be constructed within the corridor, replacing an existing
line (such as the proposed double-circuit 230-kV line).

Comment: What is "safety" height requirements for the 230-500 kV conductor?
[Cary Schmidt NWTP-2-98/12]

Response The minimum design ground clearance is 8.1 meter (26.5 feet) at maximum
final sag (lowest point) of the conductor. -

Comment: Using proposition #1, I would prefer shorter towers (122" high). [The
commenter apparently lives in Segment B.]
[Robert A. Burnett NWTP-04-011]
Comment: In Segment L, why don't you build new towers the same height as the existing
steel towers? ‘
[Ray Tompkins SWOH-11]

Comment: You could improve the choices by: using existing right-of-ways whenever
possible and reducmg the number and height of proposed lines.
[John Zylstra NWTP-2-66/1]

Response: - In order to rebuild an existing 230-kV line to become two 230-kV lines,
without requiring new right-of-way, the height of the structures must be taller. The
benefits of reduced right-of-way clearing, erosion and property encumbrances affect the
impacts of added tower height especially when considering that the new structures will be
about the same height as the existing S00-kV towers in the corridor. Please see the Visual
Resources section in Chapter 4 for further discussions on tower heights.
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Comment: The Bellingham School District has plans to build a new high school in the
Dewey Road area. We would like to know how this project will affect those plans. Has
the School District been contacted regarding your proposal? Include their plans in your
EIS.

[Kate & Martin Elfrzg NWTP-2-62/9]
Comment: Bellmgham School District land at Mount Baker Hwy., with pipeline
alternative should be addressed.

[Clare FogeIsong NWTP-2-98/43]

Similar response from: ' [FAIR - 94-0085/10]

Response: Puget Power already operates and maintains an existing 115 kV transmission
line and distribution facilities adjacent to the Mt. Baker Highway near the School District
property. There would be no change in land use or impacts as a result of rebuilding the - -
transmission line and operating itat 115 kV.

“Comment: Using the land along that [I-.S] corridor would be more realistic than going -
through the neighborhoods of Orleans and Pacific and Moore Street. _
[Mike Kaufman NWTP-2-57/19]

Response: Present Federal Highway Administration guidelines would not allow the
placement of a transmission line within the I-5 corridor. A new transmission line corridor
would have to be located next to I-5 on private, primarily residential properties between
Sunset and Carolina Streets. Local government representatives and interested- members of
the public who are addressing Growth Management Act issues have directed utilities to
use existing transmission line corridors, wherever possible. Moreover, policy direction
provided by the Washington State Department of Community Development encourages
use of public road right-of-way for utility facilities [WA 365-195-320 (2) (g)]. Puget
Power has proposed to rebuild an existing transmission line within public road right-of- - -
way instead of creating a new corridor in an area that is predominantly residential. -

Comment: The pipeline alternative may be desirable because it moves the 115-kV line
away from denser development. However, the City will have to receive more analysis of
impacts to wetlands, the Bay to Baker Trail, pedestrian access, EMF/EMR impacts, and
the proposed high school at McGrath Road, McLeod Drive, and Mt. Baker Highway prior
to a decision.
. [Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/2
C ity of Bellmgham Plannmg & Community Development Dept.]
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Response: If the pipeline alternative is chosen (not currently proposed), Puget Power will
provide additional detailed analysis of potential impacts on wetlands as part of any project-
specific permitting required by the City of Bellingham and Whatcom County and work

~ with these governments to minimize potential impacts to wetlands. Wetland specialists
from the city and county have met with Puget Power to define the information that is
required and the areas to be studied. Puget Power is evaluating transmission line

~ structures and their potential field locations in an effort-to avoid or minimize any impacts
on wetlands. In most cases, wetlands can be spanned, with the poles located in uplands or
in wetland buffers. '

Construction and operation of the pipeline alternative will not affect the plans for a Bay-
to-Baker Trail. The abandoned railroad right-of-way, within the area proposed for the
transmission-line, presently has a cleared 6.1-m (20-ft.) wide road. Much of this area was
regraded as part of a recently installed natural gas pipeline. The proposed transmission
line would not be located within the road/trail. : '

The proposed pipeline alternative would not be located anywhere near the proposed high
school at McGrath Road, McLeod Drive, and the Mt. Baker Highway. McGrath Road
and McLeod Drive do not parallel or intersect the route of the pipeline alternative. The
existing BPA-Bellingham #2 transmission line (the line to be rebuilt) does cross the Mt.
Baker Highway at its intersection with the unimproved St. Clair Street right-of-way, but
there are no known plans for a high school at or near this location.

Comment: The Orleans route alternative appears to bring lines closer to residential uses
along Carolina Street. What are the impacts of changing the location of this line? Why
does it need to be moved? Puget Power should install additional landscaping around the
Puget Power Bellingham Substation as mitigation against visual impacts.
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/5
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Puget Power has not identified any significant impacts in connection with
changing the location of this line. In proposing to relocate the line, Puget Power was
attempting to address an earlier expressed concern by the City of Bellingham to relocate
electrical facilities on city-owned property. Puget Power's existing BPA Bellingham #1
transmission line crosses over the Whatcom County Transit Authority bus barn and City of
Bellingham maintenance facilities between Carolina and Virginia streets. By relocating the
#1 transmission line along Carolina Street for one block and tuming south on Nevada
Street before entering the substation, the utility would address the concern as expressed by
the city. Puget Power will provide landscaping in accordance with appropriate regulatory
requirements. ' : ' '
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Comment: Page 4/105 states that the proposed pipeline alternative uses an existing
pipeline right-of-way. Therefore, this pipeline may go through wetlands that the original
pipeline did not avoid.
[Vernice Santee NWTP-2-99/2
State of Washington, Department of Ecology]

Comment: Both indirect and direct impacts to wetlands should be avoided or minimized
to the greatest extent possible. Measures that would avoid and minimize wetland impacts,
which should be adopted, include: minimizing the construction footprint, revegetating the
construction footprint after pipeline placement, and placmg check dams in the pipeline
trench to avoid altering hydrology of wetland sites. :
[Vernice Santee NWTP-2-99/1
State of Washington, Department of Ecology]

Response: There may be some confusion about the Puget Power's pipeline alternative.
No construction of a pipeline or buried transmission line is proposed by this project. The
pipeline alternative refers to an alternative overhead transmnssnon line route that parallels
an existing pipeline/railroad grade.

Direct impacts on wetlands will be avoided to the greatest extent possible. Detailed siting
of new structures.and access roads would be coordinated with environmental staff to
avoid/reduce disturbance of wetlands and floodplains (see Mitigation).

Comment: Permits which will be required by the City of Bellingham include:
1 A Shoreline Management Permit for any work within 200' of a Shoreline ofthe State.
2 A wetland delineation, field notes, and a wetland permit application for any work
within wetlands. Impacts on wetlands should be avoided. Ifavoidance is not possible,
mitigation prior to the impact and restoration after the impact will be required.
3 A Clearing or Utility Construction Permit if cutting, clearing, or removal of vegetation
will occur on rights-of-way which have not been fully developed.
4 If the Pipeline Alternative is selected, a Conditional Use Permit for- utility line
expansion outside of a public right-of-way in a residential, single-family zone.
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/6
City of BeIImgham Planning & Community Development Dept i

Response: If activities are proposed in wetland or shoreline areas which require permits from
the City, Puget Power will apply for such permits. Other land use and construction permits
may be required, but the need for such permits cannot be determined until a preferred course of
action is selected from the alternatives under consideration.

Comment: Rezoning of Briton Road area should be considered. : -
: - [Clare Fogelsong ~ NWTP-2-98/44]
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Response: Puget Power is not considering any activity in this area which, to Puget
Power's understanding, would require a rezone.

Comment. Should be more coordination between utilities (power, sewer, telephone etc.)
for construction related projects. [directed towards Puget]
[Jon Hoover & Debra Sharp NWTP-2-98/45 ]

Response: This is a joint project between BPA and Puget Power, and follows several
years of joint study of the utilities' needs for additional capacity and reliability. Puget
-Power actively coordinates with other utilities when improvements must be made to
electrical facilities or to other utlhty infrastructure. Joint-use projects and facilities serve
the public well and serve to minimize costs and impacts for everyone.

Comment: The existing line has a distribution underbuild. If the upper circuit is removed
‘as in Options 1 and 2, then Puget Power could consider removing the distribution line
also. Perhaps the distribution line could be undergrounded. (Near BPA Bellingham
Substation.) .
[Mark Weinberg NWTP-02-099B/1]

Response: Puget Power must maintain the existing distribution facilities adjacent to the

- Mt. Baker nghway to serve existing customers. Puget Power undergrounds distribution ,
lines as a service subject to, and in accordance with, rates and tariffs on file with the
Washmgton Utilities and Transportation Commission. . :
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Comment. What will the lmpact of your new project be upon our rates?
[Ray & Dolly Tompkms NWTP-2-67/6]

Response: The proposed project will add to BPA’s and Puget Power’s transmission -
system costs, but the added costs are relatively small compared to the costs of existing
facilities, so there may not be any significant change in rates due to construction costs of
this project alone. For both BPA and Puget Power, the proposed project will increase
opportunities to obtain power from Canada. Transactions over the increased capacity
resulting from the, project will contrlbute to total costs, and therefore to power rates for-

“either BPA’s or Puget Power’s customers. The effect of those transactions will depend on
the costs compared to the costs of alternative power supplies. If transactions over the
increased capacity are less costly than alternatives, the effect of the project on rates will be
to reduce or delay rate increases that would result if alternative transactions were made
instead.

Comment: How will the increasing population of British«Columbia affect the long term
availability of Canadian power?

' ' [Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/7

Cxty of Bellingham, Planning & Commumty Development Dept.]

Response: Increasing populatlon in British Columbia will add to the demand for power,
requiring the development of additional energy resources to meet the demand. The
availability of power for export from British Columbia will depend on the total
opportunities for the development of power resources and the benefits to British Columbia
which may result from exporting power to the United States. Under the power export
policy established by the government of British Columbia in 1993, power exports are
permitted under conditions that provide benefits to the people of the province and protect
the environment. Long-term deliveries of power from British Columbia to the United
States can be expected to continue, consistent with the terms of the export policy, even
though the populatlon of British Columbla continues to grow.

‘Comment: Intertie Use Alternatives. The electrical system improvements jointly °
proposed by Puget Power and BPA are clearly articulated in the DEIS. BPA and Puget
Power are proposing to upgrade their respective transmission systems in Whatcom and
Skagit counties. The objective of the action is to address reliability and capacity needs for
both BPA's and Puget Power's transmission systems. Both utilities would have
responsibilities in implementing this objective. ‘
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However, the DEIS discusses use "alternatives" reserving, in one case, "the entire
estimated 850 MW increase of transfer capacity exclusively for BPA use, " and in another
case, reserving the increased transmission capacity to an unspecified consortium of
nonfederal users. These may be appropriate goals in some other context. They are not,
however, alternative means of achieving the proposal under environmental review. As
such, they are not "alternatives" for purposes of NEPA and add nothing to the analysis of
the document.

Under NEPA, the goal of the action in question limits the universe of alternatives to be
considered. - Citizens Against Burlington v. Busey 938 F.2d 190, 195 (D.C. Cir.), cert.
denied, 112 S.Cr. 616 (1991). It is not an alternative, reasonable or otherwise, to assess a
course of action that achieves a goal other than the agency's proposed goal. Moreover,
agencies should not use the alternatives section of an EIS to "engage in the empty exercise
of generating and 'considering' countless alternatives, even alternatives known to be
unacceptable at the outset.” Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1522
(9th Cir. 1992) (citations omitted). The "use alternatives" included in the DEIS are clearly
"unacceptable at the outset" because they do not achieve, or even approximate, the
proposed action's clear objective. The DEIS otherwise assesses a more than ample range
of reasonable alternatives. Accordingly, Puget Power suggests that the discussion of use
alternatives be eliminated or revised for relevancy to the stated goal proposed for
environmental analysis. -
[John Campion NWTP-2-84/5
.. Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: The Intertie Use Alternatives discussion has been changed in the Supplemental
DEIS. In view of the joint BPA/Puget Power sponsorship of the proposal, it was not
practical nor did it make sense to consider such alternatives. The No Action alternative
describes the responses that BPA or Puget Power might make to obtain increased intertie
capacity if this proposal were not carried out. The statement of need in the Supplemental
DEIS has two parts: to increase the capacity to import electric power from Canada over
the existing intertie and to facilitate the movement of power through and out of the area
during summer/fall. The former part is the basis for the discussion of Intertie use
alternatives. -

Comment: Have the regulations on wheelmg costs changed" Is Puget Power going to
get better rates from BPA?
[John Thompson  NWTP-2-98/46]

Response: The Energy Policy Act of 1992 has had the effect of opening up access to
transmission facilities among utilities and power producers. BPA is currently involved in
revising its rates. Transmission rates will probably change, but would apply uniformly to
all customers Puget Power, if this project is built, wﬂl have their own wheeling path from’
Canada to Sedro Woolley ,
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Comment: I think the ahaljzsis would be better if you: detailed description of powér
agreements with Canada that exist now and are planned for the future, considering the

present political situation on both sides. ; ,
) [Fred Tanner NWTP-2-80/2]

Response: These matters are addressed by the discussion section under Intertie Use
Action in Chapter 2, and in Appendix A, Power Marketing.
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Comment: If the line is built by a contractor who makes the lowest bid, will the line be
safe? [tree hazard]

- [Tom Lingbloon B - BOH-36]

Response: BPA chooses the contractor that will do the best job, taking several factors
into consideration, including costs. The contractor of choice may not necessarily be the
lowest bidder. The transmission facilities are designed with safety in mind. The
contractor who puts up the facilities must follow BPA specifications, thereby ensuring that
facilities are safe for their surroundings and the public.

Comment: Minimize crop damage during construction. Coordinate access with property
owners. -
[Peggy & Bill Mohr BOH-24]

Response: BPA does coordinate access road location with landowners to minimize
impacts to crops. BPA uses existing roads when possible, feasible, and cost-effective.

| BPA also pays for crop damage if construction needs to take place during the growing
season. If soil compaction is extensive, BPA will consider subsoiling to loosen the soil. -

Comment: Remove timber from the right-of-way after cutting trees. Take care of brush
so that pasture is not destroyed. _
[Peggy & Bill Mohr BOH-25]

Response: In order to keep costs down, BPA uses lop-and-scatter methods to dispose of
cut timber. Trees and branches are cut and laid on the ground, so that the wood
decomposes naturally. In some areas (e.g., near residences), BPA will chip the trees and
limbs and scatter the chips inside the right-of-way. Either one of these methodsis
currently used in the project corridor for maintenance purposes. BPA prefers low-
growing brush inside the right-of-way for erosion control and to slow the growth of young
trees. It is up to the landowner to maintain a pasture on the right-of-way and to keep the
brush down if they so desire. BPA works with the landowners to take their concerns into
account during the taking of danger trees and brush clearing for maintenance/reliability.

Comment: Will BPA leave the wood poles for the landowners [fence posts]?
’ ' [Peggy & Bill Mohr " BOH-30]
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Response: |
~ Generally not. Poles are sometimes salvaged and reused on other projects. Also,
poles are treated to prevent deterioration. As a result, they must be disposed of in an
environmentally approved manner.’ :

Comment: When will project construction start?
[Kathy Klemmer BOH-10]

e
. -

Comment: Will you begin in 19947 - ' | ’
[Vernon & Elaine Derr NWTP-2-35/1]

Response: If BPA decides to build a transmission line, the project construction would be
scheduled to start in October 1995 for the Bellingham Substation, July 1996 for the Custer
to Bellingham transmission portion and April 1997 for the Bellingham to Sedro Woolley

- transmission line portion with an overall energization date of October 1997 for the entire

project.

Comment: If this process goes along to the construction phase, does BPA have to have
preconstruction meetings with the county to discuss their plans as we do as home owners
when we bu11d a home? And if so, can the public come to those meetings?

[Steve Wight NWTP-2-5 7/33]

Response: BPA will be coordinating with the counties and individual landowners. These
will not be public meetings. If individuals have concerns, they can contact BPA. The
project manager and /or team members will meet w1th individuals to discuss their
individual concerns at their request.

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-38



'"COMMENTS/RESPONSES
LAND USE

Comment: When new Iine(s) go in, how close can a residence be?
: [Robert & Martha Knuth  NWTP-2-98-30]

Response: BPA has no land use limitations outside the transmission line right-of-way
boundaries which are described in BPA's easement documents. For this BPA corridor, the
“edge of the right-of-way is between 19 and 23 meters (62 and 75 ft.) from the center of
the outside transmission line. All easement documents are recorded in the counties where
they were acquired, and should be referenced on Schedule B of the title policies for
properties which the transm1ss1on line crosses.

Comment: Growth Management Act. The DEIS should be updated to address efforts
underway by local jurisdictions to comply with the Growth Management Act ("GMA").
Puget Power has submitted detailed plans to each jurisdiction planning under the GMA ,
which reflect its proposed improvements. - These submittals will assist local jurisdictions in
formulating "utilities elements" for their comprehensive plans which must, as a matter of
law, designate the general location of existing and proposed utility facilities. By
submitting these plans, Puget Power has ensured the consistency of its portion of this
project with new comprehensive plans and development regulations. The consistency of
BPA's proposed improvements with new GMA plans are not discussed in the document.
[John Campion NWTP-2-84/8
. Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: Whatcom County is in the midst of preparing the utilities element of its
Comprehensive Plan, a requirement of the Washington Growth Management Act. To
ensure consistency between the local utilities element and this proposed project, a BPA
~ representative regularly attended meetings of the Citizen Advisory Committee and kept
‘them informed of this proposal. While the utilities element is in draft form now, the
proposal is consistent with its policies of using existing corridors whenever possible and
encouraging joint use of utility corridors.

Comment: How will this affect Hwy 9 expansion? :
‘ [Mary Seamster NWTP-2-98/42]

Response: According to Washington's Department of Transportation (DOT), the

' - proposed expansion of SR is on hold and no longer scheduled because of funding

constraints. In any case, that expansion would have been south of Sedro Woolley,

not near BPA's proposed project. The only DOT project within the vicinity of

BPA's project would be on SR9, about 1.6 kilometer (1 mile) north of Sedro Woolley.
The Department plans to widen the shoulders and flatten slopes in the road. These
improvements are in the State's 6-year plan. The BPA proposal would not affect those
changes in SR9.-
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Comment: The proposal violates the Eminent Domain L#w and the Designated Forest
Land Act of 1971.
' : [Charles F. Lappenbusch Sr. NWTP-04-002]

Response: The proposal does not and may not violate the eminent domain law. Eminent
domain allows a governmental agency to take any property that the agency needs for its
charter purposes. Although BPA does not plan to take any additional property for this

. |project by eminent domain, BPA could do so if it deemed that there is a need for a taking.

Landowners would be offered fair market value for new land rights (if needed) established
through the appraisal process.

Although we found no reference to a “Designated Forest Land Act of 1971,” there was
legislation in 1971 relating to Timber Taxation. More recently, in 1984, the Washington

|Legislature passed the Timber and Forest Lands Act, RCW 84.33. Under RCW"

84.33.010, timber was removed from ad valorem taxation and, instead, subjected to a tax
based on its stumpage value at the time of harvest. -The land remains subject to the ad
valorem tax. In order to qualify for this special taxation system, the property has to meet
the definition of forestland set forth in RCW 84.33.100(1): “Forest land is synonymous
with timberland and means all land in any contiguous ownership of twenty or more acres
which is primarily devoted to and used for growing and harvesting timber and means the
land only.” Power lines are not considered to convert lands out of the forestland -
designation. Further, the Washington Forest Practices Rule WAC 222-34-050(3) states
that reforestation is not required for utility rights-of-way for initial clearing or reclearing of
utility rights-of-way in actual use for utility purposes or scheduled for construction of
utility facilities within 10 years from the date of completion of harvest, provided that if the
scheduled facility is not completed, the area shall be reforested within 1 year.

' |Comment: Will BPA get a County permit to build the new line?

[Susanne Jenkins -~ NWIP-04-012]

Response: - BPA, as a Federal agency, does not go through a local permitting process.
BPA does work very closely with local and State offices taking their concerns into
account. ' :
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Comment: Whatcom County Initiative. Some alternatives were characterized in the
DEIS as being "unreasonable" because they were determined to be inconsistent with
Whatcom County's current zoning code. Puget Power does not take issue with the
decision to exclude these alternatives from detailed analysis; NEPA requires only a
reasonable--not an endless--range of alternatives to be so assessed. However, the A
conclusion that these alternatives are "unreasonable" may reflect a misunderstanding of the
~ zoning code. In order to construct 230 kV facilities in portions of Whatcom County,

Puget Power theoretically could apply to have such areas rezoned as suitable for industrial
development. Alternatively, appropriate utility corridors could be designated under soon-
to-be-adopted comprehensive plans, with appropriate implementing development
regulations. Clearly, Puget Power is not proposing any such actions in the context of the
project in question. But the mere fact that such actions are not proposed does not render
them infeasible, nor does it render alternatives dependent upon such actions
"unreasonable" for purposes of NEPA. '
‘ o ' [John Campion NWTP-2-84/7
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: Although we recognize Puget Power's ability to apply for rezoning, the
existence of the current ordinance is only one of a group of reasons for not seriously
~ considering some alternative plans in greater detail (as shown in the Supplemental DEIS).

Comment: Puget Power questions the reference to Washington State Energy Facilities
Siting Evaluation Council (EFSEC) at page 1/12 of the DEIS. Is this a reference to a
memorandum of understanding between BPA .and EFSEC? Puget Power is not aware of
any EFSEC jurisdiction over its portion of the project. ’
[John Campion NWTP-2-84/4
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: This reference (in response to a Memorandum of Understanding between
BPA and the State of Washington) has been deleted because the State does not have
‘authority over the decision on whether to proceed with the proposed BPA actions.

" Comment: I asked Mr. Langager whether he had an opportunity to read Chapter 4 of the
EIS, Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements. He said he had, but that this
chapter did not tell him what environmental impacts required permitting and which did

-not. ' o o

[Craig Langager (from conversation) NWTP-2-56/1]

Response: The requirements presented in the Consultation, Review, and Permits section
_are those which are based on potential impact situations and which apply to this proposed
project. These requirements have been established in order to minimize potential impacts,
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not to "permit" impacts. Not all potential impacts are subject to permitting (e.g., visual);
those that are subject, are discussed in Chapter 4.

Comment: In November of 1993, the voters of Whatcom County amended and repealed
portions of the Whatcom County Critical Areas Ordinance ("CAQ"). Reference in the
DEIS to portions of the CAO that are no longer in effect should be deleted.
' B [John Campion NWTP-2-84/9
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: The DEIS has been revised to delete these references.

Comment: Does BPA have to acquire a Whatcom County Permit?
' [Mark Weinberg NWTP-02-099B/2]

Response: Generally, no. The county does not have permitting authority over Federal
agencies. However, Congress may give authority to states under a particular piece of
legislation. For example, under the Federal Coastal Zone Managément Act, individual
states have been given some implementation authority. Additional information on this is in

the Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements section of the Supplemental DEIS
(Chapter 4). ‘ ’ ‘
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Comment. The area has extremely high landshde and erosion potential. Minimize soil
disturbance during censtruction.

[Bonnie Morehouse BOH-3]

‘|Response: See responses to comments [FAIR 94-0085/11] 9/54 and [Fred Miller
NWTP-2-45/1] SDEIS p. 9/60.

Comment: The Lake Whatcom watershed provides a water source to 200,000 people.
Constructing a new line is-a major construction project. Soils are red clay, and runoff
goes straight into the lake.

[T om Lingbloon BOH-37]

Response: Soils in the Lake Whatcom watershed have developed in a variety of geologic
materials. These soils are generally medium-textured, with a relatively even mix of sand,
silt, and clay, in addition to some gravel. Although surface run-off from undisturbed area .
soils is generally rated slow to medium, construction-related disturbances can cause run-
off, erosion, and sedimentation rates to increase. To minimize disturbance, most
construction activities will occur within an existing transmission corridor and (xcept for
_|the North Shore Alternative) new road construction would be kept to a minimum.
Proposed mitigation would minimize run-off, erosion, and sedimentation over the life of
the project. For additional information, please refer to the permits section in Chapter 4
(Section 5, Permits for Discharges into Waters of the United States) for mfon'natlon on
the National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) :

Comment: We think the analysis would be better if you: Discuss in greater detail the
plans for maintaining.the water quality (i.e., streams and creeks that feed Lake Whatcom).
This is of particular concern in view of the fact that many families along Lake Whatcom
pull their drinking water directly from the lake. Additionally, as you know, Lake
Whatcom is the drmkmg water source for approxlmately half of the county.

[Kate & Martin Ezfng NWTP-2-62/5]

Similar comment from: : FAIR 94-0085/7]

Response: Please note that the Water Quality section of the DEIS has been revised to
show in greater detail how BPA plans to maintain water quality. Water Quality will be
maintained through the use of Best Management Practices that will be detailed in a Storm
- Water Pollution Prevention Plan. '
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Comment: There should be monitoring built into the scope of work. There should be
monitoring of water quality. There should be monitoring of streams. There should be
some hydrologic models cast now as well hydrologic models cast in the future about what.
kmds of runoff are we getting from these slopes.
‘ : [Fred Miller NW7P-2-5 7/30
Friends of Lake Whatcom]

Response: In preparation for construction, BPA will prepare a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention plan to be consistent with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit (see the Consultation, Review, and Permits section of Chapter 4). The thrust of
the plan would be to implement and maintain erosion control measures during
construction. To determine whether the mitigation measures are working to keep
sediment from leaving the construction sites, monitoring inspections would be done at
specific times as outlined by the permit (at regular intervals, and immediately after storm
events).

Comment: Another question is the placement of some of these towers. There's people
that live along this corridor that drink water out of wells that are right next to the
easement now. All this construction and the construction of new towers will be within a
100-foot radius of some of these wells. Has that ever been addressed as a problem under
~ the regulations you have in the county? [well head protection zone]

: [ Steve Wight NWTP-Z-S 7/34]

Comment: The project area appears to pass through the Tribe's recently delineated
wellhead protection area (WHPA) for its Helmick Road Reservation Area (map enclosed).
The risk of contamination of the aquifer for this project appears to be low; however, the
plans should depict the information regarding the WHPA in case of a construction related
incident that could lead to the potential contamination of the aquifer.
[Doreen Maloney = NWTP-2-88
Upper Skagit Indian Tribe]

Response: Pléase note that the Water Quality section and the Safe Drinking Water Acts
discussion in the Consultation, Review, and Permits section have been revised to address
private wells and any measures that may be necessary to meet regulations for public wells.
There are no regulations for constructing near private wells. However, BPA will work
with concerned landowners who may have wells near the project to determine whether
there is a need to take measures to avoid possible impacts.

Comment: Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns--Insufficient Information). Our concerns are based on the project's impact on
water quality. The draft EIS was very thorough in the presentation of site-specific
wetland and water quality impacts. This level of detail is very helpful and is an important
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component of a complete impact analysis. AHowever, it lacks a reference to a monitoring
program that will help to ensure compliance with state Water Quality Standards.
[Kathy Veit NWTP-2-89/1

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency]

Comment: The EPA would like to see the EIS focus more attention on base-line

- monitoring measurements of water resources. These would provide a detailed description
of the existing physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of streams, lakes, and
other water bodies in the planning area. The EIS should provide a quantitative basis to -
judge whether physical and chemical parameters, such as temperature, turbidity, and
sediment accumulation, will be kept at levels that will protect and fully support designated
uses and meet Water Quality Standards under each of the action alternatives. The state's
identification of water bodies with impaired uses (found in the state 303(d) report), as well
as the magnitude and sources of such impairment, should also be included.

The monitoring plan should include types of surveys, location and frequency of sampling,
parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budget, procedures for using data or results
in project implementation, and availability of results to interested and affected groups.

The EIS should describe the feedback mechanism which can compare baseline data with
monitoring results to adjust standard operating procedures, monitoring intensity, and
protocol at first detection of adverse-effects. Provision of such an adjustment process -
ensures that mitigation strategies will improve in the future and that unforeseen adverse
effects are identified and minimized.

The EIS should include a discussion of monitoring for each resource category determined
to be significant through the scoping process including fisheries and water quality. A
properly designed monitoring plan will demonstrate how well the preferred alternative
resolves the identified issues and concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures in controlling or minimizing adverse effects. _
' ' [Kathy Veit NWTP-2-89/2
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency]

Response: BPA has been working with EPA in addressing stormwater runoff issues; we

believe that an alternative approach addresses the concern. Because this project would be

covered under the statewide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

~ general permit for storm water discharges associated with construction, BPA does not feel
that water sampling (suggested in the comment) is necessary. The NPDES permit
‘requires a Storm Water Pollution Prevention plan detailing best management practices that
will be used during the construction period, but it does not require in-stream monitoring
before, during, and after construction. The plan will include monitoring the construction

sites during or immediately after a rain event to ensure that water runoff is not turbid. If -
erosion control measures are not working and sediment is leaving the site, then immediate
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~ action will be taken to rectify the problem. BPA is working with the EPA on preparing
this plan. '

Because of the sensitivity of the water quality along the Lake Whatcom area, BPA plans
to monitor by conducting follow-up visits (to be determined in the SWPP Plan) along the
project for 3-5 years after completion of the project to ensure that the right-of-way has
stabilized and, if not, to determine what additional measures might be needed.

Comment: Update watershed/water quality data/references. \
' [Fred Miller NWTP-2-98/18
Friends of Lake Whatcom]

Response: Reference information on water resources have been updated in Chapter 7 of
the Supplemental DEIS. :

Comment: In their proposal to upgrade the power lines by installing new lattice steel
towers and by building a new road, our anxiety centers around the fact that BPA has not
monitored this water run-off and soil de-stabilization. There are no specific facts or
documentation in the EIS draft on these sensitive existing conditions. ' _
' [FAIR ~ 94-0085/11]

‘Response: BPA is aware of the history of erosion problems along the east side of Lake
~ Whatcom. Typically, BPA does not do detailed monitoring of soils and water run-off in
the early EIS/decision-making stage of the project because it would involve collecting data-
for a number of seasons ahead of the EIS and before alternatives have been developed. If
culverts should be necessary, BPA might run computer models for the drainage to
~ determine appropriate culvert sizes and would work with the Washington Department of
Fisheries to obtain Hydraulic Permits. ’

During construction, BPA will follow Best Management Practices, which will be outlined

in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (developed in conjunction with EPA and the

State) to control erosion. BPA also plans to do follow-up visits along the transmission

 right-of-way for 3-5 years after completion of the project to ensure that the right-of-way

has stabilized, and, if not, to determine what additional measures may be needed. .

Please note that many of these practices and regulations are new since the existing
transmission lines were constructed (the period between 1945 and 1972). - -

Note also that failure of existing road drainage structures and the erosion of existing
access roads are addressed under the Mitigation section for Water Quality. Except for the
North Shore Drive Alternative, new roads would not be constructed. The existing roads
-would be upgraded to accommodate heavy construction equipment. Failed culverts and
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surface drainage structures would be re-designed and replaced. Badly eroded sections
would be repaired and improved to prevent future road failures. For more information,
please refer to the section on National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (Chapter 4,
Consultation, Review, and Permits).

‘Comment: Chapter 4, page 83 states: "Impacts would primarily be caused by
.construction, and would be short-term with successful erosion control and other mitigative
measures. However, with ineffective mitigation, impacts would be long-term and
consequences of erosion, sedimentation, and soil compaction could affect other
resources." As has been stated above, our experience has been that BPA's record of
performance in the past has been one of "ineffective mitigation," which has affected other
resources. What assurances do we have that your future actions will be any more
responsible than those demonstrated in the past?

[Larry Wasserman  NWTP-2-52/4

Skagit System Cooperative]

Response: EPA's Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, which will be developed for
this project, requires BPA to design a run-off prevention plan before starting line
construction. The Federal NPDES law provides for on-site monitoring during and after
the completion of construction. This, combined with a joint effort between BPA and the
State of Washington to design an adequate access road transportation plan and road
closure plan, will reduce and may even eliminate unauthorized use of State and BPA on-
right-of-way access roads. Soil erosion associated with power-line construction and
inadequate powerline right-of-way management will be minimized. See also responses to
comments above.

Comment: Is the BPA ready to demonstrate that mitigation will be effective by
correcting the significant problems with the present system, or are your mitigation plans
merely claims which will allow this proposal to go forward?
[Larry Wasserman  NWTP-2-52/5
Skagit System Cooperative]

Response: BPA intends to work with each private land owner, Washington State, and the
counties crossed by the project to correct past right-of-way management deficiencies. The
BPA Access Road Engineer has met with a representative of Washington State DNR to
review the road system above Lake Whatcom. The plan is to close permanently those
roads not needed to construct the new line and to maintain the existing facilities.

~ Arreview of existing drainage structures along the right-of-wiy has been completed vand
deficient structures will be replaced. Before any drainage structure work is begun, the
State of Washington will conduct a hydraulic permit review of each installation.
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Comment: [reference to Chapter 4, page 113] If "bridges and arch-bridges are preferred -
to culverts", why have they been avoided in this local area?
[Larry Wasserman ~ NWTP-2-52/7

Skagit System Cooperative ]

Response: The next sentence following "Brldges and arch-culverts are - preferred to
culverts." now reads as follows:

However, where appropriate, culverts should be big enough to handle
approximately 50-year floods, and designed to allow for fish passage.

All installations (new or replacement of existing units) will be approved by the State of
Washington through the Hydraulic Pen'mttmg process. Culvert designs will be large
enough to pass a 50-year event.

Comment: Access Road: Not enough information in the DEIS on the specifics of road
design. The culvert on BPA's access road has failed twice during flooding periods causing
sand and silt to be deposited in [commenter’s] yard and the lake causing a small island to-
be formed. [Commenter feels that] BPA did not design the culvert to be large enough to
handle the runoff during heavy raining periods. The rock that was placed by BPA was
also inadequate, river rock that was too small. BPA should analyze the runoff and put in
the appropriate sized culvert and place large angular type rock in place of the river rock
such that the rock stays in place.

' [Craig Langager =~ NWTP-2-53/4]

Response: Each new culvert, and the existing culverts that are to be replaced, will be
sized after a hydraulic study is made of the drainage in' which the culvert is placed. New -
installations will be based on a 50-year storm event rather than the 25-year event called for
in the Access Road Manual. Each design will be approved by the State of Washmgton
through the Hydraullc Permit process.

If a property owner or a land manager such as the State requests that an existing culvert
be modified or replaced, the existing installation will be revnewed and corrected if
necessary.

Comment: The DEIS lists several mitigation ideas (page 4/86) to control erosion and -
~ run-off such as revegetation, culvert installation and water bars. In addition to these
- items, the DNR would like to see a more aggressive approach in solving the problem:

1. Inventory the existing BPA access road network. Decide which spurs are needed to
provide minimum functional access to transmission line structures Then dec1de which
spurs are no longer needed.
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2. Reconstruct spurs that are needed so that they have adequate dramage and road prlsm
characteristics.
3. Abandon spurs that are not needed by removing culverts, constructmg waterbars,
“trenching, contour excavating and revegetating. '
[Brian Davis NWTP-2-55/2
State of Washington, Department of Natural Resources]

Response: All these suggestions are being seriously considered. The BPA Access Road:
Engineer and Project Manager have met with a representative of the Washington State
DNR to review the access road system on DNR-managed lands to determine which roads
could be obliterated, which existing culverts would need to be replaced, and what types of
revegetation and drainage controls might be used during and after power-line
construction. They are currently conducting the review as well as studymg restoration of
eroded travelways. :

The BPA Transmission Line Maintenance District in the Bellingham area is also reviewing
the power-line road system for adequacy to see which roads could be abandoned.

Comment: I couldn't get any answers then [during a visit with BPA] either about
- crossovers, about runoff, about specs, about how the road is going to be built with what
material. So there doesn't seem to be any attention to detail in here to answer our.
questions. :
: [Craig Langager-  NWTP-2-57/12]

Response: The project DEIS was assembled before the BPA Access Road Engineers site
visits. During the year prior to assembly of the Construction Specification, the access
road design is produced and completed. Specifics concerning project road design cannot
be assembled until the center line survey has been completed and the new tower sites
located. BPA does have a standard access road construction specification that can be
made available, but the specnﬁcatlon would not have site-specific information until the
road design is complete.

Other less specific items, such as road width/prism and general access road design items,
are listed within the Supplemental DEIS, in Chapter 4. However, new culvert location
and sizing, water bar or cross drainage locations, new road location, and rock quantities
depend on tower location.

A review ofthe existing dramage'and relief culverts has been completed; however, new
culvert designs will not be completed until drainage hydraulics studies are finished and the
towers are located. Some of the existing culverts may be removed if roads to existing
structure sites are deemed unnecessary when the new line design is finished. '
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Comment: DNR's concerns on segments EF&G inside watershed. Two mainline logging
roads: Mirror Lake and Haner Mountain. Numerous power line access roads take off -
from logging roads. BPA roads are in bad repair, in some cases small streams run down
roads; erosion, drainage impact on logging roads which are lower than BPA roads. Also
recreational vehicles cause erosion on BPA roads. Erosion damage from BPA access
caused DNR to fix roads at their cost. Take care of erosion problems during construction
- phase of'this project. Work together to solve this problem.
[Brian Davis NWTP-2-98/17
State of Washington; Department of Natural Resources ]

Response: The BPA Access Road Engineer and the Project Manager have met with a
representative of the Washington State DNR to discuss access road closure and erosion
control within these segments of the project. New Storm Water Pollution Prevention laws
require that BPA design a mitigation plan before beginning power-line construction. The
new law provides on-site monitoring by officials to make sure that the line construction
contractor complies with the law and follows the pollution prevention design.

Existing access roads that can be closed will be eliminated so that the erosion gullies now
present in so many of the roads will be removed. These roads will be reseeded with a seed
mixture approved by the State.

The State of Washington and the Whatcom County Parks Department are now studymg
road closures in these segments.

Comment: The DEIS does recognize that permanent stream crossing utilizing a bridge is
the preferred alternative over a culvert. It also recognizes the need for a crossing facility.
It should be noted that some existing crossings make use of simply fording equipment
‘through the stream. Olsen Creek, a Lake Whatcom tributary, is an example. This type of
use can be detrimental to downstream fish habitats, partlcularly during spawning and
incubation periods.
: [Arthur Stendal ~ NWTP-2-87/1
State of Washington, Department of Wildlife]

Response: Olsen Creek will not be crossed by power-line construction equipment. The
access road construction summary (which is part of the access road construction
specification) will contain a note which specifies that no construction equipment will travel
on right-of-way within "X" number of feet (usually 15-30 m [50 f.-100 ft. ]) of the creek's
edge. That is now standard practice.

Where alternative access is available, and the cost of the lost time to use alternative access
is less than that of constructing a stream crossing that is environmentally acceptable the
alternative access route sha]l be used.
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Comment: It was noted in the review of the DEIS that Bonneville Power is proposing
that culvert installations be sized to handle a 25-year storm event. It should be pointed
out that the standard to which Department of Wildlife conditions a Hydraulic Project
Approval require a facnllty sized to pass a 50-year storm event.

[Arthur Stendal NWTP-2-87/3

State of Washington, Department of Wildlife] -

Response: BPA typically sizes to a S0-year event, but there may be conditions that
warrant even larger culverts than those required to pass a 50-year storm. Conditions such
as the possibility of debris flows can necessitate culverts possibly twice the size called for
by a computer-modeled design. Each individual culvert to be placed will be field-checked
after the office design is completed and before the hydraulic permit is applied for.

Comment: [Commenter was] concerned that long term soil disturbance on an old
network of logging roads--particularly in the Smith Creek area--was not addressed in the
DEIS. [Commenter] fears activity, such as heavy equipment transport, in that area and
other areas with old loggmg roads will lead to further deterioration of the land and nearby
‘streams.
[Fred Miller NWTP-2-45/1
Friends of Lake Whatcom ]

Response: Historically, past logging and associated road construction practices have lead
to destabilization of slopes, debris flows, increased erosion, and associated sedimentation
of Smith Creek and Lake Whatcom. BPA and its contractors would upgrade existing
transmission line access roads for construction and maintenance purposes. The network
of abandoned logging roads would not be used in construction or maintenance of this
project and would not be subject to further degradation due to transmission line
construction or mamtenance activities.

Comment: Primarily, the biggest concern, I think was somewhat addressed, is soil
disturbance and erosion. The environmental impact statement seems to think of'that asa
one time, one season event that would happen during the construction phase only. I didn't
see in the environmental impact statement enough serious treatment of the long term
[erosion] impacts nor the acceptance of responsibility for those impacts by the proponents
of the project.

[Fred Miller NWTP-2-57/2 7&28

Friends of Lake Whatcom]

Response: Short-term increases in erosion are likely to occur where soils are disturbed by
road reconstruction, structure site preparation, and clearing. These increases are greatest
during and immediately after construction until revegetation, run-off, and erosion controls
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become established: Long-term changes in run-off would occur where roads are widened,
- vegetation cleared, and the landscape altered. This would be most prevalent within the
North Shore Road alternative and Alternative H1. Increased run-off, if not mitigated,
could intensify erosion, including debris flows, and increase stream sedimentation.
However, most disturbance will occur within an existing transmission corridor, and »
proposed mitigation would minimize run-off, erosion, and sedimentation over the life of
the project. For additional information please refer to the permits section in Chapter 4
(Section 5, Permits for Discharges into Waters of the United States) for information on
“National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).

Comment: When we work in public sector projects though, we have to bid and take the
least cost bid. Then bid specifications ought to be written straight from the kind of
comments that are coming through on the EIS. And maybe a bid specification has to be
written in a way that people haven't done before that asks that the contractors or operators
- should take extra care for the following items: That they should be responsible to come
back six months, twelve months, two years, five years after the project and ensure that
their work has not caused adverse impact. [erosion] .
: [Fred Miller NWTP-2-57/29
Friends of Lake Whatcom]

Response: Concerns raised during the environmental/comment phase of the project are
reflected in refining proposed mitigation, design, specifications, and construction. As part
of its maintenance activities, BPA takes full responsibility for the project and continues to
monitor the facilities and the right-of-way for the life of the line. If mitigation were not
successful, BPA would fix/redo those items (erosion) that cause problems to land
owners/regulators and BPA. BPA will specifically monitor for water-quality-related
problems for 3 - 5 years as part of its SWP Plan. If a construction alternative is selected,
BPA will prepare an Impact Mitigation Monitoring Plan which will guide construction and
maintenance phases of the project. These documents are available to the public.
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Comment:[St. Clair Route] The wetland boundaries shown on Figure 16 do not agree
with our 1990 wetlands maps. Photocopies of these maps are attached.
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/3
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Figure 16 (now Figure 15) shows wetlands within the project area.. Changes
have been made to reflect the maps that you sent us.

Comment: Chapter 4/101: Please discuss impacts of permanent vegetatlon loss in
wetlands due to clearing beneath lines.
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/8
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: A permanent loss of vegetation due to clearing beneath the lines is not
expected. BPA does not routinely use herbicides on transmission line rights-of-way in the
Bellingham area. Puget Power does use herbicides and would get the appropriate permits
prior to application. Impact on wetland vegetation beneath the corridor is expected to be
indirect and temporary. Where construction activities take place near wetlands, wetland
boundaries will be staked and flagged by a wetland specialist before access roads are
located and construction activities begin and will be avoided by construction activities.
Where unavoidable impacts on wetland vegetation occur beneath the transmission line,
‘revegetation will be completed. Some danger trees may have to be removed where the
transmission line crosses a forested wetland. If danger trees are removed in these areas,
they would be selectively cut, a temporary, direct impact on a wetland. No danger trees
are indicated in wetlands along the corridor, and no impacts on wetland vegetatlon are
expected.

Comment: If the project will result in unavoidable wetland impacts, Ecology
_recommends preparation of a mitigation plan which includes information on: the goals
and objectives, construction details (including schedule), the hydrologic regime,
revegetation plans, monitoring plan, contingency plans, buﬁ‘ers the estimated cost, and
bonding.
[Vernice Santee ~ NWTP-2-99/3&5

State of Washington, Department of Ecology]
Response: A mitigation plan that would address these issues was not included because
wetlands would mostly be avoided and because the Army Corps of Engineers indicated
that no such plan would be required. However, BPA may consider working with the state
and or county as the project develops. Also, a Mitigation Action Plan will be prepared it
will address any unavoidable wetlands i lmpacts
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' Comment: In light of this, project proponents should contact the members of the
Squalicum Floodplain Project to make sure the Bellingham Substation and other project
components do not frustrate their efforts.
’ [Vernice Santee NWTP-2-99/4
State of Washington, Department of Ecology]

. Response: We talked to Kimberly Hyatt of the Squalicum Floodplain Project on February
28, 1994. There appears to be no conflict between their project and BPA's proposal.
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Comment: With regard to wildlife and particularly to federally protected species the
document is flawed and does not adequately address the impacts to these species. My
specific comments follow: -

1. There is no verification given that the conclusions presented in this document
have been reviewed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and if that
agency concurs with the analysis.

