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Comments and Responses 
Volume 3E 

Communication Log Numbers 14747 - 14798 

Each comment form, email, letter or other type of correspondence (collectively referred to as 

communications) was given an identifying log number when it was received (e.g., 14100).  

Breaks in the number sequence are a result of communications logged during the comment 

period that were not comments on the Draft EIS.  In some cases, duplicate communications 

(such as petitions and form letters) were later combined and assigned the same log number.  

Each communication is divided by subject or issue into individual comments.  For example, 

14444-2 is comment number 2 of communication 14444. BPA received 662 communications on 

the Draft EIS and 2,859 comments were identified in these communications.  

All comments received on the Draft EIS and BPA’s responses to these comments are provided in 

their entirety in Volume 3 (Volume 3A through 3H).  Each page of comments is followed by a 

page of BPA responses to the comments.  Due to the number of comments received, Volume 3 

has been divided into eight parts for the purposes of printing and managing electronic file sizes 

(Volume 3A through 3H).  The range of log numbers and page numbers found in each volume is 

included in Table 1 - Volume Contents for reference.    

How to Review Comments and Responses 

Communications are ordered consecutively by log number in the report.  Please refer to Table 2 

in the Introduction of Volume 3 for a list of all communications submitted by each commenter 

and the page number where the communication can be found in Volume 3A through 3H.  If 

BPA's response to a comment refers back to an earlier response, use Table 1 to find the 

referenced log number. An online comment response search tool is also available at 

http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Pages/Search-Comments.aspx. 

Table 1 - Volume Contents 
Log Numbers Volume Pages 

14093 – 14379 3A 1 - 402 

14380 – 14600 3B 403 - 808 

14601 – 14701 3C 809 - 1222 

14702 – 14746 3D 1223 - 1532 

14747 – 14798 3E 1533 - 1862 

14799 – 14827 3F 1863 - 2262 

14828 – 14843 3G 2263 - 2602 

14844 – 14919 3H 2603 - 3004 

http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Pages/Search-Comments.aspx
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14747-1 
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14747-1 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1, 14328-5, and 14712-2. 
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14748-1 

14748-2 

14748-3 
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14748-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14748-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1, 14328-5, and 14712-2. 

14748-3 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 
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14749-1 

14749-2 

14749-3 
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14749-1 BPA believes that public involvement results in better information and allows us 
to make better-informed decisions. Section 1.6 of the EIS discusses the project's 
public outreach efforts. 

Recommended mitigation measures are included in Chapters 5 through 
22. Mitigation measures included as part of the project are listed in Table 3.2,
Mitigation Measures Included as Part of the Project. 

14749-2 BPA has an obligation to construct new transmission facilities to maintain a safe 
and reliable transmission system that complies with national reliability 
standards.  Chapter 1 of the EIS provides more details on the reliability concerns 
underlying the need for the proposed I-5 Project.  

14749-3 Comment noted. 
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14749-3 

14749-4 

14749-5 

14749-6 

14749-7 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1541 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14749-4 Comment noted. 

14749-5 The location of the proposed substation at the Sundial site was based on the 
availability of industrial land, proximity to existing right-of-way and other 
transmission facilities, and proximity to an existing transmission crossing of the 
Columbia River.  As discussed in the EIS, this substation site is located in an 
existing industrial park under development by the Port of Portland.  After 
publication of the Draft EIS, BPA identified an additional option for the substation 
within the industrial park.  BPA's preferred location for the substation is now Lot 
11 on Port of Portland property.  The Final EIS has been updated to reflect this 
change.   

14749-6 Please see the response to Comment 14480-3.  Section heading 18.2.2.4 has 
been corrected to 18.2.2.3, Sundial Substation. 

14749-7 BPA has included the Statewide MOA in Appendix A.  If a formal mitigation 
agreement for this project is developed and signed with WDNR before 
distribution of the Final EIS, BPA will also include that document in Appendix A. 
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14749-7 

14749-8 

14749-9 

14749-10 

14749-11 
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14749-8 BPA reviewed the list of Freedom of Information Act requests for this project and 
did not find a request submitted by the commenter.  BPA also reviewed the 
project database and did not find a request for these documents.  BPA regrets if 
this request was somehow overlooked by the project team.  The commenter did 
receive the documents from WDNR.  Please see the response to Comment 
14749-7. 

