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Thank you for your comment, James  Luce. 
 
The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is 80025.  Please 
refer to the tracking number in all correspondence relating to this comment. 
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Comment Submitted: 
As Chair of the Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, I submit the 
attached comments on behalf of the State of Washinton. 
 
Jim Luce 
360-956-2150(o) 
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State of Washington


Comments on Section 368 of Energy Policy Act of 2005


Programmatic EIS


November 23, 2005


The State of Washington appreciates the opportunity to comment on the programmatic environment impact statement (EIS) being prepared in accordance with Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.


Washington State concurs in the comments offered by the State of Oregon insofar as they are not specific to the State of Oregon, and in addition, offers the following comments.


One recommendation about which we feel very strongly is that the Department hold a series of public meetings to accept public comment on the draft EIS and explain progress that has been made on Section 1221.


This need is heightened by the key inter-relationships between Section 368 and Section 1221 of the Energy Policy Act and we recommend that the Department address the interrelationships and impacts, provide updates on Section 1221 “congestion studies,” and advise the public of any potential applications it may have knowledge of for “national interest corridors.”  This information will allow our State and the public to have a more robust and complete understanding of the significant transmission issues presented by the Energy Policy Act.


At a minimum, the draft Section 368 EIS should discuss potential impacts on land air and water that may occur from the four alternatives presented.  The analysis should not only focus on specific proposed or possible corridors, but also broader impacts of alternatives and the no action.  Where would new power plants be built, where would industry develop and what would be the environmental, economic, and social impacts be to those locations.


Our understanding is that there is currently no specific or detailed information on existing corridors.  We believe this information and a better understanding of what the Department believes constitutes a “corridor” is important to your development of the programmatic statement and to our ability to comment effectively on the EIS.


Once the specific information on existing corridors is know, the Department should carefully consider corridor compatibility issues; that is, to analyze whether usages within the corridors to be identified or added are not inconsistent.  For example, there are pros and cons about siting multi-use facilities within a specific corridor.  Gas and electricity, for example, may not always be compatible and can present safety issues.  Homeland security is also important and a discussion regarding corridor identification and multiple uses within this context is appropriate.


Within our State, local governments, city and county, currently have the primary responsibility for siting transmission lines under our State’s Growth Management Act.


Consultation with these governments is critical.  The programmatic EIS should discuss how federal agencies would work or plan with state and local governments, and utilities (both private and public) to ensure corridors on federal and non federal lands would, could, or should align.  We also strongly support government-to-government consultation with Native American Tribes.




        Questions about submitting comments over the Web?  Contact us at:  
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS 
Webmaster at (630)252-6182. 
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The State of Washington appreciates the opportunity to comment on the programmatic 
environment impact statement (EIS) being prepared in accordance with Section 368 of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
 
Washington State concurs in the comments offered by the State of Oregon insofar as they 
are not specific to the State of Oregon, and in addition, offers the following comments. 
 
One recommendation about which we feel very strongly is that the Department hold a 
series of public meetings to accept public comment on the draft EIS and explain progress 
that has been made on Section 1221. 
 
This need is heightened by the key inter-relationships between Section 368 and Section 
1221 of the Energy Policy Act and we recommend that the Department address the 
interrelationships and impacts, provide updates on Section 1221 “congestion studies,” 
and advise the public of any potential applications it may have knowledge of for 
“national interest corridors.”  This information will allow our State and the public to have 
a more robust and complete understanding of the significant transmission issues 
presented by the Energy Policy Act. 
 
At a minimum, the draft Section 368 EIS should discuss potential impacts on land air and 
water that may occur from the four alternatives presented.  The analysis should not only 
focus on specific proposed or possible corridors, but also broader impacts of alternatives 
and the no action.  Where would new power plants be built, where would industry 
develop and what would be the environmental, economic, and social impacts be to those 
locations. 
 
Our understanding is that there is currently no specific or detailed information on existing 
corridors.  We believe this information and a better understanding of what the 
Department believes constitutes a “corridor” is important to your development of the 
programmatic statement and to our ability to comment effectively on the EIS. 
 
Once the specific information on existing corridors is know, the Department should 
carefully consider corridor compatibility issues; that is, to analyze whether usages within 
the corridors to be identified or added are not inconsistent.  For example, there are pros 
and cons about siting multi-use facilities within a specific corridor.  Gas and electricity, 
for example, may not always be compatible and can present safety issues.  Homeland 
security is also important and a discussion regarding corridor identification and multiple 
uses within this context is appropriate. 



 
Within our State, local governments, city and county, currently have the primary 
responsibility for siting transmission lines under our State’s Growth Management Act. 
Consultation with these governments is critical.  The programmatic EIS should discuss 
how federal agencies would work or plan with state and local governments, and utilities 
(both private and public) to ensure corridors on federal and non federal lands would, 
could, or should align.  We also strongly support government-to-government consultation 
with Native American Tribes. 
 
 
 