2. The Spotted Owl is a federally listed species that has not been addressed in the
document. There have been several reports of Spotted Owls on the north side
_of Lake Whatcom.

3. The data and correspondence used in this document appears to be from 1992
and has not been updated to reflect the current situation in 1995. An example
of this is statements that the closest Marbled Murrelet nesting area is Verlot
when in fact murrelets have been encountered in tributaries to the Middle and
South Forks of the Nooksack River. There is suitable habitat for murrelet
nesting in the Lake Whatcom watershed that has not been addressed in this
document.

4. Other Federal, State and private projects with much less potential impact have
- conducted thorough field surveys that have verified the presence of protected
species. This project has done no field surveys to document the presence or
- use of the project vicinity by federally protected species.

The minimum requirement to address this issue adequately is to conduct two seasons of
field surveys to determine the presence of these species. The next step is to clearly
determine the potential impacts on these species, including the use of helicopters in the
area, heavy machinery, etc. and how to avoid impacts to target species. Any less effort
than stated here would be a violation of the Endangered Species Act and intentional
disregard of the protocol for a project of this magnitude. ‘
: _ [Steve Wight NWTP-04-022]

Response: BPA has reinitiated informal consultation with USFWS to obtain an updated
list of threatened and endangered species. Insert 23 has a copy of a letter from BPA t the
USFWS requesting an update on listed species in the project area and a July 13, 1995
letter from USFWS with an updated list of threatened and endangered species that might
occur in the project area. USFWS is reviewing the amended Biological Assessment and
an official concurrence letter is expected in the next two weeks. One bald eagle nest is
within 0.8 km (0.5 mile) of the transmission line. In a worst case, construction would not
take place between January 1 and August 15, the critical nesting time for bald eagles.

There are also four potential areas of suitable marbled murrelet habitat within 0.8 km (0.5-
mile) of the transmission line. - In a worst case, BPA will not construct in those areas from
April 1 - August 5, the core breeding season for the marbled murrelet. Activities within
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|the right-of-way corridor occurring between August 6 and September 15, which is within
the breeding season, but outside the core breeding season, would occur within two hours
after sunrise or two hours prior to sunset. BPA has concluded the project is not likely to
adversely affect the bald eagle or marbled murrelet or their habitat.

Comment: If you move the corridor east, my home will be affected. I see deer, rabbits,
and grouse on our property on a daily basis. If you move the corridor, hundreds of acres -
of trees will be cut down and you will be taking the homes of these animals. I do not want
to see these animals, or any other animals die due to needless acts. _

[Megan Morehouse NWTP-04-020]

Response: BPA’s proposal (preferred choice) is to rebuild an existing 230-kV wood pole
line which is now located on the west side of the existing corridor. A steel tower double-
circuit 230-kV line would be built on the same cleared right-of-way under the proposed
plan. BPA prefers this option because it avoids most of the impacts you have described.

Comment: We question the right of power companies to do construction near existing
eagle nests when the average person would not be allowed to do so.
[Jon and Dena F. Ieurzchamp - NWTP-04-010]

Response: The closest eagle nest is 0.8 m (0.5 mi) from the transmission line. It is BPA's
finding that disturbances half a mile and greater would not adversely affect the bald eagle
(Biological Assessment, Appendix D of the EIS). BPA has consulted with USFWS and
they have concurred with our findings (Appendix D, Final EIS).

Comment: 6. The EIS does not address the future problems in Canada concerning
Canada's own fish enhancement problems and the concerns of Cariada's First Nations
Peoples about the implications of the project.
: ' [Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015
FAIR (Families Agamst Increased Risk)]

Response Any mputs to Canada, as a result of the action, are subject to the provisions of
Executive Order 12114, DOE guidelines for implementing that Executlve Order. (See 10
CFR. §1021.102)

Comment: [reference Chapter 4, page 113] We are also unclear as to what you mean
by "allow for fish passage". What species and what life history stages are you allowing to
pass and how do you establish whether or not your design works? ,
[Larry Wasserman  NWTP-2-52/8
Skagit System Cooperative ]
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Response: We consider fish passage as meaning all species and life stages that would
normally occupy the stream reach in question. We assume that with proper installation of
culverts (proper gradlent and size), fish passage will occur.

Comment: Since the preferred window of construction has potential to encompass both
time periods (spring and fall), special effort should be made to address the potential
impacts that can result from activities associated with the stream crossings.
‘ , [Arthur Stendal ~ NWTP-2-87/2
State of Washington, Department of Wildlife]

Response: We recognize the importance of reducing impacts at stream crossing and have
developed mitigating measures (and will have a Mitigation Action Plan) that would apply
to all seasons and with view towards long-term as well as short-term impacts.

Comment: Use of a helicopter within 1/2 mile of an active (eagle) nest during the critical
portion of the nesting season could have impacts to birds which would be more significant
than ground based equipment on the right-of-way. Should this alternative of construction
be used, extreme care should be taken to assure that no flight paths closer than 1/2 mile
are used, and at no time should a ﬂlght path over the nest sites be taken.
: [Arthur Stendal NWTP-2-87/4
State of Washington, Department of Wildlife]

Response: We share your concern regarding the active bald eé.gle nest about 0.8 km
(0.5 mi.) from the corridor. Construction would not take place between January 1 and
August 15, the critical nesting time for bald eagles. (See earlier response.)

Comment: I do not approve any plan that will impact salmon habitat in even a moderate

manner. Salmon are on the verge of extinction having been deprived of their spawning

grounds by one (moderate) impact after another. Enough is enough! .
[Robert L. Lorenzo NWTP-02-033/3]

Response: BPA is working with other Federal, state, and local agencies and groups to
refine mitigating measures that would minimize impacts on salmon habitat. An advantage
of rebuilding existing lines instead of building new ones is that a rebuild requires much less
clearing, road construction, and ground disturbance which can contrlbute to impacts on
sensitive resources.

Comment: In addition, the EIS should reveal the locations of spawning habitat with
respect to stream crossings in the project area. If project activities are occurring

‘ Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
- Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-57




COMMENT S/RESPONSES
FisH AND WILDLIFE -

* coincident with spawning of anadromous fish, extra mitigation measures should be put in
place so that the fish habitat is not disturbed. '
‘ ' [Kathy Veit NWTP-2-89/3
“U.S. Environmental Protection Agency]

Response: Figure 20 - Resident and Anadromous Fish Habitat has been revised to show
where anadromous fish spawning and rearing occurs at or downstream from crossings
(river segment with anadromous fish). If work should occur at or near these crossings,
mitigation would be developed in conjunction with fish and natural resource agencies.
(See the Mitigation Plan for details.)
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Comment: Tower 52/4 - Murray-Bellingham’ Place the new tower considering line of
sight from Ray and his son's residence for mmlmal visual impact.

- [Ray Tompkms v | - . SWOH-I]

Comment: I prefer single pole towers for visual reasons.
[Ray Tompkins - SWOH-2]

Comment: I don't like having to look out from my home at a new big tower.
[Dennis Rittall - . SWOH-23)

Comment: I am concerned about the view from my home. I would like you to build a
monolithic tower (steel pole) design. -
' [Ray Tompkins SWOH-26]

Response: BPA'’s proposal is to use double-circuit 230-kV lattice steel towers in place of
the existing wood pole line. These structures have a similar appearance and in most
locations would be located opposite the existing S00-kV towers. Visual impacts created
by this project will be mitigated by minimizing the amount of clearing and where possible
locating the new towers to where they will be screened from existing residences. It is
BPA’s opinion that the monolithic steel pole design is visually more prominent than lattice.
They also have shorter span lengths and thus are more numerous. ‘

After field inveStigations and communications with Ray Tompkins, the tower in question
has been moved, in order to minimize visual impacts, to the satisfaction of the landowner.

Comment: At one point, it [the DEIS] said that higher towers might seem to be visually
disturbing, or whatever the term was, in the beginning but that effect would be mitigated
as time went by. Well, the towers aren't going to shrink. I don't see how the visual effect
is going to be mitigated.
[David Davis NWTP-2-57/7]

Similar comments received from: - [Todd Crossman NWTP-2-57/25
‘ David Davis NWTP-2-98/19]
Response: The towers, of course, will not shrink. However, impacts associated with
transmission lines are related to an individual's perception of the lines which can vary
widely, based on social, political, economic and other factors. Generally people think of
transmission lines as unattractive, but aﬁer the line is built, the line becomes a part of the
visual setting. '
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Comment: The City requests additional analysis of the taller towers along the Lake
Whatcom hillside. This analysis should discuss landscaping alternatives such as taller trees
outside of the danger zone which screen the base of the towers and selective planting of
lower growing trees and larger shrubs within the right-of-way. '
‘ [Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/1
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Planting of trees and shrubs to mitigate impacts has been used successfully in -
limited situations. When design and tower locations are finalized, site-specific mitigation
measures can be identified. This may include saving or topping of existing trees and (in
special situations) may include plantings of trees/shrubs. Should this be planned, BPA
would work with the city, as well as with landowners along the right-of-way.

‘Comment: Taller towers are proposed in City of Bellingham designated View Sensitive
Areas. Impacts of these towers on views from the east should be addressed.
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/4
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Although not specifically addressed, they would be similar to impacts
described in the Puget Power discussion in Chapter 4, Section E, Part 7 (Visual
Resources). The towers would be about 1.5 m (5 ft.) taller than the existing towers.

Comment: Another of our major concerns is the visual impact of taller towers. We
request that the tower height be no greater than the existing towers along the L, M, N
corridor segments, if you chose to implement the project along that corridor.

[Ray & Dolly Tompkins NWTP-2-67/4]

Response: Please see the discussion of visual impacts in Chapter 4. Tower heights,
terrain/side slope, clearing of trees, and amount of new access roads needed were all
included in the visual impact comparisons of the different alternatives. Visual impacts
created by this project will be mitigated by minimizing the amount of clearing and where
possible locating the new towers to where they will be screened from existing residences.

BPA is proposing to build Optlon 1 which would be about 10 meters (32 ft) taller than the
existing 500-kV structure in segments L, M, and N. It is about the same helght as the
taller of the two 500- kV structures in the other parts of the corrldor

Comment: Disagrees with BPA's statement that they have dangér trees on their property
- wants trees to remain for buffer (visual). -
" [Bill Carroll NWTP-2-98/32]
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Response: Trees on the commenter’s property have already been designated as danger
trees for purposes of recent maintenance work. BPA will also complete a Danger Tree
Analysis for the existing and also for the proposed line. This analysis will tell us where
‘there are trees that could potentially be hazardous to the new and existing transmission
lines. ‘
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Comment: We strongly oppose any project that raises (increases electric fields) the
existing power lines higher than they already are. For years we have grown grass hay in a
field that your lines cross. The grass hay planted under the existing lines that cross our
property does not grow at the same rate as that planted on the rest of the field. :

[Jon and Dena Fleurichamp NWTP-04-010]

Response: Appendix C; page 4, of the SDEIS discusses research relating to crop growth
and transmission lines. BPA’s research has found that crop growth is not notlceably
affected by even the largest transmission lines.

Comment: The ‘proposal will cause a loss of timber growing land.
[Charles F. Lappenbusch Sr. - NWTP-04-002]

Response: No timberland will be removed from production for the proposed project if
Option 1, the preferred alternative, is selected. Two of the three location alternatives (H1
and the North Shore Road alternatives) would, however, remove timberland from
production. Alternative H1 would permanently remove 20 hectares (51 acres) from
production, and the North Shore Road Alternative would require 28.3 hectares (70 acres)
of private forestland to be permanently removed from production. :

With respect to compensatory damages paid for marketable timber removed from
forestlands, fair market value is paid for all timber to be cut on new rights-of-way, as well
as for any trees off the right-of-way that need to be cut for construction purposes or that
pose a danger of falling into the line or across access roads. A line crossing forestland
generally leaves little value to the property for its intended use; therefore, fair market
compensation for a transmission line easements across forestlands may be close to full fee
value.

It is unlikely that any of the alternative location would be selected for this proposed
project. BPA'’s preferred alternative for BPA’s portion of the proposed project is Option
1. Option 1 is confined to the existing transmission corridor.

Comment: I'm curious how BPA has addressed the recent issue of environmental justice

in this document.
[EIIen Russell - NWTP-04-001]

Response: BPA considered the issues and directives of the Executive Order on .
Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898) in developing the public participation plan
for this proposed project, in accordance with the Department of Enérgy’s (DOE’s) interim
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guidance for implementing the Executive Order. Local government agencies were
|contacted to determine if any economically disadvantaged or minority group were known
to exist within the project area. None were identified.

Even though the proposed action did not appear to affect any economically disadvantaged
or minority group, BPA reached out to the community-at-large to inform the public and to
solicit input on the proposed action. BPA developed a mailing list to keep the affected
landowners and other interested publics up-to-date as to the status of the proposed project
- |as well as to inform them of the availability of environmental documents and any
upcoming public meetings that were to be held within the project area. BPA placed ads in
local and regional newspapers that encompassed the project area and also provided the
local media with press releases and public service announcements with information
regarding how the public could participate in the decision-making process. These
additional actions did not reveal any new information regarding the existence of
populations related to environmental justice issues. :

BPA did consider the Executive Order on Environmental Justice on this proposal and

determined that no further measures were warranted, beyond those which are normally
undertaken, due to the lack of any minority or low-income population being present within
the zone of impact of the proposed project.

Comment: You could improve the proposal by: Replacement of timber growing land to
the owners of "Designated Forest Land" to grow Douglas fir plywood and timber whlch
contributes to all four of the physiological needs of all living people.

[Charles F. Lappenbusch Sr. NWYP-04-002 ]

Response: No forestlands would be removed from production if Optlon 1 (Proposed) is
selected. Two of the three route alternatives (H1 and North Shore Road) would,
however, remove timberland from production. In addition to compensating landowners
for the timber removed for construction of the line, BPA compensates landowners for the
value of forestland or agricultural land removed from production. With regard to
replacing timberland removed from production, it is up to the landowner’s discretion how
she/he would use the moneys from BPA. In some instances a landowner may wish to
purchase land to grow timber; or a landowner may have other needs. BPA does not

| specify how monetary compensation paid to the landowners should be used

Comment: [ think the analysis would be better if you: "compared it with Microsoft
problems of buying another company.”
[Charles F. Lappenbusch Sr. NWTP-04-002]

Response: The environmental analysis for the proposed project: (i) covers the purpose
and need for action; (ii) identifies the affected environment; (iii) documents the impacts of
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the proposed project and alternatives on the human environment; and (iV) identifies
possible mitigation measures that would reduce significant impacts to levels below
significance, if possible. Other subjects are outside of the scope of the proposed project.

| Comment: Sociological Relativity - When you help yourself will you then hélp your
neighbor? '
[Charles F. Lappenbusch Sr. NWTP-04-002]

Response: It is not clear what the commenter intends by his question. As an agency of
the Federal government, BPA is engaged in public service.

Comment: The DEIS (pages 4/133 and 4/134) says that the existing transmission line has
already imposed land use limitations along the right-of-way. The DNR is aware of the
existing limitations. The DEIS further states that the project is not expected to "alter -
significantly" the impacts on land use and resources on or off the right-of-way. Regardless
of significance, the DNR needs to know specifically the alteration to current land use
limitations that this project would cause.
[Brian Davis NWTP-2-55/1
State of Washington, Depar1ment of Natural Resources] /

Response: The only alteration to current land use limitations on the right-of-way would
apply to agriculture, specifically to operation of farm implements along or across the right-
of-way. The new transmission line would have longer spans (about 350 m (1150 ft.)) than
the one it would replace (typically 180 m (600 ft.)), and the new structures would mostly
be located next to the existing S00-kV structures. With fewer structures, and the fact that
they would be sited in relatively close proximity to the other structures in the transmission
corridor, maneuvering farm machinery in the affected fields should be easier than what is
currently experienced. All other land use limitations within the existing right-of-way
would remain the same as they are for the existing transmission line.

With respect to any areas off the right-of-way that would need to be acquired for the
proposed project, e.g., (i) the North Shore Alternative, (ii) the H1 Alternative; and/or
(iii) for any minor additions to the existing right-of-way because of the need to acquire
new access roads, install dead end structures and/or guy wires, these new rights would
need to be purchased by BPA. Land use restrictions that would apply to any new
transmission line rights-of-way would be the same as for those that currently exist.

Comment: I wasn't sure if anyone said anything about how this is going to put wear and
tear on North Shore Road with ruaning that much- equipment up and down the road.
[Fred Miller NWTP-2-57/32]
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Response: Construction of the proposed project would entail hauling heavy equipment,
tower steel and other materials on local area roads. Heavy loads would likely require
multi-axle vehicles to avoid or at least to minimize the potential for damage to these local
‘area roadways.

At this time, BPA has not made a decision to build the proposed project. This process
will only be initiated after a decision on the part of BPA to build the project. It would be
premature, therefore, to speculate on the origin of the necessary materials such as concrete
and tower steel that would be used to construct the project. It is also not yet known what
roads would be affected by construction-related vehicles. Nevertheless, it is highly
probable, whatever the source of materials, that North Shore Drive, which is a public road
and which parallels the north shore of Lake Whatcom, would be used by the construction
contractor and subcontractors, assuming the proposed project will be built.

With respect to any liability resulting from damages to local area roadways incurred during
the construction process, BPA holds each of its contractors responsible for any unusual
damage caused by, or that results from, those construction activities: If, however, the
affected local government entity is not satisfied with the remediation effort offered, then
BPA retains the ultimate responsibility to attempt to satisfy the local government entity.

Comment: Moreover, improving access to existing generation (e.g., Canadian
hydropower) will facilitate Puget Power's ability to purchase power at a reasonable cost.
Keeping power costs low is a benefit to our ratepayers, particularly to those of moderate
means or on fixed incomes. This benefit should be discussed in the DEIS.
' ' ' [John Campion NWTP-2-84/11
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

" Response: Gaining access to Canadian hydropowér is the need to which Puget Power's
joint sponsorship and proportional share of Northern Intertie capacity is directed. This is
discussed in Chapter 1, under the purpose and need discussions.

Comment: Do landowners get compensated for loss of crops, compaction, etc. caused
by construction activities? -
[Pat Zitka NWTP-2-98-15]

Response: Compensation will be made to any landowner/farmer whose crops are
damaged by construction-related activities, including both pre-construction and post-
construction activities. Where soils have been compacted by construction activities,
farmers will also be compensated for the cost of loosening the soil by subsoiling, for loss
of production, and for replanting. :
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Comment: Of the choices offered, I do not like: Removal of people from their property,
compensation is not everything you know. .
[Robert L. Lorenzo NWTP-02-033/1]
Response: By rebuilding existing lines rather than building new ones, removing homes
can be avoided. ‘

Comment: It says in chapter 2, page 29, in the larger edition of the EIS that, under the -
improved noise levels for BPA Option 3, there would be no appreciable difference in
degree of impact among the three design options. I think that [...] a larger tower is going
to have a bigger impact, it's an appreciable impact, than a smaller tower.

' [David Davis NWTP-2-57/8]

Response: The commenter is referencing the Social and Economic discussion, which
does not include visual impacts. (These are covered separately.) The commenter is
correct: larger towers will generally be more noticeable than shorter ones. See
Visual/Recreation impacts discussion in Chapter 4.
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Comment: My house may need to be bought and removed by BPA for the North Shore

Alternative. My house is presently for sale. What do I disclose to potential buyers?
[Billy Powell BOH-23]

Response: BPA proposes to rebuild the new 230-kV double-circuit line on the same
alignment as the existing 230-kV line. The North Shore Alternative was analyzed but not
|selected as the preferred location. IFBPA were to construct the North Shore Alternative,
and require the acquisition of land rights needed for the new right-of-way, including your
residence, then the owner/occupant of the residence would be offered fair market value
plus relocation assistance. With regard to your last question, BPA cannot give legal
advice. »

Comment: I don't think you paid my grandfather enough when you bought the existing

R-O-W easements. BPA's transmission lines encumber 2.4 acres of our property, we pay

taxes on it, but we can't use the property.
: [Will Lappenbusch NWTP-04-013]

Response: As a Federal agency, BPA must offer landowners fair market value for any
land rights that it proposes to acquire. BPA paid fair market value for this property in July
1972. Landowners are entitled to any uses of the easement area that do not conflict with
BPA'’s property rights. If any landowner feels that their assessed value is too high within
the transmission line easement area, he or she may wish to call the assessor’s office and
talk to the appraiser for an explanation of how the assessed value was determined. In
Whatcom County, where your grandparent’s property is located, you have two
opportunities to challenge the assessed value. The first is when you receive your Notice
of Assessed Value from the assessor’s office. You must contact the assessor’s office .
within 30 days of receipt of the Notice if you feel this value is excessive. The assessor’s
office has the authority to change the assessed value without going through the Board of
Equalization if you have adequate support for the reduction. Your second opportunity is
to file a petition with the Board of Equalization. This petition must be filed by July 1 to
schedule [a hearing] for the current year. Any change to the assessed value as a result of -
the hearmg will affect the following year’s taxes.

Comment: Puget Sales multiple listings real estate sales agreement contains a section on-
hazards such as landfills. One question in this section ask if the listed property is close to
powerlines.

[Sharon Hoofnagle, D. V.M. - NWTP-04-01 7]
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Response: The project is not expected to cause overall long-term adverse effects on
property values along the existing right-of-way. .

Although the State of Washington has no standard real estate contract, they do have a
new regulation regarding disclosure. The State of Washington’s Real Property Transfer

.| Disclosure Statement (Chapter 64.06 RCW) became effective on January 1, 1995. The
Disclosure Statement serves as a notice to prospective buyers of residential real estate of
any known defects associated with the property. Although there is no specific reference
to-powerlines, the seller must disclose under Section 1D, Title, if there are any rights-of-
way, easements, or access limitations that may affect the owner’s use of the property.

BPA recorded the easement documents for this project when the land rights were
acquired. For those landowners who have transmission line easements across their
property, these easements will be noted on schedule B of their title policy. Recording the
easements and the physical presence of the transmission lines serves as public notice.

Comment What impacts will the new line have on my property?
[ Susanne Jenkins NWTP-04-012]

Response: BPA as discussed the impact of the proposed line on a new home being built
by the Jenkins. Their primary concern is visual impact. If constructed as Option 1, the
new facility would have some visual impacts. However, of the transmission options
looked at, Option 1 would have the least visual impacts because it uses the smaller 230-kV
double circuit towers (compared to the 500-kV double circuit towers in Options 2, 3, and
4). The new 230-kV structures would be downslope of the existing 500-kV line. The
tower top elevation of the new lines would therefore be lower than that of the exlstmg
500-kV towers, keeping visual lmpacts to a minimum.

Comment: (5) We are aware of the pros and cons of Initiative 164. Some ask for a less

ambiguous and more effective law. No matter how the proposed law is written, your

"taking" of our property, health, and welfare is a classic case for this law. Yoursis a first
class "takings" without proper justification or showing of real cause. ,

‘ [Craig Langager NWTP-04-009]

Response: Initiative 164 does not apply to BPA’s use of its easement property rights.
This initiative relates to regulation of private property The Ballot Summary for Initiative
164 to the Legislature is as follows :

This measure would prohibit regulation of private property without prior analysis
of the regulation’s economic impact and would limit regulation to that having the
least private impact necessary to the regulation’s purpose. Many regulations for

public benefit would be defined as takings, and would require compensation for
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reduction in property value. Private property includes land, improvements, water
rights, and crops, including forest products. Successful plaintiffs enforcmg this
measure would be entitled to attorney fees.

Compensation is not an issue, since BPA purchased easements for the transmission line
right-of-way many years ago. Land rights needed for new right-of-way (if any) will be
appraised and landowners will be compensated for the value of the property. BPA
imposes no restrictions outside the transmission line nght-of-way, although occasionally
we cut danger trees outside of the rlght-of-way

Comment: Property values have decreased with the increased public awareness of the
problems associated with powerlines.
[Sharon Hoofnagle, D. V.M. NWTP-04-017]

Comment: I do not want my property value to be diminished because of public concerns
~|over poss1ble health impacts to property along a transmission line: ' :
[Kathy Klemmer - NWTP-04-012]

Comment: My property value will decrease as a direct result of EMF.
[Ray Tompkins SWOH-5]

Comment: We're in the process of bunldmg a new home at 56-B Highway 9, property
that will be affected by this project. There isn't any doubt that this new power line will

| further devalue or property. Are you prepared to compensate accordingly?

[Milton and Susan Jenkins NWTP-04-018]

Comment: So there's nothing really in this environmental impact statement that deals
with property devaluation, trying to sell your home or what the EMFs from these taller
towers will do to the people around there. -

‘ [Todd Crossman NWTP-2-57/26]

Similar comments from: ' | - [Craig Langager NWTP-2-53/1

David Davis . NWTP-2-57/9
Terry & Lori Bierman NWTP-2-92/1
Brian Davis NWTP-2-98/13

- State of Washington, Department of Natural Resources]

Response: As stated in the DEIS, the existing transmission line has already imposed land
use limitations on the farm, forest, and residential properties along the right-of-way by the
physical presence of the lines and towers, as well as through use limitations imposed by
the original easement documents. Reb'uilding the transmission line is not expected to alter
the long-term salability or value of the various properties along the right-of-way. See
Social and Economic Considerations dlscussed in Chapter 4.
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Comment: Iam under thei lmpressmn that houses are being bought by the utlhty
company because of EMF - is this true?
: - [Mark Nusslock NWTP-2-98/9]

Response: BPA is not purchasing any houses because of EMF. The only potential new

right-of-way is on Segment H1, the North Shore Road Alternative, and small portions of
parcels at two or three locations that might be needed for Option 3. If the new right-of-

way boundaries include the physical taking of any houses, the landowners will be offered
fair market value for their homes, as -well as relocation benefits. .

Comment: Legal agreeh‘nents of previous easements do not include taller towers or new
towers - a new agreement must be drawn up w1th present landowners.
[David Davis NWYP-2-98/1 6]

Similar comment from: [Craig Langager =~ NWTP-2-53/2]

Response: BPA's easements include the right to rebuild the existing transmission lines.
There are no limitations regarding replacing the old towers with new towers or height
limitations of the towers. Therefore, there are no additional rights that need to be
acquired from the landowners to rebuild the existing transmission lines.
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Comment Wire fences under the lines create nuisance shocks (pretty hot).
: [Sharon Hoofnagle BOH-32]

Comment: The existing lines crackle and pop and produce shocks When will this stop?
Increasing the power ﬂows will increase this.
: [Tom Lingbloon : BOH-35]

Response: BPA has provided project options that will either not increase noise levels

. (Options 1 and 2) or will significantly reduce them (all other options). In addition, none of
the proposed options are expected to increase the level of nuisance shocks which currently
exist on the transmission line corridor. Please see discussions in Chapter 4 of the SDEIS
on Noise and TV/Radio Interference and on Health and Safety.

Comment: You have covered Scoping and Major Issues except one. What if our TV.

signals are effected? What will you do about it? Due to your power lines, my neighbors

do not have TV. reception. Fortunately, at this time I do. With the change in voltage and

towers, if my signal is effected, as in my neighbor's case, what happens? My location is H

- -along the Samish River - west side of river approximately 8.5 miles north of Sedro

Woolley - Hwy 20. ;
Barbara Landrock  NWITP-2-36/3

Response: We have confirmed that you do have good TV reception at your home. We
comply with FCC requirements. If our facilities interfere with your reception so that it
becomes worse, we will investigate the complaint and, if this project is the cause, we will
take care of the problem. (If reception problems are caused by something else, we do
not). Our engineering staff have test instruments that measure signal strength to help
determine the source of interference problems. For more information please see the
section in Chapter 4 on Noise and TV/Radio Interference.

Comment: Concerned about noise-and radlo/TV interference. Will this change with new
line?
Robert Burnett NWTP-2-98/21

Response: Noise and radio and TV interference are covered in the Supplemental DEIS in
Chapter 4. For Options 3 and 4, audible noise levels are expected to go down with the
new line. Radio and television interference is generated by electromagnetic interference
(EMI). EMI is not expected to increase above existing levels.
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Comment: And I think that before we start thinking about building new lines and more
power that we should take care of existing problems [noise from power line] like this.
[Pat Wheat - NWTP-2-57/24]

Response: The project as proposed for Option 1 will not increase the overall noise of the
corridor. See Chapter 4, Noise and Radio/TV Interference section.

Comment: Property value down due to noise. Replace existing transformer 'with a quiet
one. [...]. BPA should buy property near substation and plant trees as noise buffer zone.
[Dave Rogers NWTP-2-98/14&20]

Response: BPA is not planning to replace any transformers as part of this project, or to
. buy any property adjacent to the substations. We will not be planting any trees to reduce
noise, because trees do not make good noise barriers.

Comment: Noise - if noise levels turn out to be greater than the DEIS says, then what
will BPA do? o ‘

[Ray Tompkins NWTP-2-98/22]

Response: While BPA has confidence in its ability to predict audible noise from
transmission lines with reasonable accuracy, the purpose of the audible noise discussion in
Chapter 4 is not to guarantee absolute noise levels. The purpose is to compare
alternatives such that relative impacts related to noise can be reasonably determined. With
this in mind, BPA has provided project options that will either not increase noise levels
(Options 1 & 2), or will significantly reduce them (all other Options).
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Comment: Air Quality. The DEIS understates a significant environmental benefit of this
project. Improved access to Canadian hydropower reduces reliance on energy produced
from fossil fuels. In President Clinton's "Climate Change Action Plan" (October 1993),
the President encourages utilities to reduce greenhouse gases by a variety of measures.
These include increasing the efficiency of transmission and making better use of available
hydroelectric resources. The merits of the project, in this regard, should be discussed in
the DEIS. _
. [John Campion =~ NWTP-2-84/10
Puget Sound Power & Light Co].

-Response: The DEIS has been revised to acknowledge this benefit.

Comment: Chapter 4/146: Please discuss the use of lop and scatter or chipping instead
of burning, especially when near homes. ,
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/9
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Typically, BPA's lop-and-scatter method is an inexpensive method of brush
disposal on transmission line rights-of-way. To be successful, the method requires that all
tree limbs and debris be cut into manageable lengths (which may vary in accordance of
right-of-way usage), and placed partly or wholly on the ground. (The ground contact is
important to expedite the decay process of the material, also reducing the potential fire
hazards.) The method is best suited to deciduous species, as the rate of decay is very
rapid. The mechanical mulcher would be much more efficient and productive; however, it
is more expensive. BPA will not burn slash or debris on the right-of-way.
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1. EMF RESEARCH AND EFFECTS

Comment: We are strongly opposed to any project that increases the EMF's to our
property. Although we understand health related consequences haven't yet been
determined from exposure to EMF's, we are not prepared to risk our health or our child's
health. : S
[Jon and Dena Fleurichamp NWTP-04-010]

Response: We appreciate your concerns regardirlg the health of your family. However

- .| because the state of the scientific evidence relating to EMF has not yet established a

cause-and-effect relationship between electric or magnetic fields and adverse health
effects, we are unable to predict specific health risks, or specific potential level of disease,
related to exposure to EMF. A review of some of the studies relating to EMF and
possible biological and health effects are included in Appendix C of the FEIS. We are
continuing to monitor research results and will disclose any new findings as soon as they
are available.

Comment: I requested that BPA measure EMF levels on my property in the past. I want
to have measurements before and after the project. The measurements have not been
made. Iagain request that BPA measure the EMF levels at my property.
‘ [Mark Nusslock NWTP-04-014]

. Response: Measurements were taken on Mr. Nusslock’s property on June 20, 1995.

Comment: I am adamantly opposed to this project. . . . I object to any increase in the
EMF and believe that the current EMF outside and under the power lines is too high.
Evidence is steadily mounting that the EMF has serious effect on the body including adult,
and more importantly, childhood cancers. At the edge of the right-of-way, the EMF
readings far exceed the level that any of the studies on health risks indicate are safe. BPA
is telling us that the studies are not conclusive. That statement is not correct. Several of
the studies are conclusive, some are not. We could argue this indefinitely, just as the-
tobacco industry argued indefinitely that cigarette smoking was not harmful. Since not
everyone who smokes gets lung cancer, it could be argued that studies on smoking are
inclusive. That would be a ludicrous argument today. All industries and individuals
associated with EMF's, including BPA, are recommending avoidance of the fields, yet
BPA is proposing  this project that would increase the EMF's over family homes. . . . BPA
gave us booklets on how to work safely under the lines. They showed pictures of people
driving tractors under the lines, in the same EMF's they are now saying to avoid. This
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project will increase the EMF under the lines but BPA is still telling landowners that they
can work their land under the lines, while at the same time recommending avoiding the
EMF. It just doesn't make sense. |

BPA's own book, Electrical and Biological Effects of Transmission Lines, U.S. Dept. of '
Energy 1989, documents the dangers of EMF's.

Pg. 52: Three of the five studies done to investigate a possible association between
childhood cancer and powerline magnetic fields reported some positive results.
(Showed association). About 50% of 30 reports on "electrical occupatlons" and
cancer report significantly elevated risks.

Pg. 53: Overall, research with humans supplemented by lab animal research, suggests the
possibility for adverse effects from human exposure to electnc and/or magnetic
fields.

Pg. 55: Table 8 lists the relative risk of childhood cancer from powerlines at 1.5-3; it lists
the relative risk from environmental tobacco smoke (lung cancer) as 2-3, almost
identical. (The danger to children from second hand tobacco that parents who
smoke heavily have been denied custody of their children). ‘

Pg. 56: Powerline cancer risk is higher than the risk from home asbestos-lung cancer.
(Millions of dollars are being spent to remove asbestos from schools and other
public places.).

All of the above, plus additional facts supporting the dangers from powerlines arein .
BPA'sown book. Other unbiased studies are even more emphatic that the lines are
dangerous.

[Sharon Hoofriagle, D.VM. = NWIP-04-017]

Comment: When we purchased our properties we were assured that the power lines
were not a health hazard. BPA at that time was aware of the possible hazards but did not
tell us. BPA riow wants to increase the hazard further. BPA has no right to expose
anyone, but especially children, to the possibility of cancer or any other health hazard.
[Sharon Hoofnagle, D.V.M. ‘NWTP-04-017]

Response: In all of our publications, including this FEIS, we try to summarize research
‘|information that represents a variety of conclusions and view.points regarding potential

" |[EMF health effects. BPA continues to monitor the EMF issue as it relates to possible
adverse health effects. As stated on page 4/129 of the SDEIS, we believe that the state of
the scientific evidence has not established a cause-and-effect relationship between electric
or magnetic fields and adverse health effects. The EIS presents transmission design
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options that are consistent with a “prudent avoidance” approach and are consistent with
the information in our EMF literature.

Comment: Puget Power's posmon/pollcy on EMF radiation must be part of the public
record
[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015 .
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: Puget Power’s current pohcy statement on Electric and Magnetlc Fields is
enclosed in Appendix C.

Comment: Puget Power as a joint project participant, must also state why they opposed
the language concermng EMF radlatlon or discussion of EMF reduction in the EIS.
[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: Puget Power submitted written comments on the EMF language used in the
EIS. This letter is included in Chapter 10 and is responded to in this EMF Comment/
Response section of the EIS.

Comment: 9. Despite increasing the current carrying capacity of the proposed line (item
7) BPA has refused to set specific binding limits on EMF radiation at or below current
levels. The EIS must note that "prudent avoidance" is recommended for EMF exposure
by the Washington State Department of Health. The EIS must address why residents near
the transmission lines can't be given this binding guarantee that their health will not be
further jeopardized and that their property values will not be adversely impacted. The EIS
must also note that standard real estate contracts now require that the presence of high
voltage power lines near your property be explicitly stated. ‘ 4

- [Martin Eifrig - NWTP-04-015

FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: BPA cannot give a binding guarantee that property values or health will not be
adversely impacted. As per our 1995 Guidelines on EMF, BPA will take reasonable low-

| cost steps to minimize field exposures. As stated.in the EIS, some short-term adverse
impacts on property value and salability may occur on an individual basis. However, these
impacts are highly variable, individualized, and not predictable. The project is not
expected to cause overall long-term adverse effects on property values along the existing
right-of-way.

Although the State of Washington has no standard real estate contract, they do have-a.
new regulation regarding disclosure. The State of Washington’s Real Property Transfer
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Disclosure Statement (Chapter 64.06 RCW) became effective on January 1, 1995. The
Disclosure Statement serves as a notice to prospective buyers of residential real estate of
any known defects associated with the property. Although there is no specific reference
to power lines, the seller must disclose under Section 1D, Title, whether there are any
rights-of-way, easements, or access limitations that may affect the owner’s use of the
property. ‘

BPA recorded the easement documents for this project when the land rights were
acquired. For those landowners who have transmission line easements across their
property, these easements will be noted on schedule B of their title policy. Recording the
easements and the physical presence of the transmission lines serves as public notice.

Comment: Several recent studies by independent organizations have proven that extreme
health hazards exist from EMF radiation. There are possible links to leukemia in children,
tumor growths.and physiological changes. Why is it that when utility companies have paid
for studies on radiation effects, the results have been inclusive?
- [Craig Langager NWTP-04-009
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: There are hundreds of studies on EMF currently being conducted throughout
|the world. They are funded from a variety of sources, governments, the utility industry,
|and a host of private organizations. We have not seen evidence that source of funding has
a bearing on the outcome of the study.

Comment: Landownefs along the right-of-way should be aware of the latest EMF study,
where physicists found no link to negative health effects related to EMF. v
[Peggy Mohr - BOH-26]

Response: The American Physical Society looked at a variety of EMF literature reviews
and reports and concluded that “Purported health effects of power line fields have not
been scientifically substantiated. . . . The cost of mitigation and litigation is
incommensurate with the risk, if any.” :

Comment: Ifyou put together a dozen small studies on EMF, statistically this should be
significant. '

[Dean Wadsworth ~ SWOH-14]

Response: Not necessarily, it would depend on the results of each study, the
method used to combine the results, and the assumptions made for combining the
studies. Please see the SDEIS Appendix C/3. '
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Comment: In the first public meeting I was told that there would not be an increase in
EMF with the new project, but the supplementary EIS identifies that this is not true.
[Ray Tompkins SWOH-2]

Response: Both the DEIS and the SDEIS indicated that there would be incfeases in
magnetic field Ievels in some segments of the transmission corridor and decreases in
others.

Comment The EMF danger hasn't been adequately addressed in your DEIS.
' [Milton and Susan Jenkins NWTP-04-018]

Comment: I am concerned that EMF from the lines may 1mpact the health of
landowners.
- [Kathy Klemmer BOH-40)

Comment: I am concerned about exposure to EMF as it might affect my health. .
[Dean Wadsworth  SWOH-24]

Comment: Power companies say that EMF is not a health problem, but studies have
cited examples of leukemia caused by EMF (Swedlsh Study).
Dean Wadsworth SWOH-13

Response: BPA believes that it has accurately and adequately described the current state
of the science regarding the EMF issue in the SDEIS. Chapter 4 of the SDEIS includes a
discussion of EMF and potential health effects. Appendix C provides additional
information as well as the magnetic field analysis.

*”

|Comment: Increasing the electric fields in the corridor is scary. ‘ .
[Tom Lingbloon - BOH-38]

Response: - Most of today’s scientific concern and uncertainty related to possible health
effects focuses on exposure to magnetic fields. Additionally, people are not shielded from
magnetic fields by trees, houses and other objects as they are with electric fields.
Therefore, our detailed exposure assessments focus on magnetic (not electric) field levels.
However, there are known safety hazards related to electric shocks from high voltage
power lines that are regulated by the National Electric Safety Code (NESC). BPA has
established electric field standards which assure that our lines are designed and
constructed in accordance with the NESC regulations established to minimize these
potential shock hazards. All of the project options will meet our electric field standards.
For additional information, please see the section in Chapter 4 on Health and Safety.
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Comment: The EIS does not deal with Alzheimers disease, Iread in the paper that there
is a relationship between Alzheimers, also cancer. Three times as many people are
affected (assume by Alzhenmers) along transmission lines and this is not referenced in the
EIS.

[Dean Wadsworth  SWOH-15]

Response: It is not possible to discuss all research relating to EMF in the SDEIS. BPA’s
newly updated brochure, Possible Health Effects of Electric Power Lines: Questions and
Answers, includes a study relating to Alzheimer’s disease and occupational exposure to
magnetic fields. The updated brochure is included in the SDEIS by reference and is
available by calling 1-800-622-4520.

Comment: Extremely Low-Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. The SDEIS carries
forward an "exposure assessment" from the DEIS, yet concedes that there is no scientific
basis to draw any conclusions as to risks to public health from such assessment. This is
because the consensus of the scientific community, as understood by Puget Power, is that
there is no established cause-and-effect relationship between ELF/EMF exposure and
cancer or other disease.

If the "exposure assessment" is not an assessment of health risks, why is it found under the
heading of "Health and Safety" in the SDEIS? In the context within which it appears, the
"exposure assessment" is likely to mislead the public by engendering a false sense of
concern (or comfort) without a scientific basis to draw any conclusions as to risk (or lack
thereof). BPA is not a health agency and should not substitute its judgment for the
judgment of qualified public health agencies and professionals that are disinclined to
associate ELF/EMF "exposure assessments" of this type with assessments of public health
and safety. Further coinments prepared by William H. Banley, Ph.D,, are attached
(below). :
[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
’ Puget S ound Power & Light ]

-I have reviewed the SDEIS and the Responses to Comments on the DEIS
topics relating to EMF. My comments on the DEIS focused largely on
criteria for EMF impact assessment, and comparisons of alternatives
based upon EMF exposure assessment.

Criteria for Impact Assessment

One of my major criticisms of the DEIS was that it did not derive criteria
Jfor impact assessment based upon "the findings of comprehensive
scientific reviews performed by multidisciplinary panels of scientists."
Several additional reviews are cited in the SDEIS, e.g., SAB 1991 and
"[a] Danish blue-ribbon panel," but no more recent reviews are cited.
Although the SDEIS concludes that reviews of the EMF-cancer literature
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cited "generally reach a similar conclusion, i.e., existing evidence does
not show that EMF cause or promote cancer" [C/4], the SDEIS as did the
DEIS before, disregards this guidance. Instead, the SDEIS promotes a
detailed quantitative exposure assessment to compare alternatives despite
the acknowledgment that "it is not possible to identify 'unsafe’ field
levels"[C/5]. As I pointed out in my review of the DEIS, this kind of
exposure assessment is inappropriate given the level of scientific
knowledge and assessments expressed in comprehensive scientific reviews.

Comparisons of Alternatives Based on EMF

While the exposure assessment in the SDEIS does describe "the magnetic
field environment and allow[s] a general comparison of project
alternatives [4/130]," this could have been done without creating the
impression that changes in calculated exposure of at least one or several
milligauss were of known significance. For example, someone who
reviewed the comparison found in Tables 13-15d and C1-C8 might want
to know whether a reduction in calculated magnetic field level at three
homes and commercial buildings by more than 10 mG for Option 1 (Table
C-2) is preferable to increases of between 1 - 5 mB at 40 similar locations
Jor this same option (Table C-1). Or, they might want to know what is the
real difference between exposures to magnetic fields at levels of 1-5 mG
and 5-10 mG. Such questions about impugned impact cannot be answered
Jrom the information available either in the SDEIS or anywhere. in the
scientific literature. : ‘ '

Also, one would want to know more clearly how these calculated magnetic
field levels relate to ambient background magnetic field levels. In Section
4.D. 14, the SDEIS comments on sources of magnetic fields in homes other
than transmission lines, e.g., appliances, and on a nation-wide survey of
magnetic field in residences (Zaffanella, 1993). However, this
information should have been, but was not, integrated into the comparison

of site specific impacts. One's perspective on the calculated increases and
decreases in exposures for specific corridor segments (that
overwhelmingly fall into the category of >1 to 5 mG) changes when one
learns that the background level of magnetic field in a home (away from

~ any appliances) ranges from 0.5 mG to 4 mG.

* As I pointed out in my review of the DEIS, contribution to exposure from
sources other than transmission lines cannot be ignored. The proper
interpretation of the incremental exposures calculated in the SDEIS can
only be made in the context of ambient exposures from all sources. For
example, by focusing just on incremental magnetic field exposure from
transmission lines, the SDEIS fails to take into account other important
sources. For example, one of the most striking findings of the nationwide
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survey of residences just mentioned (Zaffanella, 1993) is that peak
magnetic field exposures in residences are more likely to be caused by
currents flowing on grounding systems than from outside power lines.
These data are summarized in Table 1 attached to this letter. The ,
calculations presented in the SDEIS take no account of magnetic fields

“e Jrom this or other indoor sources. Such findings clearly illustrate why the
' approach taken by the SDEIS is incomplete.