14749-9 Comment noted. 

14749-10 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

14749-11 Please see the response to Comment 14749-1. 
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14750-1 
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14750-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.  The commenter's property is 
northeast of Segment 26.  BPA's Preferred Alternative does not include Segment 
26.



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1546 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14750-1 

14750-2 

14750-3 

14750-4 
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14750-2 Please see the response to Comment 14750-1. 

14750-3 Please see the response to Comment 14750-1. 

14750-4 Please see the response to Comment 14750-1. 
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14751-1 

14751-2 
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14751-1 Please see the response to Comment 14282-1. 

14751-2 Comment noted. 
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14751-2 

14751-3 

14751-4 
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14751-3 Please see the response to Comment 14596-3. 

14751-4 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl Routes from detailed study in the EIS. Please see the response to Comment 
14472-3 concerning how BPA identified its Preferred Alternative. 
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14751-4 

14751-5 

14751-6 
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14751-5 Section 27.10, Clean Water Act, describes how BPA prepared a Section 404(b)(1) 
alternatives analysis to provide the Corps with the necessary information about 
the availability of practicable alternatives to the proposed project and to identify 
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.  Because the Central 
Alternative using Central Option 1 is BPA’s Preferred Alternative, the Joint 
Aquatic Resources Application submitted to the Corps included information on 
this alternative and not the West Alternative. 

14751-6 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1. 
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14752-1 

14752-2 

14752-3 

14752-4 

14752-5 
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14752-1 Please see the response to Comment 14282-1. 

14752-2 Comment noted. 

14752-3 Comment noted. 

14752-4 Comment noted. 

14752-5 The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Section 19.2, Environmental 
Consequences.  Table 25 in Appendix K integrates findings of the hydrology, 
sediment, riparian, and floodplain impact analyses to rate the loss of fish 
productivity associated with potential habitat impacts.  The West Alternative and 
options rank as having the lowest fish impacts.  This alternative crosses a high 
number of relatively high-value streams but, as the commenter notes, many 
stream crossings occur at locations where conditions in the right-of-way are 
already altered.  The Central Alternative and options rank intermediate.  This 
alternative crosses the greatest number of forested crossings, although, not as 
many are highly-productive anadromous fish-bearing streams.  Subsequently, 
impacts to fish productivity are not as great. 
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14752-6 

14752-7 

14752-8 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1559 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14752-6 Please see the response to Comment 14336-2.  Similar to landowners in 
Washington under Forest Practices, as a utility, BPA is guided by utility practice 
on the amount and types of vegetation allowed to remain within and along the 
transmission line right-of-way.  In general, all tall growing vegetation would need 
to be removed for safe operation of the line.  BPA has studied the engineering 
design for stream crossings on this project and has determined which crossings 
can benefit from a design adjustment to allow more lower-growing vegetation to 
remain during initial construction clearing and long-term maintenance clearing. 

14752-7 Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for further explanation of the 
methodology used in the visual assessment. 

Photographs and simulations are included in the FEIS for the Castle Rock, Merwin 
Lake and Camas / Washougal area (see FEIS Figures 7-7 to 7-11, 7-15 to 7-17 and 
7-19) 

14752-8 Comment noted. 
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14753-1 
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14753-1 In the Draft EIS, Chapter 16, Wetlands, describes how wetland delineations were 
conducted at Sundial, Casey Road, and Baxter Road substation sites while other 
wetlands were analyzed using desktop methods as that was all the information 
available to BPA at the time the Draft EIS was developed and published. Since 
that time, wetland delineations and functional assessments that meet Corps and 
Ecology requirements have been completed on the Preferred Alternative.  Data 
that was available during the development and publication of the Final EIS has 
been incorporated into the document.  This data has also been used for the 
Section 404 permit required for this project under the Clean Water Act. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1562 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14753-1 
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14753-1 
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14753-1 
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14753-2 

14753-3 
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14753-2 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2.  Most of the access roads 
proposed for the Preferred Alternative are existing roads that would be improved 
or reconstructed.  Both new and existing access roads cross upland and riparian 
habitat.  The interactive map on the project website displays this information.  All 
stream crossings would use bridges or fish-friendly culverts.   

14753-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14110-1, 14377-5, and 14753-1. 

Context is important when comparing the text in Chapters 16 and 19.  The 
quoted text the commenter selected from Chapter 19 describes a conclusion 
made to hydrologic functions with ultimate impacts on fish.  The conclusion is 
made in the context of a large watershed area of about 161,000 acres.  In the 
context of such a large watershed area, long-term changes would be minor.  In 
Chapter 16, the quoted text refers to an analysis of specific wetland areas and 
the local and immediate high impacts to those wetlands and the hydrologic 
function they provide.  This discussion is not determining impacts within the 
entire watershed.  
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14753-3 
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14753-4 

14753-5 
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14753-4 Chapter 24, Short-Term Uses versus Long-Term Productivity, describes potential 
impacts to soil productivity, hydrological productivity, biological productivity and 
economic productivity from the proposed project over the long term. 

14753-5 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 
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14753-5 
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14754-1 

14755-1 
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14754-1 Comment noted. 

14755-1 Comment noted. 
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14756-1 

14757-1 
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14756-1 Comment noted. 

14757-1 Comment noted. 
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14758-1 

14758-2 

14759-1 
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14758-1 Please see the responses to Comments 14596-1 and 14596-4. 

14758-2 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5. 

14759-1 Comment noted. 
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14760-1 

14761-1 
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14760-1 Comment noted. 

14761-1 Comment noted. 
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14762-1 

14763-1 
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14762-1 Comment noted. 

14763-1 Comment noted. 
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14764-1 

14765-1 
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14764-1 Comment noted. 

14765-1 Comment noted. 
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14766-1 

14767-1 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1589 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14766-1 BPA understands the commenter's desire to have updated information and learn 
about our project decisions as quickly as possible. We want to ensure that we 
provide a complete and comprehensive environmental review for consideration 
and comment. That takes time. The additional time allows BPA to consider the 
comments it has received about the project and complete environmental analysis 
of issues identified by landowners and stakeholders. This will help BPA make a 
well-informed decision about a preferred alternative and ultimately whether, and 
where, to build a new line and substations.  

14767-1 Comment noted. 
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14768-1 

14769-1 
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14768-1 Comment noted. 

14769-1 Comment noted. 
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14770-1 
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14770-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 
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14771-1 

14771-2 
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14771-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 

The referenced study was entered into the comment database as Comment 
14790.  Responses to the referenced study are found in Comments 14790-1 
through 14790-50. 

14771-2 Exponent provided an overview of peer-reviewed research published between 
January 1, 2006 and October 1, 2010.  Please see Appendix G, Section 2 for more 
information about how Exponent identified appropriate literature to include in 
the report.  An update to this report is provided as Appendix G1 and includes 
additional studies to April 1, 2015. 
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14771-2 

14771-3 

14771-4 
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14771-3 The results from the Lowenthal et al. (2007) study are further discussed in 
Appendix G under Adult leukemia and lymphoma and cited in Table 5. 

14771-4 Please see the response to Comment 14771-2. 
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14771-4 

14771-5 

14771-6 
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14771-5 Science, in general, is not able to prove the absence of a potential effect with 100 
percent certainty. Thus, scientific uncertainty will remain, and responsible 
scientific agencies will advocate continued research to further reduce scientific 
uncertainties. Based on currently available evidence, however, the World Health 
Organization (WHO) concludes that “[d]espite extensive research, to date there is 
no evidence to conclude that exposure to low level electromagnetic fields is 
harmful to human health.” Similarly, the International Commission of Non-
Ionizing Radiation Protection, the leading agency to set scientifically based 
exposure limits for electric and magnetic fields (EMF) to protect public health, 
states that the evidence from studies of long-term health outcomes “is too weak 
to form the basis for exposure guidelines.” Given the lack of sufficient scientific 
evidence, the WHO recommends that if any precautionary measures are 
considered to reduce EMF levels, those should be no cost or low cost measures 
and should not jeopardize the overall societal benefits that are brought by 
electricity. 