K Inte retation of Individual Scientific Studies

I had made the point in my review of the DEIS that in "characterizing the
state of scientific knowledge, it is important that the whole body of
relevant data be addressed, not just a few selected studies." Yet despite
this caveat, the SDEIS attempts to substitute its own evaluation and
characterization of individual studies for overall assessments by
multidisciplinary panels of scientists convened by scientific and regulatory
organmizations. Moreover, the literature discussed is selective and not up-
to-date. For this reason and because of the failure to incorporate all
relevant and up-to-date studies, the Summary of Biological and
Epidemiological Studies Relating to EMF contamed in Appendzx Cis
wanting.

For example, the meta-arialysis published by Washburn et al (1994) is
described, but the strengths and weaknesses of this approach are not also
considered. Recently, Feychting and Ahlbom (1995), the authors of the
so called "Swedish study" summarized telling criticisms of the Washburn
et al. approach and concluded that:

'...not even a state of the art meta~analysis appears to provide further
insights for the interpretation of the epidemiologic literature on magnetic

- fields and childhood cancer. Indeed, the paper...provides a clear example
of the limitations of meta-analysis in observational epidemiology..."

In a response to a comment about the lack of discussion or qualification
. given to odds ratios in the London et. al. (1991) study in the DEIS, the
SDEIS replies that "Although the odds ration was not statistically
‘ significant after adjustment, the trend for increasing leukemia risk with
~ increasing current capacity  [o]f the power lines remained statistically
significant after adjustment [for other potentially confounding
. . exposures]" (9/242). While this statement describes a finding from the
‘ report, it hardly serves as a critical assessment of the study's findings. As
pointed out by Bracken et al (1992), such an interpretation of this trend is
misleading and incorrect. What the trend analysis shows is that the lowest
level of exposure is associated with a statistically significant reduction in
estimated risk. Contrary to the interpretation suggested in the SDEIS, no
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statistically increased risk is suggested at any exposure level when
adjustment is made for confounding factors.

The findings of other important studies are neglected outright, such as the
absence of any strong or consistent associations with brain cancer in
Theriault et al (1994), and the overall lower mortality risk from cancer

- and other diseases among utility workers as compared to other men in the
U.S. population reported by Savitz and Loomis (1995).

Still other studies that shed light upon topics addressed in Appendix C
also are not addressed, e.g. the failure to find associations between
estimated magnetic field exposure and adverse reproductive outcome in
Savitz's retrospective study (Savitz and Ananth, 1994) or in the
prospective study published by Bracken et al (1995) that included
magnetic field monitoring of individual pregnant women prior to delivery.
Both studies could have been discussed on pp. 9/243 and C/4. Nor does
the SDEIS provide an up-to-date characterization of the position of the
Swedish health and regulatory agencies. Attention is given to assessments
Jrom 1993 in the SDEIS but when updated in 1994, all that is provided is
a paraphrase from a newsletter. ‘The latest assessment, prepared by a
panel of 15 experts and reviewed by 31 other scientists, that was published
by the Swedish National Board of Health and Welfare and became widely
available in January, 1995 is not reported in the SDEIS. It was the
conclusion of the panel that:

The existing epidemiological data cannot-be used to support any definite
conclusions as to whether exposure to electromagnetic fields increases the
cancer-risk in any organ system. Subsequent experimental studies carried
out on animals and in vitro have not lent support to the suspicion of a
carcinogenic effect. However, the possibility of their being a link between
exposure and risk cannot be ruled out; e.speczaIIy with regard to child
leukemia. [p.203].

For the reasons summarized above, the SDEIS and Responses to
Comments have not responded to most prior criticism of the DEIS.
However, I hope that these comments will be helpful in providing a
scientific perspective on the issues addressed by the SDEIS.
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Table 1

Percent of Residences Where Peak Magnetic Field Exceeds Reference Value from
Power Line or Grounding System Sources

(Zaffanella, 1993)

Reference Value Power Lines || Grounding System
> 1 mG 34 36
>2.5 mG 10 18

>5 mG J 2.9 JL 6.8

Response: BPA recognizes that the public is concemed about EMF, and we recognize
the science is uncertain regarding a cause-and-effect relationship between EMF and
adverse health effects. However, we do not agree with Dr. Bailey’s opinion that the
existing scientific evidence on EMF, and reviews by scientific panels do not warrant the
kind of exposure assessment conducted in this EIS. While it is true that science reviews
generally conclude that EMF have not been proven to cause health effects, many
acknowledge that the possibility of such effects cannot be ruled out. A good example is
the last sentence of the quote from the Swedish National Board of Health included in
Dr. Bailey’s comments, “However, the possibility of there being a link between exposure
and risk cannot be ruled out; especially with regard to child leukemia,” Not mentioned by
Dr. Bailey is a recent report from another Swedish agency, the Swedish National
Electrical Safety Board (NESB). In its most recent annual report (1994) the NESB
stated:

[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
Puget Sound Power and Light Co.]

During the spring of 1994 those organizations [the five Swedish agencies
involved with EMF] concluded that the knowledge regarding how weak
magnetic fields affect humans is currently insufficient to set limits.
Suspicion of a connection is however sufficient to recommend caution.
Therefore, these guidelines should be followed in housing planning and
construction if they can be implemented within reasonable costs:
» Strive to site power lines and electrical facilities in such a way
that magnetic fields are reduced.
+ Avoid building new homes, schools, day care centers, etc., in
close proximity to existing power lines which have significant
magpnetic fields, if alternative sites are available.

Insert 19 - Comments and Res ponses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-83




COMMENTS/RESPONSES
EIS: FOR YOUR INFORMATION

« . Strive to limit significant fields in existing homes, schools and
work places. :

Another recent review on EMF not cited by Dr. Bailey comes from the American Medical
Association (1994). The AMA stated:

Positive [EMF] studies indicate, for the most part, that the
associated relative risks are low.... Yet without stronger evidence
there is no problem, it would be unwise to dismiss the possibility
that electromagnetic fields have adverse health effects.”

We believe that the cautions raised in these and many other reviews, and the concerns
expressed by the public to BPA about EMF, justify the careful and cautious approach to
addressing EMF exposures adopted in this EIS. BPA is not unique in this view. For
example, in 1992, the Advance Plan 6 of the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin.
stated, “When a utility plans its transmission line projects, it must take into consideration
the number of persons who could be exposed to EMF along the routes, the intensity of
exposure and the duration of exposure.”

We recognize that there are differing opinions, such as expressed by Dr. Bailey, on the
best approach for dealing with EMF while scientific research is still inconclusive. Another
recent review by the American Physical Society, for example, states:
.. unsubstantiated claims, however, have generated fears of power
lmes in some communities, leading to expensive mitigation efforts,
and in some cases, to lengthy and divisive court proceedings....
- The diversion of these resources to eliminate a threat whlch has no
persuasive scientific basis is dlsturbmg to us.

Other comments by Dr. Balley‘ continue to focus on criticism of EMF studies which
reported positive effects, although we believe it would be more balanced to describe, when
available, the response of the original authors to comments on their study. For example,
comments on the meta-analysis by Washburn et al. are stressed by Dr. Bailey, but the reply
to the comments by the authors of the study are not mentioned. Many negative EMF
studies have also been criticized on a variety of grounds, but Dr. Bailey is silent on this
point. We believe that it is important to present a balanced assessment of EMF issues and
research such'as done in the EIS and in BPA publications incorporated by reference.

One of these publications has been recently updated for 1995, Electric Power Lines
Questions and Answers on Research into Health Effects. We believe that this publication
presents an objective summary of EMF issues and research from throughout the world, as
of spring 1995. The recent Swedish review, and the new study by Bracken et al,, cited by
Dr. Bailey, were already referenced in the report, prior to our receiving comments from
Dr. Bailey. Many other new EMF studies showing both positive and negative findings
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which were not mentioned by Dr. Bailey are also included. As with the prevnous edltlon :
this new pubhcat:on is incorporated by reference into this EIS.

In summary, we believe that the EMF exposure assessment, the summary of research
findings and science reviews presented in the EIS and in publications incorporated by
reference, represent an appropriate and prudent approach for a public agency to take in
response to an international public health issue which is of great concern to some members
of the public.

Comment: Since EMF is being proven more and more as a problem source - what type of
investigation and research have you done? ,
' ‘ , [Barbara Landrock NWTP-2-36/2]
Responses: BPA's Biological Studies Task Team continue to follow the research being
done. Recent important findings are summarized in the Supplemental DEIS in Appendix
C. Research is also discussed and summarized in our 107-page booklet entitled Electrical
and Biological Effects of Transmission Lines. This is available from BPA free of charge.

Comment Who is fundmg, prepanng EMF studies? ’
[Cary Schmidt NWTP-2-98/1]

Response: There are hundreds of studies on EMF currently being conducted throughout
the world. They are funded from a variety of sources, governments, including the
Department of Energy, the utility industry and a host of private organizations.

-

Comment: BPA is telling us that the studies are not conclusive. That statement is not -
correct. Several of the studies are conclusive, some are not. We could argue this
indefinitely, just as the tobacco industry argued indefinitely that cigarette smoking was not
harmful. ’
' : [Sharon Hoofnagle, D.V.M NWTP-2-97/1]

Response: All studies have conclusions. Some appear to find effects, some appear to
find none. There has been no conclusive body of findings within the research community
that would establish a definite cause-and-effect relationship between EMF and adverse
health effects (as has been established for tobacco and health effects).

Comment: Electric and Magnetic Fields ("EMF"), Similarly, the DEIS's discussion of
EMFs should focus on fact, not perception. In this regard, Puget Power is guided by the
consensus of the scientific community as reflected in statements published by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other credible bodies. In this regard, the
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EPA states: The bottom line is that there is no established cause and effect relationship
between EMF exposure and cancer or other disease: For this reason, we can't define a
hazardous level of EMF exposure. Environmental Protection Agency, "Questions and
Answers About Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs)," at page 3 (December 1992).
Puget Power's comments on EMF are further elaborated in the attached letter to John
Campion from Dr. William H. Bailey. .
' [John Campion NWTP-2-84/14]
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.

Response: The DEIS stated in Appendix C/3 that no hazardous effects of EMF have
been confirmed, and it is not possible to identify unsafe field levels.

Comment: However, to the extent that the public's concerns relate to potential health
~ impacts of exposures to EMF from the addition of proposed transmission lines or
modifications to existing lines, the DEIS must: a) accurately reflect the state of scientific
knowledge relevant to such concerns; and b) assess the potential significance of exposures
based upon health risk assessments made by scientific regulatory agencies. In both
respects the DEIS can and should be significantly improved.
[..]
The ideal approach to characterlze both the state of scientific knowledge regarding
epidemiological and laboratory research on EMF and its potential health significance’ (and
so meet the requirements of the DEIS) is to summarize the findings of comprehensive
scientific reviews performed by multidisciplinary panels of scientists. Yet, while mention
is made of some scientific reviews (p.4/151), the DEIS makes no attempt to use the
conclusions of these reviews or other performed for health agencies to either summarlze
-or gauge potential impacts of EMF exposures.

[John Campion/William H. Bailey, Ph.D. N WTP-2-84/16

Puget Sound Power & nght C o.]

Response. The Supplemental DEIS contains additional mformatlon on scnentlﬁc reviews
about EMF.

"Comment: Now in our capitalistic society, if we're not willing to print that or what, I
don't know. Why aren't those studies [like the Swednsh Study] printed in the US or in the
environmental impact statement?

[Craig Langager NWTP-2-57/13 ]

Response: The Swedish Study has been published in the U.S. (Feychting, M., et al.
1993. Magnetic Fields and Cancer in Children Residing Near Swedish High-voltage

Power Lines. American Journal of Epidemiology. 138(7): 467-491.) A brief summary of
the findings of the study are included in Appendlx C-1 of the Supplemental DEIS.
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- Comment: [Appendix p.C/1] The first four paragraphs summarize six studies of
childhood cancer in relation to presumed exposures to magnetic fields from electrical
utility facilities, but do not provide the findings of scientific reviews and assessments of
these studies (see reviews previously cited). For example, the only comment that is
referenced on the Swedish Studies is a press release that contains a statement as to how
one agency may develop policies on EMF and the statement that "...a connection between
cancer and magnetic fields has not yet been scientifically proven" (p. C/2). In fact, there
are differences in the thinking of different Swedish government agencies on this issue, and
none as yet have issued health-based policy recommendations.

. [John Camplon/Wllllam H. Bailey, Ph.D. @ NWTP-2-84/25

Puget Sound Power & nght Co.j

Response: Updated information on childhood cancer studies and on the Swedish
governments activities regarding EMF are included in the Supplemental DEIS.

Comment: It is extremely misleading to simply characterize the assessment of the EPA's
Science Advisory Board (SAB) as having "...reached a similar conclusion" as the draft
EPA report of 1990. [...] From the perspective of these consensus reports of the
scientific community, it would appear to be arbitrary to suggest that the "exposure
assessment" contained in the DEIS in any sense identifies or quantifies risk or impacts to
public health and safety.

- [John Campzon/WtIham H. Bailey, Ph.D. NWYP-2-84/26

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: More information on the EPA reports on EMF is included in the Supplemental
DEIS. The exposure assessment in the DEIS was not intended to quantlfy health risk
from exposure to EMF.

Comment: In regards to the electromagnetic health situation with electric power lines.
I'd like to see the environmental impact statement contain information on the London-
Peters study. And I'd like to see the environmental impact statement contain some
documentation from a specific study, and that would be one to use.

[Mike Kaufman NWTP-2-57/20]

‘Similar comment from: - [Mike Kaufman NWTP-2-57/21
: ‘ Pat Wheat NWTP-2-57/22&23]

Response: Many studies have been done and are summarized in the DEIS. This includes
the study by London et al. (1991). They can be found in the Supplemental DEIS in
Appendnx C-2.
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Comment: [Appendix p.C/1] The odds ratio for the London et al study is given as 2.15
without qualification or discussion. When the authors adjusted this crude odds ratio for
other potential confounding exposures, the odds ratio dropped to 1.73 and was not
statistically significant (London et al, 1991--p.934).
[John Campion/William H. Bailey, Ph.D. ~ NWTP-2-84/24
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response Although the odds ratio was not statlstlcally significant after adjustment, the
trend for increasing leukemia risk with increasing current capacity if the power lines
remained statistically significant after adjustment. This information on the study by
London et al. (1991) is included in the Supplemental DEIS.

Comment: I also have these comments: We don't like your going ahead on upgrading
the lines while the results are still out on the health risks. We strongly protest this.
[Jon & Dena Fleurichamp  NWTP-2-50/2]

Response: We recognize your concern. We are continuing to monitor research results as
they are available.

Comment: I don't think the study is in depth enough, especially the increase of the fields
really bothers me because I have two young children.
. [T om Lingbloom NWTP-2-57/17]

Response: Without more information it is difficult to respond to the first part of the
comment. We believe that we have provided enough information to compare options
from an EMF standpoint. Please refer to the graphs presented in Appendix C.

Comment: Isthere any link to Power hnes and birth defects?
: [Manlyn Martich  NWTP-2-98/11]

Response: Although some studies have reported_ associations between birth defects and
power lihes, no causal link has been established. A recent review of 21 studies relating to
reproductive risks of EMF found that while there does not appear to be a measurable risk
of reproductive failure and birth defects from EMF exposures in humans, reproductive
risks from EMF cannot be summarily dismissed. The authors suggest that further

~ epidemiological investigation is warranted. (Brent et al., 1993)
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2. TECHNICAL: ELECTRICAL

Comment: Does the larger sized line cables carry an increased average load? And will
this increase not cause a proportionately increased EMF? ,
- [Sam Leathers NWTP-2-44/4]

Response: Not necessarily. Magnetic fields are a result not only of the current flow, but

also of the design of the lines. For example, Options 3 and 4 of this project would switch

the more heavily loaded electrical circuits in many segments of the corridor to location on

transmission structures that either (a) maximize the advantages of double-circuit field

cancellation and /or (b) place these circuits farther away from the public. Such techniques

can help to minimize (and in some cases actually reduce) magnetic field exposures beyond
- the transmission line corridor.

Comment: The DEIS also does not address the cumulative impacts, as recjuired By
NEPA on EMF when combined with the existing lines parallel to the proposal.
[Larry Kunzler _ NWYP-2-86/2]

Comment: Appendlx C2, Tables C-1 through C-3: Were figures generated assummg one
500-kV line or two? '

» [Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/12
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: Actually, the concept of exposure assessment used in this Supplemental DEIS
involves modeling all lines on the corridor (existing and new) and assessing relative
impacts (in terms of possible exposure changes) resulting from the addltlon of the new
line. Please see Appendix C-2 and C-3. :

Comment: Of the choices offered, I do not like: The increased EMF along Pacific Street
in Bellingham. The subject has not been adequately explained as to public health impact
or economic impact. What does greater than 1 mG increase mean?

[Sam Leathers - NWTP-2-44/1]

Response: As noted in the Supplemental DEIS, there are no standards for magnetic
fields. We feel that our obligation regarding the EMF issue is to characterize how the
electric and magnetic field environment might change due to the project. Thus we have .
analyzed these potential changes and described them in the Supplemental DEIS. We are
unable to predict specific health risks related to exposure to EMF. We use the term
“greater than-1 mG" (milligauss) to describe how the magnetic field environment is
changing. Ifyou wish additional background on this subject you may obtain from BPA

- (free of charge) What We Know (and Don't Know) About EMF.
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Comment: The failure of the DEIS to properly take into account relevant health-
assessments of the EMF literature also is reflected in the method by which the DEIS
compares potential impacts of EMF across project alternatives. [...]

What the DEIS does not tell the reader, however, is that there is no scientific basis to use
any particular level of exposure to compare potential impacts. As pointed out by the EPA,
1992: We don't know if EMF exposure is harmful (aside from the concern for electric
shocks and burns for extreme exposure). We don't know if certain levels of EMFs are
safer or less safe than other levels (p.3).-

Hence, although the DEIS contains the above caveat, the exposure assessment reported in

the DEIS is inappropriate given the level of scientific knowledge concerning potential

effects of exposures to EMF. The type and specificity of the comparisons made cannot

help but to imply that exposures to magnetic fields above 1 mG are hazardous. Such

- unfounded implications may create public anxiety and confusion. .

‘[John Camplon/WIIham H. Bailey, Ph.D. @ NWTP-2-84/17
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Comment: More detailed characterizations that compare numbers of homes expected to
differ in estimated annual average magnetic field levels in 1 mG increments from 1 to >6
mG are even more misleading. The problem is analogous to the problem of specifying the
accuracy of measurement to the nearest 0.0001 of a unit, when the uncertainty in the units
read by the measurement device itself is 10 units. v
[John Campzon/WllIzam H. Bailey, Ph.D. NWTP-2-84/18
Puget S ound Power & nght Co.J

A

Comment: The approach used in the DEIS to assess potential impact of EMF is also
inconsistent with the fundamental tenant of environmental impact assessment that
"...impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions..." (NEPA
1508.7, 1986) be considered. The DEIS makes no estimate or determination of the
existing range of ambient exposures to magnetic fields in homes and therefore fails to
relate the projected incremental exposure from the proposed project relative to existing
magnetic field exposures that occur under the no build scenario. The appropriate ‘
.methodology was identified in the DEIS but only was partially implemented: An EMF
exposure assessment is done by first estimating what future EMF levels would be without
the new project. [Emphasis in original] (p.4/151). .
[John Campion/William H. Bailey, Ph.D. =~ NWTP-2-84/19
Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]
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-Response: The DEIS did not refer to magnetic fields above 1 mG. Perhaps the
commenter is confused about the reference given to increases of morethan 1 mG. As
stated in the DEIS, "Many assumptions are made in the process of calculating these

- magnetic field levels; therefore, we cannot accurately predict changes in exposure ofless
than 1 milligauss." Asthe DEIS (and the Supplemental DEIS) explains, these estimated .
magnetic field levels were calculated for the purposes of doing an exposure assessment
and comparing potential increases and decreases of magnetic field levels to people along
the corridor for each design option. Additionally, the DEIS stated that unsafe EMF levels
cannot be identified but that human exposure to magnetic fields can be estimated. '
Because of scientific uncertainty over this issue, and strong public concern, BPA believes
that methods used in the EMF analysis are appropriate. These methods do not imply that
these fields have been proven to be harmful, and they do not necessanly add to further
-public anxiety over this issue.

Average background magnetic field level exposures in homes are covered in the

~ Supplemental DEIS in section 4.D.14.

Comment: Magnetic field profiles were calculated for existing transmission line corridors
and then compared to Option 1, 2 and 3. However, contributions to exposures from
sources other than the existing transmission facilities were completely ignored. The
incremental exposure to magnetic fields from transmission facilities may be less than
existing background levels, and is not necessarily additive (or subtractive) to the total
exposure that members of the public receive from all existing sources (transmission lines,
distribution lines, household wiring, appliances, stray currents on water pipes, cable and
telephone installations) at home, work or school. One might assume that such background
exposures are the same for individuals for existing and alternative Options and so can be
disregarded. This is not appropriate because this approach fails to convey the point that
for most of the public the incremental impact is but a fractional addition to their ex1stmg
total exposure.

Hence, it is the failure of the method employed, not the goal to address EMF exposures
that is of importance. ' -

The DEIS could have compared the relative numbers of residences along each of the
proposed alternatives to assess potential socioeconomic impacts, or used similar
information to assess advantages of one route over another with respect to EMF in a
global sense (of reducing potential exposures at no or low cost), and therefore public
concerns about EMF. An exposure assessment at this level of analysis is appropriate and
is not misleading. In contrast, the underlying basis for the exposure assessment performed
in the DEIS is so weak that the entire attempt at quantitative comparisons between project
alternatives at the level of single homes based upon magnetic field levels should be
dropped. .
[John Campion/William H. Bailey, Ph.D. NWYP-Z-84/20&21
' Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]
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Response: We believe that the methods used to assess potential public exposure are
adequate to allow a comparison among project alternatives. -

Comment: We request that you, at your time and expense, conduct a complete EMF
~ study, during times of the most intense EMF, on our property before you commence the
Transmission Pro_|ect (your representative said you would do this).

[Ray & Dolly T ompkms NWTP-2-67/2]

Comment:  The EIS states in here that the milligauss is 60. This last summer I was out

with BPA representatives underneath the power lines and getting readings over 80.
[Steve Wight NWTP-2-57/14]

Comment: Mr. Langager said that his group has been taking EMF readings 5 times a day
and is coming up with higher readings than documented in our EIS.
[Craig Langager NWTP-2-56/4]

Comment: re. EMF calculations - [Cominenter] lives on hill (about 300 feet) but are a

little higher than conductor - so are wondering if calculations are correct for their house.
: [Bill Carroll. NWTP-2-98/6]

Comment: Height of conductors above ground (does height abovekground make
- difference for EMF exposure?) :
[Scott Terrell NWTP-2-98/5]

Response: As mentioned in the document, the milligauss levels presented in the DEIS are
based on annual average loading data -- conditions that are likely to occur in the year
1997. However, the magnetic fields produced by transmission lines vary constantly with
time (because magnetic fields are directly related to current flow on the lines, which in
turn depends on our customer’s constantly changing demand for electric power). Asa
result, it is not unexpected that, at times, field levels on the existing corridor could exceed
the typical average levels reported. If spot measurements are taken on the line, they can
be higher or lower on any given day than the average numbers displayed in the document.
(Please note that, as reported in the Supplemental DEIS, annual peak levels under normal
system operating conditions are estimated to be twice the typical average levels.)

BPA personnel made spot measurements of magnetic field levels at your [Tompkins]
property on the morning of 1/27/94. However, the transmission lines were not heavily
loaded at this time. Higher field levels would result during times of heavier line loading.
While it is difficult to predict exactly when these heavy load conditions might exist,
additional measurements can be arranged upon request.
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" The magnetic field at any given point in space is a function of the total distance from this
point to the power-line conductors, (wires). For most locations beyond the edge of the
transmission line right-of-way, the vertical distances (of either the wires or the point in
space) are usually small compared to the horizontal distances and therefore have small
effects on the total distance. This, in turn, results in small effects on the magnetic field
level.

Comment: Chapter 4/150, Table 12. Does this analysis assume lines are the same
distance above the grOund and from the edge of the right-of-way? _
[Patricia Decker = NWTP-2-90/10
C ity of Bellingham, Planning & Community DeveIopment Dept.]

Response: - The values for electric and magnetic fields reported in Table 12 in Chapter 4
represent typical levels that might be found system-wide. Generally, the data reflects
overall mid-span conductor heights (distances above ground at mid-span) which typically
are not the same for the three voltage classes (500-, 230-, and 115- kV) Right-of-way
distances (from line center) vary slightly between voltage classes, ranging from 12-15 m
(40-50 ft.) for 115 and 230-kV to 18-23 m (60-75 ft.) for 500-kV.

Comment: Chapter 4/177: Is this electric field value 7.6 meters from the base of the
pole, or from the line approximately 16 meters above the ground? '
[Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/11
City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: The 7.6 meters refers to the horizontal, ground-level distance beginning
directly under the line center. It does not refer to the distance from the wires themselves.

3. . MITIGATION/PROCESS

Comment: 7. Ifthis project were to be implemented, the EIS does not state what the
maximum potential EMF radiation could be at the easement boundary. All EIS statements
refer to some presumed load and never address the maximum load potential. The EIS
must include these details.
[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-015]
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)

Comment: These proposals increase your power transmission capacity. The EIS should
specify the maximum current load that the new lines are capable of carrying and make an
EMF comparison between this "line limit" case and the today's loadings. In addition, we
believe that a mechanism should be included in your EIS that specifies how families will be
informed when current loading is increased beyond what is outlined in your three options.
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Property buyout offers/compensation must be offered in the event of increased EMF's -
over the baseline data. :
[Kate & Martin Eifrig NWTP-2-62/4,6&7]

Comment: If the EMF beyond the easement is greater after the project, what recourse do
we have, how will you correct it, and what compensation will you make to all of those of
us along the corridor, whose health you are putting in jeopardy? _

' [Ray & Dolly Tompkins NWTP-2-67/3]

Similar comment from: \ : FAIR 94-0085/6&8
' Ed Serna  NWTP-2-98/3]

Response: Electrical loads (current flow) are constantly changing--responding to

" demands for electrical use. It is not possible to notify people along the corridor when
loadings change. As discussed above, we have estimated the annual average loads to the
best of our ability to do so.

Information as to whether magnetic field exposure is increasing or decreasing for each
segment of the line is provided in Appendix C-4. BPA has no plans to compensate for
increased electric or magnetic field exposures.

Comment: You could improve the choices by: offering a choice where the lines will not
present an electromagnetic field anywhere outside the power line right-of-way.
[Wayne Hoofnagle @~ NWTP-2-79]

Response: While there are no reasonable ways to eliminate completely the magnetic
fields outside the transmission line corridor, we have tried to provide alternatives
which minimize impacts in terms of increasing public exposure.

Comment: You could improve the choices by: Holding EMF levels at present ievel -
perhaps spllttmg the delivery system along impacted streets. :
‘ [Sam Leathers NWTP-2-44/2]

Response: We believe the commenter may be referring to Puget Power's portion of the
project. As with BPA's part of this project, we believe that Puget Power is attempting to
maximize use of the existing facilities. Please note the relatively minor change in the
magnetic field environment associated with their facilities.

Comment EMF: Is BPA going to choose the plan with the least EMF?
, [Craig Langager NWTP-2-53/3] -
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Response: An option will be selected that is balanced with all enwronmental issues and
other decision factors, such as rellablhty and cost. : :

Comment: I think the analysis would be better if you: provided statistics on present
EMF levels and projected levels. Show percentage increase with graphs or charts.
[Sam Leathers NWTP-2-44/3]

Response: Present levels and expected increases and decrease aﬁer the project are shown
in the Supplemental DEIS in Chapter 4 and in Appendix C.

Comment: The "industry-accepted computer modeling techniques" probably refers to
computer programs developed by BPA. These should be explicitly identified, referenced,
- and all the assumptions used in modeling specified.
[John Campton/Wllltam H. Bailey, Ph.D. NWTP-2-84/23
Puget Saund Power & Light Co.]

Response: BPA's "Corona and Field Effects" computer program was used to calculate all
magnetic field profiles. In addition to providing a reference for this program, Appendix C-
3 describes the assumptions used in the analyses.

Comment: Although the term EMF is not defined in the DEIS until p.4/148, it is clear
the acronym is used for both electric and magnetic fields as referred to on this page and in
the BPA Interim Guidelines on Electric and Magnetic Fields. This usage leads to logical
inconsistencies in that the BPA Guidelines calls for EMF exposure, i.e. electric and
magnetic field exposure to be addressed, but electric field exposures are not addressed in
the literature rev1ew and exposure assessment of the DEIS.

[John Campion/William H. Bailey, PhD. ~ NWTP-2-84/22

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

‘Response Thank you for noting the lack of definition for this acronym. We will correct
it for the Supplemental DEIS. Electric fields are discussed in the Supplemental DEIS in
section 4.D.14.

Comment: [ think the analysis would be better if you. consider the effects of EMF on

humans and wildlife, instead of increased revenue for BPA to customers outsnde of our

county.
: [Vivian S. Barnes -~ NWTP-2-81/2]
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Response: We encourage the reader to study carefully the Health and Safetysections in
the Supplemental DEIS. They present information that BPA believes is objective and
more complete than to be found in many other EISs. Additional general information about
magnetic fields and potential impacts is also available from BPA upon request as indicated.

Comment: EMF should be mltlgated based on vast response of the public.
, [Cary Schmidt NWTP-2-98/2]

Response: We recognize that the pubhc is concemed about this issue; we have therefore
carried out a comprehensive exposure analysns to compare alternatives.
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Comment: The draft supplemental EIS evaluates a new alternative called "Option 1"

which evaluates additional information that was provided by the public during the

comment period on the draft EIS. . .
' [Joan Cabreza NWYP-04-007]

Response: Optlon 1 was discussed in the Draft EIS. It is identified in the Supplemental
Draft EIS as the Proposed Action. The Supplemental Draft EIS evaluates several new
alternatives identified by the public and also explains how the purpose and need for the
pro;ect has changed.

Comment: Need What has changed from the earlier EIS to the present proposal?
:  [Jim Cumberland ~ BOH-29]

Response: Please note the first page abstract in the EIS and the general discussion of the
need for this project. The basic differences between the description of the need in the
original Draft EIS and the Supplemental EIS is the decreased emphasis on the local need
and the increased emphasis on transfer need. The Draft indicated there was a significant
local need and a need for increasing the intertie capacity. The Supplement reverses the
proportion, with a greater need to upgrade the Intertie capacity, and adminished need to
improve local reliability. Given the construction of generation facilities in local Whatcom
County area and Puget Power’s upgrade of its local transmission system, the local .
reliability is no longer as much of a problem. However, the intertie capacity increase is
even more 1mportant due to greater need to be able to buy and exchange power with
Canada when it is cost-effective to do so.

Comment: BPA's danger tree crew appeérs to have been overzealous in marking trees
- | that need to be cut (Segment K). A
B [Dennis Rittall SWOH-21]

Response: Originally, BPA had wanted to take trees based on construction clearing
criteria that would have taken an additional 30-m (100-ft) width of trees. After hearing
the concerns of the local landowners and others, we have decided to limit our right-of-way
clearing to only those trees needed for normal maintenance purposes. The trees that are
currently being cut along the transmission line right-of-way were identified using BPA’s
maintenance criteria. The criteria are designed to keep the corridor safe and operational,
and to maintain reliability of BPA’s existing transmission lines. The criteria consider a
projected tree growth period to cover the next 8 years. These trees need to be cut
regardless of BPA’s decision on rebuilding this project. Very few additional trees would
be taken for the construction of the proposed transmission line, and only in those areas
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where there would be pulling and stagmg areas. Those areas will not be identified until
the construction phase.

Comment: The entire environmental impact statement is written on an eighth grade level.
There's no attention to detail in there whatsoever. »
[Craig Langager NWTP-2-57/11]

Response: The DEIS and Supplemental DEIS are intended for a broad range of readers
(citizens, groups, agencies, and officials); therefore, it is not only desirable, but a
requirement to write it in "plain language," while striving to include enough information to
discuss potential impacts. Readers are encouraged to refer to the appendices for more
detailed information on some subjects.

Comment: And maybe the environmental impact statements should address some of the
past promises. Interview some of the people that live along the corridor and find out what
they have to say. And then see how they can respond to that. - :

: [Mike Kaufman NWTP-2-57/18]

Response: The DEIS has been revised to better identify previous problem areas (with
culverts and roads). BPA is also working with agencies/groups to minirnize future
impacts.

Comment Cost: He also had trouble locatmg cost information in the DEIS.
. [Craig Langager NWTP-2-53/6]

Response. The DEIS has been revised to present cost information more clearly. (See
Sections 2.C.2 and 4.B.1.)

Comment: The following Figure and Map corrections are attached:
A-Figure15.
B-Please update all applicable maps to show the City of Bellingham's current City Limits,
as attached. ‘
C-Please show the location of the future high school, on the northwest corner of McLeod
and Magrath, east of the Mt. Baker Highway. Discuss the environmental implications of
the maintenance of electrical transmission lines near such school.
D-Figure 23: Major land trades in the Lake Whatcom Watershed have added significant
acreage to the Department of Natural Resources managed lands. Please show these
changes in ownership. -
E-Chapter 4/ 156: Please amend Table 14 to conform with changes to Flgure 15.

' [Patricia Decker NWTP-2-90/13
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City of Bellingham, Planning & Community Development Dept.]

Response: The proposed map revisions have been reviewed, and the maps and table
revised as needed. The proposed high school is far enough away from transmission lines
involved in this proposed project that it would not be affected.

Comment: No-Action Alternative. Puget Power also suggests modification of the

- discussion of the no-action alternative. The discussion of the no-action alternative implies
that Puget Power would not improve its transmission system if this project does not go

forward. This is not the case. :

In this regard the Council on Environmental Quality provides guidance: Where a choice
of "no-action" by the agency would result in predictable actions by others, this
consequence of the no-action alternative should be included in the analysis. Council on
Environmental Quality, "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, " 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (1981) (Response to
Question 3). ' '

As a public service corporation, Puget Power has a duty under state law to "furnish to all
persons and corporations who may apply therefore and be reasonably entitled thereto,
suitable facilities for furnishing and to furnish all available electricity... as demanded."
RCW 80.28.110. In order to fulfill obligations to its customers, Puget Power will improve
its transmission system in Whatcom and Skagit counties as necessary to address the
deficiencies 1dent1ﬁed and discussed in the DEIS.

[John Campzon NWTP-2-84/6

Puget Sound Power & nght Co.J

Response: The DEIS has been revised to show that under the no-action altematlve
Puget Power would improve its local system as needed to meet its obligations.

Comment: Perceived Impacts. The DEIS appears, in places, to distinguish between
impacts that are empirically demonstrable and impacts based solely upon public
perception. Although Puget Power would certainly agree that public perception is
important, it is also important that the public be presented with accurate information, so
that perceptions are well informed and factually based. When perceptions are addressed,
the DEIS should make it clear that notwithstanding a consideration of perceptions the
identification and quantlﬁcatlon of i 1mpacts is ultimately a question of fact.

[John Campion NWTP-2-84/12

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]
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Response: This DEIS has been revised to indicate that impact measures for slight,
moderate, and considerable ratings are largely based on elements other than public
perceptions.

Comment:  Maps on Fact Sheets and other documents do not clearly identify location of
lines. I have H-frame poles on my property (which are Puget Power's) and could not tell
whether these were part of project or not.

: [Carol Helgeson NWTP-2-98/36]

Response: The DEIS has been revised toA better show which ot: BPA's lines would be
affected by this project. Puget Power's lines that would be aﬁ'ected are wooden smgle-
pole transmlssnon lines. ’

Comment' Which side of right-of-way will new line be on? :
[Robert Burnett NWTP-2-98/24]

Comment: The diagram that I saw in the environmental impact statement doesn't exactly
reflect the placement of the towers in my neighborhood. It shows the smallest wooden
poles to be between the two sets of steel poles, the smaller wooden poles to be between
the two sets of steel poles.

[Philip Andress NWTP-2-57/4]

Response: The DEIS has been revised to more accurately show the location of existing
transmission lines as well as which ones would be replaced. The position of BPA's wood
pole H-frame that would be replaced depends on the segment you are referencing. The
variations are shown on Figure S.

Comment: Quantification of Impact. The environmental impact statement under
preparation will, when finalized, serve as a basis for Whatcom County to exercise
substantive SEPA authority. In this regard, Puget Power notes that no significant impacts
are identified in the DEIS with respect to matters of Land Use, Vegetation (other than
wetland vegetation), Fish and Wildlife, Agriculture, Visual Resources, Recreation,
Cultural Resources, Noise/RFI, Social and Economic Considerations and matters of
Health and Safety. The DEIS does identify some impacts to Soils, Wetland Vegetation,
Wetlands, and Housing. However, the DEIS (and the Environmental Report submitted by
Puget Power to BPA and Whatcom County) identify appropriate measures to fully
mitigate these impacts. Highlighted portions of the Environmental Report which describe
these mitigation measures are attached. Tabular summaries of impacts contained in the
DEIS have also been revised and attached to correspond wnth the discussion of i lmpacts
and criteria in the DEIS.

[John Campion NWYP-2-84/15
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Puget Sound Power & Light Co.]

Response: The DEIS has been revised to incorporate the revised information.

The following are comments which pointed out needed corrections to the Draft EIS;
the updates and changes have been made for the Supplemental DEIS.

. Comment: Figure 20 shows prOtected and/or wild and scenic rivers. The only wild and
scenic river in this area at present is the Skagit River above Sedro Woolley, not the Skagit
below Sedro Woolley or the forks of Nooksack as shown i in the figure. However, chapter
4, page 187 correctly documents this. .

[Larry Wasserman  NWTP-2-52/1
Skagit System Cooperative]

Comment: Figure 23, land ownership -- public and Tribal, fails to show the Upper Skagit
Indian Reservatlon located in the NE 1/4 of Section 8. T.35N., R.5E. ,

- " [Larry Wasserman NWTP-2-52/2

Skagit System Cooperative]

‘Comment: Figure 21 shows resident and anadromous fish habitat. Hansen Creek (WRIA
03.0267) and its tributaries 03.0270 and 03.0271 have anadromous fish usage (both
spawning and rearing) almost up to or beyond the power-line crossing. In addition, Red
Creek (03.0268), the eastern tributary to Hansen Creek shown on the figure, is the water
supply to the Tribal fish hatchery located on the upper Skagit Tribal Reservation. The
attached map has the extended anadromous zones highlighted in green and the hatchery -
water supply highlighted in orange. Spawning surveys document coho salmon usage in
both Thunder (03.0064) and Mills (03.0070) creeks. Coho salmon spawning has also
been documented in the unnamed stream (03. 0068) located between Mills and Thunder
creeks. Many of the numerous wetlands along the Samlsh are important overwintering -

- sites for juvenile coho salmon. ‘
[Larry Wasserman  NWTP-<2-52/3
‘ Skagit System Cooperative]

Comment: The Upper Skagit Reservation is not depicted in any of the DEIS maps. The

depiction of the reservation areas (maps enclosed) would convey more accurately the land

- use pattem in the project area. 7
‘ [Doreen Maloney  NWTP-2-88/2

Upper Skagit Indian Tribe]

Comment: Figure 22 "County Zoning" has an error. The area at Southwest Quadrant of
_ intersection of Guide Meridian and Smith Road should not be Urban Residential; instead it
should be "Rural "

[Donna Nocamber  NWTP-02-099A]
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Comment: When FAIR proposed an alternative to your plan to erect a new double-
circuit line on our properties, you discounted our reasoning strictly from a monetary
viewpoint. Arrogance has been your strategy. ; v

- [Craig Langager NWTP-04-009

FAIR (Families Agamst Increased Risk)]

Response We regret that BPA’s actions have appeared to be arrogant. BPA’s public
invol vement goals are: to make it easy for people to speak freely; to listen carefully to
_ |comments given; and to work cooperatively to achieve mutual understanding and solve
problems. The concerns of FAIR and other Lake Shore Drive residents are well known to
BPA. The North Shore and DNR alternatives were developed in response to comments
from this group.

The added cost, increased environmental 1mpacts of the North Shore and DNR
alternatives, together with recent public support of BPA’s proposed action, are reasons
why BPA favors rebuilding the existing 230-kV wood pole transmission line to double-
circuit. .

Comment: Take into account all impacts. _ ’ .
' [Bonnie Morehouse BOH-12]

Response: All 1mpacts described in the EIS together with public comments wdl be
|considered in BPA’s decisionmaking process.

Comment: InFAIR's past attempts to communicate with you and Whatcom County
officials, you have deliberately chosen not to negotiate with our residents'on North Shore
Road. Your statement regarding discourse has been that you will only take comments.
You will not answer any of our questions.
[Craig Langager - NWTP-04-009
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: BPA representatives attended a meeting ofthe FAIR organization on May 25,
1995. All questions asked were answered. Additionally, FAIR s comments have been
carefully considered and responded to in this EIS.

BPA has for several years been engaged in the environmental review/public involvement
phase of the decision making process for this project. BPA cannot make final decisions
sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is completed and mailed to the public. This
ensures that all citizens have equal opportunity to have input to the decision process and
ensures BPA’s neutrality during predemsnon stages of a project.
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Comment: We have no recourse if EMF increases. , , ,
[Ray Tompkins =~ SWOH-4]

Response: BPA continues to monitor the EMF issue. But as stated on page 4/29 of the
Supplemental DEIS, we believe that the state of scientific evidence has not established a
cause-and-effect relationship between electric or magnetlc fields and adverse health
effects. :

Citizens have a right to challenge the EIS if they feel that the National Environmental
Policy Act has been violated. If a person desires to challenge the EIS, they must do so
within 90 days of the date the Record of Decision is publicly available.

Comment: Is this a, done deal? [decisions already made] ' .
[Kathy Klemmer =~ BOH-11]

Response: BPA has for several years been engaged in the environmental review/public
involvement phase of the decision making process. BPA cannot make final sooner than 30
days after the Final EIS is completed and mailed to the public.

Comment: I would like a chance to review comments received by the June 20 close of
commerits, and before the F'tm] EIS is distributed, so that I can review and comment on
| major issues brought up.

: [Bonnie Morehouse BOH-15

Response: The Final EIS will be mailed to you. It will contain public comments on and
BPA'’s responses to them. BPA will make a decision on the project 30 days after the Final
EIS is completed and mailed to the public Thus, you will have 30 days to review
comments in the Final EIS, and, if you desire, make additional comments or decnsnon
recommendatlons

Comment: BPA personnel were on his property, without letting him know ahead of time.
Mr. Haner has requested that BPA contact him before entermg his property on previous
occasions.

[Gregory Haner =~ NWTP-04-012] -

Response: Those BPA personnel or those representing BPA have been instructed to
notify those landowners who have requested to be contacted before they enter the
property. We regret that events such as this occur occasionally.
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Comment: The proposal violates the Eminent Domam Law and the Designated Forest
Land Act of 1971.
[Charles F. LappenbuschSr. ~ NWTP-04-002]

Response:. ) _
' Note that this question has been answered earlier, under Section H, Permits/Laws
in this insert.

Comment: We invite . . . BPA representatives to a private FAIR meeting where we can
detail our concerns regarding this project. Our concerns fall into four general categories:
1. Health and environment. 2. Reduced property values. 3. Project justification. 4.
Alternate alignments and configurations. I request that you ensure that staff with the
proper expertise is in attendance to fully discuss each of these issues. We will be holding
the FAIR meeting on Thursday, May 25, 1995 at 8:30 a.m. The meeting will be held at
the Cascade Natural Gas office in Bellingham, Washmgton The address is: 1600 Iowa
Street, Bellingham, WA. -
[Martin Eifrig NWTP-04-004
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risk)]

Response: BPA representatives attended this meeting as requested.

Comment: Some of the comments Puget Power provided on the DEIS have been
addressed in the SDEIS. However, significant issues address in Puget Power’s DEIS
Comments remain matters of concern. Rather than restating the DEIS Comments in their
entirety, Puget Power incorporates its DEIS Comments herein by this reference and
resubmits its DEIS Comments as comments on the SDEIS.
[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
Puget Sound Power and Light Co.]

Response: BPA has again reviewed Puget Power’s comments. Where comments amplify
and further define Puget Power’s proposed 115-kV line, and where prior comments
correct matters of fact and which were not corrected in the SDEIS, these changes have
been made via errata sheets. Where Puget Power’s comments question environmental
analysis methods or suggest a different analysis conclusion, such as for EMF, BPA
chooses to disagree and no changes are made in the EIS.