BPA has a policy that addresses public concern and scientific uncertainty 
available at: http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-
5/2012documents/How%20BPA%20Addresses%20EMF%20brochure-WEB.pdf 

14771-6 Comment noted. 
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14771-6 

14771-7 

14771-8 
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14771-7 BPA recognizes that electric and magnetic fields is an extremely important topic 
to the public and hence, BPA itself.  For this reason and to make the information 
easier to find for the public, BPA discusses EMF in its own chapter in the EIS 
(Chapter 8, Electric and Magnetic Fields) and not in Chapter 10, Public Health and 
Safety.    

As discussed in Section 8.2.1, Impact Levels, studies have provided insufficient or 
inconclusive evidence about the potential health impacts of magnetic fields (see 
Section 8.2.2.2, Magnetic Fields), and because there are no national or regional 
standards for magnetic fields, BPA has not defined impact levels for magnetic 
fields.   

EMF is also discussed in Appendices F and G. 

14771-8 Information about risks from extreme weather events has been added to 
Section 10.2.2.2, Operation and Maintenance. 

Extreme weather events, such as wind, ice, etc., are rare in BPA’s service 
territory, but can occur and could cause a lattice steel tower to fail.  Because 
lattice steel towers are connected to each other with conductors, if one tower 
fails it puts stresses on surrounding towers, which can sometimes cause nearby 
towers to collapse.  BPA uses tower designs that help prevent this cascading 
effect from occurring.  

Towers are designed to take some longitudinal loading, which occurs either when 
a wire breaks or a tower fails.  This limits potential damage to only a few 
towers.  The lattice-steel towers are designed to withstand 120 mph winds, 
which can be created by tornadoes, microbursts and downbursts. 

On average 800 to 1,000 tornadoes occur within the contiguous U.S.  For a 30-
year period (1950 1980) the total number of reported tornadoes was recorded 
and compiled on a 1 degree latitude by 1 degree longitude (1 degree square 
contains about 4,000 square miles) map (Wong, 2009).  In Washington and 
Oregon, 53 tornadoes were recorded over this period, which is quite low 
compared to other states.  Another study observed that over a 63-year period 
(1916 1978), 86 percent of tornadoes were scaled as F2 or less (Wong, 
2009).  The F scale, FPP, was developed to categorize tornadoes by their intensity 
and size.  A class F2 has a gust speed range between 113 mph and 157 mph.  The 
economics of designing for the higher gust speeds to prevent a rare event is 
impractical and would increase rates paid by customers.  

River crossing towers are designed to higher standards because they are critical 
to the system.  These towers are designed with an additional 20 percent overload 
(factor of safety) for reliability. 
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14771-8 

14771-9 

14771-10 
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14771-8 To help prevent trees from falling onto the transmission lines during extreme 
weather, trees considered a danger to the transmission line are removed (see 
Section 3.11, Vegetation Clearing).  Also, breakers in the substations keep the 
power from staying on in the event of a downed transmission line. 

Icing events can occur in the Northwest.  Washington and Oregon typically have 
between 0.25 inches and 0.5 inches of radial glaze ice occur every 50 years, 
depending on the geographic area.  The Columbia Gorge can see glaze ice up to 
1.25 inches.  BPA uses an extreme icing load case that is two times the 50-year 
icing amounts. 

Though BPA cannot design for every conceivable loading combination, design 
standards cover a high probability of events that are likely to occur within the 
area. 

14771-9 Please see the response to Comment 14677-4. 