Comment: Withdraw Determination of Significance. The SDEIS describes how this
project has changed from its inception. The environmental record runs from Puget

. |Power’s original proposal (see “230-kV intertie with B.C. Hydro” discussed in the SDEIS
jon page 2/39), to the first joint BPA/Puget Power project (see “E4A Plan” discussed in
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SDEIS on page 2/40), to the “Puget Power Part of the Project” described in the DEIS, to
the current “Puget Power Part of the Project” described in the SDEIS on page 2/31. As
" |the project has changed, the activities to be directly undertaken by Puget Power have
diminished. Puget Power’s portion of the project now involves the rebuild of an existing
115-kV line and associated work inside of substation fences.

The need to undertake detailed environmental review for purposes of both NEPA and
SEPA was initially driven by the fact that both BPA and Puget Power were proposing new
construction. Were Puget Power to propose its current portion of the project (without the
.| pipeline alternative) as a project independent of BPA’s system improvements, the proposal
would be categorically exempt under SEPA. Wee WAC 197-11-800(3) (as to repair and
maintenance of the existing line) and WAC 197-11-800(24) (as to work inside the
substation fence).

Puget Power does not, however, intend to assert categorical exemptions at this juncture of
the proceeding. However, Puget Power does not believe that the project, as currently
proposed, requires completion of an environmental impact statement for purposes of
SEPA. Rather, the rules which ought to guide Whatcom County’s further involvement in
environmental review are WAC 197-11-610 (use of NEPA documents) and WAC 197-11-
360(4) (withdrawal of a DS). Whatcom County should adopt the SDEIS to the extent
necessary to address its consideration of related BPA actions associated with decisions it
may make with respect to Puget Power’s portion of the project. As to Puget Power’s
portion of the project, Puget Power submits that for purposes of WAC 197-11-360(4),
“the proposal has changed” such that there are no longer any “probable significant adverse
‘[ environmental impacts.” To this end, the DS should be withdrawn and an MDNS issued
in its place.
[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
) Puget Sound Power and Light Co.]
Response: BPA has requested clarification of Puget Power’s intentions with respect to
this comment. Their response is intended to place into the record their assertion that their
| 115-kV line as currently proposed no longer requires completion of an EIS under the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act. They are not intending to alter the joint
Federal (BPA)/State (Whatcom County) EIS approach that has been pursued from the
onset.

BPA has also contacted Whatcom County regarding Puget’s assertion. Whatcom County _
has indicated that Puget Power’s assertions may be correct, but that they are not planning
to withdraw from joint.preparation of the EIS.

Comment: Existing Conditions, GMA and Quantification of Impacts - Assuming the
SDEIS is finalized for purposes of NEPA and SEPA, and SDEIS’s discussion of Puget
- |Power’s portion of the project is lacking. Specifically: Puget Power’s portion of the
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project utilizes existing utility facilities and corridors. These existing conditions (i.e.,
utility facilities and corridors) are not sufficiently recognized in Chapter 3 of the SDEIS,
pages 3/55 through 3/60. Leaving this information out of the “baseline” will result in
overstatement of project impacts. The concern is addressed further in Puget Power’s
attached mark-up of select portions of the SDEIS. '

The Growth Management Act and implementing efforts underway in Whatcom County
and City of Bellingham give clear preference to further development of existing utility
facilities and corridors. These preferences do not appear to be reflected inthe SDEIS.
Puget Power has made no small effort to alter its facility plans to fit local land use plans.
Puget Power would certainly hope that Whatcom County, as lead agency for purposes of
SEPA, and in consultation with the City of Bellingham, will acknowledge in the FEIS that '
this pro_|ect is the result of coordinated planmng

The SDEIS quantlﬁes impacts of the Puget Power portion of the pro ject in.a way that is
confusing for purposes of SEPA. The terms “considerable,” “moderate” and “slight” are
not terms used to quantify impacts for purposes of SEPA. Impacts for purposes of SEPA
should be discussed in the context of their significance (or lack thereof). This concern is
addressed ﬁthher in Puget Power’s attached mark-up of select portions of the SDEIS.
[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019
Puget Sound Power and Light Co.]

: Respdnse: Factual corrections have been made to Chapter 3 via errata sheets.

The impact characterization terms were developed early in the environmental analysis
phase of the project and were used throughout the document to express the judgments of
an interdisciplinary team of environmental specialists. These terms should not be used to
assess whether the impacts of Puget’s 115-kV line are significant and therefore activate -
"|the EIS provisions of SEPA. The terms provnde a means to compare altematlves to one
another.

Whatcom County has not withdrawn from participatl;bn.rin the BPA/Puget Power
Northwest Washington Transmission Project EIS. It is thus expected that a joint
Federal/State Final EIS will address Puget’s line.

Comment: Areas of General Concern. Puget Power is concerned that one or more of
the following sections of the SDEIS may affect the interest of Puget Power:

Chapter 4 Section F (Consultation, Review and Permit Requirements);
Chapter 5 (List of Preparers);

Chapter 6 (List of Agencies);

Chapter 7 (References),

Chapter 8 (Glossary);

Chapter 9 (Comments and Responses);

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-106.
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Appendices B and D.

Puget Power does not, at this time, offer any detailed comments on these portions of the
SDEIS. The information contained in these sections is, for the most part, of a technical
nature and additional time would be required to verify the accuracy thereof and its -
relevance (if any) to the interests of Puget Power. However, for purposes of reserving its
rights with respect to such information, Puget Power urges BPA to confirm the accuracy
thereof and objects to any information therein that is inconsistent with or prejudicial to
Puget Power’s interests. ,

[Doug Loreen NWTP-04-019

Puget Sound Power and Light Co.]

Response: Comment noted.

Comment: You could improve the proposal by being more clear about your preferences.
On first reading, neither I nor my lawyer understood that your proposal is, indeed, a
statement of preference for one thing over another. '

Response: We regret that you had difficulty reviewing the document. The Supplemental
Draft EIS Summary was an attempt to be more concise and help reviewers quickly
understand the alternative and environmental issues involved with the project. We work
continually to improve our documents, and appreciate your thought and ideas on this
subject.

Insert 19 - Comments and Responses
Placement: Replaces SDEIS Chapter 9-107
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Bonneville Power Administration

Public Involvement Manager-CKP » BPA/Pugel Pow.e_r Northwest Washington Transmission Projj ect
PO Box 12999 - r
Portland OR 97208 - - You may use this form to comment on the Supplemer Wiinary, O you imay
. v ST " licomment by létter, phone, or in person at one of the f bic'é;’lf g‘;::gzcr;:w
Dear BPA Representative, L you need more'room. Yonr commenis will be addre: CReCU SRy - O
. 1995. Thank you. VWTP -0
o : , : RECEIFT DNTE MAY 1 6 1aag

I have several points to make in response to what you describe as your “proposal” S‘ [ G / 4\f '

(p-6 of your “I'D LIKE TO TELL YOU . . ." AREA DISTRICT

First, I believe this proposal, as outlined on p.6, is the best solution,,and certainly
the one that would impact my own land the least. Therefore, am in favor ofi it.
Second, I am definitely not in favor of what is described on pp.10-12 as the Nonh
Shore Altemative. Reasons for my objections are:
a) It would be unecessary, arbitrary, and costly to condemn additional land, Iog it,
build more roads, and impact house and house-sites east of the already existing corridor.
b) Fragile wetlands would be additionally impacted in an adverse manner.
Wetlands on my property and neighboring property south of me would be wiped out N .
completely. Olsen Creek itself would probably receive sediments and other erosion from + - You could improve the proposal by: -&%#MMMAQM"A‘——
construction. (Incidently, nowhere in your main DEIS, 360 pageslong, have I found any onedongnceon, O ANAX N2k Bsn ndaXhon 0 men monn
reference to Olsen Creek being a protected spawning stream.)
] c) EMFs have not, according to studies, resulted in definitive conclusions. EMFs
are a main factor cited by FAIR, but in my personal opinion this issue masks what is
“actually an economic and aesthetic issue: having “the wooden pole line” removed would
enhance FAIR’s property values. i 3.
d) The crossover described on p. 11 of the summary sounds complicated and also
risky or possibly undependable. I agree with the point made on p. 105 of your DEIS:
namely, that in FAIR’s alternativé the end result “would be vi..iblé for more
people....Many would have foreground views of the line, wnh no screcmng ‘available.
Overall impacts would be high.”
¢) The North Shore Alternative would place lines so close to my residence near
Olsen Creek that I would not be comfortable being there. The mixed forest between my
house and the present corridor would have to be removed, eliminating the partial buffer
from which the house benefits. This house was built where it now sits in order to minimize
visual and auditory impacts from BPA lines. My personal life would be impacted adversely
to.the extent that I would be forced out. Moreover, I believe it would be impossible ,
giventoday’s general attitudes toward power lines, to sell the house.
f) The North Shore group purchased their land with a full comprehension that
power lines ran near it or across it. To move these lines from their backyards into my own
and other’s frontyards appears fundamentally unfair in intention: . ' -
Even. scparalcfy, each of the above reasons is reason enough not to move 3.4 miles
of BPA corridor 16 the east, at enormous expense to taxpayers. Taken together, all these -

reasons makeé the North Shore Alternafive an altemative worth fighting.in count, if it ever
comesto lhal ’ ’
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Sinccreiy,

David . . Davis . N (My name and address are on the other side of this sheet.)
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BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission i'rojccl

/Kx./w‘bl. Ls—-.Ma. uew-(Plb. 247',4'

W&m(m W )
@Mﬁwn—am
Foo Ao PUYSTY N W/WVU
A o chrw@MD

',wuz) gzzzamxxaféo 414u~'71517kl.9~4—,4fcihv~v'. .

NamcM 'H Dw

Address -

JA_ €255
Please put me onyourm llmg list: (you're on it already if you reccived this form in the mail).
Use the enclosed bosxag:e-p'aid envelope or send by June 20, 1995 to:
Bonneville Power' Administration”
Public Involvement Manager - CKP
P.O. Box 12999 '
Portland OR 97208

1fyou have any questions, please call toll-free: (800) 6224519.

RECEIVZDBY BPA

PUSLIC 1;VCLYEMEN]
‘Gaﬁ‘ku}\f’ "“-4'
RECTIPT L,
{ 9195
Hr. Lou llrlessen . = .
Bonneville Power Administcation AREA DISTRICT

P.0. Box 3621.
fortland, OR - 97208-3G21°

_ Rpeil 30, 1995

Hr. Driessen:

1 am writing to you on behalf of.the group FAIR. We are people
who belfcvec that we will be adverscly impacted by BPA's ptoposed
“BPA/Puget Power Northwest WashingLon Transmission f'roject* and
wislhi Lo-have fnput in the decision making process. To tLhis uend,
we have and will attend public hearings on this msltier.

FAIR has also retained l;ual counsel, David-Bricklin, who in

" turn, hes beew in contact with BPA's Counsel General, Mc. Ben

.Underwood. Mr. Bricklin has suggested that we fnvite you and
other apprupriale BPA representatives to & privale FAIR meeting
where we can detail our concerns regarding this project. Out
concerns fali Into four general categories:
. Health and Environment.

2. Reduced property values.

3. Project  justification.

4q. Alternative alignments and conﬁqurauon:
I request that you cnsure-that staff with the proper expertise ls
in attendance to fully discuss each of these issues.

He will be holding the FAIR meeting on Thursday, May 25°'ch, 1995

at 8:30 AM, The meeting will be held at the Cascade Natural Gas

office in Bellingham, "ushinqcon Their address is:
1600 Iowa St . t
uellinqha-, WA

.Plesse confirm your attendance, advise who on yout sLaff will be

attending, and let us know if you require additional dirvections. .
Our mailing address is:

F.A,I.R. '
1333 Lincoln St. #246
Bellingham, WA 90226

Martin Bi;sri??

FAIR rcprcscntative

cc: Mr. Ben Underwood

Office of General Counsel

Bonneville Power Administration
Mail Stop LN ’
P.0. Box 3621 '
fortland, OR 97232 ‘

Mr. David Bricklin .
1424 Fourth Ave, Suite 1015
Seattle, WA  98101.
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‘Pete Kremen, state Representatlve RRQHDME
308 John' L. .0’Brien. Building,. Room 308 4|2 4/4?
Olympia, Wash.\ngton 98504-0684 AREX ISTRICT
Dear Pete Kremen:

-1 P.0.Box 246, Postal Place
H 1333 Lincoln Street
"| . Bellingham, Washington 98226

YK
[X$24

Thank' you for agrééing to write a letter .on our bahalf in

regard to.the Bonneville Power Administration/Puget Power ‘Northwest

Transmission Project. As you know, our group FAIR (Families Against

Increased Risks -~ approximately 20 families along Lake Whatcom).

have "adamantly opposed- this project for some time..lLast..fall the
environmental pxocess was delayed as BPA was reevaluatlng the need
for the project. To our dismay, we Were notified on March ‘16th of
this year that BPA/Puget Power believe the need still exists fof
their project. BPA has decided to "issue a supplemental draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which will give us-all another
chance to reiterate our objections. According to their March 16th
letter, this supplemental EIS:would be finished by late April with
publlc meetings in May. Similar to all ‘past public scoping
sessions, BPA will, we are surg,_contlnue to have the attitude that
they are not at thése public meetings to answer our questions but
only to take our comments. We the tax paying citizens who will be
severely.impacted-by this project deserve and demand a voice.

The points of congern which our group ‘FAIR believe are -valid

lare as listed:

A. Health Riska

i. Potential cancer risks caused by EMF radiation.
Independent studies suggest possible links to:

leukemia LN ohirdlen, tum=g qrowths, and
physiological changes. :

Approachlng and. sometimes over state limlts for
noise pollution (60 decibels).

Transfer of electrical charge to ground objects,
for example, vehicles and fence lines (see
enclosed article on christmas Tree Farm).

2.

3.

I ‘ FAIR

and local governments have responsibilities to- their citizens to
protect their health, psychological well being and personal

- property. Would you please contact Nate Brown of the Whatcom County

Planning Department “about our concerns. ‘It obviously would be
prudent to send a copy of your letter to 'BPA. Possibly, for the

first .time in thiee years,” our legitimate concerns would .be
addressed: .

Sincere):f 7‘ /)

FAIR REPRESENTATIVES

cc: Nate Brown
Division of Buildings and cOdes
5280 Northwest Drive . .
Bellingham, Hash;ngton 98226 : :

Randy' Hardy

Bonneville Power Admxnistratlon
905 NE 11th Avenue .
Portland, Oregon 97232

Ward Nelson, Representative
‘WWhatcom County Council Office
Whatcom County Courthouse .
Bellingham, Washington 98225

David ‘Bricklin

Bricklin. and Gendler

1424 Fourth Avenue, Suite 1015
Seattle, WA 98101 :
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Dear M.r.‘_Brc‘).wnzl

Staic of
: washington
sm‘rf;:sré\gsenmnvﬁ l.?ghlngo‘? . HWULES

AGICULTURE & ECNOGY

PETE KREMEN .RC{)N’.SG“(E](IVCS

GNERCY & UTWMNGS

LEGISLATIVE TRANGFORTATION
COMWTICE

Apiil27,1995 - |FT
C .
Nate Brown N -1 .
Planning & Dcvclopmcnt Savlces ) Sl I M\S
‘Whatoom.County Counhousc . : - pi
311 Grand Avenué L L SLaIRICT .
. Bellingbam, WA 98225 . ]

-

1 am writing in order;to voice concerns aboui BPA's prdposcd Puget Power
Northwest Transmission Pro ject and additionally, to urge a closer working relationship
between impacted rcsxdcnrs and the Whatcom County Plannmg Dcpanman

It is only dunng thc past ten years that thc negatxvc health effects of power lines
have come to the forefront. It is iny undcrsmldmg that several indepepdent studies have
shown potential links of EMF radlatxon 10 childhood leukemia, physiologicil changes,
and tumor growths. Addltlonally, per an article in the Bellingham Herald on 11/30794,

- a Whatcom County. business, Viking Hill Christmas Tree Farm, was forced to close, due

to static clcctncny from two BPA lmcs. Families who live along Lake' Whatcom are also

. concerned lhat noise pollution oould approath and at Umcs even exceed state limits.

Scnous potcntial envnjonmental hazards mus also be addresscd. Property owners
near this project have expressed concerns that there will be a lack of respect for
easement agreements; regarding fire danger: i.e., cut trees under power lines remaining
on the.ground. In the summer of 1994, Fire Dnsmct #4, Agate Bay, was summoned to a
ﬁre under powe' lines which was caused by the arcing of electrical charges.’ Rcsndcn{s

’ “*vg also indicated a-past lack of effort by BPA to monitor water nin-off and its effects

OWL-wtane propecty; asather serious problém has been the overall neglect of culvert
-maintenance and culvert blowouls which caused the closure of North Shore Road.

Hecalth risks, ac well as perceived health risks, lower property values significantly,
although [ ynd=. stand that the Whatcom County Assessor has not taken this into
~vusi@eration with Section E. In fact, real estate carnest money agreements now include
a declaration section for power lines. A more obvious detraction to homes is decreased
acsthetics due. to the magnitude and height of the structures and lines.

Nate Brown .
April 21, 1995
Page T\wo

. FAIR (Famlxes Agamsl Increased Risks) has voiced concerns to me, regardmg a
lack of mtemctxon with the-Whatcom County Planmng Department; consequently, FAIR
members feel vulnerable to BPA's proposed project. 1 am hopeful that your department

- .and these lmpactcd faiilies can devclop a meamnyul, productive dlswsswn on’ thc

concerns raised. I look t'onna:d to posmve results in the future.

Thank you in advanoe for your attention to xssues raised in tlm lcttc.

' Sincerely,
Origlnatty Signed By

Pete Kremen' . -
State.Representative
. 42nd District

PKile
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Reply 10: WD-126

Ken Bamhart

Environmental Coordmalor .
Office of Engineering,

P. O. Rox 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Re: BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Projecll

Dear Mr. Bamnbhart: . o0

In accordancc with our responsibilities under the National Enwronmcmal Policy Act
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
reviewed the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Pro ject, Supplemental

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (draft supplemental EIS). The draft supplemental EIS |

evaluates a new alternative called.“Option 1" which evaluates additional mformauon that was
provided by the public during the comment period ‘on the draft EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. This abbreviated review
revealed no new EPA concerns. Please refer to our draft EIS letter dated January 13, 1994 for
EPA'’s comuments on this project. Please contact John Bregar at (206) 553-1984 if you have
any guestions about our conunents.

Sincerely,

/Za v il
Joan Cabreza, Chief

Environmental Review Section

ermteaon e

. John Taves

. " .
*
s .v-“"""t.
{M g ' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY M § UNITED STATES ENV'R%'ERGAF(;‘J ?‘6 PROTECTION AGENCY
Sy’ REGION 10 o 1200 Sixth Avenue .
ot 1200 Sixth Avenue ‘ i :
" Seattle, Washington 98101 Seattle, Washinglon 98101 RECENED &
" R4
) " : RECEM/ZD BY BPA
rUsLS N 7
June $, 1995 [kectiot ¢

Reply 10: WD-126

Environmental Coordmalor
Office of Engineering

P. O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

L]
Re: BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project

Dear Mr. Taves:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
reviewed the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS). The draft EIS analyzes the No Action alternative
and the Construction Action Alternative options, and their effects on the environment in
Whatcom and Skagit counties.

‘Thedraft EIS is an informative, well prepared and comprehensive document. 1t
addresses the pertinent issues and potential environmental impacts of project activities very
well. Although the information in the draft EIS is generally excellent, we have provided
comments on some issues of concern.

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental Concerns --
Insufficient Infdrmation). Our concerns are based on the project's impact on water quality.
The draft EIS was very thorough in the presentation of site-specific wetland and water quality
impacts. This level of detail is very helpful and is an important component of a complete
impact analysis. However, it lacks a reference to a monitoring program that will help to
ensure cosmnpliance with state Water Quality Standards.

This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register.
A copy of owr riting svstem is enclosed.
w aali nitoyin .

The EPA would like to see the EIS focus moré attention’on base-line monitg{jng

measurements of water resources. These would provide a detailed description of th Extieergee.
physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of streams, lakes, and other water bodics in
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chemical parameters, such as temperature, turbidity, and sedlmenl accumulauon, will be kept
at levels that will protect and fully support designated uses and meet Water Qualny Standards
under each of the action alternatives. The state's identification of water bodies with impaired
uses (found in the state 303(d) report). as well as the magnitude and sources of such

_impairment, should also be included.

. In addition, the EIS should reveal the locations of spawning habitat with respect to
stream crossings -in the project area. If project activities are occurring coincident with

spawning of anadromous fish, extra mmganon measures should be put in plnce 50 that the fish
habitat is not disturbed. .

The EIS should include a discussion of monitoriﬁg for each’ respuncey category

determined to be significant through the scoping process, including fisheries and water Quality.

A properly designed monitoring plan .will demonstrate how well the preferred alternative
resolves the identified issues.and concems by measuring the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures in controlling or minimizing adverse effects. -

The monitoring plan should include types of survéys,’ location and frequency of
sampling, parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budget, procedures for using data or
results in project implementation, and availability of results to interested and affected groups.

The EIS should describe the feedback mechanism which can compare baseline data
with monitoring results to adjust standard operating procedures, _monitoying intensity, and
protocol at first detection of adverse effects. Provision of such an adjustment process.ensures
that mitigation strategies will improve in the future and that unforescen advctse effects are
identified and mlmmlzed v .

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. Please contact John Bregar at
(206) 553-1984 if you have any questions about cur comments.

Sincerely,
. ' . '//S /

Kathy Veit, Chlef
Program Coordination Branch

Enclosure

Bonneville Power Adminlstrétion
Public Involvement Manager - CKP .

P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR - 97208

MAY 3 01995

2331 B Hoehn Road

Sedro Woolley, WA 93234"13;};‘

May 22, 1995 JyEpeN

.

- s
s Bo/‘if

AREA. DISTRICT

&“-

Js0.

Summary- of tlie Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact

BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission

RE:
Statement
Project
Dear Sirs:’

We are writing in response to the above-referenced document.
The following are some of our .thoughts and opinions:

1 - We are strongly opposed to .any project that increases

the EMF's to our ‘property.

* Al'though we understand health

related consequences haven't yet been determined from
exposure to EMF's, we are not prepared to risk our health

nor our chlld s health,

1

2 - We strongly, oppose any project that raises the existlng .
pawer lines higher, than they currently are. For years we
have grown grass hay in a field that your lines cross. The

- grass hay planted under the existing lines that cross our

property does not grow at the same rate as that planted on

the rest of the field.

3 - We strongly oppose any project that feeds a higher
voltage of power through lines crossing our property.

4 - we question the right of power companies to do
construction near existing eagle nests when the average
person would not be allowed to do so.

Sincerely, .
N ‘c'nWy =

Jon Fleurichamp

Dena F
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June 15, 1995

n JUN 1 91995
Bonneville Power Administration .
Public InvolvemcntManager CKP
P.0. Box 12999

‘Portland, OR 97208

Dear Sirs:-

The following four pages contain comments are on behalf of F.A.LR., Families Against
Increased Risk, and are in response to your supplemental draft environmental impact statement
for the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project. We respectfully request
that each of these concemns be fully addressed in both your project evaluation as well as any
subsequent environmental impact statements.

R E?:IENT
PUBLIC A TP 04-1S

2

Respectfully,

mBﬂD- =
, ' /m/qf
Y Z % DISTRICT
Martin Eifrig

F.A.LR. representative

attacunents
cc: David Bricklin
Bricklin & Gendler
Suite 1015 °
‘Fourth and Pike Building
. 1424 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101 -

The following comments are on behalf of F.A.I.R., Families
Against Increased Risk, and are in response to your.
supplemental draft environmental impact statement for the
BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission
Project. We respectfully request that each of these concerns

‘be fully addressed in both your project evaluation as well as

any subsequent environmental impact statements.

1.. You have admitted to the fact that you do not have a
contract with Canada for the power for this project.
How can you justify spending the millions of dollars this
project will cost taxpayers with no binding contract?

2. In addition to the fact that no power contract with

Canada exists( as noted in item #1), the regional need for

_ access to additional power seems unfounded given that
.the region-has excess power. BPA is having a difficult
time competing with private power generation and has
lost significant customers recently. This trend must be
fully documented, analyzed, and addressed before this
project can be seriously considered. '

3. Given-this intense competition with private power
generation( as noted in item #2), why is BPA competing
with private industry, with taxpayers’ dollars, in the’
generation of electricity when private industry is offering
competitive alternatives and employing American
workers?
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BPA is attempting to cancel a contract with a private
power producer, Tenaska, yet still wishes to pursue this

- project. Tenaska, in turn, has filed a claim against BPA
. for over 1 billion dollars which is further cause for alarm

of BPA’s judgement. Even the Northwest Power
Planning Council which sets policy for BPA has warned
that BPA may not be competitive.” These power plants
employ american workers and can be placed adjacent to
high use areas which reduces health issues, property
devaluation and need for massive transmiss__ion lines in a
densely populated region. BPA must re-evaluate their
policy and gain public acceptance before embarking on .
this transmission line project. ' ’

Project financing. As taxpayers, we find it ludicrous that
we are being asked to fund another project that allows
BPA to compete with the private sector power generation
when BPA has yet to repay its loans from the Federal'
Treasury. The project’s financing and BPA current
indebtedness to the Federal Treasury should be expllcltly

stated in both the EIS and project justification documents.

The EIS does not address the future problems in Canada

- concerning Canada’s own fish enhancement problems and
the concerns of Canada’s First Nations Peoples about the

implications of this project.

If this project were to be implemented, the EIS does not
state what the maximum potential EMF radiation could
be at.the easement boundary. All EIS statements refer to
some presumed load and never -address the maximum
load potential.. The EIS must include these details.

Puget'Power as a joint project parﬁcipant must also,
state why ‘they opposed any language concerning EMF
radiation or discussion of EMF reduction -in the EIS.

- We, as residents in the proximity of the transmission-

lines, view them bo_th as a health and property value
threat which is a "taking” that Initiative 164 addresses.
Puget Power’s position/policy on EMF radiation. must be
a part of the public record on this pro;ect

Despite mcreasmg-the current carrying capacity of the
proposed line( as noted in item #7), BPA has refused to
set specific binding limits on EMF radiation at or below
current levels. ‘The EIS must note that "prudent
avoidance" is recommended for EMF exposure by the
Washington State Department of Health. The EIS must

" address why residents near the transmission lines can’t be

given this binding guarantee that their health will not be
further jeopardized and that their property values will not
be adversely impacted. The EIS must also note that

- standard real estate contracts now require that the

presence of high voltage power lines near your property
be explicitly stated.
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10. In light of the above concerns, it is reckless and abusive
- for BPA and Puget Power to proceed with this project.
F.A.LR. believes that this project should be abandoned.
If BPA can properly justify the region’s needs in the
future, the transmission lines should go in the less
populous Eastern Washington Corridor.

Respectfully,

, 2 ‘// :.. o -
A

Martin Eifrig
F.A.L.R. Representative
//A /'4

//-4_// 4 /

/ / N
Craig Lanoager
F.A.L.R. Representatlve

Sharon lfvufnagle, O.V'M.
(practice limited io horses)
3024 lake Shure Rd.
Bellingham, Wa 98226

- 3606712100

Junc 14, 1995

.

Conceming Bonncvillc Power Administrations Northwest Washingtlon Transmission Projoct”

BPA:

I would like to comment on the dnﬂ EIS. | am adamantly opposed to this project for the following
reasons:

T object to any incxeass in the electromagnctic ficld (EMP) and believe that the current EMF citside
and under the powes lines is 100 high ]

Evidence is steadily mounting that the EMF has scrious effects on the body inclading adult, and more
imp Jv, childhood Al the edge of the right- of-wa) the EMF readings far exceed the level that
any of the studies on health risks indicate are safe.

BPA is telling us that Jhe stodies are oot conclusive. That statement is pot correct. Seveul of the
Studies _are conclusive, some studies are nol. We could argue this indefinitely, just as the t10bacoo industry
argued indefinitely that cigarenie smaking was oot harmful Since pot cveryone who snaokes gets lung
cancer it could still be argoed that studies on smoking are inconclusive, That would be a ludicrous
arguement today.

All industries and individuals associatcd with EMF's, including BPA. are recommending avoidance of
the fields ye1 BPA is proposing this project that would increase the EMF's over family homes.

It may be argued that we knew the lines were here when we purchased our properties. That is true, but
we were told by BPA that the- only dangers from the lines was from electrocution. W¢ wat insuuctied not
to elevaie metal'poles or build brusb fires under the lies. BPA gave us booklets on how 10 work safely
under the lines. They showed picture of people driving tractors pnder the lincs. in the same EMF™s that
they are now saying to avoid. This project will increase the EMF under the Lines but BPA is still welling
landowners that they can work their land under the lines. while at the same time rmom:m:nd!ng avoiding
the EMF. It just doesn't make sense!

BPA's own book, Elcctrical and Biological Eff cots of Transmission lincs, U.S. Dept of Eacsgy 1989.
documents the dangers of EMF's.

Pg 52: Three of five studics done (o investigalc a possible association between childhood cancer and
powerline magnetic fizlds reported some positive results. (Showed association). About 50% of 30 repons
on "dectrical occupations™ and cances report sigaificanty elevated risks.

Pg. 53: Ovesall. research with humans supplemen(ed by lab anima) rescasch, suggsts the possibility for
adverse effects from human ¢xposure, 1o cloctric and/or magaetic fields.

" Pg. 55 Table 8 lists (he relative risk of childhood cancer from powcrlines at 1. 5-3; it hists the relative
risk from covironmental tobaoco smoke (lung cancer) as 2-), almost identical( The danger (o children
from second-hand tohacco is high enough that parents who smoke heavily have been denied cutody of
their childrca).

. Pg.56: Powerlinc cncers risk is higher than the risk from bome astxstos-lung cancer, (Millions of
dollars are being spent to remove asbesws from schools and other public places).

All of the above, pius additional facts supporting the dangers fromn ponerlincs are in BPA's own book
Onber unbiased studies are cven more emphatic that the lines are dangerous.

Propcrty valucs have docrcased with the increased public awareness of e problems associated with
powerlines. Puget Sound mulliple Jistings real estate salcs agreement conwins a section on hazards such
as landfills. Ove question in this section asks if the listed property is close to power lincs.

This project will nut benefit Whalcom County. These lines are not for local use. This increase is to

-enable BPA to shuffle power to California and other distant arcas New power sources are being developed.

in ous couoty in the fcrm of co-gencraton plants,
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Tbc general pubbc is aware | that the future course of BPA is unceaain. Major issues are.unresolved
fisherics issuc, ecd ion in the slack-water versusthe (ast-flowing river problems,
irrigation problems, none of these issues are eveu close to being resolved Other formis of encrgy
production arc being developod BPA should not be considering a project of this size at this time.

The “Fair” Group along Lake Whatcom has requestad that the danger lie ( the line closest to our
homes) be moved to the far side of the righl-of-wny where there are no homes. BPA has responded by
stating that it would b too expensive. H 7 there are ples where the government and -
private businesses have spent large sums of mancy (o protect a few houm For exapple mxm) flood
contro! projects cost millions but only protect a fow homcs.

In supunasy, whea we purchased our properties we were assurred that the power lines menou
bealth hazard BPA at that time was aware of the possible hazards biu did oot tell us. BP A now wants to
incrcase the hazards furthur. BPA has no right 1o expose anyone, but especially childrea , (o the possiblity
of cancer or any other health hazards. . .

Sharon Hoafnagle, D.V.M.

" -Whatcom County on thc Draft Envir ) Impact St

OUGET

POWER R0
JUN 191995
June 19, 1995
) : . WrP-04-ol
Bonneville Power Administration - [k,_) 04-olq
Public Involvement Manager-CKP ;
P.O. Box 12999 e ———— e

Portland, OR 97208 PR LiBIRICT

Mr. Roland Middleton
Deputy SEPA Official
Whatcom County Planning
‘and Development Services
5280 Northwest Road
.Bellingham, WA 98226

Re: Comments on Supplemental Draft f.nvironmentnl Impact
Statement BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington
Transmission Project

Puget Sound Power & Light Company ("Puget Power") offers the following
comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project (the "SDEIS"). Puget
Power's comments are comprised of this letter, attached excerpts from the SDEIS, and
the attached letter from William H. Balley, Ph.D., to Doug Loreen, dated June 12,
1995. .

Some of the comments Puget Power provided on the DEIS! have been
addressed in the SDEIS. However, significant issues addressed in Puget Power's
DEIS Cominents remain inatters of concern. Rather than restating the DEIS
Comments in their entirety, Puget Power incorporates its DEIS Comments herein by
this reference and resubmits its DEIS Comments as comments on the SDEIS.

1By lctter dated January 13, 1994 (with attachments) Pugct Power offcred comment to BPA and
This Ictter (with attachments) is hcscinallpr

sefcrred to as the "DELS Commients.”

" The Energy Starts Here®
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In addition, please note the following:

1 Project Nc.ed.‘ The SDEIS's discussion of the need for this project may
be supplemented with the following infonmation:

A. Access to Canadian Energy Resources. The project will prov:de

Puget Power greater flexibility to respond to a variety of needs in competitive
markets. The opening of a wholesale generation market has led to increased price
competition. The project will provide Puget Power with direct access to Canadian
energy resources. Directaccessto these resources will provide Puget Power with
greater flexibility to realize competitive opportunities for the benefit of its customers.
Some of these competitive opportunities are anticipated in the short term (i.c., energy
acquisitions on the spot market that displace more expensive resources) while other
opportunities are anticipated for long-term resource needs (i.e., firm acquisitions).

-B. Local Reliability. The SDEIS states that the project will increase
the capability of the local transmission system to move power through and out of the
local area, and Puget Power’s 115 kV system will be better protected against thermal
overloads. Puget Power has, over the last few years, made improvements to the local
transmission system, and during this time approximately 655 MW of new generation
(cogeneration facilities) have come on line. These changes have altered the local

. transmission system and have, as the SDEIS notes, to some extent "diminished” the

degree to which this project is needed to address local transmission deficiencies.
However, the local reliability benefits aﬂ'ordcd by the project are still important and
needed.

« The project will add a second 230 kV transmission line from the BPA
Bellingham Substation to the Puget Power Sedro Woolley Substation. This will
prevent, under certain conditions, overloading of Puget Power's 115 kV lines. Puget
Power's Sedro Woolley-to-Bellingham #3 and #4 115 kV transmission lines are
electrically parallel to BPA's existing Bellingham-to-Sedro Woolley 230 kV line.
Loss of the existing BPA 230 kV line causes more power to flow on the Puget Power
115 kV lines, resulting in overloads and outages. A recent outage underscores that
when this occurs, potentially dangerous overloads result and many Puget Power

customers can be afTected.

2. Wllhdraw Dctenmnatlon of Significance. The SDEIS describes how
this project has changed from its inception. The environmental record runs from

une 19, 1995
’age 3

Juget Power's original proposal (see “230-kV intertie with B.C. Hydro" discussed in
he SDEIS at page 2/39), to the first joint BPA/Puget Power project (see "E4A Plan®
liscussed in SDEIS at page 2/40), to the "Puget Power Part of the Project” described
n the DEIS, to the current "Puget Power Part of the Project” described in the SDEIS
it page 2/31. As the project has changed, the activities to be directly undertaken by
Puget Power have diminished. Puget Power's portion of the project now involves the
cebuild of an existing 115 kV line and associated work inside of substation fences.

The need to undertake detailed environmental revicwt for purposes of both
NEPA and SEPA was initially driven by the fact that both BPA and Puget Power were -
proposing new construction. Were Puget Power to propose its current portion of the
project (without the pipeline altemative) as a project independent of BPA's system
improvements, the proposal would be categorically exempt under SEPA. See
WAC 197-11-800(3) (as to repair and maintenance of the existing line) and
WAC 197-11-800(24) (as to work inside the substation fence).

Puget Power does not, however, intend to assert ca(egoncal exemptions at this
juncture of the proceeding. However, Puget Power does not believe that the project--
as currently proposed--requires completion of an environmental impact statement for
purposes of SEPA. Rather, the rules which oughtto guide Whatcom County's further.
involvement in environmental review are WAC 197-11-610 (use of NEPA dociments)
and WAC 197-11-360(4) (withdrawal of a DS). Whatconi County should adopt the .
SDEIS to the extent necessary to address its consideration of related BPA actions
associated with decisions it may make with respect to Puget Power's portion of the
project. As to Puget Power's portion of the project, Puget Power submits that f or
purposes of WAC 197-11 360(4), "the proposal has changed” such that there are no
longer any probable significant adverse environmental impacts.” To this end the DS
should be withdrawn and an MDNS issued in its place 2

IThis project (and particularly Puget Power's portion thercof) has also reccived cxtensive analysisin -
the GMA proccss undcrtaken by Whatcom County and the City of Bellingham.. The GMA proccss includes, of
course, compliance with SEPA. Although Pugct Power has not carcfully considered the scope and extent to
which the GMA process satisfics the requisites of SEPA for this project, we cncourage \Whatcom County to

. considcr its GMA proccss as a further basis to avoid any further duplicative cnvironmental revicw and issue a

DNS or MDNS for this project.




ZV/01 421dvYD) - 0T 1asu]

Comment Letters

—

June 19, l995
Page 4

3. Existing Conditions, GMA and Quantification of Impacts. Assuming
the SDEIS is finalized for purposes of NEPA and SEPA, the SDEIS's dlscusswn of
Puget Power's portion of the project is lacking. Specifically:

. Puget Power's portion of the project utilizes existing utility facilities and
corridors. These existing conditions (i.e., utility facilities and corridors) are not
sufficiently recognized in Chapter 3-of the SDEIS, pages 3/55 through 3/60. Leaving
this information out of the "baseliné” will result in overstatement of project impacts.
The concemn is addressed further in Puget Power’s attached mark-up of select portions
of the SDEIS.

. The Growth Management Act and implementing efforts underway in
Whatcom County and City of Bellingham give clear preference to further
devclopment of existing utility facilities and corridors. These preferences do not
appear to be reflected in the SDEIS. Puget Power has made no small effort to alter its
facility plans to fit local land use plans. Puget Power would cértainly hope that
Wha'tcom County, as lead agency for purposes of SEPA, and in consultation with the
City of Bellingham, will acknowledbe in the FEIS that this project is the result of
coordinated planning..-

. The SDEIS quantifies impacts of the Puget Power portion of the project
in a way that is confusing for purposes of SEPA. The terins "considerable,” ’
"moderate” and "slight” are not terms used to quanitify impacts for'purposes of -
SEPA.. Impacts for purposes of SEPA should be discussed in the context of their
significance (or lack thereof). This concem is addressed further i in Puget Power’s
attached mark-up of select portions of the SDEIS.

4. ropelg Value Impacts. Puget Power has previously expressed its
concern as to the treatment of this issue. We again emphasize the need to:

. - avoid speculative observations based on perception rather than empirical
analysis; .
. account for the fact that the vast majority of the project (and all of Puget

Power's portion of the project) involves utilization of existing utility eorridors and
substation sites, such that the'presence of utility facilities as a factor influencing
property values (if at all) is an existing condition and not a project impact;

June 19, 1995
Page 5

. acknowledge that many factors influence property values, and accepted

methods for assessing property values do not support using a single factor (e.g.,

proximity to utility facilities) as a basis for meaningful analysis; and

. acknowledge that an assessment of property value impacts is beyond the
scope of SEPA, per the SEPA Rules and judicial interpretation.

Puget Power again takes issue with the purported "methodology” to quantify
these impacts found at page 4/119 of the SDEIS. The factors BPA chooses to rely
upon are arbitrary and unlikely to serve as reliable predictors of increases or decreases
in property values. If property values are to be addressed at all, the assessment should

- be based upon data gathered from the market place, and impacts (if any) should be

expressed and quantified in terms of a percentage impact of existing value,

5. Extremely Low-Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. The SDEIS
carries forward an "exposure assessment” from the DEIS, yet concedes that there is no
scientific basis to draw any conclusions as to risks to public health from such
assessment. This is because the consensus of the scientific community, as understood
by Puget Power, is that there is no established cause-and-effect relationship.between
ELF/EMF exposure and cancer or other disease.

If the "exposure assessment” is not an assessment of health risks, why is it.

A ‘found under the heading of "Health and Safety” in the SDEIS? In the context within

which it appears, the "exposure assessment" is likely to mislead the public by
engendering a false sense of concem (or comfort) without a scientific basis to draw
any conclusmns as to risk (or lack thereof). BPA is not a health agency and should
not substituté its judgment for the judgment of qualified public health agencies and
professionals that are disinclined to associate ELF/EMF "exposure assessments” of
this type with assessments of public health and safety. Further comments prepared by
William H. Bailey, Ph.D., are attached.

6. Areas of General Concern. Puget Power is concermed that one or more
of the following sections of the SDEIS may affect the interests of Puget. Power:

. Chapter 4, Section F (Consultation, Review and Permit Requirements);

. Chapter 5 (List of Preparers),
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. Chapter 6 (List'of Agencies);
. Chapter 7 (References);
. Chapter 8 (Glossary);
.« Chapter 9 (Comments and Responses);
e -Appendices B and D.
Puget Power doe_s not, at thiis time, .offer any detailed comments on. thcse-potﬁons of
the SI?EIS. The information contained in these sections is, for the most part, of a
tcch!ncal nature an.d additional time'would be required to verify the accuracy thereof
and its relfvu!ce (if a_ny) to the interests of Puget Power. However, for purposes of
reserving its rights with respget to such information, Puget Power urges BPA to
_f:onﬁnp the accuracy thereof and objects to any information therein that is
Inconsistent with or prejudicial to Puget Power’s interests. . -
Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments. ‘If yoﬁ have any ‘

g:;s;io:; concerning these comments, please contact Mr. Doug Loreen at (206)
-3589. B ‘

Very truly yours,

Puget Sound Power & Light Company

By L7 viriioe

Doug [/ofn -
Project-Manager

Attaclunents

VIR Masns WEwY
NEw Yowk, NY 10017

TULEFINONE (R12) (- 1784
FACUINILE  (212) G708

june 12, 1994

Mr. Doug Loreen

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.
P.O. Box 97034

OBC-115 .
Bellevue, WA 98009-9734

Re: ~ Supplemental Draft Environmental impact Statement (SDEIS)
BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project

Dear Mr. Ldregp:
I have reviewed the SDEIS and the Responses to Comments on the DEIS on.-iopics

relating to EMF. My comments on the DEIS focused largely on criteria for EMF impact
assessment, and comparisons of alternatives based upon EMF exposure assessment.

Criteria for | ,

One of my major criticisms of the DEIS was that it-did not derive criteria for impact
assessment based upon “the findings of comprehensive scientific reviews performed by.

" . multidisciplinary panels of scientists.* _Several additional reviews are cited.in the -,

SDEIS, e.g., SAB, 1991 and *[a) Dan jsh blue-ribbon panel,” but no more recent reviews

- are cited. Although the SDEIS concludes. that reviews of the EMF-cancer litefature

cited "generally reach a similar conclusion, i.e., existing evidence does not show that-
EMF cause or promote cancei"|C/4], the SDEIS as did the DEIS before, disregards this
guidance.’ Instead, the SDEIS promotes a detailed quantitative exposure assessment to
compare alternatives despite. the acknowledgement that "it is ‘not possible to identify
‘unsafe’ field levels*IC/5). As | pointed out in my review of the DEIS, this kind of
exposure assessment is_inappropriate given the level of scientific knowledge and
assessments expressed in comprehensive scientific reviews. :

. .

mparisons of Alternatives Ba

. . .

While the exposure assessment in the SDEIS  does describe *the magnetic field
environment and allowls] a general comparison of project alternatives[4/130]," this
could- have beeri done without creating the impression that changes in calculated
exposure of at least one or several milligauss were of known significance. For
example, someone who reviews the comparisons found in Tables 13-15d and C1-C8 -
might want to know whether a reduction in calculated magnetic field level at three
homes and-commercial buildings by more than 10 mG for Option 1 (Table C-2).is

.
/
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preferable to increases of between 1 - 5 mG at 40 similar locations for this same
option (Table C-1). Or, they might want to know what is the real difference between
exposures to magnetic fields at levels of 1-5 mG and 5-10 mG. Such questions about
impugned impact cannot be answered from the information available either in the
SDEIS or anywhere in the scientific literature. '

Also, one would want to know more clearly how these calculated magnetic field levels
relate to ambient background magnetic field levels. In Section 4.D.14, the SDEIS
comments on sources of magnetic fields in homes other than transmission lines, e.g.,
appliances, and on a nation-wide survey of magnetic fields in residences (Zaffanella,
1993). Howevér, this information should have been, but was not, integrated into the
discussion of site specific comparisons. One’s perspective on the calculated increases
and decreases in exposures for specific corridor segments (thatoverwielmingly fall into
the category of > 1 to 5 mG) changes when one learns that the background level of
~magnetic field in a home (away from any appliances) ranges from 0.5 mG to 4 mG:

As | pointed out in my review of the DEIS, contributions to exposures from sources
other than transmission lines cannot be.ignored. The proper interpretation of the
incremental exposures calculated in the SDEIS can only be made in the context of
ambient exposures from all sources. For example, by focusing just on incremental
magnetic field exposure from transmission lines, the SDEIS fails to take into account
other important sources. For example, one of the most striking findings of the nation-
wide survey of residences just mentioned (Zaffanella, 1993)2 is that peak magnetic field
exposures in residences are more likely to be caused by currents flowing on grounding
systems than from outside power lines. These data are summarized in Table 1
attached to this letter. The calculations presented in the SDEIS take no account of
magnetic fields from this or other indoor sources. Such findings clearly illustrate why
the approach taken by the SDEIS is incomplete.

| had madé the point in my review of the DEIS that in "characterizing the state of
scientific knowledge, it is important that the whole body of relevant data be addressed,
not just a few selected studies.” Yet despite this ‘caveat, the SDEIS attempts to
substitute its own ‘evaluation and"characterization: of individual studies for overall
assessments’ by multidisciplinary panels of scientists convened by scientific and
regulatory organizations. Moreover, the literature discussed is selective and not up-to-
date. For this reason and because of the failure to incorporate all relevant and up-to-
date studies, the Summary of Biological and Epidemiological Studies Relating to EMF
contained in Appendix C is wanting.

'National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences/U.S. Department of Energy. Questions and
EME: Electric and Magnetic Fields Associated with { Electri Power. January, 1995.

22affanella, LE. Syurvey of Rgbgiggngigl Magnetic Field Sources. Vols. 1 & 2. Palo Alto: Electric Power

’ Research Institute, 1993.

For example, the meta-analysis published by Washburn et al (1994) is described, but
the strengths and weaknesses of this approach-are not also considered. Recently,
Feychting and Ahlbom: (1995)s, the authors of the so called ‘Swedish study’
summarized telling criticisms of the Washburn et al, approach and concluded that:

" .. noteven a state of the'art meta-analysis appears to provide further
insights for the interpretation of the epidemiologic literature on magnetic’
fields and childhood cancer. Indeed, the paper. . . provides a clear
example of the limitations of meta-analysis in observational
epidemiology. . .* ’ o

In a response to a comment about the lack of discussion or qualification given to odds
' ratios in the London et al (1991) study in the DEIS, the SDEIS replies that *Although the
odds ratio was not statistically significant after adjustment, the- trend for increasing
leukemia risk with increasing current capacity [o]f the power lines remained
statistically significant after adjustment (for other potentially confounding ‘exposures]*
(9/242). While this statement describes a finding ffom the report, it hardly serves as -
a critical assessment of the study’s findings. As pointed out by Bracken et al (1992),
such an interpretation of this trend is misleading and incorrect. What the trend
analysis shows is that the lowest level of exposure is associated with a statistically
significant reduction in estimated risk. Contrary to the interpretation suggested in the
* SDEIS, no statistically increased risk is suggested at any expdsure Jlevel when
adjustment is made for confounding factors. .
The findings of other important studies are neglected outright, such as the absence- of
any strong or consistent associations with brain cancer in Thériault et al (1994), and
the overall lower mortality risk from cancer and other diseases among utility workers

i asg(;osr)npared to other men in the U.S. population reported by Savitz and Loomis

Still other studies that shed light upon topics addressed in Appendix .C also are not
-addressed, e.g. the failure to find associations between estimated magnetic field
exposure and adverse reproductive outcome in Savitz’s retrospective study (Savitz and
Ananth, 1994)s or in the prospective study published by Bracken et al (1995)s that
included magnetic field monitoring of individual pregnant women prior to delivery.
Both studies could have been discussed on pp. 9/243 and (/4.

‘feychling, M; Ahlbom, A. Electromagnetic fields and childhood cancer: meta-analysis. Cancer
Causes and Control: 6:275-279, 1995,

%Savitz, DA; Ananth, CV... Residential magnetic fields, wire codes. and pregnancy outcome.

Bioelectromagnetics. 15:271-273, 1994.

SBracken, MB; Belanger, K; Hellenbrand, K; Dlugosz, L; Holford, TR; McSharry, ]-E; Addesso, K;

! leade.relr, 8. Exposure to electromagnetic fields during pregnancy with emphasis on electrically heated beds:
association with bithweight and intrauterine growth retardation. Epidemiology. 6:263-270, 1995,
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william H. Bailey, Ph.D.

Nor does the SDEIS provide an up-to-date characterization of the position of Swedish
health and regulatory agencies. Attention is given to assessments from 1993 in the
SDEIS but when updated in 1994, all that is provided is a paraphrase from a
newsletter. The latest assessment, prepared by a panél of 15 experts and reviewed by
31 other scientists, that was published by the Swedish National Board of Health and -
Welfare and became widely available’in ]anuary, 1995 is not: reported in the SDEIS.
It was the conclusion of the panel that:

_."The -existing epidemiological data can not be used 1o support any
definite conclusions as to whether exposure to electromagnetic fields
" increases the cancer-risk in any organ system. Subsequent experimental ;
studies carried out on animals and in vitro have not lent support to the . !
suspicion of a carcinogenic effect. However, the possibility of their
being a link between exposure and risk cannot be ruled out; especrally ) l
‘with regard to child’ |eukemla {p.203le. - g

For the reasons summarized above, the SDEIS and Responses to Comments have not |
responded to most prior criticism of the DEIS. However, | hope that these comments i
will be helpful in providing a screntlf ic perspecuve on the issues addressed by the ,

. SDEIS.

’

Please Iel me know if | can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

‘1 fhff Hl ltilnMnuFll from the Board’
3l hilsoeffekier]: Ra

Table 1

_Percent of Rwdences Where Peak” Magnetic Field Exceeds Reference Value
from Powerline or Groundmg System Sources '

(Zaffanel!a, 1993)

\

Reference Value _ . Powerlines Grounding System __
T3 1mG 34 %
. >25mG" 10 18
>5mG . &9 : 6.8
e ngﬁeﬂ 5.% of measured values
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Post-lt™ brand fax transmittal memo 76Tt [setpegee s /-
Bonneville Power Administration -y y
Public Involvement Office - ALP

P. 0. Box 12999
Portland, OR 97208

To Whom it may concern:

I'am writing to you in response to the Notth Shore altemate proposs!. I understand that
this proposal was brought to you by a group called "FAIR". [t scems that the term
"FAIR" should be just that, FAIR, but in this case it reflects the opposite. Nobody wants
powerlines in their backyard. | would make the pawerlines disappesr if [ could, but [
would certainly, by no means move them into my nelghbor’s backyard.

| am asking you to refuse this proposal. If you move the corridor east, my home will be
affected. 1 see deer, rabbits, and grouse on our property on a daily basis. 13 you move the
corridor, hundreds of acres of trees will be cut down and you will be taking the homes of
these animals. 1 do not want to see l.hesc animals, or any other animals die duc to
ncedlcss acts. S

{ represent the future of America and I'm amazed at the lesson | am learning from this
project. It scems unjust to take from your neighbor to better yourself. I've been brought
up to “love thy neighbor”.

1 know we use more power everyday so it's only a matter of time before the power lines
necd 0 be upgraded, bul fask you toplease use thecorridoryou already have.

Destroying this vital Iand and causmg cminent death to thousands of animals is too hlgh a
price to pay tor such a senseless act. There arc less harmful altematives.

‘Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
m?a/vﬂ‘lmm&/
Megan Morchouse

3210 "Y" Road

JUN 2 11995

June I8, 1995 N | rceneo ev eea
L . FUBLIC I1/OLVENENT
LCG E: [ JITP- 0¢

 Bonnevilie Power Administration ° . RECHIPT OATE: _
Public Involvement Oﬁice ALP . ' c / 20 / 95
P. 0. Box 12999 : AREA DiSTR

Ponland QR 97208

RE: BPA/Pugct Power NW Washmgton Trammusuon Project

"To Whom it miy Concenn:

Weare wnung in regards to the North Shore alternate proposal oﬂ‘erod by “FAIR" wh:ch

would move the power lines to the east, In moving these lines we would feel a

tremendous impact to our woodlands, streams, ammals and ne:ghborhood as well as'the
additional cost ofSZOOO 000 00 in public funds

lnorderto movethepawerlmmto!heeasttbereuemnyaspectstlmnwd tobe
realized: -

[y

. Thcnewroadsthdebebum wﬂl increase sediment and silting, whnchcan

reduce light penetration of the stream and reduce plant growth. Tt can also ‘damage 6ish
gills, mﬁ'ocate fish eggs and larvae of other specics, and effect plant densities. -

2. There will be additional erosion and runoff of silt and increased wdlmen!a, caused
by clearing of vegetation from the area of the affected streams. Trout have historio habitat
in the affected streams and a.re especially vulnanblc to increased sed-ments :

3. The counties which border the Puget Sound Basin, and land clearing devglopmc'mts
within their boundarics, must comply with the management practices as outlined in the
Puget Sound Stormwater Control Maswal,

4. This project msy be built close to poa.uble unstable soils which are in slumps and
flow slides.

5. Clearing a new corridor, which falls in the Leke Whatcom Watershed ,will cause
the lo:s of our forest, lewmg the possibility of extremo windfall. .

6. Lost forest habitat may affect many species in and near the pro )ect area, mcludlng
the black tail deer, an economically important big game animal in thig region. These deer
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- frequent the areanear the project as part of their winter range and may be adversely
affected by depletion of forests in the corridors which will reduce their range.

7, With the alternate proposnl families and homes will be displaced.

The powc: lines were in existence when the current homeowncrs purchased their
propcrty and homes. It seams selfish to move the lines for financial gain at someone clse's
expensc.

We do not have a pasition on whether the power lines oeed to be up.graded, but if
they are upgraded we beliove they should be held within the existing corridor.” The right
" thing to do is lcave the lines where they are currently. 1t is eaviconmentally right,
.financially right and morally right.

Address Phone
* Sincerely, | , ' ‘ 308 sodd. D= 51
Concerned Citizens in and around the Lake Whatcom Watershed Subs VA - o Yol
fame, .,' i - Address ‘ —Phone
) /1 _ B3 !/ g ,/g/ //[%/«é‘ 234-7%7 Z A
lA.. Ehal 3355 v Rd. Beltngham 134-96 /5

¢ / ! ,' . - .
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(—u“. . *
2730 Northshore Rd. <7~ =25 .;u_-z«d, b I (oot 1o
Bellingham WA 98226 - Rm -
" c:  USFWS, Olympia Q?Z}/?S' :
FAIR AREA: DISTRICT

June 18, 1995

BPA Public Involvement Mgr. - N 231935
C.K.P. P.O. Box 12999

Portland,‘-OR 97208

‘ RE: Co:ﬁmcnts‘ on Supplemental Draft EIS for BPA proposed Northwest Washington
Transmission Project. :

Dear Managér,

I have reviewed the above mentioned document and it has also been reviewed by several

consultants for me. With regard to wildlife and particularly to. federally protected species the
document is flawed and does not adequately address the impacts to these spegies. _My specific

comments follow.

1. There is no. véﬁf@ﬁon- given that the conclusions presented in this doqumcnf have been
reviewed by the US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) and if that agency concurs with the analysis.

*2. The Spotted Owl is a federaliy listed species that has not been addressed in the docurent.

| There have been several reports of Spotted Owls on the notth side of Lake Whatcom.

3. The data and conépondenée used in this documeat appears to be from 1992 and has not been
updated to reflect the current situation in 1995. . An example of this is statemeants that the closest
Marbled ‘Murrelet nesting- area is Verlot when in fact murrelets have been encountered in

tributaries to the Middle. & South Forks of the Nooksack River. There is suitable habitat for

‘murrelet’

4. Other federal, State and private projects with,much less potential impacts have conducted
thorough field surveys that have verified the presence of protected species. This project has done
no ficld surveys'to document the presence or use of the project.vicinity by federally protected
species. . : ' '
The minimum requirement to-address this issue adequately is to conduct two scasons of field
surveys to determine the presence of these species. The next step is to clearly determine the
potential impacts on these species including use of helicopters in the area, heavy machinery, etc.
and how to avoid impacts to the target species. Any less-effort than stated here would be a
violation of the Endangered Species Act and intentional disregard of the protocol for a project
. of this magnitude. . Please inform me directly. of any response you have to these questions.

sting in the Lake Whatcom watershed that has not been addressed in this document:.

Steve Wight RECEIVED BY BPA

| (360) 4240286

Comment Letters

“TO Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration
o ATTENTION: Lou Driessen ' .
PAX: (503) 230-3984
FROM:  Milton & Suzaniio Jenkins JUN'1 91935
PAX: (360) 428-1926

After rﬁding the DEIS and doing some research on our own, we feel that the proposed new
- tranamisslon Une should not be built at this time. - ‘

" With the budget crunch going on and considering the financial instability of the Bonneville
Power Adminlstration, it scems to us it would be better to wait, especially when you don’t even
have a contract v_ll_th Canada yet to buy the power. Wethink the present lines are adequate,

-Wealso don't understand why the BPA is doing the leg work for Puget Power. Is Puget Power
” ‘trying to use BPA's muscle?. - ’ :

: ‘Als;o.the EMP danger hasn't been adequately addressed in your DEIS.

" We're in the process of building a new home st 56-B Highway 9, property that will be affected
- by this project. There isn't any doubt that this new power line will further devalue our property.
~Are you prepared to compensate accordingly? If for some reason this project must be done, |
wouldn’t it make sense'to locate the lines in BPA's Bastérn Washington corridor where there is
- much less population? - . : ’

~In'light of those several objections, I repeat. PLEASE DON'T DO IT|

QRO
ilton & Suzanne Jenking

-112No. 39th Placs

Mt. Vemon; WA 98273
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DEAR ‘SIRS,

. L} .
BONNEVITTE POWER ADMINISTRATION .
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MANAGCER - CKP .
P.0. BOX 12999 -
FORTLAND OR. 97208

JUNE 14, 1995 .

RE: NORTH SHORE ROAD AL'\TERNATIVE'. « .
_ 4D’ ALTERNATIVE. JUN131395

hTTACHE‘D ARE COPIES OF 'YHE ASSES‘SORS HAP WHICH SHOWS OUR 20 ACRE PARCEL ALONG

MITH OUR ‘PROFOSED SHORT PLAT THAT HAS BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE COUNTY FOR M’PROV&VL.Y

UNLESS BPA .BUYS LOT 4 OF OUR SHORT PLAT OR PAYS US A VERY SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF
HONEY TO ACQUIRE AN ADDITIONAL EASEMENT, WE STRONGLY OBJECT TO THIS PROPOSED
ALTERNATIVE . : : . .

HOVING OUT- OF THE EXISTING POWER CORRIDOR FURTHER ONTO OYR PROPERTY WOULD RESUL)
IN & HUCE HONETARY LOSS TO US AND MAKE THE SELLING OF LOT -4 EXTREMELY DIFFICULT.

CONCERNED PROPERTY OWNERS, .
STEVE AND JUDY POTTER

W1

: - o ‘ { Receven ey -
1355 "Y* Rd. PUBLIC INVOL) .
! o Bellingham, WA MG E ML fpP-¢
R Tune 19, 1995 RECEIPT DATE:
Boaricville Power Administration : ) L lzg ﬁé :
Public Involvement Office -
. P.O. Box 12999 AREX:

oL
Portland, OR 97208

RE: BPA/Puget Power NW Washington Transmission Project
Pear Sirs: : ) »

An altérnative plan to upgrade the BPA power lines has been proposed that would expand
the BPA powerline right-of-way 250 f1. to the East. This strikes me as a near ultimate example | .
of the "Not in my back vard” svndrome. : . . . .

\Ve are talking about the destruction of hundreds of acres of forest. This torest is both a
substantial habitat as well as a major clement contributing to the water quality of the Lake
Whatcom Water Shed. Furthermore these power tines, visible from a large part of the County,
‘are’ already less than attractive without adding another 250 fect to the scar. There already has
been substantial litigation because of instability of slopes caused by logging in the Smith .
‘Creek and Olsen Creek drainages. This will cut straight across both of these, How much
siltation will be generated by construction through freshly logged mountain terrain.

While compared to the shore of Lake Whatcom. there are relativelv few property owners.

- they exist and.unlike their shore-side neighbors they stand loose a lot. These tolks have moved
i here, just as the lake shore owners, because of important lifestvle choices. This option will

] destroy part or all of the reasons for their choices by making substantial changes to the ’

| appeanance of their home environment and-or taking property from a number of them.

Is all this damage to be wrought on the citizens of thé County just to satisfy an
unsubstantiated claim by some that electromagnetic ettects trom the power lines might cause
cancer or some other- problems. There is no good scientitic evidence that power lines pose a

. health hazard. Any evidence that exis® is circumstantial and vague. This proposal makes no
sense at allt : . .
There has been a huge amount of concemn and- activit\-regarding environmental health of
.the Lake Whatcom Water Shed and water supply. There have been generated a large number
of regulations and ordinances whose intent is to prevent just the kind of impacts that this
proposal would generate. [t is hard to see how this proposal can be taken seriously. .

On the other hand it might not be hacd. Atter atl. itis a lot of people on the lake shore
who happen to have a Iot of money who are making this proposal. It scems an eftort to wield
political clout rather than doing what is right. Well the vast ma jority of these people moved
here after the BPA power lines were in existence and that didn't detér them from moving here
to begin with. What gives them the right, now, to push the lines away from themselves and
into someone ¢lse? ' . : B

Too often money drives decisions in our societv. this is contrary to the basic principles of
our government. [ urge vou to make the option choice best tor all. A choice based on known
scientitic facts and not on the basis of whimsy or legal threats by well funded individuals who
would rather not have the power lines near them. now that thev're here. [ do not see how a
gend choice could include expanding the width of the right-ot-way. :

Sy

i

Paul N. Gra

=Y
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FAMILIES AGAINST INCREASED RISKS (FAIR)
. ! ' .

_RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

BPA/PUGET POWER NORTHWEST TRANSMISSION PROJECT.
FAIR (Families Against Increased Risks) are adamantly opposed to i

the Bonhevblle_ Power Adminiatratioh/Puget Power Northwest

Transmission Project.

(1) In FAIR’s past attempts to Eommunicate with'you and Whatcom
County ottiéials,\you have deliberg;ély chosen not to'négot§atg
with our residents on North Shore Roud; Your sﬁntemenf regarding
discourse has been that you will qniy take our comménts. You will
not answer any of our questions.

. ‘ v "
(2) When FAIR proposed an alternative to ybur plan tb erect a new’
déuble'circuit line on our prbperties, yoﬁ discounted our reasoning
strictly from a monetary. viewpoint. Arrogancé has been your
strategy. .
(3) Given that the local

power - demand is no longer. the

"justification for this project, why are you routing the line

"through our densely populated Western'washihgton region instead of

the'Bastern Washington Bonneville Power grid? If power is coming

from Canada, why can‘t it be routed through Eastern Washington?

(4). You have proven to FAIR t@rough your approach that you will
compromise our welfare and health. Althougﬁ the Washington State
Department of Health has issued a statement of prudent avoidance of

power lines, you have.ignored.their call for safety.

Due .to the carrying capacity of the proposed line, you have not

given us a guaranﬁee thagnyou will not exceed the current radiation

levels. You have refused to set specific limits on the radiation at |

the. easement boundaries.

(5) We are éware of the pros and cons of Initiative 164. Some 'ask

for a. less ambiguoﬁs and more effective law. No mattér how the -

proposed law is written,'your "taking" of our property,-héh;th-and
welfare is a classic case for this law. Yours is a first class

ntakings" without proper justification or showing of real cause.

(6) The Wwhole premigse . for 'the BPA/Puget Power. Northwest '

"1iné for ﬁhe.région" when you are cancelling an energy agreement

with banada?' Thg’Associated Press recently reported: "in a sign of
its diminished stagﬁs in the Northwest electricity marketplace, BPA
has backed away from a major generation project in Washington and
an energy agreement with Canada." The press report goes.on fq say
tﬁat the gas-fired power plant in Tacoma has filed a breaéh of

contract for $1.055 billion. You essentially have eliminated a

" source of power in the Seattle-Tacoma area which may be safer than

your present project and in an area of high use. In addition, by

Trahsmission Project is dubious at best. Why are you building a
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cancelling the Tacoma project, you are exporting jobs to Canada.

In another recent Associated Press article of May 1l1th, you were

warned by the Northwest Power Planning Council that "you should be

accountable for a return on your investments” ... and that "you

must resist new costs that aren’t market driven." There are new

' turbine  plants running on cheap natural gas which can eesily

replace hydroelectricity. In this article, aluminum company

represehtatives stated that "scores.of private energy companies

with new turbine plants that run on cheap_natural.gas are knocking
down the doors of aluminum companies, seeking to replace some or

all of the electricity BPA has traditionally provided..."

SUMMARY
In summary,

reiterate the following:

Several Tecent studies by 1ndependent organizations have proveh
that extreme health hazards exist from EMF radiation. There are

poesible links to 1leukemia in children, tumor growthe and

physiological changes. Why is it that when utility companies have
paid for studies on radiation effects, the results have been

inconclusive?

FAMILIES AGAINST INCREASED RISKS would like to’

It is disturbing to us that your ‘BPA project is in. pnrtnership

with Puget Power, a privately owned company. Why should we, citizens

support Puget Power’s stock and- private dividends tor the stock ’

holders of Puget Pouer ‘at the tax payer's expenee'and at our.own

vpersonel'property devaluation?

With the current discussions taking place about ‘the

‘eliminution of’ the Depurtment of Energy, of which you are a part,
bend about the current huge debt load of BPA, which has yet to pay
- its loans from the -Federal Treasury that were generated years ugo,

we feel that this proposed project is an excellent example of

government waste.

FAMILIES AGAINST INCREASED RISKS (FAIR)
5/24/95.

FAIR
P.O.-Bog 246, Postal Place -
1333 Lincoln Street

1Y

Bellingham, Hashington 98226
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Skagit System Cooperatlve L
PO. Box 368 LaConner, WA 98257-0368.° PH. (206) 466-3450 - . .
lfﬁggﬂm Fax: Management & Enforcement ° (206) 466:3610 ...
v 01 W . . Fisheries/Biology/Environmental Svcs.:  (20bRAf6-30476PA
Barbara Dutro ¢ .
- ’ * ) . . I'U....,IINOL\'DAENT
OISTRICT ) 319 Minnesota A\enue . oy
AREX ; -+ Libby. Mantana 59923 : US Department of Energy . =2
~ : o . RECEIPT DATE:
U v e agn . N - Bonneville Power Administration e
August 25, 1992 i ' John ‘l'aves, Environmental Coordinator for the Otﬂce |‘2_[2,| E?,
. ) o \ of Engineerin
Jerry Mixon Bonneville Power Adn.:mstrat;on [ ' P:0. Box 3621 $ g ) g ’ AREX o
Deputy SEPA Official- P. 0. Box 3621 - L Portland, OR 97208
Division ¢f Buidings and Code Portland, Oregon 9720&-3621. : .
2684-D Kellogg Road . . ) : RE:BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project
Bellingham, Washington 98226 . R i . C )
" Re: BFA/Puget Power NW Washington »Transmiésion’ Projact. - t 1. o B December 8, 1993 ’

The 2nclosed letter dated March 6,. 1992 was intendecd tc help you
fermulate a feasibility study for the reconductoring .of lines
~underground along existing highways for the purpose of greater ;
. _safety and -reliability. 1 do not see this data factored in your | organization that represents the Upper Skagit Indian Tribe, the
- analysis and ! would like to see it there. Thank .you for your e Swinomish Indian Tribal Community, and the Sauk-Suiattle Indian
attention. : . . ' Tribe. We would like to provide the following comments regarding
: : ' . - the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington 'rransmission Project.
Sincerely, : : ) i
Y : . It has been our untortu.nate experience that BPA has bean extremely

Dear Mr. Taves: .

The Skagit System. Cooperative .ls the fisheries managément

' \7\"*" . ’ : . i . remiss in its obligation to protect fisheries resources within
@0’ RA7LE \A&./‘ 7 : o ! “Skagit County. We have had a longstanding, and as of yet
Bar-bara Dutro . . ' unresolved, . dialogue with your 1local maintenance personnel
. ’ o regarding culverts and road surfaces that are blocking fish access

and impairing water quality. It is ironic ‘that while you are
spending millions of dollars in' the Columbia Basin for fisheries.
mitigation, your actions in the Skagit Basin show an utter
‘i i disregard for .fisheries resources and their importance to Indian

. . . - - . _ people. BPAR is a Federal Agency that has a trust responsibility to
~ ) . . the Skagit River Indian Tribes as set forth in our Treaty, and
o ’ ’ which has been. repeatedly reaffirmed by Federal Courts. Enclosed !

are documentation and memos that substantiate our claims regarding

) previous BPA actions. 11: is in this light that we have prepared our

l comments. .

\

1. Inaccuracies within the Document The data shown in several of
the figures are in error, are incomplete, or both. Figure 20 shows
protected and/or. wild and scenic rivers.. The only wild and scenic
river in this area at present is the Skagit River above Sedro °
Woolley,not the Skagit below Sedro Woolley or the forks of Nooksack
as shown in the figure. However, chapter 4, page 187 correctly
documants this. Figure 23, land ownership ~~ public and Tribal,
fails to show the Upper Skagit Indian Reservation located in the NE
1/4 of Section 8. T.35N., R. SE.

)
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Figure 21 shows resident and anadromous fish habitat. Hansen Creek
(WRIA 03.0267) and its tributaries 03.0270 and 03.0271 have
anadromous fish usage (both spawning and rearing) almost up to or
beyond the powerline crossing. In addition, Red Creek (03.0268),
the eastern tributary to Hansen Creek shown on the figure, is the
water supply to the Tribal fish hatchery located on. the Upper
Skagit Tribal Reservation.
anadromous zones highlighted in green and the hatchery water supply

highlighted in orange. Spawning surveys document coho salmon usage ¥
" in both Thunder (03.0064) and Mills (03,0070) creeks. Coho salmon

spawning has also been documented in the unnamed stream (03.0068)
located between Mills and Thunder creeks. Many of the numerous
wetlands along the Samish are important overwintering sites for
juvenile coho salmon. '

The attached map has the extended ;

2 . Mitigation measures; Proposed mitigation for soils/geoldgy is |

listed in chapter 4, page 86. "Impacts would be reduced and the
present environment upgraded'by improving existing rxoads and, by
using vegetative and mechanical measures to control erosion and

stabilize disturbed slopes. Redesign and replacement of failed and -

inadequate culverts and surface drainage structures on the existing

- BPA access system .... would control run-off and reduce erosion and

sedimentation where the present road system is deeply rutted and

culverts are plugged.”"This indicates that.BPA knows that ‘its

present crossings and drainage structures are adversely impacting
resources, but has neglected to correct the problems. We are
unclear as ‘to why. BPA has to wait until

major project is -

implemented before existing substandard uid/or failed structures -

or crossings will bea corrected. Our experience with a.variety of
BPA personnel over the past three years has resulted in almost no
correction in either structures or maintenance practices which
violate state law with regard to water quality and have resulted in
damage to anadromous fish habitat.

to be involved with this project. Does this mean that the problems
resulting from very poor maintenance and installation practices
will continue until a  major revision of

It does .not appear that the .
. section of powerline to the east of segments L, M, and N is going

this section of the ;

powerline is scheduled? We hope this is not the case, and would |

like to know what your schedule is for ‘repair of these segments.

Chapter 4, page 83 states: "Impacts would primarllf be caused by :

construction,
control and other mitigative measures. However, with ineffective
mitigation, impacts would be long-term and consequences of erosion,
sedimentation, and soil compaction could affect other resources®.
As has been stated above, our experience has been that BPA's record
of . performance in the past has been one of “ineffective
mitigation®, which has effected other resources. What assurances do
we have that your future actions will be any more responsible than
those demonstrated in the past. Is the BPA ready to demonstrate

2

and would be short-term with successful erosion °

1

that mitigation will be ‘effective by .correcting the significant
problems with the present system, or are your mitigation. plans
merely claims which will allow this 'proposa_l to go forward?

Chapter 4, page 113, discussing fish and wildlife [BPA) mitigation
states: - "Culverts, arch bridges, or- other stream. crossing
structures should be ,installed at all permanent crossings of
flowing or dry water courses where fill is likely to wash out
during the life of the road. Bridges and arch-bridges are preferred
to culverts. However, where appropriate, culverts should be big
enough to handle approximately 25-year floods, and designed: to
allow for fish passage.” Why, if you are designing "permanent
crossings® are you using the 25-year flood sizing? Even logging

.roads in this state are reéquired to design for the 50-year event.

It is unacceptable for Indian Tribes to sustain losses to Federally
protected resources because of design standards below even those
required  at the local level. If “"bridges and arch-bridges are
preferred to culverts®", why have they beén avoided in this local
area? We do not know of a single installation of this type in
either the Samish or Skagit drainage BPA right of ways. We are.also,
unclear as to what you mean by “"allow for fish passage”. What

species and what life history stages are you allowing to pass _and .

how do you establish whether or not your 'dgsign works?

As stated above, our main concerns regarding this proposal stem
from our past experience with BPA. It has been one of the least
responsive organizations of any we have worked with in terms of
correcting on going damages to water quality and fish habitat. The
incomplete, and in some cases erroneous nature of the data coupled
with inadequate mitigation detail and previous experience with BPA
performanceé lead us to the conclusion that(1l) until errors in the
documant are corrected, (2) mitigation measures are adequately
detailed and modified to provide for fisheries protection and (3)

an adequate work plan is developed for correcting existing road.

related problems adversely effecting fisheries as a result of
previous BPA problems, we are opposed to the upgrade of the
transmission system as proposed. We believe that implementation of
this project as proposed will adversely impact fisheries resources
upon which the Skagit River Indian Tribées depend. :

S!.ncere]_.y,

Larry Wasserman
Environmental . Services Director
. Skagit System Cooperative

cc Tom Clune
Doreen Maloney
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Skagit System LCooperative

P.O. Box 368 LaConner, WA 98257-0368  Ph. (206) 466-3450

"April 22, 1991

Richard'A. ‘Albrecht - EFDJ
Civil Engineering Technician .
Bonneville Power Administration

"P.O. Box 3261

Portland, Ore 97208

Dear Mf; Albrecht;

The Skagit System Cooperative (SSC) is the - fishery - management_

agency for three federally recognized tribes -~ Swinomish, ' Upper
Skagit, and Sauk-Suiattle. SSC is a co-manager of the fisheries
resource with the Washington Departments of Fisheries and Wildlife.

The management of habitat in addition to the management of harvest

results from the recognition that in order for the exercising of
the fishing right, there must be fish. Judge Orrick, Civil No.
9213 - Phase II Opinhion, stated that "... spécific environmental
conditions must be present. . A fisheries study prepared jointly by
the State and the federal government identifies at least five such
conditions: (1) access to and from the sea;
Oof good quality water; (3) a sufficient amount of suitable gravel
for spawning and egg incubation; (4) an ample supply .of food; and
(5) sufficient shelter. It is undisputed that alteration of even

-on of these essential, finely-balanced requirements will affect the

production’ potential.” Therefore, one of the long range goals af

'SSC is the correction of all road related anadromous fish problems

~- access and/or sediment problems.

SSC is invalve in sevefalprograms whose partial work product is
the identification of fisheries habitat problems and opportunities
for restoration and. enhancement. These programs are the following:

. 1. ?articipation in Washington State's Timber, Fish, and
: Wildlife . Agreement involves the review of forest

(2) adequate supply

practices in the Skagit and Samish drainage basins. . An ..

inventory of stream channel destabilization sites and
barriers. to anadromous fish migration is a coincidental
product of this process.

'2_. . SSC is participating with Skagit County in preporing a

watershed management plan to protect the benifical water .

uses. - This effort is currently focused in . the"
Nookachamps drainage, however it will extend. to the rest
of the basin-over time. One of the products of this plan
. is an.inventory’ of adajacent land uses and their impact
) (potential or. actual) on water quality. .

3. As part of a coho salmon population research contract
under the U.S. - Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty, SSC
fisheries technicians have identified barriers to salmon
migration while performing spawning surveys. Some of the
barriers could be rémoved or made passable, restoring
salmon and trout access to once productive habitat.

/

_The road related problems looked, at in the Cokedale Lane area on

March 20, 1991 by the Washington State Department ‘of Fisheries,
SSC, and BPA affect a significant number of wild coho salmon. The
1988 total wild coho spawner escapement in the Skagit basin was
estimated to be 63349 fish and the Hansen creek portion was
estimated ‘to be 1389 fish. The two tributaries affected by the
road system under consideration represent 39% of the spawning miles

‘in the Hansen creek watershed which results in an estimate of 541
.adult fish potentially affected by these roads.

The 1986 spawner
estimate for the Hansen creek watershed was 2400 fish -- or roughly -
twice as many.

Because of their relatively poor stock statds, Skagit natural coho’

; . have constrained fisheries throughout the Pacific Northwest, from

Canada to egon, and inside Puget Sound. The constraints put on
these fisheries in order to protect Skagit coho has been a topic of
frequent discussion in the Pacific Salmon Commission, as well-as in -
the Pacific Fisheries Management Council, because these constraints
frequently have the effect of preventing fishermen from catching.

large numbers of other harvestable stocks with which they arxe ' '

intermixed. For example, the production: of one additional
harvestable Skagit coho allows the ocean fisheries to catch about
‘50 additional coho (those not returning to the Skagit), and allows
Puget Sound fisheries to catch about 100 additional sockeye or pink
salmon. . .

The information above should be sufficient to establish. the
significance of the stocks under discussion to the Skagit River
wild coho salmon run and additionally, the importance of the Skagit
stocks to the west coast fisheries. ' The passage and sediment
problems on the Cokedale Lane road system need to be corrected.

Please contact Keith Wyman at (206) 466-7282 if you need any of the
above information expanded.

Sincerely,

Doreen Maloney, . Fisheries Honager, skagi1;_ System Cooperative.




S7/01 4o1dvy D) - 97 HASU]

- Com\m,entrLette_rs

Implementation of these measures wi

11 have major effects in

March 17, 1993

Mr. Gerald A. Stackpole. Superintendent

Puget Sound Area Line Cornstruction and Maintenance
Bonneville Power Admin.

201 Queen Anne Ave. N.

Seattle, WA 98109

Dear Jerry,

I appreciated the opportunity ‘to meet with you and Scott Bettin
on March 8, 1993 to go over some of the problems and solutions
for the BPA power line road right of way. I thought I’d better
send you a note with my understanding of what was going to be
done.

The major ‘issues in the Walker Valley area were problems with old
road maintenance practices. Future road work in the vicinity of
‘streams will not have any sidecast of spoils if there is any
chance of them going into running water; instead they will be
endhauled to areas where runnoff and sediment will not reach
flowing water. Water-barring, relief culvert installation,
upstream ‘and downstream armoring of fills, extension .of ‘culvert
inlets and outlets, and the use of better road surfacing
materials were. all proposed in order to reduce or eliminate road
associated runoff impacts to salmon habitat. - Jute or straw mat

with seeding was also proposed for the worst of the sidecast raw | B

slopes where there wa& direct access to the streams.

The bulk.of the work to be done in the Hansen: Creek/Cokedala Lane
area consists of the replacement of inadequate culvert crossings’
with either larger culverts and rock fill or. by construction of a
wet ford. I'm in the process of trying to contact the right .
people in DNR to find out about a possibility for coordination of
some of the proposed work out at the .west end of the road. You
should also contact ‘Steve Bratz at Crown Pacific, Ltd. (206
3951) if you want to try to coordinate the work where the wet "’ .
ford is proposed C

SN

826- 1

reducing the unacceptable amounts of fine sediment presently
generated by the BPA road system. Adoption of some of these
practices as standards for future maintenance procedures is
highly desirable and should reésult in a more efficient process
from both the environmental and the maintenance perspectives.

I would appreciate receiving copies of proposals and/or
timetables for the work under consideration and I would also like
to be kept informed about any changes regarding BPA constructmn
and .maintenance practicea that involve moving water.

. Thank you again for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

‘Keith.Wyman, TFW Coordihator .

c:” Robert Penhale, DOE -
Kurt Buchanan, WDF
‘Scott Bettin, BPA
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Skagit System Cooperative .
..PO. Box 368 LaConner, WA 98257-0368 Ph. (206) 466-3450

. Fax:  Management & Enforcement (206) 466-3610
Fisheries/Biology/Environmental Svcs.:  (206) 466-4047

‘May 12, 1993 . o ‘

Mr. Gerald A. Stackpole, Supermtendent ‘ ‘ k ’

Puget Sound Area Line Construction and Maintenance . .
Bonneville power Admin. . PR
201 Queen Anne Ave. N.

Seattle, WA 98109 , . L \

Dear Jerry;

Department- of Natural Resources, she said that the work
planned for the west end of the Hansen Creek/Cbkedale lane road

. I recently s;faoke with Alison Hitchcock, unit forester for the i

system consists of armoring the

and lower ends of
culverts.
and ma

upper ;
I would suggest that you contact hexr at (206) 856-3500 i
work out same sort of whereBPA is providing
for the installation of'a larger pipe and DNR makes amrgamnta '
for the armored fill.

™~

I would appreciate an update about the road maintenance and _ |

culvert work we diacussed on March 8, 1993.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

S
Keith . TFW Coordinator

c: . Raobert Penhale, DOE

Scott Bettin, BPA
Alison Hitchcock, DNR

"I am looking forward to meeting you.

Skagit System C00perat|ve _ S
* PO.Box 368 LaConner, WA 98257-0368 ' Ph. (206) 466 3450 '

June 15, 1992

Mr. Jerry Stackpole

-BPA Administration, TDT

P.0. Box C~19030

Seattle, WA  98109-1030 : ’ .

-

Dear Mx. Stackpole:

This note is to confirm our meeting scheduled for June 23, 1992.
Kurt Buchanan, WDF; Dave Parks and/or Robert Penhale, DOE; and I -
will meet; you at 9 a.m. at the Mount Vernon Department of
Fisheries office (map enclosed).

The specific subjects we want to c¢over and .resolve are. as

- follows:

1.  The blocking (to anadromous fish) culvert located in
'~ section 26, T35N, RSE.

2. Stream sedimentation :esulting from road mdiﬁtenancé
practices along the BPA right-of-way, especially in the
Nookachamps Creek drainage. Both time of year and the
way work has been done are of concern. . .

- 3. The culverts in the Hansen Creek drainage (Cokedale

Road) right~of-way which have been and continue to be
problems.

If you have any questions,
I can be reached at (206) 466-~7282. 2t

Sincerely;

e,

KEITH WYMAN,
TFW Coordinator
cc:’ Kurt Buchanan, WDF
Robert Penhale, WDOE

~9T/01 421dvYD - OT Masu]
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- Endased are coples of the maps and

Oquvmof&dogyv o .
3190 160th SE - .

-Bdlevw.mm

correspondenoeywmmted
Power Administration right-of-way. m1muﬁmmmlmmmbwmw
Tm1993leltsvasald|o~tptommdteneakm\ddeafuﬂsmwmaldm

with BPA road nmainterance practiaes were solved.

mm«lham 1t should be ready to view. The activities this
mgmmbbemmmeedham Il'srnhramnwvbbemdedha
badwards direction.

Sincerely,

- TFW Coardinator-

o« Kurt Buchanan, WOF
Butch Hun, DNR
GeddSadwle.BPA

dlmarvﬂtbﬁ'eeatevme

N

 As ot

and ‘economic impact to the DNR road system is severe. Por example, in:

u!\!mm:mmuuon project as:-outlined inithe braﬂ:
Mct. Statemant m;o?n:unt -of Natural Resources is
oy nf.lA, z, ‘W, G.and Hl,: .

Custer tation v.leh the nim t.nnuin ion line.
{ xih the svu/« ot Section 36, T,40N., R.IE, The DEIS -
¥ 1'34) u{:lmt the existing transkission line has: ¢
hpooddmna tise tations along the right~of-way. The DNR is
awire of ‘the: oxhuw 1initations. The DEIS further states that the projcct
cxpocﬁod to Malter significantly" the impacts on.land use and .
“the. right-of~way. Regardless of siqnlticanco, the DNR
“the alteration. to cumnf. lana: usé lhiutlonn

Begments cross stata lahd {n"T.37N., R.4E. and R.SE. They 14e almoat .
cntir-ly in the 'Lake Whatcom watershed.-The DNR has two mainline forest:
mana roads whith provide accass to:the-existing transmission line’
corrldor. ‘Tha MI~1000 road is in the Mitror Lake block (south of Park road)
and the H-3300 road is in the Haner Mountain block (north of- Park road). "
Numerous traynsaission line access spur roads (built by BPA) intereect the
DNR forest management roads. Thesé BPA spurs are rly constructed and
minimally maintained. Drainage: is inadequate and in sows cases the spurs
have regrussed. into nothing more than gulli, The phylicnl. - environmental |

of 1992 heavy rains falling on the BPA spurs resulted in the H~- ._

":"::oo road ‘ditch being c ozqed with:silt and debris vhich washed down from

the BPA spurs. When the ditch was plugged, ‘'vater came onto the’
H~3300 road causing further erosion nnd -oounnq. The DNR spent $5000 to
£ix the tbld att.r the storm.
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Page 2
DEIS comments

The DEIS lists several mitigation ideas (page 4.86) to control erosion and
run-off such as revegetation, culvert installation and water bars. In-
addition to these items, the DNR would like to see a more aggressive
approach in solving the problem: .

1. Inventory the existing BPA access road network. Decide which spurs are
needed’ to provide minimum functional access to transaission line
structures. Then decide which spurs are no longer needed.

2. Reconstruct spurs that are needed so that they have adaquate drnlnugg
and road prisa characteristics. . a2

3. Abandon .lpun that are not needed by removing culv‘rt-, constructing
vaterbars,  trenching, contour. excavating and revegetating.

The DNR engineers have experience and expertise in road. désign,
construction, saintenance and abandonment. They would be available as
consultants to assist BPA in site specific evaluations of access spur
impacts. Ideally, the reconstruction and abandonment work could be:
incorporated into the transmission line construction contract.

Corridor. Segment H1

This segment is an alternative route which lies east of an existing route
on segments H, I and J. It crosses State land in Sections 7 and 18, T.J6N.,
R.SE. The DEIS (page 2.31) says this segment would require a new 112 foot
wide right-of-way with associated access spurs.. This vould involve clearing
approximately 20 acres of timber on State land, as vell as building -
humerous access roads in the Thunder creek and Mills creek drainages. Since
BPA has an existing right-of-way corridor on segments H, I and J, the DNR
is not interested in granting an additional right-of-way for purposes of
this project. The DEIS makes it clear that BPA favors using seguents

H, I and J rather than H1.- T

. The DNR would appreciate a response from BPA regarding the ubovq issues.

Please mail your response to:

Department of Natural Resources
Northwest Region Headquarters
919 North Township Street

Sedro Woolley, Washington 98284
Attn: Brian Davis

Thank you for soliciting th.an coaments.

Sincerely, .

TrraLes

Brian Davis .
Baker Diatrict Engineer

s ma— -

et e st

" Dear Deputy Sec'retary Berkowitz:

Y,

December 29, 1993 “\‘! (1) \ kY %

h ’ ) ram;w "!:‘,}a

’ S+ e tmum.;}‘;]m‘, A

Bobbi e Berkowitz, Deputy Secretary Defiogham, WA Mo * . !
State of Washington ' WG"'»NNTP'Z"!-{ o
Department of Health ?.E:?En . E ’
Communicable Disease Epidemiolog . hla
'1610-NE 150th- St. ‘ - I n|ay
Seattle, Washington 981535-9701 WEK . Lo

We are writing this. letter after a telephone dipcussign one
member of our group had with 'you on Wednesday, December 23rd. We
are a group of extremely concerned families who live adjacent to

the Bonneville Power Administration/Puget Power Northwest.

Hashington Transmission Project. Our homes are located along Lake

Whatcom in Section E of the ‘prppoged. project. BPA has publicized

a .date of January 14th as the last day for comments on the EIS
draft.. - R ' :

BPA’s current plans are to upgrade an existing 230~kV H-frame
wood tower by replacing it with a S00-kV double circuit (1
million volts) line on Yattice steel towers. Numerous families
would receive heavy doses of radiation from the new lines as well
as adding to the already existing noise pollution. Co '

We are petitioning BPA to further study the impact of the
project and requesting that (1) BPA build the new power lines far
back from the present easements and on government owned lands or
land zoned for forestry; (2) .or bury the new lines using the
latest EMF reduction technology. P .