14771-10 Please see the responses to Comments 14291-3 and 14674-1. 
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14771-10 

14771-11 
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14771-11 Please see the responses to Comments 14140-2 and 14291-3. 
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14771-11 

14771-12 

14771-13 
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14771-12 The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Chapter 19, Fish, and 
Appendix K.  Table A-3, in Appendix K, provides a subwatershed-scale accounting 
of potential hydrology impacts.  BPA has also included subwatershed-scale 
accounting of potential sediment impacts in Appendix K.  Tables B-1 and C-1 
report potential crossing-scale riparian and floodplain impacts, 
respectively.  Table D-1 in Appendix K provides a crossing-by-crossing accounting 
of salmon and steelhead production potential.  This detailed information is 
integrated to rate the loss of fish productivity created by potential habitat 
impacts at the crossing, reach, and ESU scale.  Summary level impacts are 
reported in Table 25 in Appendix K. 

BPA has included an analysis of restoration projects potentially affected by the 
action alternatives in Chapter 19.  According to SalmonPort, the online project 
tracking system maintained by the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board, several 
restoration projects have been implemented or are planned for the Coweeman 
subbasin.  These projects seek to improve in-stream habitat, off-channel habitat, 
riparian functions, and fish passage.  The Coweeman River CWS Riparian 
Restoration could coincide with one or more stream crossings.  The Nesbit Tree 
Farm Stream Restoration is adjacent to the transmission line crossing 11-
3. Otherwise, project actions would not directly affect restoration.  However,
restoration benefits would be offset somewhat by riparian habitat lost to 
transmission line corridor construction. 

14771-13 Comment noted. 
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14771-14 Comment noted. Under NEPA, BPA is required to prepare an EIS for proposed 
projects - such as the I-5 project - with the potential to significantly affect the 
quality of the human environment, which includes both the natural/physical 
environment and the social/economic environment. Accordingly, BPA has 
evaluated potential impacts to these environments in Chapters 5 through 26 of 
the EIS. NEPA does not require that a formal cost-benefit analysis be provided; 
however, BPA has provided project cost estimates in the EIS for each of the 
alternatives studied in detail. This information, along with the environmental 
impact analysis and other information in the EIS, can be used by decision-makers 
in considering the overall costs and benefits of each alternative, to the extent 
that is relevant to the choice among alternatives. 
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14772-2 
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14772-1 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1. 

14772-2 Please see the response to Comment 14596-2. 
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Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1621 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14772-3 Please see the response to Comment 14596-3. 
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14772-4 

14772-5 

14772-6 
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14772-4 Please see the response to Comment 14596-4. 

14772-5 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5. 

14772-6 Comment noted. 
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14774 
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14773-1 BPA contacted the commenter and confirmed that his comments had been 
received. 

14774-1 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1626 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14775-1 

14775-2 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1627 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14775-1 Comment noted. 

14775-2 Please see the response to Comment 14683-9. 

The soil and groundwater contamination at the Reynolds Troutdale Site has been 
clearly identified and addressed in previous investigations and site cleanup 
required and overseen by EPA Region X.  BPA is closely coordinating with EPA, 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, and the underlying property 
owner (Port of Portland) to locate any geotechnical investigations and project 
facilities to minimize impacts to the site. 
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14775-3 The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Section 19.2, Environmental 
Consequences.  BPA has included an analysis of restoration projects potentially 
affected by the action alternatives to this section.  According to SalmonPort, the 
online project tracking system maintained by the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery 
Board, two projects occur and/or benefit reaches crossed by transmission line 
corridors in the Cedar Creek watershed.  The WRIA 27/28 Nutrient Enhancement 
project may involve carcass placement at or near the transmission line stream 
crossing 26-3 along Cedar Creek.  Fish passage improvement near the Cedar 
Creek headwaters benefits fish production at the transmission line crossing at 28-
6. In both cases, restoration benefits would be slightly offset by riparian habitat
lost to corridor construction. 

14775-4 Please see the response to Comment 14775-3. 

14775-5 Chapter 25, Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, discusses the 
potential resources used or impacted for the project that could not be 
mitigated.  Also, Chapters 5 through 22 each contain a section called Unavoidable 
Impacts, which identify those impacts that would still remain if all recommended 
mitigation measures were implemented.  