There is né doubt. that enough studies have been ‘done to give '

us legitimate concerns on health risks with this proposed
project. There has been early work by two epidemiologists, Nancy
Wertheimer and Ed Leeper in Denver where they found a link
between childhood cancer and homes near electrical substations
and transformers. Recently, the Swedish studies (a) '‘National

~Institute of Occupation Health (b) Institute of Environmental -

Medicine indicate strong evidence. that people exposed to EMF's

from power lines of two milligauss or greater have a higher
incidence of leukemia and brain tumors. Studies show' that the
stronger the magnetic field. exposure, the greater the association

: with cancer. Households with long term exposures or two

milligauss have triple the risk of leukemia. At three milligauss
the rate quadrupled. Children who supposedly lived within 160

feet of high tension wires had three times the rate. Many of our .

own homes would be within the danger zones. Wé¢ do not need these
studies ‘to come from within the United States to conaider them
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state.

It

calls for “prudent avoidance.® But, we would hope that our state
health  agency would protect us from obvious health situations of; ) )
high risk and would ask BPA to delay their project untilf ‘Signatures of Petitioners

alternative solutlonl can be found.

The power, provided by tho new lines. will bo sold out of|

currently there is a surplus power situation tnt'
Whatcom County due to several brand new tn—gqneration plants. |
Inc.’s new Bellingham plant provides enough'
power to cover 119,000 new homes alone!

‘Georgia Pacific,

is enough of a travesty that the Hashington State:
Utilities Commission lets Puget Power stockholders get “10%X risk’
free returns on their money at the citizens' exponle. We request
you, our State Department of Health, to relate to our concerns
and to delay the permit process for this project. Why should 30
to 40 families suffer psychological and physiological risks wheén
good .alternatives exist.

written response to:

\FA!Rr— :

Fort At e 12 | '
' 73 . - \ I N .
Bolingham, WA 90275 ‘ f:‘-/ P -~

A iy AL

/L,,c_ e aras ot R o
/gf ud. ?f)/;/ I ' gw—/é‘j( ‘
| MD

3-//"'_)/«’-.. L»uﬁl ?g).zc.

Sincerely

Ba//.m,/....\ Wwa. 9gane ‘ : meu

Deceaber . 29, 1993

valid. It seems that most of the studies that call for “further Lo
‘investigation” are sponsored by the utility companies.: L Bobbi e Berkowitz, - Deputy Socretm’y
’ C ) . , .ot . State of Washington
Your referral of our situation to State Epidemiologist Patty . Department of Health
Waller is helpful. at this time, we citizens of : Comounicable Disease Epidenlology
HWashington State need qulck and decisive action concerning BPA's‘ . 1600 NE 150th St.
proposal. We did receive your -generalized information sheet' that - Seattle, Ha;hington 98155—9701

~

.

,?;’ A/ 5-//{"6’ /%//

e o G 2N
ﬁdl‘,w\km; VI N = 1)

| \k 204 Nosth o 20| Remngken
BTG e 9404 Novkl Ze bl Rl Wh
a tl:-:li.f‘:{: '/’e:(t- 7 o % Cﬂfgé /Uﬂﬂ%-;/dw/e/ W«,‘ ",

2333 M. Skore R %é [4,«7 y\_‘; 8970 /f/cn/ZSAo,:pc) Ae/bw){ﬁ“\

w.Sbhos Rd . Bha . a2z
o O Sws B8, | (anobent f' Uowblie. a2t N.5howdd. Bha i G126
i asnye 47'/,\‘/»///./.,-/0(4/ ' 2776 sdore v~ /f/,‘_m W/) 7‘7*""

FAIR/

FamiBes Against haeased! **-_;.
- 1333 Uncotn Streed, £24:
Befingham, WA 98226

PEB6N SHhore 7 %//7/5%

In the future we do not want to have to 27349 x.SHoRE 14 )) (5
refer to this project along with other deceptive projects, such
as Hanford Downwind or Agent Orange. We, citizens of Washington . o) ' :
State, request that your office officially respond to this letter 6@.//9'4-0 Guwe ! . .
’ -~ : fl
within BPA's comment response time (January l4th). Pl ease send . ‘ _‘510'; oty ‘:, 2o Lo, .l'/cll.r.!l’-;,., ",,,/) oze

4’/4:,- z\ A ‘9&)QJ.<

bt pup

200 N.S#E RD. B<//,,,. h».M

Wi 3?22@
A QA G,

2¢

’
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‘east side of the lake. )
lake in: 1983 and we .had severe erosion and sedimentation problems -

- soil

1333 Lincoin Syeet, 1246
Decemhe~ 29, 1993 . Belingham, WA 98225

John Thielemann

i State of Washington :

: Department of Health, Northwest Drinking Water’
; 1511 Third Avenue, Suite 719

i Geattle, Hashington 98101-~1632

" Dear Mr. Thielemann:

WHe are. vrtttng this lottnr after a tolophono cbnversation
one umnbor of our group had with you on Wednesday, December 23rd.
He are a group of concerned families who live in Section E of
Bonneville Pover Administration’s new proposed power lines.

Section E is the’
whatcou, Bolllngh--'l mnicipnl vater supply.

rea that runs along the shoreline of Lake

We have concerns due to BPA's lack of study in this

environmentally sensitive area.

This area is known for its

unstable slopes and heavy run-off from Stewart Mountain into the

Several homes were

during ‘the storas of November 1989 and 1990.
and sedimentation. was caused by BPA's

washed out into the:

Some of this erosion
lack of suitable

construction techniques when placing culverts and when building

the road under the oxistlng power line corridor.
‘proposal to upgrade the pover lines by installing new lattice

steel ‘towers and by building a new road,

In their

our anxiety centers

around. the fact that BPA: has not monitored this water run-off and

de-stabilization. '
documentation in the EIS draft on these
conditions.

There are no ‘specific facts or

lonsitivo existing

To defend our lake wvater .long with our wells and septics we

feel that:

(1) your .office should demand that BPA monitor . the

run-off in peak winter months (historically Novonbcr) Lo

determine proper procedures for road buildi

ngs (2) your office

should continue to examine this situation so that protective

measures are taken during and after construction.

HWe citizens' '

who drink Northvest waber would hope that BPA's proposed project
would be delayed until this accurqto field work is done.

Sincerely,

AKA»
. w3 8 A .
| r/“/‘-4«« i awna,
\FAIR/
. "0 ot
. - WA 30
\
A
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John Thielemann Fm:gm l‘s‘::ts:g::“

State ' of Washington Befingham WA 96228 . .
Department of Health, Northwest Drinking Water
1511 'Third Avenue, Suite 719

Seattle, Washington 98101 -1632
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Al Swi 1t,

. COPIES HAVE BEEN SENT TO:

Lou Driessen, Project Manager, BPA, Bellingham. ..
Marion Wolcott, Permit Dept., BPA, Portland.. '
Randy Hardy, BPA, Portland

‘Ron Middl eton, - Deputy,. SEPA Official, Bel u ngham

. John Campion, ProJect Hanager, Puget Sound Power and Lxght CO.,

.Belli ngham
- US Congressman, Bel lingham

- Pete Krenen, State Representative, Olympin ’
" Hard Nelson, Whatcom County Council Representative,: Belunghan

Christine O. Gregoire, Attorney General, Seattle

Army Corp of Engineers

Art Stendahl, Dept. Wildlife, Mill Creek

Dr. Sam Milhaa, Olympia

Bobbie Berkowitz, Deputy Secretary, Dept. Health, Olynpla

John' Kobaynshl, N:tlng Chief of Epidemiology,. Dopt.'HeaIth,
Seattle

Dr. Juliet Van Eenuyk, Dept. Health, Epldem(ology, Seattle

~Patti Waller, Epidemiology, Dept. Health, Seattle

Frank James, Whatcom Co. Public Health, Bellingham :

John Thielemann, Dept. Health, Northwest Drinking HWater, Senttle

Ed Good, Whatcom County Hearing Examiner; Bellingham

Prof. Donald J. Easterbrook, College of Environmental Studies,
WU, Bellingham .

Editor in Chief, The Bellingham Herald -

\FAIR/

Famies Against inreased Risks
1333 Lincoln Syeet, §246
Befingham, WA 88226
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FamiGes Against increased Risks
John Thielemann 1333 Uncrin Syeed, #1246
State of Washington Bofingham, WA 96226

Department of Health Nor th
west
1311 Third Avenue, S:.li te 719 or

Seattle, Washington 98101-1632

Signnturos of Petitioners

an.w[&.o(,_ 2904 WL Shone Rd. Bla..u

ww&a Uwu«‘&«- 2964 M. Shove &fe Bfan, 2/: 872;1‘24

inking Water

/k/nw_é CEICA Shopn r o R Benn /S 2002¢°

B Do Sheve Doaé f%a\\h\c(\\

/’M M""‘ff = ﬂ({L/”‘/‘(/,"I W(f~.

®. 720
%’7/_ 2750 M.Storc |

T"‘“ “Anﬂgree s Q‘((\ WAL ey
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. X 4 .
.. . January 3, 199 RECENTD BY BPA

P.0. Box 12999 - ’ ‘ RECST
Portland, OR ' 97212

'Public Involvement Office - ALP 'ng s N"'VE“_ENT.
Bonneville Power Administration =

|||;|qL;|

AREA

H Gentienen: /

270 p- ghane AA

N .

DISTRICT

iWe are writing this letter in response to-the options for . the
_BPA/ Ppget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project. We

 have the following comments on your draft EIS proposal. Our-

.comments pertain to section "E" of the project as depicted on
figure 23 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Of the choices offered, We prefer none although, Option 1,
as specified in your August 1993 "Pact Sheet No. 7", could-
be made acceptable if it were to be located on.the other
side of the easement in Section "E" to further minimize the
EMF & visual impact on residents.

2, Of the choices offered, we do not like any. We live in one
of the most beautiful and environmentally sensitive areas of
Whatcom County. Naturally,we are intensely concerned that
additional/larger transmission line structures along the
corridor will have a negative scenic and environmental

impact on our area. We do not feel that you have fully
explored other options that would mitigate the impact to the

residents along section E. Of paramount concern is the fact -

that your proposals are designed to increase power
transmission yet you are intent oh locating the new lines 1in
close proximity to. existing residences. The families of
these residences will be subjected to increased health risks
when the lines are operated at their maximum current
capacity. At the very least; you need to explore locating
the new lines on the back side of your easement which is
farther away from residences. Many families along this
sensitive section of the corridor have young children whom,
studies suggest, are more susceptible to EMF induced health
risks than adults.
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You could.improve all of the choices by:

(1). Moving the new line well away from the residences,
particularly in section E where the lines run close to
homes. 1In particular, consider relocating the new line to
the other side of the easement or rerouting the easement
through undeveloped lands( mostly DNR lands) well beyond any
residences..

(2). Performing EMF monitoring at the easement boundary to

generate legal baseline exposure data so that residents may .

be able to determine whether their EMF exposure has been
increased once any new lines have been added( with the
attendant health risks). Property buyout
offers/compensation must be offered in the event of
increased EMF’s over the baseline data. ' )

We think the analysis would be better if you:

(1). Discuss in greater detail the plans for maintaining
the water quality(i.e. streams & creeks that feed lake
Whatcom). This is of particular concern in view of the fact
‘that many. families along Lake Whatcom pull their drinking
water directly from the lake. Additionally, as you know,
Lake Whatcom is the drinking water source for approx. half
of the county. o

(2). These proposals increase your power transmission .
capacity. The EIS should specify the maximum current load
that the new lines are capable of carrying and make an EMF
comparison between this "line 1imit"™ case and the today’s
loadings. In addition, we believe that a mechanism should
be included in your EIS that specifies how families will be
informed when current loading is increased beyond what is
outlined in your three options.

(3). - A more thorough analysis of Whatcom county’s power
requirements should be made in light of the start-up of new
' cogeneration power plants in both Whatcom & Skagit counties.
These new "cogen" plants would appear to alleviate the local

~need for increased power transmission capacity. More

detailed comment on why this proposal has significant value
to local residents should be made in the EIS.

Comment Letters

page 3 of 3

5. We also have these comments:’

(1). The Bellingham School pistrict has plans to build a-
new high school in the Dewey Road area. We would like to
know how this project will affect those plans. Has the
School District been contacted regarding your proposal?
Include their plans in your EIS. -

(2). The families in section "E" have formed a group,
F.A.I.R.( Families Against Increased Risks), which is
opposed to your proposals in.their current form. Unless our
concerns are addressed, you can expect increased public,
political, and legal opposition to this project’'as well' as
increased media scrutiny. - . .

Respectfully,

Wate Efpus

Kate Eifrig

e EMe

Martin Eifr

2726 North Shore Rd.
Bellingham, WA - 98226

(206)671~7246
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Ray & Dolly Tompkins RECEIVED By gPA -
2223 Mosier Rd. PUBL.., INVOLVEMENT
Sedro Woolley, WA 98284 MM
RECEIPT DATE:
January 6, 1994 o & "th
Bonncville Power Administration : AREA: OISTRICT
" Public Involvemen Office - ALP
P.O. Box 3621 v
Portland, OR 97208 e
Dear Sir:

We have attended the open bouses you have spoasored at Sedro Woolley, and have provided input as
opportunity has been given 10 do 50. Because your Tranonission Project has the potential of scriously
impacting our land, our health, and our view, we are again expressing our e s and preferences.

) MlhehsmhncmedmmmmmwuumnBPAm-hmmthn
mmenmﬁM&Mnng Welhadmmumme

Ym'DnllEmmmmullmpaSumt provides data that shows there will be cither very little

EMF change, or perhaps even a & in the EMF, deprnding oa the option exercised. We request that
you.nymrﬂm:mﬂ P duct a complete EMF study, during times of the most imtense EMF, oa
our property before.you the Ti ission Project (your represeniative said you would do this),
nndnumullmlslhmghtheywzom If the EMF beyond the easeent is greater afier the ;
project, what recourse do we have, how will you cocrect it, and what compeusation will you make to all of l
those of us along the aridor, whmehﬂhhywueplming‘injmrdﬂ !

Muhdwmjmmhthevmnllmaddbm We request that the ower height be no
greater than the existing towers along the L, M, N cmrvidar scgments, if you chose to implement the .
project along that carvidar. If higher Wwwers are to be installed, we request that they be the least incrae

in height of the options you show. We further roquest that you redesign the towers. Cusreat tinkerwy |

- design is not only ugly (0 an extreme, it is Lsbor intensive to construct. Picase have one of our university

engmemngmbodnaq:lhednllmgcwmﬁgnmfummuy,ﬁmmm

Wehmdm&ummnﬂmﬂwmﬁmwhuMmmc. What
will the impact of your ncw project be upon our rates? Even the electric company has been encouraging

[ 10 gas wh possible, Cmmbnlowlppwxlobehmiuonahrge
scale. Given the success of the “cunvent 1o gas program”, are you sure Lhis project is acedod? i
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. We trust that you arc elncere in requesting our iput, and |
therefore trust that you will do all you can to impl. our recommerdati Welook formard to your

thysaah diccussion of Che cease i thoe s
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Famiies Againsi increase d Rchks -
v . |mummom
December 29, 1993 R . Beagan, WA $e225, -

The following is a sumnary of Bonneville Power
Administration’s inability pertaining to proper maintenance

and repair of their access road along the power transmission
‘1ine corridor. .

An area of B. P. A. ‘s transmission cox"ridor is adjacent to .

-the north side of my property. .A maintenance/access road

runs along this corridor crossing numerous seasonal creeks,
drainages, etc. ' which run into nearby Lake Whatcom. After’
crossing the access road, one of these creeks runs alom my
western property line until reaching North Shore Road.’ It is
then forced to make a 90:degree turn to the east and run
approximately 200 feet where it joins another creek, then
both run through a culvert under North Shore Road and 1nto
Lake Whatcom.

Beginning in the fall of 1988, during a period of typicel
heavy rainfall, the culvert was too small to handle the creek
volume. Water backed up behind the culvert resulting in

partial roadbank erosion sliding into the creek. This debris-

continued downstream until encountering the 90 degree turn.
Rock, mud, gravel and subsequent water filled the ditch,
spilling out onto the roadway with all this material flowing
directly across North Shore Road, whereas it then flooded
onto my waterfront property and spilled into Lake Whatcom.
The County Road Department had to come out and clear the road
and drainage ditches. I, myself, had to hand. shovel the 60
to 70 wheelbarrel loads of mud and gravel off my lawn.

-After notifying B. P. A. of the occurrence and the erosion

problem at the culvert roed bank, no action was taken by B
P. A. .

Throughout the fall and winters of 1968 and 1989 during

higher runoff volumes, additional roadbank material continued
to sluff off into this creek causing the similar problems to
a lesser degree. Again B .P. A. was informed of this
occurrence and again no action was teken on the part.

In the fall of 1990 during yet another period of heavy rains
the whole road, including the culvert, washed completely out
once again sending a large amount debris downstream,

blocking North Shore Road. And once again it spilled onto my

. waterfront property and into the lake. Again the county had

to come out and clear the road and drainage ditches and again
1 had to hand shovel this mess off my lawn.

As always B. P. A. was notified. Finally, in the summer of
1991 B. P. A. came out and put in a new culvert. To my
astonishment, they put in the exact seme size as the one that
washed out{ Also, the old culvert was left lying on the
ground adjacent to my property line. I called B. P. A. and
told them that the new culvert was entirely too small for

. k____._ ______ -

|

‘heavy vinter runoff. but no further ectlon on Bonneville's

pert was taken at that tlme.

In the winter of 1992 I attendcd the scoplng ueting which
took place at Blodel Donovan Park concerning input for the
Environmental Impact Study on Bonneville's proposed .
Transmission line expansion. - I -stood up and voiced my
concerns including the culvert washout problems. Now that
this was made public and down on record, B. P. A. contacte_d
me personally within a week and in the summer of 1992 the
newer culvert was dug up and replaced with a somewvhat larger
one. The old culverts were then taken away.
I still have some concerns pertainirig to the roadbank.
Around the new culvert it was bermed with the roundish

' Nooksack Riverbed rock which slides very easily and is not

the proper type rock to hold up a steep bank for erosion
prevention, though it is inexpensive. And what about all the
hundreds of other culverts throughout the corridor? If the
expansion project goes through as planned. ma.ior road work 1is
going to occur along the corridor. .

‘Bonneville’s track record makes me very skeptical that any of
this will be handled properly. The road work is scheduled to .
take place during the summer months. - I have never seen :
anyone from B. P. A. come out here during heavy winter rain
runoffs end properly access the situation. I‘ve been
informed that culvert size should be at least three times the
size of what’s in'place now. Proper type berm rock for the
road banks should also be used

Given Bonneville'’s track record, from others @as well. 1 ‘have
grave concerns over their transmission powerline expansion
project. .

- Todd Crossman

2958 North Shore Road
Bellingham, WA 98226
(206) 671-2225
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Famiieg Against incres<ed Risks
1333 Uncoln Steet, 4248
Befingham, WA 96226

page 1 of 3

January 3, 1994

Public Involvement Office - ALP
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 12999

Portland, OR 97212

Gentlemen: . s :

We are writing this letter in response to the options for the
BPA/ Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project.  We-
have the following comments on your draft EIS proposal. Our
comments pertain to section "E* of the project as depicted on
figure 23 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

1. .- Of the choices otfcrod, We prefer none although, -Option 1,

as specified in your August 1993 "PFect Sheet No. 7%, could
be made acceptable if it were to be located on the other

side of the easement in Section "E" to further minimize the
EMF & visual impact on residents. . )

2. Of the choices offered, we do not like any. We live in one
of the most beautiful and environmentally sensitive areas of
Whatcom County. Naturally,we are intensely concerned that
additional/larger transmission line structures along the -
corridor will have a negative scenic and environmental -
impact 6n our area. We do not feel that you have fully
explored other options that would mitigate the impact to the
residents along section E. Of paramount concern is the fact
that your proposals are designed to inCrease power . -
transmission yet you are intent on locating the new lines i
close proximity to existing residences. The families of
these residences will be subjected to increased health risks
vhen the lines are operated at their maximum current - -
capacity. At the very least, you need to explore locating
the new lines on the back side of your easement which is
farther away from residences. Many families along this
sensitive section of the corridor have young children whom,

studies suggest, are more susceptible to EMF induced health
risks than adults. :
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3. You could improve all S tie

the choices by:

(1). Moving the new. line well away from the
particularly in section F where the lines run close to
.homes. In particular, consider relocating the new line to
-the other side of the easement or rerouting the easement’

through undevelopad lands( mostly DNR lan
residences. ’ :

Tesidences,

(2). _Pcrtoﬁing EMP- monitoring at the easement boundary to - :

generate legal. baseline exposure data so that r..idcnt:yny
be able to determine whether their Ewp exposure hds been -
increased once any new lines have been added( with the
attendant health risks). Property buyout :
‘offers/compensation must be offered in the event of
increased EMP‘s over the baseline data.

i\ o ‘ .
4. We think the analysis would be bot_tcr it you:

(1). Discuss in greater detail the plans for maintaining
the water quality(i.e. streams & creeks that feed lake
Whatcom). This is of particular concern in view of the fact
that many families along Lake Whatcom Pull their drinking
water directly from the lake. Additionally, as you know,
Lake Whatcom is the drinking water source ‘for approx. hal.
‘of the county, R ’ ;’

(2). These proposals increase your power transmission .
capacity. The EIS should specify the maximum current load
that the new lines are capable of carrying and make an EMP
comparison between this "line limit® case and the

today’s .
loadings. In addition, we bélieve that a mechanism should
‘be included in your EIS that specifies how families will be. .

informed when current loading is inctonqd beyond what ‘ig
outlinoq in your three options.. -

(3). A more thorough analysis of Whatcom county’s power
requirements should be made in :1ight of the start-up-of new
cogeneration power plants in both Whatcom &-Skagit counties.
These new "cogen® plants would appear to alleviate the local
need for increased power transmission capecity. ' More o
detailed comment on why this proposal- has significant value
to local residents should be made in the EIS. .

d-.)._‘v,.ll ‘beyond lnyl

page 3 of 3 -

5.  We also have these comments:

) : > build a
' ingham School District has plans to »
1(12. hlg.'n?:;gl ih the Dewey Road area. We would like to

i - . know how this project will affect those plans. ' Has the

- 'School District been: contacted regarding your proposal?
' Include their plans in your EIS. - .

(2) ‘families in section "E* have formed a group,

Igzg.l RT?.I::rlhl Against Increased Risks), whlchuii.” our

o'.ppos. .cd'to ‘your proposals in their current ton& i:vu:lic ¢
ncerns are addressed, you can expect inctaalot 4 mlllas

oolit.lcal, and legal opposition to this‘pr;ojcc a

r:crnséd media scrutiny. .

Respectfully,
Kate B:lt rig

Martin Eifrig

2726 North Shore RA.
. Bellingham, WA 98226
(206)671~7246
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Fami'S2g Against increased Ricks
1333 Uincoln Sweed, #248 AREA

December 29, 1993

The following is a summary of Bonneville Power .
Administration’s inability pertaining to proper maintenance
and repair of their access road along the power transmission
line corridor.

An area of B. P. A. ‘s transmission corridor is adjacent to
the north side of my property. A maintenance/access road
runs along this corridor crossing numerous seasonal creeks,
drainages, etc. which run into nearby Lake Whatcom. After
crossing the access road, one of these creeks runs along my
western property line until reaching North Shore Road. It is
then forced to make a 90 degree turn tQ the east and run '
approximately 200 feet where it joins another creek, then
both run through a culvert under North Shore Road and 1nto
Lake Whatcom.

Beginning in the fall of 1988, during a period of typical
heavy rainfall, the culvert was too small to handle the creek
volume. Water backed up behind the culvert resulting in
partial roadbank erosion sliding into the creek. This debris-
continued downstream until encountering the 90 degree turn. -
Rock, mud, gravel and subsequent water filled the ditch,
spilling out onto the roadway with all this material flowing
directly across North Shore Road, whereas it then flooded
onto my waterfront property and spilled into Laeke Whatcom.
The County Road Department had to come out and clear the road
and drainage ditches. I, myself, had to hand shovel:. the 60
to 70 wheelbarrel loads of mud and gravel off my lawn.

After notifying B. P. A. of the occurrence and the erosion

. problem at the culvert road bank. no action was taken by B.

P. A.

Throughout the fall and winters of 1988 and 1989 during

higher runoff volumes, additional roadbank material continued

to sluff off into this creek causing the similar problems to
a lesser degree. Again B .P. A. was informed of this
occurrence and again no action was taken on the part.

In the fall of 1990 during yet another period of heavy rains
the whole road, including the.culvert, washed completely out
once again sending a large amount debris downstream,

blocking North Shore Road. And once again it spilled onto my
waterfront property and into the lake. Again the county had
to come out and clear the road and drainage ditches and again
I had to hand shovel this mess off my lawn.

As a)vays B. P. A. was notified. Finally, 4in the summer of
1991 B. P. A. came out and put in a new culvert. To my .
astonishment, they put in the exact same size as the one that
washed out! Also, the old culvert was left 1y1n’g on the
ground adjacent to my property line. I called P. A. and
told them that the new culvert was entirely too mall for

PUC..... INVOLVE}
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heavy winter runoff, but no further action on Bonneville's
part was taken at that time.

In the winter of 1992 I attended the scoping meeting which
took place at Blodel Donovan Park concerning input for the
Environmental Impact Study on Bonneville‘’s proposed
Transmission line expansion. I stood up and voiced my
concerns including the culvert washout problems. Now that

' this was made public and down on record, B. P. A. contacted

me personally within a week and in the summer of 1992 the
newer culvert was dug up and replaced with' a somewhat larger
one. The old culve_rtl were then taken away.

I still have some concerns pertaining to the roadbank.

Around the new culvert it was bermed with the roundish -
Nooksack Riverbed rock which slides very easily and is not
the proper type rock to hold up a steep bank for erosion .
prevention, though it is inexpensive. - And what about all the
hundreds of other culverts throughout the corridor? If the
expansion project goes through as planned. major road work is
going to occur along the corridor. . . :

Bonneville‘s track record makes me very skeptical that any of
this will be handled properly. The road work is scheduled tq
take place during the summer sonths. 1 have never seen
anyone from B. P. A. come out here during heavy winter rain )
runoffs and properly access the situation. 1I°‘ve been
informed that culvert size should be at least three times the
size of what ‘s in place now. Proper type berm rock for the’
road banks should also be used.

Given Bonneville'’s track record, from others as well, I have
grave concerns over their transmission powerline expansion
proj ect.

Todd Crossman

2958 North Shore Road

Bellingham, WA 98226

(206) 671-222% ’
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Befingham, WA 882, °
“ C tcabl Disease Epidemiol

1610 NE. 150th Street © Seattle, Washington 98155.9701

TO: ' Dr. Juliet Van Eenwyk
FROM: Patti Waller
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Bonneville Power

. Administration (BPA)/Puget Power & Light Northwest:
Washington Transmission Project

As per your request on December 1, I have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) and Whatcom County dated November
1993. ' The DEIS describes a proposal put forth by the BPA and
Puget Sound Power & Light (Puget Power) to upgrade an existing
high-voltage transmission system in the Whatcom and Skagit county
area. . :

I am commenting solely on the impact the proposed activity would
have on exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF). I do not
feel that I can evaluate what is written about other issues such
as .land use, property values.and soil erosion. Presumably other
state and local agencies are reviewing those pértions of the
BEIS. My evaluation of the EMF impact for the various components
of the DEIS follows. !

The Bonneville Powver Administration proposes to rebuild its
existing single-circuit, wood-pole H-frame 230-kV transmission
line between its Custer Substation and Puget Power’s Sedro
Woolley Substation, a distance of about 38 miles. The DEIS
describes three design alternatives and estimates the number of
homes that will experience an increase in EMF levels relative to
vhat EMF levels will be at the homes in the year 2000 if no
construction takes place. ) L :

- It is estimated that magnetic fields at 49
homes will increase by more than 1 milligauss (mG).
Levels at approximately fifty percent of these homes
(28) will increase by more than 2 mG with an increase
of greater than 6 mG at one home. :

- It is sstimated that magnetic fields at 50
homes will increase by more than 1 (mG). Levels at
approximately fifty percent of these homes (24) will
increase by more than 2 mG with'an increase of greater
than 6 mG at one home. ) : )

[

Van Eenwyk - -
December 30, 1993 -
Page 2

= It is estimated that magnetic fields at 3
homes will increase by more than 1 mG. Lavels at two
. of the three homes will increase by more than 2 .mG with
a maximum'increase.3 mG at both homes.

Puget Power proposes to replace poles, conduétorl and insulators

of an existing 115-kV transmission line between. the BPA

Bellinghan substation and the Puget Power Bellingham substation,
a distance of 4.3 miles. The line would still be energizea at -
115-kV. v

Puget Power proposes two options for the 115-kV rebuild. ‘' The
first follows the existing 115-kV transmission line location; the
second alternative, the "pipeline alternative” deviates from the
current line location for the first 1 mile. . :

- Nlnei:y-three homes and 5 businesses
would experience magnetic field level increases between
1 mG-to 3 mG. ' .

- Eighty homes and S
businesses would experience magnetic field level
increases between 1 mG to 3 mG.

In addition, Puget Power proposes to loop its existing :
Bellingham-Kendall line into the BPA Bellingham substation which
would mean new construction of two sections (a total of 1.3
miles) of 115-kV line. None of the four loop line alternatives
are estimated to produce magnetic fields at levels signficantly .
above existing magnetic field levels..

Comments "

In the "Electromagnetic Fields - Information Sheet"™ (attached)
written and appftoved by staff at the DOH, the State Energy Office
and -the Utilitgos and Transportation Commission in March 1991, we
say that we recognize that exposure to EMF is an issue of
concern. In my opinion, results of studies reported after the

" information sheet was prepared, especially the London study® and

Swedish study®, lend support to this belief. However, a number
of challenges and questions to the research persists, such as
veaknesses in exposure assessment and the lack of biological
plausibility. Thus, I do not think one can say definitely what
is or is not a “"safe" level of exposure. Until something more
definitive is known, I believe that all we can recommend is that

-utility companies develop strategies that reduce exposure, or.

limit increases in exposure, to the consuming public.




SY/01 +31dvy) - g Masuy

Comment Letters

Van Eenwyk
December 30, 1993
Page 3

Much of the proposed activity follows existing powerline
corridors. BPA Option 3 results in the fewest number of houses
experiencing. an increase in magnetic field exposure. For that
reason if EMF were the sole consideration in selecting design
options, BPA Option 3 would be the option of choice. 1In regards
to the proposed Puget Power changes, the option of choice based
solely on EMF consideration would be the "pipeline alternative."
However, I understand that in the final selection of options,
many factors must be considered.

.If you have any questions, please call me at 361-2836. °

(1) rondon SJ, Thomas DC, Bowman DJD et al. Exposure to
residential electric and magnetic fields and risk of
childhood leukemia. AJE. 1991; 134:923-937. '

(2) Feychting M, Ahlbom A. Magnetic fields and cancer in

children residing near Swedish high-voltage power lines.
AJE. 1993; 138:467-481.

cc: John Kobayashi, Acting Chief of Epidcniolbqy

STATE OF WA;HINGI'ON
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
C

icable Di Eoidermiol
Disease Epi:

1610 N.E. 150th Sirect * Seatile, Washingion 98155.9701
December 30, 1993 .

; )
‘ . . N
570 Horth Snoss Rosd , \F RIR/
| ”

Bellingham, Washington 98226 £ aries Againstincreased Rsks

Lincoh Steet. 1246
ﬁmﬂk 98228

This letter is in response to your telephone call on December 22
regarding Department of Health. (DOH) review of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the Bonneville Power
Adninistration (BPA){Puq.; Povwer & Light (Puget Pover) Northwest
Washington Transmission Project. I maintain the state ’
clearinghouse of information on electromagnetic fields (EMF) and
health effects for the Department.  An important part of that
activity is to stay current on the epidemiologic research |
regarding this issue.  Consequently, I am frequently asked to
provide technical expertise on matters related to possible health
effects associated with exposure to EMF.

Dear Mr. Langager: ‘ v

I am attaching a copy of the comments I have sent to Dr. Juliet
Van Eenwyk, an epidemiologist in the Environmental Health .
section. Dr. Van Eenwyk had asked me to review the EMF portion
of the DEIS. My comments are confined to my evaluation of the
options presented in terms of the EMF impact on the population.
Specific recommendations about system engineering other than to
encourage utilities to utilize line configurations that minimize
exposure -to EMF, are outside the realm of my expertise.

¥hile the DOH believes that exposure to EMF is an issue of
concern, it has no regulatory authority in regards to the siting
of poverlines. Also, the state has no electric and magnetic
field standards at this time. 1If you feel Washington State

‘should assume a more active role on this issue, I encourage you

to contact your legislators.

Sincerely,

ot Wl

Patti Waller, M.S.
Epidemiologist

cc: John Kobayashi, M.D. M.P.H.

Juliet Van Eenwvyk, Ph.D.
Bobbie Berkowitz, Ph.D.
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Famites Against Increased Risks
’ |3uuah8um. 1248
Decemher 29, 1993 Belingham, WA 96228
John' Thielemann
State of Washington
Department of Health, Northwest Drinking Water
1511 Third Avenue, Suite 719
Seattle, Washington 98101-1632

Dear Mr. Thielemann:

We are writing this letter after a telephone conversation
one member of our group had with you on Wednesday, Deceaber 23rd.
We are a group of concerned families who live in Section E of
Bonneville Power Administration’s new proposed power lines.
Section E is the area that runs ‘along the shoreline of Lake
Whatcom, Bellingham’s municipal water supply.

We have concerns due . to BPA's lack of study in this
enwironmentally sensitive area. This area is known for ‘its
unstable slopes and heavy run—off from Stewart Mountain into the

east side of the lake. Several homes were washed out into the:

lake in 1983 and we had severe erosion and sedimentation problems
during the storms of November . 1989 and 1990. Some of this erosion

and sedimentation was caused by BPA's lack of suitable °

construction techniques when placing culverts and when building
the road under the existing power 1line corridor. In their
proposal to upgrade the power lines by installing new. lattice
steel towers and by building a new road, our anxiety centers

around the fact that BFA has not monitored this water run-off and-
scil de-stabilization. There are no specific facts or -

documentation in the EIS draft on these sbnnt:ve existing
conditlonl.

To defend our lake water along with our wells and septics we
feel that: (1) your office should demand that BPA monitor the
run~off in peak winter wmonths (historicazlly November) %o
determine proper procodurol for road buildings (2) your office
should continue to examine this situation so that protective
measures are taken during. and after construction. We citizens
who drink Northwest water would hope that BPA's proposed project
would be delayed until this accurate field work is done.

Sincerely,

“Sa-

LT EaiT
e\ay

AREA DISTRICT

10 January 1994

‘Bonneville Power Administrqtion

-Public Involvement Office

P. O. Box 3621

. Portland, Oregon.97208

' Reference: BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission

Project

My wife and I own 20 acres in Section 30, Township 38 North,
Range 4 East, with our northeast corner on the southern border

' 'of the BPA power line corridor. We first purchased our property

in 1968, were fully aware of the corridor’s existerice, and
anticipated its maintenance requirements and an eventual need
for expansion. We are not opposed to the proposed Northwest
Washington Transmission Project.

We are aware of efforts being made by some of our heighbors
along North Shore Road in the Lake Whatcom watershed to oppose
the project. We disagree with their reasons. The corridor

- predated the arrival of all these people who were knowledgable

of the corridor’s existence und purpose.

Objection to the visual effect of taller towers is both
unreasonable and unmeasurable. Nothing in the Lake Whatcom
Subarea zoning regulations prohibits an increase in voltage nor
tower size. Some of our neighbors use this argument to. oppose
anything they dislike.

The hum emanating from the power lines has always existed and
can be expected to continue. If property owners accepted the
noise and located their homes immediately adjacent, they can
hardly complain about an increase if one should measurably
occur.

Equally, an increased noise level would not lower property
values any more than- the existing noise prevented neighbors from
building their homes where they could hear the existing hum in
the first place.

The concerns about health being affected by EMF are the same
concerns that people have about all sorts of imagined dangers
that cannot be disproved but also cannot be proved. Many of our
neighbors are hypocritically using this argument.

A final argument that the purpose of increasing power
transmission capability here is to provide power elsewhere,
rather than this immediate area, is terribly short sighted. It
fails to.recognize that we are the ultimate beneficiaries of a

I--o-IIl--lIIIllllIlllllll-llllllllllllllllIlllllllllllllllllllllll
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power grid that permits power transmission in all directions
which will become ever more important as this area also
increases in population.

We think our neighbors who oppose the project do so, not so much
out of ignorance, but for small minded, short term, self serving
purposes. They truly represent the "me" generation. Instead of
‘beigghgéven an audience, they should be taken out to the

woodshed. . :

"\

RO rt - 'Moor -
& G Mrre_ , , .
‘Elizabeth A. Moore

2694 North Shore Road
Bellingham, WA 98226
(206) 733-1276

PUGET
POWER

‘January 13, 1994

‘

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Involvement Office-ALP

P.O. Box 3621 },; . NWTP-2-
Portland, OR 97208 : '"ﬂ i

? l } )
Mr. Roland Middleton m.t?qu‘"w
Deputy SEPA Official ARER: R

. !

Whatcom County Planning and
Development Services .
5280 Northwest Road o
Bellingham, WA - 98226 ’
Re: Comments On Draft Environmental Impact Statement
BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission
Project ) : g T

Puget Sound Power & Light Company ("Puget Power") offers
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Bonneville Power Administration ("BPA")/Puget Power Northwest

' Wwashington Transmission Project -(the "DEIS"). Our comments .
are comprised of this letter, attached excerpts from the DEIS
and the attached letter from Dr. William H. Bailey to John
Campion, dated January 11, 1994. .

A. DEI8 Chapter 1 (Purpose & Need)

1. Deficiencies in Existing Transmission S8ystem. This
project is needed to eliminate deficiencies in BPA's and Puget
Power's existing transmission systems. The DEIS discusses
inadequacies in transmission system reliability and capacity.
These deficiencies were also the subject of extensive joint
study by the utilities. In discussing these deficiencies in
the context of the "local system" Puget Power understands the
"local system" referenced in the DEIS to include BPA's 230 kV
electrical systems in Whatcom and Skagit counties.

2, Existing Transfer cCapacity. There are references
throughout the DEIS to the existing transfer capacity of the
Northern Intertie, stated in most cases as 2,000 MW rated
transfer capacity ("RTC") westside, north to south. The DEIS
also states that the single contingency rating ("SCR") of ‘the
Northern Intertie is 230 MW on the westside, north to south:
This discussion of existing transfer capacity in terms of the

[0000D-0000/BA940090.002]

The Energy Starts Here® ' )

Puget Sound Power & Light Company  PO. Box 97034  Bellevue, WA 98009-9734  (206) 454-6363
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SCR is important. It underscores the need to improve existing
firm transfer capacity on the Northern Intertie {i.e., to
increase the 230 MW single contingency rating of the existing
system) . ) ’ ) . .

: 3. Co-generation Pacilities. The DEIS discusses co-
generation facilities recently located in Skagit and Whatcom
counties. These facilities provide, as the DEIS observes, a
resource of independent value to the region and the existence
of this resource does not diminish the need for additional
transmission capacity to be provided by this project. oOn the
contrary, this additional generation will, in some cases,
exacerbate existing transmission system capacity problems.
Co-generation facilities add load to the local system which
can result in system overloads under certain outage
conditions. Moreover, generation added by these facilities
does not diminish the need for firm and non-firm acquisitions
of power from Canada. Puget Power must also provide
electrical service to its customers when these resources are
not available and therefore must make the improvements needed
to -increase the reliability of the transmission system.

4. Washington Btate Enerqgy Facilities 8iting Evaluation
Council ("“BFBEC"). Puget Power questions the reference to :
EFSEC at page 1/12 of the DEIS. Is this a reference to 'a
memorandum of understanding between BPA and EFSEC? Puget
Power is not aware of any EFSEC jurisdiction over its portion
of the project.

B. DEIS Chapter 2 (Alternatives)

- 1. Intertie Use Alternatives. The electrical system
improvements jointly proposed by Puget Power and BPA are
clearly articulated in the DEIS. BPA and Puget Power are
proposing to upgrade their respective transmission systems in
Whatcom and Skagit counties. The objective of the action is
to address reliability and capacity needs for both BPA's and
Puget Power's transmission systems. Both utilities would have
responsibilities in implementing this objective.

However, the DEIS discusses use "alternatives" reserving,
in one case, "the entire estimated 850 MW increase of transfer
capacity exclusively for BPA use," and in another case,
reserving the increased transmission capacity to an
unspecified consortium of nonfederal users. These may be

(000D A0V BASSET0 002} 171354
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appropriate goals in some other context. They are not,
however, alternative means of achieving the proposal under
environmental review. As such, they are not "alternatives®
for purposes of NEPA and add nothing to the analysis of the
document. ) -

Undef NEPA, the goal of the action in question limits the

.universe of alternatives to be considered.

' 938 F.2d 190, 195 (D.C. Cir.), gert.

Burlington v. Busey
denjied, 112 S.Ct. 616 (1991). It is not an alterndtive,

reasonable or otherwise, to assess a course of action that
achieves a goal other than the agency's proposed goal.
Moreover, agencies should not use the alternatives section of

".an EIS to "engage in the empty exercise of generating and

‘considering' countless alternatives, even alternatives known
to be unacceptable at' the outset."

V. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1522 (9th Cir. 1992) (citations
omitted).' The "use alternatives" included in the DEIS are
clearly "unacceptable at the outset" because they do not
achieve, or even approximate, the proposed action's clear
objective. The DEIS otherwise assesses a more than ample
range of reasonable alternatives. Accordingly, Puget Power
suggests that the discussion of use alternatives be eliminated
or revised for relevancy to the stated goal proposed for
environmental analysis. : ’

2. No~Action Alternative. Puget Power also suggests
modification of the discussion of the no-actiomnpalternative.
The discussion of the no-action alternative implies that Puget
Power would not improve its transmission system if ‘this
project does not go forward. This is not the case.

In this regard the Council on Environmental Quality
provides guidance:

ot only are the “use alternatives® unrelated to the stated

'proposal, the consequences of the “use alternatives® would appear to be

financial consequences to the utilities which share (or do not share) in
the benefits of the proposed action. A comparative analysis of who gets
the financial benefits is irrelevant to the envir tal - of
the proposed action. . ' : .
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Where a choice of "no-action" by the agency
would result in predictable actions by others,
‘this consequence of the no-action alternative
should be included in the analysis.

council on Environmental Quality, "Forty Most Asked Questions
concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act
Regulations," 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (1981) (Response to
Question 3). .

As a public service corporation, Puget Power has a duty
under state law to "furnish to all persons and corporations
who may apply therefore and be reasonably entitled thereto,
suitable facilities for furnishing and to furnish all
available electricity . . . as demanded." RCW 80.28.110. In
order to fulfill obligations to its customers, Puget Power
will improve jits transmission system in Whatcom and Skagit
counties as necessary to address the deficiencies identitied
and discussed in the DEIS.

3. Whatcom county Initiative. Some alternatives were
characterized in the DEIS as being "unreasonable" because they
were determined to be inconsistent with Whatcom County's
current zoning code. Puget Power does not take issue with the
decision to exclude these alternatives from detailed ‘analysis;
NEPA requires only a reasonable--not an endless--range of
alternatives to be so assessed. However, the conclusion that
these alternatives are "unreasonable" may reflect a
misunderstanding of the zoning code. 1In order to construct
230 kV facilities in portions of Whatcom County, Puget Power
theoretically could apply to have such areas rezoned as
suitable for industrial development. Alternatively,
appropriate utility corridors could be designated under soon-

- to-be-adopted comprehensive plans, with appropriate

implementing development regulations.. Clearly, Puget Power
is not proposing any such actions in the context of the
project in question. But the mere fact that such actions are
not proposed does not render them infeasible, nor does it
render alternatives dependent upon such actions "unreasonable®
for purposes of NEPA.

C. DEIS Chapter 3 (Affected znvitr nt)

1. Growth Management Act. The DEIS should be updated
to address efforts underway by local jurisdictions to comply

Bonneville Power Administration
Mr. Roland Middleton

January 13, 1994

Page 5

with the Growth Management Act ("GMA"). Puget Power has .
submitted detailed plans to each jurisdiction planning under
the GMA which reflect its proposed improvements. These
submittals will assist local jurisdictions in formulating
"utilities elements" for their comprehensive plans which must,
as a matter of law, designate the general location of existing

‘and proposed utility facilities. By submitting these plans,

Puget Power has ensured the consistency of its portion of this
project with new comprehensive plans and development
regulations. - The consistency of BPA's proposed improvements
with new GMA plans is not discussed in the document.