14775-6 Please see the response to Comment 14683-9. 

There is no information available to suggest significant contamination exists in 
the Chelatchie Creek area to be released by geologic activity. 

14775-7 Please see the responses to Comments 14775-2 and 14775-6. BPA has conducted 
geotechnical drilling at the Sundial Substation site to aid in the design of tower 
and substation footings.  No buried containers were found. The cores were not 
tested for contaminates as soil and groundwater contamination has already been 
clearly identified and addressed in previous investigations and site cleanup 
required and overseen by EPA Region X.    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1630 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14775-8 

14775-9 

14775-10 

14775-11 

14775-12 
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14775-8 Appendix J contains a large amount of geologic data, some of which was used to 
develop Chapter 14, Geology and Soils.  Chapter 14 describes site-specific 
investigations that would be done at landslide prone areas to evaluate their 
potential for landslides to occur. These investigations are on-going and the 
results inform the engineering design.  To the extent possible, towers and access 
roads would be sited to avoid potential landslide prone areas.  If needed, 
mitigation measures to reduce the risk of landslides, such as those described in 
Chapter 14, Geology and Soils, would be implemented (e.g. developing a 
landslide monitoring plan). 

14775-9 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-9, 14775-2, 14775-6, and 14775-7. 

14775-10 Chapter 11, Socioeconomics, and Appendix A have been updated to include a 
more detailed description of the assumptions used for the analysis of timber 
impacts. The analysis identifies two forms of impacts: short-term impacts from 
revenue gained from timber harvest for the project and long-term impacts from 
revenue foregone from future timber harvests that would not occur with the 
project.  

This analysis is not intended to serve as an appraisal of the value of timber on 
individual properties, or an estimate of compensation required to offset future 
expectations of timber-harvest revenue. It is instead intended to provide 
information sufficient to allow BPA to compare timber-related impacts across 
action alternatives, recognizing that there would be both positive and negative 
impacts for landowners. Timber landowners whose land the project would cross 
would have an opportunity to negotiate compensation with BPA. 

14775-11 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-9 and 14791-22. 

14775-12 Comment noted. 
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14775-13 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl Routes from detailed study in the EIS. 
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14776-1 Comment noted. 

14777-1 BPA considered many factors when identifying its preferred alternative. These 
included system reliability, cost, and impacts to the human and natural 
environmental.  Please see BPA's issue brief at: 
http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Documents/BPA-I-5-Issue-Brief-
Preferred-Alternative-Nov2012.pdf. 

14777-2 The potential for the project to affect visual resources is described in Chapter 7, 
Visual Resources, and Appendix E.  Although use patterns have evolved around 
and adapted to the existing transmission line and corridor along the West 
Alternative, Section 7.2.1, West Alternatives and Options, notes that public 
comments received during the scoping period indicate residents along the West 
Alternative are highly sensitive to change. This section also discloses how viewer 
sensitivity varies locally with land use and density, including that rural viewers' 
sensitivity may be higher given expectations of more natural landscapes.  
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14777-3 Comment noted. 

14777-4 BPA considered many factors when identifying its preferred alternative. These 
included system reliability, cost, and impacts to the human and natural 
environmental.  Please see BPA's issue brief at: 
http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Documents/BPA-I-5-Issue-Brief-
Preferred-Alternative-Nov2012.pdf. 

14777-5 The potential for the project to affect visual resources is described in Chapter 7, 
Visual Resources, and Appendix E.  Although use patterns have evolved around 
and adapted to the existing transmission line and corridor along the West 
Alternative, Section 7.2.1, West Alternatives and Options, notes that public 
comments received during the scoping period indicate residents along the West 
Alternative are highly sensitive to change. This section also discloses how viewer 
sensitivity varies locally with land use and density, including that rural viewers' 
sensitivity may be higher given expectations of more natural landscapes.  
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14777-6 Please see the response to Comment 14777-1. 