2. 'Whatcom County Critical Areas Ordinance. In
November of 1993, the voters of Whatcom County amended and
repealed portions of the Whatcom County Critical Areas
Oordinance ("CAO"). References in the DEIS to portions of the
CAO that are no longer in effect should be deleted.

D. DEIS Chapter 4 (Environmental c0nlcqh.hc.s)

1. . Air Quality. The DEIS understates a significant
environmental benefit of this project. Improved access to
Canadian hydropower reduces reliance on energy produced from
fossil fuels. In President Clinton's "Climate Change Action
Plan" - (October 1993), the President encourages utilities to
reduce greenhouse gases by a variety of measures. These
include increasing the efficiency of transmission and making
better use of available hydroelectric resources. The merits
of the project, in this regard, should be discussed in the
DEIS.

2. = Social an@ Economic Consequences. The DEIS fails to
address important benefits provided by this project in its
discussion of social and economic consequences. The project
will increase the reliability of the local electric system.

As a consequence, it is anticipated that there will be fewer
(and shorter) interruptions of service. The DEIS should
quantify this benefit. Moreover, improving access to existing
generation (e.g., Canadian hydropower) will facilitate Puget
Power's ability to purchase power at a reasonable cost.
Keeping power costs low is a benefit to our ratepayers,
particularly to those of moderate means or on fixed incomes.
This benefit should be discussed in the DEIS.
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3. Perceived Impacts. The DEIS appears, in places, to
distinguish between impacts that are empirically demonstrable
and impacts based solely upon public perception. Although
Puget Power would certainly agree that public perception is
important, it is also important that the public be presented
with accurate information, so that perceptions are .well
informed and factually based. When perceptions are addressed,
the DEIS should make it clear that notwithstanding a
consideration of perceptions the identification and
quantification of impacts is ultimately a question of fact.

4. Property Values. The discussion of impacts on
property values appears to be a discussion 6f perception, hot
fact.? Apart from any specific influences of this project, it
is generally recognized that the availability of electricity
to real property enhances its value. This can be seen: by
comparing the market value of real property served by
utilities to the market value of real property that is not '
served by utilities. Further, when a utility acquires real
property for utility facility development, it occasionally
must acquire private property rights. When it does so, it
pays fair market value for the property acquired.?

There have been studies performed around the mation which
examine the nature and extent of property value impacts
associated with siting electrical facilities. These studies
show that there are many factors that affect property values.
In most cases, it is not meaningful to only address a single
factor, such as proximity to electrical facilities, in
determining the value of a particular piece of property. On
the other hand, it typically is meaningful to consider all
factors influencing property values in a particular area, such

.

2SEPA does not require a discussion of impacts on property values in
an EI1S. SEAPC v. cCammack Il Qrchards, 49 Wn. App. 609, 616 (1987)
(“adverse impacts on surrounding property values are more related to
‘profits and personal incoms and wages' expressly exempted from the EJIS
discussion by WAC 197-11-448(3)").

3The law does not require, nor does Puget Power pay, compensation to
private property owners in the general vLanfLy of electrical facilities.
in this respect, Puget Power is no different than any other public or
private provider of utilities or infrastructure.

Ry e
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as the location of the property, its relationship to otﬁer
amenities, views and other attributes.

For .this project, Puget Power is proposing to rebuild
existing lines and to build a new line within an existing
utility corridor. To the extent the presence of utility
facilities is a factor affecting property values in these
areas, it is a factor that is already present and has been for

man ears. The project will not change the nature and extent
of {hgse‘fucilities, and it is therefore unlikely thag there

" will be any change to surrounding property values.

s. Electric and Magnetic Pields (“EMPs"). Similarly,
the DEIS's discussion of EMFs should focus on fact, not
perception. In this regard, Puget Power is guided by the
consensus of the.scientific community as reflected in
statements published by the Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA") and other credible bodies. In this regard, the EPA
states:

The bottom line is that there is no established
cause and effect relationship between EMF
exposure and cancer or other disease. For this
reason, we can't define a hazardous level of
EMF exposure.

Environmental Protection Agency, "Questions And Answers About
Electric And Magnetic Fields (EMFs)," at page 3 (December
1992). Puget Power's comments on EMFs are further elaborated
in the attached letter to John Campion from Dr. William H.
Bailey. . .

6. gQuantification of Impact. The environmental impact
stateément under preparation will, when finalized, serve as a
basis for. Whatcom County to exercise substantive SEPA
authority.4 In this regard, Puget Power notes that no

4RcwW 43.21C.060 states, inter alia, that mitigation measures shall be
related to specific adverse environmental impacts clearly identified in an
environmental document on the proposal. §See Levine v. Jefferson County.,
116 W.2d $75 (1991) (governmental action under SEPA may be conditioned or
denied only on the basis of specific, proven significant impacts.) And for
purposes of SEPA, the scope of an EIS should be limited to "probable
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significant impacts are identified in the DEIS with respect to
matters of Land Use, Vegetation (other than wetland
vegetation), Fish and Wildlife, Agriculture, Visual Resources,
Recreation,; Cultural Resources, Noise/RFI, Social and Economic
considerations and matters of Health and Safety. The DEIS
does identify some impacts to Soils, Wetland Vegetation,
Wetlands, and Housing. However, the DEIS (and the
Environmental Report submitted by Puget Power to BPA and
Whatcom County) identify appropriate measures to fully

-mitigate these impacts. Highlighted portions of the

Environmental Report which describe these mitigation measures
are attached. Tabular summaries of impacts contained in the
DEIS have also been revised and attached to correspond with’
the discussion of impacts and criteria in the DEIS.

Very truly yours,

John C. ~cm

Attachments

significant adverse environmental impacts.® WAC 197-11-408. The DEIS
discusses a variety of impacts in the context of Puget Power°'s portion of
the project which fall below the threshold of “"probable significant adverse
environmental impacts® and therefore would not suppOrt imposition of
mitigation. . :

s

. . L I N RS L R L)
. . I HEALTI SN

BAILEY RESEARCH ASSOCLATES, INC.
-1 .\t\nru‘\\‘ AENIY
New Yo, NY 10017

. © THALIHONE (2120 (et I7A3
FASINILE - €20e) AT

January 11, 1994

Mr. John Campion

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.
P.O. Box 97034 )
0OBC-115 -

Bellevue, WA 98009-9734

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project
Dear Mr. Campion:

You requested that | provide review and comment on the DEIS prepared by the
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and Whatcom County. | have organized my
comments as follows: Section 1. General Methodological Comments; and Section II.
Detailed Comments,

SECTION I. COMMENTS ON GENERAL METHODOLOGY

Criteria for EMF Impact Assessment

* For most issues addressed in the DEIS such as air, water, etc. the assessment of possible

impacts and distinctions between adverse and insignificant impacts is guided by
Federal and  Washington state regulations (i.e, CEQ AND BPA regulations
implementing NEPA; Chapter 197-11 WAC implementing SEPA). The DEIS references

these regulations in Section 4. F. Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements. As .
.. regards EMF, the ‘DEIS correctly notes that there are no federal standards or

Washington state standards or guidelines (p. 4/149).

Wi 1L By, I
Lisny S, Exowecnon, e
' Do B, W, e
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Internal guidelines for electric fields developed by BPA to guide design and siting of

* transmission lines are referenced in the DEIS (p. 4/149) as are BPA‘s 1992 “Interim

Guidelines on. Electric and Magnetic Fields" (Appendix C-4). Also, reference is made
to regulations or guidelines developed in other states to limit emissions of electric fields
or magnetic fields (p. 4/149). As to an assessment of health and safet)" impacts, these
regulations and guidelihes are not directly relevant because they have not been
developed based upon scientific or health assessments to provide a distinction between
safe or unsafe exposures.

However, to the extent that the public’s concerns relate to potential*health impacts of
exposures to EMF from ih_e addition of proposed transmission lines or madifications to
existing lines, the DEIS must: a) accurately reflect the state of scientific knowledge
relevant to such concerns; and b) assess the potential significance of exposures based
upon health risk assessments made by scientific or regulatory agencies. - In both
respects the DEIS can and should be significantly improved.

With regard to charactefizing the state of scientific knowledge, it is important that the ‘

whole body of relevant data be addressed, not just a few selected studies. The
importance of this principle becomes evident in assessing epidemiology studies which,
because of their observational nature, are inherently susceptible to problems in
exposure éssessmenl, biases, and confounding factors. That is why judgements
regarding studies of this type should not be drawn from individual studies as might be
ipferred from the discussion in the DEIS. Among the criteria used to evaluate

epidemiology studies is the consistency of the association between exposure and a

specific disease. An exclusive focus on epidemiolagical data is likewise inappropriate

because the data from laboratory studies are obtained under controlled conditions that .

minimize such difficulties and therefore can be more definitive in drawing conclusions
about cause-and-effect relationships. Hence, the assessment of the EMF literature must
consider all the relevant data from these complementary approaches to reach valid

conclusions.

Spas

The ideal approach to characterize both the state of scientific knowledge regarding
- epidemiologic and laboratory research on EMF and its potential health significance
(and so meet the requirements of the DEIS) is to summarize the findings of
comprehensive scientific reviews performed by multidisciplinary panels of scientists.
Yet, while mention is made of some scientific reviews (p. 4/151), the DEIS makes no
attempt to use the conclusions of these reviews or others performed for health agencies
to either summarize or gauge potential impacts of EMF exposures. )

There is no lack of such knowledgeable reviews; for example, in just 1992-1993
eleven scientific assessments of the EMF research literature were tompleted. Those '
performed by the Advisory Group to the National Radiologica] Protection Board of
Great Britain, Eiperl Advisory Group on Non-lonising Radiation to the Danish National ‘
Board of Health, Oak Ridgé Associated Universities, and the EPA are particularly
noteworthy for their breadth and depth of analysis. The conclusions of these reviews

are summarized briefly below.
National Raﬂiological Protection Board [Great Brilaip]

In 1992, the Advisory Group to the National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) of
Great Britain published their review of all the epidemiologic and laboratory studies
relevant to a possible carcinogenic effect of electromagnetic fields and evaluated and
interpreted these data. The Group is headed by the noted epidemiologist Sir Richard
Doll, who is best known for his work in establishing that smoking causes lung cancer.

The conclusion of the Advisory Group was:

In summary, the epidemiological findings that have been reviewed
provide no firm evidence of the existence of a carcinogenic hazard from
exposure of paternal gonads, the fetus, children, or -adults to the
extremely low frequency electromagnetic fields that might be associated -
with residence near major sources of electricity supply,: fhe' use of
electrical appliances, or work in the electrical, electronic, and
telecommunications industries . . . .

In the absence of any unambiguous experimental evidence to suggest
that exposure to these electromagnetic fields is likely to be carcinogenic,
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in the broadest sense of the term, the findings to date can be regarded
only as sufficient to justify formulating a hypothesis for testing by further
investigation (p. 132).

After the publication of the NRPB report in 1992, epidemiologic studies from Sweden
and Denmark were reported. The Advisory Group met again in March of 1993, to
review these papers. An official statement issued after the meeting summarized their
updated assessment of the literature: ‘

They [the Swedish and Danish studies] do not establish that exposure to
EMF is a cause of cancer, although they provide weak evidence to
suggl;esf the possibility exists. The risks, if any, however, would be very
small. )

The statement also noted:

. . . at present epidemiological studies do not provide an effective basis for

quantitative restrictions on exposure to electromagnetic fields,
Oak Ridge Associated Universities Panel

The Committee on Interagency Radiation Research and Policy Coordination (CIRRPC)
asked Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU) to establish a panel and conductan
independent scientific review and evaluation of the potential health effects from
exposure to electric and magnetic fields. The report was prepared by a panel of eleven
scientists who evaluated about 1,000 scientific journal articles published within the last
15 years focusing on human epidemiology and cell studies as well as reproductive and
behavioral ‘effects (ORAU, 1992). They concluded: '

This review indicates that there is no convincing evidence in the .

- published literature to support the contention that exposures to extremely
low-frequency electric and magnetic fields (ELF-EMF) generated by
sources such as household appliances, video display terminals, and local
power lines are demonstrable health hazards (p. ES-11).

‘
After review of the Scandinavian epidemiological studies, the pa't‘nel updated their
assessment with the conclusion:

{lIn our bpiniqnf the evidence presented in these studies is not
sufficiently compelling to alter the conclusions of the ORAU report
(ORAU, 1993). ) ,

\

Expert Group on Non-lonising Radiation, Danish Ministry of Health

A review prepared of the Swedish (Feychting and Ahlbom, 1992) and Danish (Olsen
et al, 1992) studies by an Expert Group on Non-lonising Radiation for the Danish
Ministry of Health concluded:

The opinion of the group is that both the Danish and the Swedish study
support the hypothesis of previous studies that children living near high-

current plants have an increased frequency of cancer, but the results do .
not exclude the possibility that the association might be due to chance.

If the increased cancer risk is due to 50 Hz magnetic fields, the

uncertinty in the evaluation of exposures to magnetic fields would
indicate too weak a correlation and thus result in a possible under-

estimation of potential risk. :

The expert group believed that neither the earlier nor the latest studies offers
sufficient documentation to characterize 50 ‘Hz magnetic fields in homes
adjacent to high-current electricity supply plants as a cancer-inducing factor
among children. The studies described do not, however, allow this assumption
to be dismissed.

The group, therefore, finds no scientific reason for establishing standards with
respect to high-current plants. New research results must be followed closely
in the future (p. 70). ‘

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The most recent guidance from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA") is a document designed “to help EPA staff better understand and respond td_
questions from the public about electric and magnetic fields.” EPA. ng_s_uggs__a_tld
Answers About Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs). U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Radiation and Indoor Air Radiation Studies Division. December, 1992.
Among the answers to commonly asked questions are statements that summarize the
EPA’s position. These include:
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While the possibility of a public health concern has been raised in some
epidemiological studies, we do not yet have enough information to say
whether EMFs pose a health risk or not (p. 12).

" The bottom line is that there is no established cause and effect
relationship between EMF exposure and cancer or other disease. For this
reason, we can't define a hazardous level of EMF exposure (p. 9).

_In any event, the aara on health effects from exposure to EMF is
insufficient to establish responsible health-based standards (p. 21).

Given the availability of such comprehensive reviews performed by interdisciplinary
panels of scientists, BPA and Whatcom County should look to tHese organizations,

particularly to the EPA, for guidance in the interpretation of the scientific research.

It is generally regarded that the perspective provided by relevant scientific and

government agencies should be followed in the DEIS process. As recommended in a -

standard reference work for the preparation of environmental impact statements:

Task 5 Assessment of Potential Envirgnmental Impacts. The potential impacts
of each proposed project alternative are assessed . . . Identification is made of
the potential short- and-long-term impacts associated with the project. .. Long-
term, post-construction impacts . . . are further characterized as ‘avoidable,’
‘unavoidable,’ and ‘capable of being mitigated.’

n_doing n hould_follow_standarg il nl"'

| |n ] lemphasls addedl 0.L. Bregman and KM

: apmmbjs_hgaqm
Mackenthun, Eg_\_/_qmmma__l__ga_q_sxa_{gmg_p Chelsea, MI: Lewis Publishers,

1992. p. 32).

The relevant analytical procedures for performing health risk assessments are well-
known and havé been published for use by Federal agencies in performing assessments
of both chemical and physical agents (e.g., National Academy of Sciences. Risk
Assessment in the Federal Government; Managing the Process. Washington, 0.C:
National Academy Press, 1983; Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Guidelines
for' Carcinogen Risk Assessment. Federal Register. 51: 3392- 34003 1986; EPA,
Guidelines for Developmental Toxlcny Risk Assessmenl __&_e_a_L&gg_s_[g_ 56: 63798-

63826, 1991). These procedures were not followed in the review of the EMF research
summarized in Appendix C-1; however, it is not necessary that another comprehensive
assessment of EMF research be prepared for this DEIS.

Given the availability of comprehensive reviews and assessments, including those
offered by the EPA (a federal health agency), BPA and Whatcom County can and
should rely upon health assessments of these organizations in determining the
slgmflcance of exposures 10 EMF. This is appropriate given that neither of the agencies
preparing the DEIS has anempled nor has the capability to perform health risk
assessments. In addition, the DEIS should discuss those guidefines provided by
scientific advisory organizations that are explicitly based upon the review and
assessment of biological and health research, e.g., NRPB (1993), IRPA/INIRC (1990),
ACGIH (1992), and ICNIRP (1993). Hence, the emphasis in Appendix C-1 should be
on deséribing some of the research studies in sufficient detail so that the conclusions
and assessments of major scientific and regulatdry bodies on EMF can be summarized
and made understandable to the reader. -

Comparisons of Alternatives based Upon EMF Exposure Assessment

The failure of the DEIS to properly take into account relevant health assessments of the

_ EMF literature also is reflected in the method by which the DEIS compares potential

impacts of EMF across projectalternatives. Having stated that *. . . specific health risks '
or specific potential level of disease cannot be predictéd in relation to EMF exposure.”
(p.2/30), the DEIS then states “[hjowever, exposure assessments of magnetic fields from
transmission lines can be carried out in order to provide some comparison of

altematives . . * and proposes to use *[tlhe number of buildings expected to

experience an increase in magnetic field levels of more than 1. mG (based on estimated

1
annual average loadlng information) . . .* as the metric for comparison.! What the

DEIS does not tell the reader, however, is that there is no scientific basis to use any

1

N . ded b
The exposure assessment method proposed in the DELS is not cor with, or recc
the EPA, for use in risk assessmeént as described ‘in its Guidelines for Exposure Assessmenl (EPA.

1992). . . L -

—




SS/0I 1aydoy) - g7 Masup.

g Commeht Letters

particular level of exposure to compare potential impacts. As pointed out by the EPA,
'1992:

We don’t know if EMF exposure is harmful (aside from the cc;ncern for
electric shocks and burns for extreme exposure). We don’t: know if
certain levels of EMFs are safer or less safe than other levels (p. 3).

Hence, although the DEIS contains the above caveat, the exposure assessment reported

in the DEIS is inappropriate given the level of scientific knowledge‘concerning
potential effects of exposures to EMF. The type and specificity of the comparisons
made cannot help but to-imply that exposures to magnetic field; above 1 mG are
hazardous. Such unfounded implications may create public anxiety and confusion.
More detailed characterizations thatcompare numbers of homes expected to differ in
estimated annual average magnetic field levels in 1 mG increments frqfn 1t10>6 mG
are even more misleading. The problem is analogous to the problem of specifying the
accuracy of measurement to the nearest 0.0001 of a unit, when the uncentainty in the

uniits read by the measurement device itself is 10 units.

The approach used in the DEIS to assess potential impact of EMF is also inconsistent
with the fundamental tenant of environmental impact assessment that *... . impact on
the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable. future actions . . ." (NEPA 1508.7,
1986) be considered. The DEIS makes no estimate or determination of the existing
range of ambient exposures to magnetic fields in homes and therefore fails to relate the

" projected incremental exposure from the proposed project relative to existing magnetic
field exposures that occur under the no build scenario. The appropriate methodology

was identified in the DEIS | nly w ially implement

An EMF exbosure assessment is done by first estimating what future EMF levels
would be without the new project. [Emphasis in original] (p. 4/151).

. ‘ i
Magnetic field profileswere calculated for existing transmission line corridors and then
compared to Options 1, 2 and 3. However, contributions to exposures from sources

B

other than the existing transmission facilities were completely ignored. The
incremental expasure to magnetic fields from transmission facilities may be less than
existing background levels, and is not necessarily additive (or subtractive)? to the total
exbosure that members of the public receive from all existing sources (transmission

lines, distribution lines, household wiring, appliances, stray currents on water pipes,
cable and telephone installations) at home, work or.school. One might assume that

. such background exposures are the same for individuals for existing and alternative

'Options and so can be disregarded. This i's not appropriate because this approach fails
to convey the point that for most of the public the incremental imbac( is but a

fractional addition to their existing total exposure. *

Hence, it is the failure of the method employed, not the goal to address EMF exposures
that is of importance. Theproblem as noted by the EPA in its Guidelines for Exposure

Assessment (EPA, 1992) is that:

It is a mistake to simply consider risk communication to be an add-on
activity for either scientific or public affairs staffs; both elements should
be involved. There are clear dangers if risk messages are formulated ad
hoc by public relations personnel in isolation from available technical
expertise; neither can they be prepared by risk analysts as a casual
extension of their analytic duties (p. 22931). -

The DEIS could have compared the relative numbers of residences along each of the
proposed alternatives to assess potential socioeconomic impacts, or used similar
information to assess advantages of one route over another with respect to EMF in-a
global sense (of reducing potential exposures at no or low cost), and therefore public
concerns about EMF. An exposure assessment at this level of analysis is appropriate
and is not misleading. In contrast, the underlying basis for the exposure assessment
performed in the DEIS is so weak that the entire attempt at quantitative comparisons

" between project alternatives at the level of single homes based upon magnetic field

levels should be dropped.

2 Sincea magnetic field is a vector quantity withboth a magnitude and direction, magnetic fields from

different sources may add together to increase or decrease the magnetic field at a particular location.
Hence, the magnetic field from a power line outside the home may add to, or reduce, the strength
of magnetic fields within a home depending upon the direction and alignment of the fields.
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SECTION I1:. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

P: 17/Summary Although the term EMF is not defined in the DEIS until p. 4/148, it is

p. 4/151

p.CN

p. QN

clear the acronym is used for both electric and magnetic fields as
referred to on this page and in the BPA Interim Guidelines on Electric
and Magretic Fields (following p. C/11). This usage leads to logical
inconsistencies in that the BPA Guidelines calls for EMF exposure, i.e.
electric and magnetic field exposure to be addressed, but electric fiel&
‘exposures are not addressed in the literature review and exposure
assessment of the DEIS. ’ )

The “industry-accepted computer mbdeling techniques" probably
refers to computer programs developed by BPA. These should be
explicitly identified, referenced, and all the assumptions used in

modeling specified.

The odds ratio for the London et al study is given as 2.15 without
qualification or discussion. When the authors adjusted this crude
odds ratio for other potential confounding exposures, the odds ratio
dropped to 1.73 and was not statistically significant (London et al,
1991-p. 934). ~

The first four paragraphs summarize six studies of childhood cancer
in relation to presumed exposures to magnetic fields from electrical
utility facilities, but do not provide the findings of scientific reviews

* and assessments of these studies (see reviews previously cited). For

example, the only comment that is referenced on the Swedish Studies

is a press release that contains a statement as to how one agency may

. develop policies on EMF and the statement that *. . . a connection

between .cancer and magnetic fields has not yet been scientifically
proven" (p. C/2). In fact, there are differences In the thinking of

p.C2

different Swedish government agencies on this issue, and none as yet

have issued health-based policy recommendations.

It is extremely misleading to simply characterize the assessment of the
EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB) as having . . . reached a similar

conclusion* as the draft EPA report of 1990. The SAB conclude;t hat:

The manner in which [epidemiologic] studies are reviewed [in the
Draft Report] isunéven. . . Discussion of findings includes too much
unwarranted speculation about causal interpretation. Often such
speculation appears unbalanced, giving emphasis tg positive findings
while de-emphasizing negative ones (p. 16).

The assessment offered in the research literature by the NIEMFS
subcommittee itself was that:

Currently available information is insufficient to conclude that the
electric and magnetic fields are carcinogenic. =~ Some human
epidemiologic data report an association between surrogates for
electric and magnetic field exposure [‘wiring. configurations’] and an
increased incidence of some types of cancer, but the conclusion of
causality is currently inappropriate because of limited evidence of an
exposure-response relationship and the lack of a clear understanding
of biologic plausibility (p. 3).

From the perspective of these consensus reports of the scientific
community, it would appear to be arbitrary to suggest that the
“exposure assessment" contained in the DEIS in any sense identifies '
or quantifies risks or impacts to public health and safety.

I hope my comments will be helpful in providihg a scientific perspective on EMF issues
addressed in the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Wil VBt

Williard H. Bailey, Ph.D.
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508 SECOND AVENUE °
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98104.2321
1206) 623.2020
FAX: (206) 682.8148

January 12, 1994

‘P. O. Box 3621
Portland, OR 97208

Re: |
Public Comment On Proposes Final EIS
Proposal Of A Fourth Alternative
Gentlemen: )

Our firm represents Steve Wight, 2730 North Shore Road,

_Béllinghan, Washington 98226. I am writing in response to the

solicitation for public comment on the proposed final EIS for the
above-referenced transmission project. : .

The Wight family owns property along the north shore of Lake
Whatcom in Whatcom County, which is traversed by a pover 1line
easement which would be affected by the transmission project being
proposed. The project would increase the carrying capacity of the
transmission lines which cross the Wight property from 230,000 kv
to 1,000,000 kv. Even at the present carrying level, a florescent
bulb - held by a person standing under the lines lights up. The .
Wights are very concerned about the potential effect on them and
their property -from a more than four-fold increase in the
transmigsion capacity of the line. '

None of the three alternatives méntioned in the draft EIS is
acceptable at this time. Research on the effects of EMF on people
is at a preliminary stage, with studies currently underway which
will potentially provide a great deal of useful information in the
foreseeable future. In the absence of this information, the
development should not proceed. It would be foolish to proceed
with the project at this time, when information which may severely
impact the useability of the project as designed will be available
in the foreseeable future. It makes sense to wait until more is
known about the associated risks to humans.

RS o et —

January 12, 1994
Page 2

There is a substantial ﬁnpact on property values by such

‘projects at the present time. The diminution in property values

is due in part to public perception of the danger of EMF exposure,
and partly to the admittedly unknown nature and severity of the
danger. Property buyers are increasingly concerned and wary of
these developments. Again, further information would be helpful
in alleviating the problem, or in answering the public's questions.

There is another alternative to the project as proposed, which
would solve all of these problems and yet allow the project to be
developed. This "fourth alternative®” has been discussed at public
meetings, but apparently was never seriously considered, as it°
should have been. The entire project could be’ located -on
undeveloped DNR land, approximately 1/2 mile from the location of
the present transmission easements. Human habitation and private
land ownership impacts would be avoided by locating the project on
publicly owned property in the immediate vicinity of the proposal.
Certainly in the long run, and perhaps even in the short run, this
would prove to be a cheapar and more practical alternative, because
it avoids the potential future problems to humans and private
property occasioned by the other three alternatives.

I urge you to give the "fourth alternative® due consideration,

_-including developing such an alternative and circulating it for

comment. I believe you would find that the public would be very
supportive of the idea, and that the current opponents of the three

‘alternatives contained in the draft final EIS would be the

strongest supporters of the fourth alternative.
Thank you for your consideration.

sineor_el} ’

Jef
JTB:1kb

cc: 8. Hight
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LARRY J. KUNZLER
624-8 HIGHWAY 9
SEDRO WOOLLEY, WA. 98284

: 6825151

Reczu ry oom January 10, 1994
L. “re ]

PR §

- Nwre-2-8b
gotmcvillﬂ Powes Administration __.limlql'\‘
Public mvos:iv;mt Office - ALP L P
P.O. Box ‘ :

Portland, Oregon 97208

RE: Comments on DEIS BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission

Dear Project Manager:

Please accept thi . ' EIS. My family
this letter as my comments on mcabcvcmfuuwed D ]

resides at 624B Highway.9, Sedro Woolley. The m;nouﬁon lm; add!u-:;l ;; :u: DEIS n::

directly through my 7 acre farm. The legal right to do so was obtained through

‘gm;t thnwxywaded on May 15, 1946 and recorded at the Skagit County Auditors Office

under Auditors No. 391872, Said casement was for a strip of land 125 feet in width.

additional ant ' Skagit
‘addi caseruent was granted o BPA on October 24, l963,mordedn5\d¢:r
Cn\mlyAAnudlton No. 642377 which included an additional 137.§ feet of land running parallel
and adjacent to the first casement for a combined casement totalling 262.5 feet. Said easement
inhownonme‘amcbed:honpl‘atmap. .

My understanding of the easement is that it grants to BPA the right to construct and

maintain electrical gransmission i ithin the easement. There is no mention of any electrical
mncﬁcﬁdds('M')bcingm from the lines outside the casement. naefor:é for
memd.lmunmmnlfedManymmﬁmof‘M'somomyomamn_thnz
MbymmmﬂAms&\mmmtofmmmﬂmpas. No casemen
granted you the right to produce EMEF’s off said eascment and I do'not do so now.

The DEIS does not show whether or nogm?mmvm.;n:sﬁewpgsmmmﬁ
. 8 .
m“ﬂle Wuhmﬁmd by mﬂfgﬁ when combined with the
existing lines parallel to the proposal, Thaefom,lunrequsﬁngBPAuth.\lgetm
mm:mymmmmm_mwmwmamz.msqe_ g
MwwmtmmmmmtifqymmmMs@uxmw
" on my family. Please call before visiting the site and I will arrange to meet with you.

e - - —

Lester to Projecs Manager

In re DEIS BPA/Puget Power
Dransmission Projea -
January 10, 1994 Page 2

I would also like o state for the record that I am not in any way trying to stop your
project. However, I, like many of my neighbors, am concerned that Puget Power and BPA has
made a conscious decision to proceed with the project although in your own words "The state
of sclenslfic evidence relating 1o EMF has nos yet established a cause-and-effect relationship
between electric or magnetic fields and adverse health. effects.® This of course raises the
question of what happens if such “cause-and-effect” can at some time in the future be shown,

. will the BPA or Puget Power accept the liability for their decision. Puget Power has a terrible

record in Skagit County for past management decisions that were based on best management

. practices. They built the dams on Baker River which has had terrible consequences on the King

Salmon runs almosi to the point of extinction of the species.  They were the, major proponents
of a nuclear power plant in the County based on best management practices which as we all
know now are an environmental and health disaster. I for one will go on pyblic record as stating
that I will hold Puget Power and BPA legally responsible for any and all adverse health effects
on my family for each occurrence including but not limited to attormeys fees, health and
emotional suffering. Again, I'am not trying to stop your project, I simply want reassurance
from BPA and Puget Power that they fully realize the consequences of their decision to proceed
and most importantly accept the responsibility for. hose consequences.

To the issue of property values I would like to request that if alternative numbers 2 or

. 3 are pursucd, that the placement of the new towers be alternated with the existing towers. - That

is to say that if a property is already encumbered with the existence of a tower, that the new
tower be placed on alt=mating parcels of property. Clearly one property with two towers is
more encumbered than one property with no towers. "

. Having stated all the above, based on my interpretation of the limited information
available in the DEIS, Ifeel that so long as BPA and Puget Power accept the legal consequences
to proceed then alternative number 3 would be in the best interest of my family. IfI can be of
any assistance to you in whatcver capacity you might feel appropriate, please do not hesitate to

v contact me at the above phone number or address.
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_Public Involvement Office - ALP = ’ ARm
‘Portland, OR 97208

UPPER SKAGIT INDIAN TRIBE

2284 Community PlazaWay . Sadro Wooley, Washington 96284
Phone (206) 856-6501 ¢ SCAN 5423171 e FAX (206) 8563175

|[|4lﬁ4

Bonneville Power Administration

P.O. Box 3621 LiinICT |

ATTN: John M. Taves, NEPA Compliance Officer

RE: BPAIPi:get Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project
praft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Mr. Taves:

'rhe Natural Resources Department of the Tribe has a few co:lments

[ regarding the above referenced project. )

" The project area appears to pass through the Tribe’s recently

| Reservation Area (map enclosed).
' aquifer for this project appears to be low;

delineated wellhead protection area (WHPA) for its -Helmick Road
The risk of contamination of the
however, the plans
should depict the information regarding the WHPA in case of a
construction related incident that could lead to the potential
contamination of the aquifer.

'The,Upper Skagit Reservation is not depicﬁed in any of the DEIS

maps. The depiction of the reservation areas (maps enclosed) would
convey more accurately the land use pattern in the project area.

Please contact Daniel Jones, Environmental Planner, at (206) 856~
5501, if you have any questions or comments regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

@ . ‘ “—\ ‘

DoO¥een M. lgy!bney o
Natural Resources Director

Enclosures

cc: Skagit Systems Cooperative
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A4 Natural Resources
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December 17, 1993

Mr. Lou Driessen
Project Manager

P.O, Box 362} _ i ' T
Portland, Oregon 97208 .

Dear Mr. Driessen:

This letter is to formally comment on Bonneville Power Administration's
proposed Northwest Washington Transmission project as outlined in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The Department of Natural Resources is
concerned with project impacts in corridor segments A, E, F, G and H1.

corridor Seqment A

This segment 1links the Custer substation with the main transmission line.
It crosses State land in the SW1/4 of Section 36, T.40N., R.1E. The DEIS
(pages 4.133 and 4.134) says that the existing transmission line has
already imposed land use limitations along the right-of-way. The DNR is
avare of the existing limitations. The DEIS further states that the project
is not expected to “alter significantly™ the impacts on land use and
resources on or off the right-of-way. Regardless of significance, the DNR
needs to know the alteration to current land use limitations
that this project would cause.

. Corridor Seaments E. F and G

. These segments cross State land in T.37N., R.4E. and R.SE. Theyvue almost

entirely in the Lake Whatcom watershed. The DNR has two mainline forest
management roads which provide access to the existing transmission line
corridor, The ML-1000 road is in the Mirror Lake block (south of Park road)
and the H-3300 road is in the Haner Mountain block (north of Park road).
Numerous transmission line access spur roads (built by BPA) intersect the
DNR forest management roads. These BPA spurs are poorly constructed and
minimally maintained. Drainage is inadequate and in some cases the spurs
have regressed into nothing more than gullies. The physical, environmental
and economic impact to the DNR road system is severe. For example, in
December of 1992 heavy rains falling on the BPA spurs resulted in the H-
3300 road ditch being clogged with silt and debris which washed down from
the BPA spurs. When the ditch was plugged, water came onto the

H-3300 road causing further erosion and scouring. The DNR spent $5000 to
fix the road after the storm. .
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Page 2
DEIS comments

The DEIS lists several mitigation ideas (page 4.86) to control erosion and
run-off such as revegetation, culvert installation and water bars. In
addition to these items, the DNR would like to see a more aggressive
approach in solving the problem:

1. Inventory tne existing BPA access road network. Decide which spurs are
needed to provide minimum functional access to transmission line
structures. Then decide which spurs are no longer needed.

2. Reconstruct spurs that are needed so that they have adequate drainage
and road prism characteristics. .

3. Abanden sours that are not neaded by removing culverts, constructing
waterbars, trenching, contour excavating and revegetating.

The DNR engineers have experience and expertise in road design,
construction, maintenance and abandonment. They would be available as
consultants to assist BPA in site specific evaluations of access spur
impacts. Ideally, the reconstruction and abandonment work could be
incorporated into the transmission line construction contract.

idor )

This segment is an alternative route which lies east of an existing route
on segments H, I and J. It crosses State land in Sections 7 and 18, T.J6N.,
R.SE..The DEIS (page 2.31) says this segment would require a new 112 foot
wvide riqht-ot-way with associated access spurs. This would involve clearing
approximately 20 acres of timber on State land, as well as building
numerous access roads in the Thunder creek and Mills creek drainages. Since
BPA has an existing right-of-way corridor on segments H, I and J, the DNR
is not interested in granting an additional right-of-way for purposes of
this project. Thé DEIS makes it clear that BPA favors using seqnents

H, I and J rather than Hl.

The DNR would appreciate a response from BPA reqarding the above issues.
Please mail your response to:

Department of Natural Resources
Northwest Region Headquarters
919 North Township Street
Sedro Woolley, Washington 98284
Attn: Brian Davis

Thank you for soliciting these comments.

Sincerely,

Pa,

Brian Davis
Baker District Engineer

bc: Osborn, Olsen, Mickel, Hitchcock, Stratton, Blazek, Kelley, ﬂ‘_w Fli(’:?ﬂl.
. (e#sec)

a

STATE OF WASHINGTON

ENERGY FACILITY SITE EVALUATION COUNCIL
PO Box 43172 * Olympla, Washington 98504-3172

" January 12, 1994
RECTST (- E:
Mr. Norm Andreson, EFBG . ‘_.L qul“' _—
Environmmental Specialist - AREA: DISTRIC
Boaneville Power Administrarion .

P.O. Box 3621 e —
Portland, OR 97208-3621 : ' k

Subject: Northwest Washington Transmission Pro ject Draft EIS
Dear Norm:

Encolosed are two comunent letters from the Washington State Departments of Wildlife
and Natrual Resources regarding the Northwest Washington Transmission Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. These are the only comments which have been
received by EFSEC. The letter from the Departroent of Natrual Resources was sent
directly to BPA but I am enclosing it for continuity.

We have not yet reviewed the draft EIS for consistancy with state guidelines. We will be
conducting that review shortly. If you have any questions please call me at (206) 956-
2152.

Smocn:ly,
Allen J. Piksdal
EFS Specialist
APALYININ

Enclosures
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ﬂAﬁ(J'“M§.(HON
'DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 1

January 7, 1993

Allan Fiksdal -

BFSEC Project Manager
P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA. 98504-3172

Re: DEIS BPA/Pudet Power NW. Washington Transmission Project
Camments : .

Dear Mr. Fiksdal: .

. ) s
The washington Department of wildlife has reviewed the DEI
prepared bg the Bgnneville Power Administration and wWhatcom
County. We offer the following comments regarding areas. of ]
interest and concern regarding the fish and wildlife resources
associated with this project. L

- one of the primary concerns related to the project as proposed

numerous stream crossings associated with the
:éll'tlstgﬁc‘t::?gn and maintenance of the powerline. Past history has
shown that the existing powerline has had problems with culvert
failures associated with right-of-way roads, Some of these
culverts were surface water drainage facilities,. ot:he; associated
with small untyped seasonal streeams. :

' areas of primary concern are the portions of right-of-way
:‘s':ociaced vigh SquglicumIStevart Mountains and the segment from
wickersham south to Highway 20. These areas are associated with.
steeper and unstable ground.. These areas have demonstrated the
tendency to slope failure and debris torrents during past storm
events. Several catastrophic failures over recent history have
resulted in severe damage to downslope habitats and impacted
water quality in receiving waters such as Lakg whatcom and. the

Samish River.

Inadequate culverts fail during such events resulting in
addiccilonal impacts to stream courses and receiving waters as silt
‘and debris from road and culvert failures are added to existing

bedload movement.

The DEIS does recognize that permanent stream crossing utilizing
a bridge is the preferred alternative over a culvert. It alsg a
recognizes the need for a crossing facility. It should be 20 e .
that some existing crossings make use of simply fording eqpipnen,
through the stream. Olson Creek, a Lake Hhatcom,&;ributary gi::
example. This type of use can be d(_etrimentql to downstre?rgd
habitats, particularly during spawning and incubation periods.

Several of the streams located along the right-of-way corridor
are important spawning streams for resident cutthroat and kokanee
from Lake Whatcom. These include Olson, Carpenter, and Smith
Creeks. Resident cutthroat spawn in the spring and kokanee spawn
in the lower reaches of the stream during the fall.

Since the preferred window of construction has potential to
encompass both time periods, special effort should be made to
address the potential impacts that can result from activities
associated with the stream crossings.

-This is also true the segment of right-of-way between Wickersham
and Highway 20 where the Samish River and tributaries may be .
impacted by similar activities. Fisheries resources.at risk here
also include anadramous species such as coho, steelhead, and
searun cutthroat.

It was noted in the review of the DEIS that Bonneville Power is
proposing that culvert installations be sized to handle a 25 year
storm event. It should be pointed out that the standard to which
Department of Wildlife conditions a Hydraulic Project Approval
require a facility to sized to pass a S0 year storm event.

wildlife resources are somewhat less subject to impact resulting
from this proposal. However, the DEIS did mention the presence
of eagle nesting territories along the north shore of Lake
Whatcom. The closest nest is approximately 1/2 mile from the
powerline. While the document states that none of the nests will
be impacted as a result of construction activities, there seems
to remain one possibility which is mentioned in the construyction
methods. This would be the assembly of structures off-site and
using a helicopter to fly them into place. Use of a helicopter
within 1/2 mile of an active nest during the critical portion of
the nesting season could have impacts to birds which would be .
more significant than ground based equipment on the right-of-way.
Should this alternative of construction be used, extreme care
should be taken to assure that no flight pathg closer that 1/2
mile are used, and at no time should a flight path over the nest’
sites be taken. : '

The Department of Wildlife has participated in consultation with
BPA during the preparation of this document. The agency
anticipates continued consultation during the permitting and
construction phase. It is understood that both Departments of
wWildlife and Fisheries will be involved with the Hydraulic
Project Approvals associated with activities involving stream
crossings and installation of culverts and bridges along various
segments of the powerline route. ’
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lopment of this
we hope that these camments are useful ‘in the deve

projegc. If you have further questions please feel free to
contact me at (206) 424-1260. .

Bincerely,

ot e

Arthur G. Stendal
Area Habitat Biologiar.
Region 4

cc. . zillges, Division
Muller, Region 4

e =g

¥
\\v/4 ? UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattie, Washington 98101

REPLY TO -
AT oF: WD-126 - JAN 131994 ,’.fff" ];)-":Sol;.sglﬁem
John Taves

Environmental Coordinator .
Office of Engineering

P. O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Re: BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project” *

Dear Mr. Taves:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has reviewed the BPA/Puget Power Northwest Washington Transmission Project, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS). The draft EIS analyzes the No Action
alternative and the Conhstruction Action Alternative options, and their effects on the
environment in Whatcom and Skagit counties.

) The draft EIS is an informative, well prepa_red and comprehensive document. It
addresses the pertinent issues and potemial environmental impacts of project activities
very well._ Although the infarmation in the draft EIS is generally cxccllcm we have -
provided comménts on some issues of concern,

Based on our review, we have rated the draft EIS EC-2 (Environmental Concerns
-~ Insufficient Information). Our concerns are based on the project’s impact on water
quality. The draft EIS was very thorough in the prcscmatlon of sne-spcc:flc wetland and
-waler quality impacts. This levei of detail is very heipiul and is an important component
of a complete impact analysis. However, it lacks a reference to a monitoring program
that will help to ensure compliance with state Water Quality Standards.

This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal ‘
Register. A copy of our rating system is enclosed.

. Water Quality Monitori

The EPA would like to see the EIS focus more attention on base-line monitoring_
measurements of water resources. These would provide a detailed description of the
existing physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of streams, lakes, and other - -
water bodies in the planning area. The EIS should provide a quantitative basis to judge
whether physical and chemical parameters, such as temperature, turbidity, and sediment

TT——
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accumulation, will be kept at levels that will protect and. fully support designated uses
and meet Water Quality Standards under each of the action alternatives. The state's

identification of water bodies with impaired uses (found in the state 303(d) report), as
well as the magnitude and sources of such impairment, should also be included. -

In addition, the EIS should reveal the locations of spawning habitat with respect
10 stream crossings in the project area. If project activities are occurring coincident with

spawning of anadromous fish, extra mitigation measures should be put in place so that
the fish habitat is not disturbed. - : .

The EIS should include a discussion of monitoring for each resource category
determined to be significant through the scoping rrooess, including fisheries and water
quality. A properly designed monitoring plan will demonstrate how well the preferred
alternative resolves the identified issues and concerns by measuring the effectiveness of
the mitigation measures in controlling or minimizing adverse effects. .

The monitoring plan should include types of surveys, location and frequency of
sampling, parameters to be monitored, indicator species, budget, procedures for using
data or results in project implementation, and availability of results to interested and
affected groups. -

The EIS should describe the feedback mechanism which can compare baseline
data with monitoring results to adjust standard operating procedures, monitoring
intensity, and protocol at first detection of adverse effects. Provision of such an -
adjustment process ensures that mitigation strategies will improve in the future and that
unforeseen adverse effects are identified and minimized.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft EIS. Please contact John
Bregar at (206) S53-1984 if you have any questions about our comments.

Sincerely, '
1 )’f’/&vl Vet
Kathy Veit, Chief

Program Coordination Branch

e ol

' .
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impacts and is least disruptive to the.utility corridor.

RECEIVED BY BP/
PUBL.. INVOLVE)

January 14, 1994  ° . G &
) : ‘ 'RECEIPT DATE:

Bonneville Power Administration (Wits

Public Involvement Office - ALP .

P.0. Box 3621 AREX

Portland, OR 97208

The City of Bellingham has reviewed this DEIS and has the tollowing
comments:

nPAkconéttnotion Alternative

The City favors an alternative which reduces potential EMF/EMR
The City
requests additional analysis of the taller towers along the Lake
wWhatcom hillside. This analysis should discuss landscaping
alternatives such as taller trees outside of the danger zone which
screen the base of the towers and selective planting of lower
growing trees and larger shrubs within the right of way.

Puget Powver/ Altornniivo Routes North of Mt. Baker Highway

The pipeline alternative may be desirable because it moves the 115
Kilovolt 1line away from denser development. - However, the City will
have to receive more analysis of impacts to wetlands, the Bay to
Baker Trail, pedestrian access, EMF/EMR impacts, and the proposed

. high school ‘at Mcgrath Road, McLeod Drive, and Mt. Baker Highway

prior to a decision.

Puget Power/ 8t. Clair Route

The wetland boundaries shown on Figure 16 do not aq;ée with our
1990 wetland maps. Photocopies of these maps are attached.

Taller towers are proposed in City of Bellingham designated View
Sensitive Areas.
should be addressed.

Impacts ot these towWers on views from the east‘

| l

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
lanning Division

Qity Hall, 210 Lottle Sureet, leum Mw sax2s

" Telephone: (205) 670002 FAX (206) 676-7033

S

Puget Power Bellingham Bubstation/ Alternative aub.ﬁqtlon Routes

The Orleans route alternative appears to bring 1lines closer to
residential uses along Carolina Street. What are the impacts of
changing the location of this line? Why does it need to be moved?
Puget Power should install additional landscaping around the Puget
Power Bellingham Substation as mitigation against visual impacts.

Required Permits
Permits which will be required by the City of Bellingham include:

1. A Shoreline Management Permit for any work within 200' of
a Shoreline of the State.

2. A wetland delineation, field notes, and a Wetland pernit
application for any work within wetlands. Impacts on
wetlands should be .avoided. If avoidance 1is not
possible, mitigation prior to the impact and restoration
after the impact will be required.

3. A Clearing or Utility cConstruction Permit if cutting,

' clearing, or removal of vegetation will occur on rights-
of-way which have not been fully developed.

4. If the Pipeline Alternative is selected, a conditional
Use Permit for utility line expansion outside of a public
right of way in a residential, single-family zone.

Specific staff technical comments and questions are enclosed.

Please call Jackie Lynch at (206) 676-6982 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

et Patric%ﬁ éecker

Director

C: Roland Middleton
SEPA Official, wWhatcom County
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Staff comments on the BPA/Whatcom County DEIS:

I.

II.

III.

Iv.

.VI.

VII.

IIX.

Will the redundancy principal be compromised if »redundant®
lines are in the same corridor? :

How will the increasing 'populatioh of British Columbia affect
the long term availability of canadian power? '

Chapter 4/101: Please discuss impacts of permanent vegetation
loss in wetlands-due to clearing beneath lines.

Chapter 4/146: (12.) Please discuss the use of lop and scatter
or chipping instead of burning, especially when near homes.

Chapter 4/150, Table 12. Does this analysis assume lines are
the same distance above the ground and from the edge of the
right of way?

Chapter 4/177: 1Is this electric field value 7.6 meters from
the base of the pole, or from the line approximately 16 meters
above the ground?

Appendix C2, Tables C-1 thrbugh C-3: Were figures generated-

assuming one 500-KV line or two?
The following Figure and Map corrections are attached:

A. Figure 15.

\ B. Please update all applicable maps to show the Ccity of

Bellingham’s gurrent City Limits, as attached.

C. Please show the location of the future high school, on the
northwest corner of McLeod and ‘Magrath, east of the Mt.
Baker Highway. Discuss the environmental implications of
t:h.al m:intenance of electrical transmission lines near such
school. o

D. Figure 23: Major land trades in the Lake Whatcom Watershed
have added significant acreage to the Department of Natural
Resources managed lands. Please show these changes 1in
ownership. .

E. Chapter 4/156: Please kam'end Table 14 to. conrém with
changes to FPigure 15.

Table 14: l:aadal!se Zoning Information by Assessment Area for the

Existing 115-k V Transmission Line and Substation Mass'wm um ,
Assessment | Jurisdiction Eandtise Zoning Density
| Area - Category_ OU/AY*
. Areal - ] Cityof Bellingham '} = -
Roosevelt Industrial 121 Not Applicable -
Neighborhood Plan Public  10P Not Applicable _
Area 2 City of Bellingham -Residential Single :
' . 1 3RS : 304
6RS ' 6
Roosevelt Residential Multi: ‘
Neighborhood Plan 4RM : &1
' : TRM - ' 22
: IRM | f=e 12
Area3 | Cityof Bellingham Industrial 131 . Not Applicable -
Roosevelt & 161/RM “Mesdppliesble
Mount Baker Residential:3RS 32134
Neighborhood Plans : ' ‘
~Area d City of Bellingham Residential Single L
& Whatcom Count; » o 30,4 . Lie
’ Mount Baker Plan 8); ) fJ an Emd:rfuﬂ e Appleat!
Urban Fringe Subarea UR4 4107
Area § Whatcom County Urban Residential
_ UR4 4107
-Urban Fringe Subarea | Rural District
RSA i 0.2t01

* Dwerrive Unirs Faa AcRe

The substation is located in an area that is zoned Jndustrial. The transmission line leaves thi |

substation on Virginia Street to Pacific Street passing adjacgnt to an areathat is zoned Publ
This area is used as a center for the City of Bellingham Public Works Department and -
Whatcom Transportation Authority. At the intersection of Virginia and Pacific Sureets, the
transmission line tums north to North Street and east on North Street to St. Clait Street. A
this point the transmission goes north to Sunset Drive. The transruission line passes throug!
areas which are zoned Residential Multi and Residential Single w0 the City of Bellingham
Railroad Trail (old railroad right-of-way which crosses the St. Clair unimproved road right~
way), where lands are zoned lndu:irial, to another Residential Single Zone abutting Sunset
Drive. Atthe City/County boundary, the transmission line passes into an area zoned Urban
Residential and then Rural near the BPA-Bellingham Substation.
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RECEIVED gy gp

: PUBL. iyvo
January 13, 1994 06K NwTP
. ’ RECEIPT p.\7E:
United States Department of Energy 11 G4
Bomeville Power Administration/ ALP -
P.O. Box 3621 ) DISTRICT

Portland , Oregon 97228-9927

To whom it may concern:

Wewouldlike to take this opportunity to express our opposition to your proposed power line
upgrade project, and to specific statements made in your Environmental Impact Statement.

We have'gryat concern that the increased transmission levels will have negative health effects for
us and our young children. Because the effects of electromagnetic radiation are still largely
unknown, wé disagree with the idea of blindly proceeding using past procedures and standards .

We are also concerned with the projects impact on our property value. It has already been made
clear to us by many Realtors that we will see a significant change downward. Statements in the
EIS indicating slight to moderate effects are blatantly inaccurate.

It seems that a logjcal alternative may be the moving of the power line corridor back away from
the populated areas onto the state owned land. ) .

In conclusion , we oppose the continuation of this project in its present form, and will continue to
investigate any possible legal remedies to stop it.

iy Saeed

Terry K. Bierman
Lori A. Bierman
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RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBL.. INVOLVEMENT
SHARON HOOFNAGLE, D. V. M. LC3 ¥ N\\; -2~
EQUINE MEOICINE & SBURGERY REC[IPI [
(PAACTICE LIsITEO TO HORSKS)
2728 NORTH BHORE RO.
AB!LL(NG“A“. WA. 98226 l ‘ q qu{
TeLerHome 671-2100 . - DISTRICY
| NS

Jan. 5, 1994

Concerning Bonneville Power Administrations Northwest Washington
Transmission Project:

Bonneville Power Administration:
I would like to comment on the draft EIS. I am adamantly
opposed to this project for the following reasons:

1 object to any increase in the electromagnetic field (EMF)
and in fact believe that the current EMF is too high. Evidence is
steadily mounting that the EMF has serious effects on the body,
including adult, and more importantly, childhood cancers. At the
edge of the right-of-way the EMF readings far exceed the level
that any of the studies on health risks indicate are safe.

BPA is telling us that the studies are not conclusive. That
statement is not correct.Several of the studies are conclusive,
some are not. We could argue this indefinitely, just as the
tobacco industry argued indefinitely that cigarette smoking was
‘'not harmful. Since not everyone who smokes gets lung cancer it
could still be argued that the studies on smoking are inconclu-
sive. That would be a ludicrous arguement today. -

All industries and individuals associated with EMF's . in-
cluding BPA. are recommending avoidance of the fields, yet BPA is
gzoposing this project that would increase the EMF over family

m

Vﬁﬁt may be argued that we knew the lines were here when we
purchased our properties. That is true, but we’ were told that
the only danger was from electrocution, and that was virtually
impossible unless we lifted long metal poles into the air under
the lines.BPA gave us booklets on how to work safely under the
lines. They showed people driving tractors under the lines, in
the same EMF's that they are now saying to avoid.The project will
increase the EMF but they are still telling land-owners that they
can work their land under the lines. It just doesn't make sense.

BPA's own book, Electrical and Biological Effects of Trans-
mission Lines U.S. Dept of Energy 1939 documents the dangers of
the EMF's. For.example

Pg. 52: Three of five studies done to investigate a possible
association between childhood cancer and powerline magnetic
fields reported some positive results.(showed association). About
S0t of 30 reports on "electrical occupations) -and cancer report
significant elevated risks.

Pg. 53: Overall, research with humans, supplemented by lab
?ll%ma u{::e:{ggéurzu %esgiic&ig possibility for adverse effects

Pg. 55: Table 8 lists the gg?é?f& gggﬁi féﬁ*?&hood cancer
from pébwerlines at 1.5-3; it lists the relative risk from environ
mental tobacco smoke (lung cancer) as 2-3. Almost gdentical.

Pg S6. Powerline-childhood cancer risk is higher than the -
risk from home asbestos-lung cancer . (Millions are being. spent
to remove asbestos from schools and other public places)

All of the above, plus additional facts supporting the
dangers from the powerlines are in BPA's own book. Other unbiased
studies are even more emphatic that the lines are dangerous.

Property values have decreased with the increased public
awareness nof the problems associated with powerlines. Puget Sound
mutiple listings real estate sales agreement contains a section
on hazards such as land fills. One question in this section asks
if the listed property is close to power lines.

The noise level from the power lines it not acceptable even
at current levels. .

Much of the construction would take place close to Lake
Whatcom. The resultant run-off would affect the.drinking supple
for most of the county. The land in this area is unstable and
prone to debris storms.

This project would not benetit whatcom County. These lines
are not- for local use.This lncrease is to enable BPA to shuffle
power to California and other distant areas. New power sources
are being developed in our county in the form of co-generation

»BATTEsAn adult may choose to take a rlsk. no one has the right to

expose children to the pdssibility of cancer. This is evident in
the cases of children being exposed to second-hand tobacco smoke
or drugs in utero. The courts are dealing with these issues now.

. ' sincerely,

/{ﬂ ,%/W&y

Sharon Hoofnagle. D.V.M.
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I(t_l.t.l\ LU ey BPA

- NWTP- 220
STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY Vo |a
£.0. BOX 47600 » COlympla, Washington 30504-7(:00 -+ (206) 459-6000 : oy

Post-it™ bm\d tax transmmnl memo

January 14, 1904

Kr. John Taves
u.8. .Bonneville Power Aunin
PO Box 3621 .

Portland OR 97208
Daar Nr. Tavas:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the BPA/Puget Power
Northwest Washington Transmission Project proposed by U.S8.
Bonneville Power Administration and Whatcom County. We reviewed
the DEIS and have tho following concerns, . .

The DEIS identifies that wetlandn will be impacted nlong the .
power transmission line and at the Bellingham Bubstation,.

Wetlands are a valuable natural resource that provide many useful

benefits, incluaing wildlire and fisheries habitat, rloodawater
attenuation, water quality improvement, and recreational and
aesthetic valuea.

poth indirect and direct impacts to wetlands should be avoided or
mininized to the greatest extent possible. Measures that would
avoid and minimize wetland impacts, which ehould be adopted,
inoludes ninimizlng the oconstruction  footprint, revagetating the
conatruction tootprint arter pipeline placement, and placing
check dams in the pipeline trench to avoid altering hydrology of
wetland oites. .

Page 4/105 aststes that the proposed pipeline alternative uses an
existing pipeline right~or-way. Tneregfore, this pipeline may go
through wetlands that the original pipeline did not avoid. This
alternative may unnecessarily, by today’s standards, impact
wetlands; while the earlier pipeline was permitted to bisect
wetlands. New information on the functions and values or

- sensitivity of those wetlands may have bean acquired and it may

nc longer be acceptable to impact those wetlands. The proposed
pipeline route should be placed where wetland impacts would be
minimized as much as posaeible, regardless of the original
pipeline route.

The goal of compensatory mitigation should be to replace the
wetland functions and values that will be destroyed. 1In the case
of severely degraded wetlands, however, we recommend that .
improved quality be an objective. The DEIS identifies that
watland mitigation may be naeded for some project alternatives,
but there is no diacuasion of the nature of this mitigation. If

Mr. John Taves
‘January 14, 1994
Page 2 .

the project will rasult in wetlnnd impaots, Ecology
reoonmands preparution ‘of a mitigation plan which includes
information on: the goals and objectives, construction details
(incluaing schedule), the hydrologic regime, revegetation plane,
monitoring plan, contingency plans, buffers, the estimated cost,
and bonding. .

The Bellingham subatation is proposed in an area that drains to
8qualioum Creek. Squalicum Creek is a priority watershed: a DOE
‘funded effort--the Squalicum Floodplain Projeot-~is currently
‘underway to resolve .the signifioant flooding and water quality
‘problems existing in the &qualicum Creek-watexshed. In light of
this, projeot proponents should contact the members of the .
8qualicum Floodplain Project to make sure the Ballingham
substation and other project components do not frustrate their
efforts.

With this ia mind, it ie notable that construction of the

‘Bellingham substation would result in the loss (through direct

£111ing) of less than an acre of wetlands, yet there is no
discussion of compensation for this wetland loss. These wetlands
are valuable in that they are providing attenuation of
stormvater.

This is a significant value, in light of the tlooding and water
quality problems lower in the watershed which are being addressed
by the squalicum Floodplain Project. We encourage that any loss
of wetlands, even thoss which may meet the criteria for a
Nationwide §26 Pexmit, be compensated for by the restoration,
' enhancement, or creation of additional wetlands, In the very
least, the water guality and quantity functions provided by those
wetlands shoull be fully replacad, .

As nOted in the DEIS, permits will be required from the U.S. Army
corps of Engineers for this project. .

you have any queations, please call Ms. Ann Remeberg with the
&  ands Bection at (206) 407-7271.

dinceraly, ) .

WM\M_:?} \ ..‘//":é; .

M. Vernice santes
Environmental Review Seotion A

MVS:93=8627
cc: Ann Remsberg, Wetlands
Sandra Manning, CP
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X .M
David # Daule 2310 King Strect, Belingham, W/ S¥E080 B
PH: 206-734-0900 406 #: Nt
February 10, 1992 _ RECEIFT DATE
. ‘ FEB 29
The Public Involvemeat Manager
Bonneville Power Administration AREX
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, OR 97212 E -

Dear Bonneville Power Administrator:

Lastnight I attended the so-called public hearing where proposed to replace

the wooden tower segment of your Custer-Sedro Wooley line my:!’:ua new tower design.

1 refer to the bearing as'so—calfyed. i ing' because most of the Whatcom County

public was not informed of the meeting. Your announcement was a small item on the
rts page. That probably covers the legal strictures of federal relations, but in fact

" this sort of strategy has bécome familiar to many, many Americans. People in the

meeting pointed this out, as well as pointing out how we were not informed of your
plans until three weeks before the end of your scoping procedure. In such ways you get
people’s backsup right at the outset and tum otherwise calm citizens into budding ac-
tivisdt:d intent on watching for anything else that might look tricky or sly or under-
handed. .

It's silly to say the transmission lines belong to the people of this country, just
because they are federal. It may be silly of me to write this letter, which will probably .
‘get tossed in the wastcbasleet purposely or inadvertently. I dislike bearing myself sound
like a cynic, but my experience with gonnevﬂl e Power goes back 23 years, and I have
had dozens of disappointing experiences with you from the first. My 20 acres has been
transformed to an unattractive piece of unsalable property from two main cauises: the
building on your last line, which took a hog} share out of the middle of my land, and
the cancer-scares of the past five years that :flae!nwpeoplc to the dangers of radiation from
high transmission lines. Just try to sell such property now! Fat chance.

What do you care? You don’t. The proof of your insouciance is in many small
things. For example, the fact that I've reported a tom down B.P. gate (southeast) for
over two years. Today, as two years ago, the pate sits on the ground, chained but hori-
zontal instead of upright. Or the incident in the old days when your herbicide truck

‘was left all night parked beside Olsen Creek, leaking steadily into the city water sup-

rly. Or consi e continual carelessness of needless B.P. contractors who eat their
unches by the creek and throw their sandwich wrappers and pop cans over their shoul-
ders. Afer all, it's just Mother Nature, right? Why should B.P. employees heed any-
thing that can't talk back? Anything goes under the power lines, or at least so I've
found. Such as cutting down my fruit trees. Or spraying orange paint on trees never
cut, Or cutting a whole mveofcverg:quummaﬁreedlo topped rather than
dwmmyed (more cost effective). Oh, the list goes on and on. There’s much more, Too
muc| .

. So you want some public input regarding your next encroachmeat. Yes, well,
the chickens come home to roost. How can you expect for new plans when
maintenance of old ones have gone so awry? Your e;xgloyees apologize for the constant
crackle of the line on the middle-sized tower (the 3 cable one) by explaining that “the
engineers made a mistake®. Your whole record seems to be a mistake, as far as I can

TOWERS

And what I see, everywhere, is your towers. But now, perhaps to your surprise, .

is a positive suggestion. I would like to suggest that, if you must construct a8 new set of
towers, that yo%ng consider the tower designs of other oot!nw Being a world traveller,
asl 10 be, 1 have noted and sometimes even pho hed towers in other
countries. Though this may not always be the case, in most p towers-in-rows are
of the same n. An aesthetic as well as practical consistency is observed, thus ef-
fecting at least an aggm_n__c: of unity. The towers that cross my p are all of dif-
- ferent designs, y are siaggered at irre ular imuvalsmm&-.eovmll ef-
fect a hodge podge of shapes and sizes that seriously suggests disorganization.

. My own suggestion is that, if you must build still another of these' monstrosities,

w&mdd\ehﬂmwﬂm aésthetic unity, some sort of har- .
mon(. s maintained. Your hodgepodge effects of !tﬁuc past are visual symbols of the left

not being able to comprehend or pay attention to the right.. I'm not trying to be a
clever writer or what used to be called a amart aleck. I'm very serious about the visual
s ism i . We are conaerued at present with the economic’

in, for example, stereo and automobile that their products appeal to the eye.
They understand harmony, unity, and acsthetics in their engineczing. Beauty, y
Encticality:tlmegowgdhﬁ. same is often true in ltnghzndwgn..Mygwls that
.P. seldom hires designers who would describe themselves as artists or concern .
themselves with the aesthetics of towers. o ‘

Astowasgo(if{cmusthavethcm),thencws(meonthelust:rlincisnons
ugly as some I've seen. Why not stick with that design and impose order and at least an

, appearance of unity. The new structure-design I saw at the meeting is not only higher,
butag%dmluéﬁerthanan!ofnwothmlﬂhavetolivewithtawmonmyland
sec them every please at least them all look the same. The hodge podge

. cffectisridicdmnmcnmslandvalwcvm more.

Sincerely, .

David H. Davis

uctive marketing power of the J; One of the reasons the Japanese excel
P sals, i
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Sedro<Woolley
School District ‘No. 101

Transportation / Mairitenance
2079 Cook Road. Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284
(206) 856-4421 or (206) 856-6101

February 18, 1992

Public Involvement Manager

Bonneville Power Administration N
P.0. Box 12888

Portland, OR 97212

Dear Sir: .

The Sedro-Woolley School District has a concern regarding the possible placement
of high voltage power lines along S.R. 9 north of the city of Sedro-Woolley.

As you are probably awvare, several publications have indicated a possible link
between certain illnesses and the proximity to high voltage power lines.

Samish Elementary Shcool 18 loeated approximately six miles north of Sedro-
Woolley and is adjacent to S.R. 9. Due to the fact that many children could
be exposed to potential health hazards if this line were near the school, I
would suggest that any new high voltage power lines follow theé existing power
line path which lies approximately one half mile east of S.R. 9.

Your consideration of this suggestion is very much appreciated.

Sincerely,
13

Gary Kru;er ;;
Director
GK/ce

. ce: Pam Carnahan,‘Supe'rintendcnt
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Bai-bara Dutro
319 Minnesota Avenue
Libby.. Montana 59923

March 6, 1992
Scoping Comments on: Bonneville~Puget Power Northwest Washington

Transmission Project, Hungry Horse/Columbia Falls Line Rebuild
and Northwest Montana/North Idaho Support Project.

I would like to have the fact sheets on these projects.

] have written previously on the Montana/ldahc Support Project,
however 1 would like to have these comments included in the
preparation of the document if possible. .

When lines are rebuilt, or new lines considered I want the
possiblity of placing the lines wunderground along existing
highways to be factored. 1If it is necessary to do a feasibility
study or an in depth cost/benefit analysis 1 think it reasonable
for this to be done. Considerations that should be included are:

Factors negative to high .tension lines.

1. Visual disturbance.
2. Effects on wild lands.
A. Disturbance to wildlife.
B. Loes of naturalness.
C. Water quality impacts.
1. Transmission access roads.
a. Erosion and sedimentation.
b. Air quality.
2. Vegetation management.
a. Effects on browse.

' b. Effects on redds, alevins, and
. fingerling survival and growth

rates.

Costs.

c.
3. Reliablity. )
A. Naturally occurring outages due to storms.
- B. "Terrorism.
4. Safety.
A. Interference with air travel.
B. Fishing and hunting interference.
5. High cost ‘of censtruction and maintenance.

Factors positive to underground lines.

1. No visual effect.
2. No effect on wildlands.
3. Greater relijablity.
A. Access to lines.
B. Earth padded. rubber encloged lines
failproof. No effect fxomﬁg;orms

Page 2. Comments Scoping Transmission Lines.

earthquakes, or terrorism.
4. No effect on safety or danger
5. Positive cost/benefits mostly

to human l1ves.;_:
due to o

reliablity. and ease -of maintenance.

If the cost relative to benefits allows, then
transmission lines should be underground in
rebuilds could be put. underground.

1 would like to see a through discussion of the

Environmental Assessments.

Thank You for your attention.

Sinczelvg Z

Barbara Dutro

new building of
the future, and

issue in these
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RECEIVED BY BPA
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
[ 106 #:NWTP-01-0 13

RECEIPT mmm
Bonneville Power Administration . % o -
Public Involvement Manager

AREA DISTRICT
P. O. Box.12999 [
Port land, OR 97212 !

febru:ry 24, 1992

Neighbors Opposing Power Encroachment
1712 High Noon Road -
Bellingham, WA 98226

RE: ‘BPA/Puget Power NW Washington Transmission Project
Enclosed are the transcripts from the Scoping Hearings held by

the Department of Energy for Puget Power's proposed transmission
corridor. The issues raised at the time are still of concern to

" the citizens of Whatcom County. .We feel that these same issues

need to be. addressed in ,the forthcoming Environmental Impact
Statement. It is not our intentions to inundate you with paper-
work, but to identify all the areas of potential impact that ‘this
new electric transmission project will have.

Thank you for including these comments in you EIS process.

Sincerely, .
M )! aﬂmo '*Ooiz
’
Neighbors Opposing Power Encroachment .
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. Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

DAvID C. COTTINGHAM
ATTOANCY AY LAw
416 BELLINGHAM NATIONAL BAnk BUILOING
BLLLINGHAM. WA 98225

1206) 733-66808 CEIVE(I w "‘
INVOLVEMENT
RN - o\-o
PT DATE:
AR O1 M
March 24, 1992 AREA: DISTRICY
Department of Energy '

Bonneville Power Administration
P.0. Box 13621 P

Mr. Jerry Mixon

Deputy SEPA Official for Whatcom County R
Whatcom County Building and Codes Administration

284 D. Kellogg Road

Bellingham, Washington 98226

Ms. JoAnn C. Scott

Public Information Office-ALP
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 12999 ’
Portland, Oregon 97212

BPA- Public Involvement Manager
P.O. Box 12999
Portland, Oregon 97212

Dear Sirs and Madams:

Oon behalf of John and Tani Sutley I submit the following list of
concerns regarding the impact of the Bonneville Power
Administration Transmission Project for 1992. )

Initially let me request that John and Tani Sutley be included on
any list that exists as persons interéested in and concerned about
this project. Their address is 3006 North Shore Road, Bellingham,
wWashington 98226. N

The information which has been received by the Sutleys does not
adequately describe the proposal, but considering it as a proposal
to add to existing lines the issues - raised as concerns are as
follows.

1. Noise of current lines.

2. Depending upon weather and draw .the lines do react and cause
noise in the area. . : -

L%

3. A written road and drainage plan must be submitted to ensure
that steps will be taken to maintain and ensure adequate road and
drainage maintenance. Adjacent land owners need to be made aware
the regularity with which the existing road and drainage
maintenance will occur as well as who responsible agents are and
- how they may be contacted in the event that attention to drainage

maintenance is required.

" 4. A similar plan needs to be drafted to inform the County of the
administrations policy on use of its road by off road vehicles.

. Electro magnetic interference is a growing concern. Existing
studies which detail the known or correlated impacts of electro
magnetic interference should be disclosed. The impacts of electro
magnetic interference on the environment, public and private should
be discussed and if they cannot be mitigated the proposal should

be denied. 4

6. The proposal needs to demonstrate what harvesting activity will
occur, whether commercially reasonable or otherwise. :

7. The impact on streams cfossing property needs to be assessed.
Mr. and Mrs. 5ut1éy’are property owners in the area of the proposal
where it comes close to North Shore Road. Please direct a copy of
your response to me as well as to them.
Very truly yours,

— Y,
7"

DAVID C. INGHAM
Attorney at Law

DCC:ik
cc: Mr. and Mrs. Sutley

8L/0T 431dvYy)) - 0T Hasuy
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Sharon Hoofnagle, D.V.M. ) ’
2728 North Shore Rd. : 2 . N :
' o . F- A3-92

Bellingham, Wa. 98226 ' ]
Bonneville: _ chorn b ma41 m.dmi"),
1 own acreage under and adjacent to the Bonneville lines along . )

Lake Whatcom. 1 would like to comment on the proposed new .lines

between Custer and Sedro Woolley. .
1 built my combination barn-home three years ago, it is 7-7 Ja/rm% M W
adjacent to the right-of-way. According to your information sheet 5f )
you initially recognized that you might increase the lines in 1981 . @M\ €e,t: e M
but 1 was not told about this when I built my home. L 7 AA, \Lj
Bonneville has a right-of-way across my land, however S oy | \?‘f“ Vorem) w
Bonneville cannot increase the electromagnetic field, noise, or any
other hazards or nuisances outside of that right-of-way. 1f ) QA/V\-/ W 5(‘&/?15(_. FnA
Bonneville does so it will have to purchase additional right -of- . )
way. aA,b sOhse C
Bonneville is asking current residents to accept a health W\Aﬂ b 27
hazard and a decreased quality of life with absolutely no {/()O/V\L ‘o /OLL.-t, /a ',v7 A
compensation )
There are not as many people living close to the Bonneville W Do 56 Qﬁ 2 “o -
lines as there were adjacent to the previously proposed Puget Power
lines so you may have the impression that resistence is less, be/ ab
howeverthe impact per family is greater.f b o \ﬁﬂ/v\a_,[(—' MM <
Progress, prosperity, and quality of life are the most . -
important goals for people. An increase in population gnd more Oat €s 4 "ZM/“-
businesses in the county will not contribute to these goals. Look
at the multitude of.part-time, minimum wage jobs that these new ) a/”"«L?,) a Nl J
businesses are providing; this is not progress. ' 00 ~ oy Y'hw

/)fo/ £4cC /’h /\AM..Lj I aneg
sincerely
o u-(/u7 : JWM;L c.hnct YA

P ez ' pssiale,
: e Wasth .Qﬁ Are TO

, 7 Sharon Hoprnagle, D.V.M. V(: 0 b \7,% y
Sun 37 - etel el
I wss a_
Cate_ VS A fzg 17\47 /WM_,
ance gy prad
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BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
STRATEGY ON ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELDS

~ February 1995

ISSUE: There continues to be significant uncertainty about the potential health
effects from electrical and magnetic fields. Scientists and others do not agree on
how to interpret the available information, and public concern is sincere.

RESPONSE: BPA: believes the concerned public and its employees need to know
" about and understand the EMF issue.

DESIRED RESULTS: BPA is recognized as a credible source of information on EMF
and a utility responsive to public concern and to changes in the science.

To implement its STRATEGY on EMF, BPA adopts the following GUIDELINES goveming
its practices with regard to electric and magnetic fields:

1. Staffing: Maintain a high level of professnonal knowledge and internal capablllty in the
area of EMF.

2. Communication: Create, gather and share educational information on.EMFt
Communicate respectfully, sincerely and responsibly with employees and the public.
Inform and involve affected customers and the public in BPA project development.
Explore with employees ways to reduce exposures in carrying out their jobs.

3. Research: Support research and development associated with EMF and sransmission
facilities that directly relates to accomplishing BPA’s desired results.

4. Transmission Facilities:
Consider EMF as an important factor with other design and siting factors for new and
upgraded transmission facilities. BPA will take reasonable low-cost steps to minimize field
exposure for these facilities while taking into account operation and maintenance
considerations. Consider modifying existing facilities upon request and at no cost to BPA.
- System reliability, operation, maintenance, and safety should not be adversely affected,
and there should be no adverse impact on others. :

- 5. Participate with Others:
Participate with professnonal entmes the scientific community, usilities, governmental
bodies and others in the development of the EMF issue.

6. Evaluation: Monitor and evaluate EMF activities and make decisions based upon the
value of the results.

Insert 21- Updated BPA EMF
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dfccts and cancer.”

| What is Puget Power's position on BMFT Consistent with our public commitmont and with our undcrstandmg of

PUGET
PONER

Slatement :

Electrlc and Magnetic Fields

Puget Puwer is committed to prowdmg safe, reliable, and cfficient electric service to our customers and a safe
work envirorment for our employees.

What are electric and magnetic fields? Electric and magnctic ficlds (EMF) exist in nature as well as around all
types of electrical devices. The Earth is surrounded by a natural magnetic ficld, and there is a natural clectric
field across the cclls in our bodics. Like the heat frum a candle, clectric and magnetic fields drop off rapidly
from the source. The electric and magnetic ficlds around all electrical appliances and power lines fall within-
the extremely low frequency (ELF) frequency range. They have a much lower frequency (60 cycles per second)
than the electromagnetic encrgy from sunshine (1,000 triltion cycles per second. or radio broadcast waves (1/2 -

million to 100 million cydes per secund). Extremely low frcqucncy f-elds do not have enuugh cnergy to break
molecular bonds or damage DNA. ‘

[t is generally accepted that extremely low frequency EMF cannot damage DNA or chromosomes in cclls to

initiate cancer. Some scicntists have speculated about whether extremely low frequency EMF can promote cancer |

that has alrcady been initiated by something clse, but no supportive evidence has been uncavered. Laboratory
studics ahow Lhat extremely kow frequency EMP has no effects on reproduction or development. Some
epidemiological studies have found people with cancer are more likely to live ncar power lines with high
cstimated EMF than other people. Such a difference in exposure is termed an association. Other studies have
found no difference in estimated exposurcs of these groups. None of the studies that have actually measurcd
EMF within residences have found a statistically significant increase in cancer rates.

The current scientific consensus io that the evidence has not demonstrated a cause-and-effect relationship
between health effects and cxtremely low frequency EMF. For example, the Science Advisory Board, an
indcpendont panel of scienlists who advise the federal Environmental Protection Agency, has concluded: “There
is insufficient evidence from the humun epidemiology data and from animal/cell experiments to establish
cause-and-effect relaﬁmships between low frequency cloctric and magnetic field exposure and human hcealth

the consensus of the scientific community, Puget Power has and will continue to:
« - Follow all applicable laws and regulations governing the installation of clectrical facilities,
¢ Maintaln a public involvemcent program to assist us in the siting, design and. construction of new facilitics,

e  Monitor reaeanch regulations, legal actions, and communications on extremely low frequency EMIF to further
develop our ability to communicate with our customers, our employees and government officials,

o Actively support an cipanded research program on extremely low frequency EMF jointly funded with, and

coordinated by the federal government. We will also cuntinuc our long time contribution to the Electric
Power Research Institute which has spent over $75 million to fund sludlcs in this arva conducted by
independent universities and rescarch institutes,

» Respond to customer and employce requests for information and ptuvido free in-homc measurements of
- extremely low frequency magunetic ficlds to customers who request them,

* Participate in public proceedings to enhance understanding of the scientific studies, to review the limits of
existing information, and to cxamine the cost and cffectiveness of field management proposals,

¢ Broadly assess our system's cxticmely low frequency EMF Iévels for use in power sysu:m planning,

o Prepare for implementing possible field reduction measures that maght be required in the future by
quantifying the cost and effecnvcncss of various measures and addressing equity issucs.

For further general information, please contact our Environmental Services department at 206-462- 3484 or 206-
462-3566. :

REV 82406
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United States Department of the Interior |

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

North Pacific Coast Ecoregion
Western Washington Office
3704 Griffm Lane SE, Suite 102

Olympia, Washington 98501
(360)753-9440 Fax: (360)753-9008

July 13, 1995

Leslie Kelleher
Department of Energy -
Bonneville Power Adxmmstratlon
~ P.O. Box 3621 . ‘ _
' Portland OR 97208-3621 ' T

_FWS Reference: 1-3-95-SP-733
(X Reference 1-3-92-SP-381)

Dear Ms. Kelleher:

This is in response to ybur letter dated July 5, 1995 and received in this office by facsimile on the
same date. Your letter requested an update to a previous species list dated and sent to your office
on June 26, 1992 (FWS Reference # 1-3-92-SP-381). This list supersedes #1-3—92—SP-381

The enclosed is a list of listed threatened and endangered species, and candidate species

. (Attachment A), that may be present within the area of the proposed Northwest Washington
Transmission Project in Whatcom and Skagit countiés, Washington. The list fulfills the
requirements of the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under Section 7(c) of the Endangered
~Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). We have also enclosed a copy of the requirements for
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) compliance under the Act (Attachment B).

Should the Biological Assessment (BA) determine that a listed species is likely to be affected -

(adversely or beneficially) by the project, the BPA . should request Section 7 consultation through
 this office. If the biological assessment determines that the proposed action is "not likely to

adversely affect" a listed species, the BPA should request. Service concurrence with that

determination through the informal consultation process. Even if the biological assessment shows

a "no eﬁ‘ " situation, we would appreciate receiving a copy for our information.

Candidate species are included simply as advance notice to federal agencies of species which may
be proposed and listed in the future.  However, protection provided to candidate species now may
preclude possible listing in the future. If early evaluation of your project indicates that it is likely

Insert 23- Threatened and
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to adversely impact a candxdate species, the BPA may wish to request technical assistance from
this office.

In addifion,, please be advised that federal and state regulations may_reﬁuire pennité in areas where
wetlands are identified. You should contact the Seattle District of the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers for federal permit requirements. and the Washington State Department of Ecology for
state permit requirements.

Your interest in endangered species is appreciated. If you have additional questions regarding
your responsibilities under the Act, please contact Leslie Propp at 360-753-4063 or Jim Michaels
of this office at the letterhead phone/address. .

' Smcérely, |

David C. Fredenck
Supervisor

Ip/tb
Enclosures
SE/BPA/ 1-3-95-SP-733/Skagit & Whatcom
c. WDFW, Region 4
WNHP, Olympia

Insert 23- Threatened and
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| ,ATrACBMEN'r A

LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDAN GERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND
- CANDIDATE SPECIES WHICH MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE
PROPOSED NORTHWEST WASHINGTON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
- IN .SKAGIT AND WHATCOM COUNTIES, WASHINGTON
(Located in various sections of T3SN RSE/ T36 N RSE/ T37N R4/5E/
'I‘38N R3/4E/T39 R1-3E/ T4ON RlIZE)

1-3-95-SP-_733
LISTED
Bald eagle (Halzaeetus leucocephalus) - wintering bald eagles may occur in the vicinity of the
* project from about October 31 through March31. :
There are four bald eagle nesting territories located in the v1citnty of the project at: T35N RSE
$28; T37N R4E 54/9/15/16; T38N R3E $21/27 ; and T39N R2E §9/16 . Nestmg activities occur
from about Jannary 1 through August 15.
Marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus marmoratus) ‘may occur in the v1c1mty of the
project.
Major concermns that should be addressed i in your blologlcal assessment of the pro;ect 1mpacts to
hsted species are: .

1. Level of use of the project area by listed speeies

2. Effect of the prOJect on listed species' primary food stocks, prey specxes and
' foraging areas in all areas influenced by the project.

3. Impacts from project construction and operation (i.e., habitat loss, increased ttoise
levels, increased human activity) which may result in disturbance to listed species-
and/or their avoidance of the prOJect area.

PROPOSED

None
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- ATTACHMENT A (1-3-95-SP-733) Continued _
CANDIDATE
The followmg candldate spectes may coccur in the vicinity of the project: -

Harlequin duck (Hxst?zomcus hzstnomcus)

o Little willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii brewsteri)

Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus borealis)
 Pacific fisher (Martes penmanti pacifica)

Pacific Townsend's (=western) big-eared bat (Plecoxus townsendii tamxsendu')
, Yuma myotls (bat) Mpyotis )mzmems) ,

Insert 23- Threatened and -
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ATTACHMENT B

FEDERAL AGENCIES' RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTIONS 7(a) AND 7(c)
OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973, AS AMENDED

SECTION 7(a) - Consultation/Conference

Requires: 1. Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out programs to conserve endangered and
threatened species;

2. Consultation with FWS. when a federal action may affect a listed endangered or threatened species
to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a federal agency is.not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitat. The process is initiated by the federal agency after it has
determined if its action may affect (adversely or.beneficially) a listed species; and

3. Conference with FWS when a federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a
proposed species or result in destruction or an adverse modification of proposed critical habitat.

SECTION 7(c) - Biological Assessment for Construction Projects *

.Requires federal agencies or their designees to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for construction projects
only. The purpose of the BA is to identify any proposed and/or listed species.which is/are likely to be affected by
a construction project. The process is initiated by a federal agency in requesting a list of proposed and listed
threatened and endangered- species (list attached). The BA should be completed within 180 days after its
initiation (or within such a time period as is mutually agreeable). If the BA is not initiated within 90 days of
receipt of the species list, please verify the accuracy of the list with our Service. No irreversible commitment of
resources is to be made during the BA process which would result in violation of the requirements under Section
7(a) of the Act. Planning, deSIgn, and administrative actions may be taken; however, no construction may begin.

To complete the BA, your agency or its designee should: (1) conduct an onsite inspection of the area to be
affected by the proposal, which may include a detailed survey of the area to determine if the species is present
and whether suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing population or potential reintroduction of the
species; (2) review literature and scientific data to determine species distribution, habitat needs, and other
biological requirements; (3) interview experts including those within the FWS, National Marine Fisheries Service,
state comservation department, universities, and others who may have data not yet published in scientific
literature; (4) review and analyze the effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and
populations, including consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and its habitat; (5)
analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures; and (6) prepare a report documenting the
_results, including a discussion of study methods used, any problems encountered, and other relevant information.
"Upon completion, the report should be forwarded to our Endangered Species Division, 3704 Grlfﬁn Lane SE,
Suite 102, Olympia, WA 98501-2192. .

* “"Construction project" means any major federal action which significantly affects the quality of the human
environment (requiring an EIS), designed primarily to result in the building or erection of human-made structures
such as dams, buildings, roads, pipelines, channels, and the like. This includes federal action such as permits,
grants, licenses, or other forms of federal authorization or approval which may result in construction.
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' Department of Energy
Bonnevulle Power Admlnlstratlon_

_ . P.O. Box 3621
_Porﬂa.nd, Oregon 97208-3621

July 5,1995 - | | ¢

Ms. Leslie Propp
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
- 3704 Griffin Lane SE Suite 102
Olympia, WA 98501-2192

‘Dear Ms. Propp:

As discussed-in our phone conversation Thursday, June 29, 1995, Bonneville Power ,
' .Administ‘rat'ion (BPA) is requesting an updated threatened and endangered species list for their
~ proposed Northwest Washington Transmission Project. BPA first requested a species list on
May 26, 1992 (FWS Ref 1-3-92-SP-581), and received a letter concurring with their findings of
“not likely to adversely affect the marbled murrelet or bald eagle” (FWS Ref 1-3-93-1-809).

A preferred alternative has been chosen since the 1992 letter. The preferred altemative is for
BPA to rebuild its existing 230-kV single circuit, wood pole line to 230-kV double-circuit, lattice-
steel. The line runs from BPA’s Sedro Wooley Substation to its Custer Substation, a distance of
about 61 kilometers (38 miles) (see attached map). The new line would remain on existing right-
of -way with minor amounts of clearing needed. Also attached is a list of coordmates (township,
range and sectlon) for the transmission line.

- We are in the process of addressing comments on the Draft Environmental Im pact Statement arfd
- expect a Record of Decision (ROD) in September. We would appreciate your response as soon

as possible, and please fax itto us in orderto expedlte the process. My fax number i is (503) 230-
5699. '

If Vyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (503) 230-7692.
Sincerely,

N

Leslie Kelleher
Biologist -

Enclosures
. Insert 23--Threatened and
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3 Towné_hp, Section, Rangé Bellingham Corridor Passes Thru

- township tdir range rdir section

40 N. 1 E 36
40 N 2 E 31
39 N - 1 E 1
39 N 2 E 6
-39 ‘N 2 E 5
39 - N 2. E 8
-39 N 2 E 9
-39 N 2 E’ 16
" 39 N 2 E 15
39 "N 2 E 14
39 N 2 E 22
.39 N 2 E 23
-39 N 2 E 24
39 N -2 E 26
39 N -2 E 25
39 N 2 E 36
39 N 3 E 30
39 N 3 E 31
39 N 3 E 32
38 N 3 E S
38 N - 3 E 4
38 ‘N 3 E 9
38 N 3 E 10
38 N 3 E 15
38 N 3 E 14
38 N 3 E . 23
- 38 N 3 E 24
38 N 3 E 25
38 N 4 E 19
38 N- 4 E 30
38 N 4 E 29
38 N 4 E 31
38 N 4 E 32
38 N 4 E 33
37 N 4 E 4
37 ‘N 4 E 3
37 N - 4 E 10
37 N 4 E 11
37 N 4 E U4
37 N 4 E 13
37 N 4 E 24
37 N 4 _E 25
37 N 5 E 19
37 N 5 E 30
37 N S E 31
36 N "5 - .E 6 -
36 ~—N —5 B -5
36 N 5 E 7
36 N~ < E- 8
36 N 5 E 18
36 N 5 E 19
36 N 5 E 30
36 N 5 E 31
35 N S E 6
- 35 N S E 7
35 N S E 18
35 N - E 17
35 N ) E 19
35 N S E
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND HILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
3704 Griffin Lane SE, Suite 102
Olympia, Washington 98501-2192
(206) 753-9440 FAX: (206) 753-9008

September 10, - 1993

Phillip D. Havens
Wildlife Biologist
Department of Energy .
Bonneville Power Adm1n1strat1on
~ P.0. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

FWS Reference: 1-3-93-1- 809
Dear Mr Havens

This 1etter is in response to the Biological Assessment (BA) and your cover

letter, dated July 1, 1993, of the proposed Northwest Washington Transmission
Project. The U.S. F1sh and Wildlife Service (Service) received your 1etter on

July 6, 1993.

The proposed project is to upgrade electricity potential on 38 miles of
transmission line by reconstructing the carrying line and power poles.
Approximately 122 acres of scrub growth would be affected. - If alternative HI,
a dogleg in the line, were to be chosen, you would affect an additional 84
acres of second-- and third-growth forest. Because you have not chosen the
- preferred alternative, you have analyzed the project as a worst-case scenarjo.

The Service concurs that the proposed project, as described in the BA, in not -
likely to adversely affect the bald eagle if you maintain proper spacing of
lines to prevent electrocuting birds. . The Service also concurs that the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the marbled murrelet.

‘This concludes informal consultation pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. The project should be re-analyzed
if new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed
species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this
consultation; if the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes
an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in
this consultation; and/or, if a new species is listed or cr1t1ca1 habitat is
des1gnated that may be affected by th1s project. :
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If you have any questions about this letter or your responsibilities undér the

’

Act, please contact Michelle Eames at the letterhead phone/address. .

Sincerely,
(ol Bl

'/%’ Dav1d C. Frederick e
State Supervisor

c1/pis ‘
c: WDW, Region 4 (Muller)

USAI, Portland (Krahmer) . -
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