14777-7 For the action alternatives, BPA believes the EIS adequately describes baseline 
conditions. The EIS's description of the Affected Environment for each action 
alternative focuses on describing currently-existing environmental conditions for 
a wide variety of resources in the vicinity of each action alternative. These 
affected environments are widely recognized and accepted "baseline conditions" 
under NEPA. It is in comparison to these baseline conditions that the potential 
impacts of each action alternative is properly examined and described. 
Accordingly, BPA believes the approach used in the EIS to identify the baseline for 
each action alternative as the affected environment against which potential 
project impacts are analyzed is consistent with NEPA requirements. 
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14777-8 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7. 

14777-9 While the West Alternative is mostly located on existing right-of-way, it does 
require areas of new right-of-way; as the commenter quotes from the Draft 
EIS.  The areas of new right-of-way would need to be cleared.  In addition, there 
are many areas along the existing right-of-way and new and existing access roads 
that would also need to be cleared exposing new areas to sedimentation through 
run-off or erosion.  The existing right-of-way can accommodate two lines but 
because only one line occupies the right-of-way, vegetation has been allowed to 
grow through the years on the right-of-way.  Most, if not all, of this vegetation 
would need to be removed. 

14777-10 Please see the response to Comment 14777-9.  Though most of the West 
Alternative would occupy an existing right-of-way, clearing would still be required 
in areas where right-of-way vegetation has not been maintained as low-growing 
vegetation.  

14777-11 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7. 

14777-12 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7. 
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14777-13 Comment noted. BPA believes that the EIS reasonably analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of all alternatives evaluated in detail in the 
EIS.  Throughout the EIS, the impacts of these alternatives are presented in 
comparative form consistent with the CEQ NEPA regulations (see 40 CFR 
1502.14). BPA thus believes that the EIS will be useful in making an informed 
decision concerning the proposed I-5 Project. 

14777-14 Please see the response to Comment 14565-15.  In addition, BPA is working with 
USFWS and WDFW to minimize impacts on avian species by avoiding important 
habitat areas to the extent possible and by mitigating with measures such as 
installing appropriate bird flight diverters on overhead ground wires or fiber optic 
line in areas at high risk for bird collisions. 
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14777-15 The wildlife databases used for the Draft EIS were from 2010 and include the 
following primary sources: 

WDFW.  2010a.  Washington state species of concern lists. Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Obtained from agency website on September 
14, 2010: 
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/endangered/lists/search.php?searchby=All&or
derby=AnimalType,%20CommonName%20ASC. 

WDFW.  2010b.  Priority habitats and species GIS layers. Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA. 

These databases were reviewed again in 2014 and updates were made to the 
Final EIS where new information was available.  The locations of priority habitats 
and species deemed sensitive by WDFW are not to be displayed on a map due to 
an increased risk of human interference. 

The Draft EIS did not rely on terrestrial surveys of marbled murrelet, but rather 
considered impacts on marbled murrelet habitat, in particular the marbled 
murrelet conservation zones specified in the 1997 Marbled Murrelet Recovery 
Plan prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Terrestrial surveys were done 
in 2015 and will continue in 2016.  

14777-16 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 

14777-17 Please see the responses to Comments 14702-1 and 14704-6. 

14777-18 Comment noted. 
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14777-19 When BPA proposes to acquire a right-of-way and/or related access easements, 
the appraisal process would consider the highest and best use of the parcel, and 
determine the easement's impact using a before and after methodology as 
described in the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions 
(UASFLA). The appraisal process would establish the value of these impacts for 
the land rights to be acquired.  See also the response to Comment 14566-9.  

14777-20 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14777-21 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14777-22 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2.  For most of their length, these 
are existing roads on your property that would be reconstructed. 
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14777-23 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 
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14779-1 

14780-1 

14780-2 

14780-3 
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14778-1 Comment noted. 

14779-1 Comment noted. 

14780-1 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 

14780-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1, 14328-5, and 14712-2. 

14780-3 BPA contacted Mr. Opsahl and met with him on his property on October 15, 
2013. 
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14781-1 Comment noted. 

14781-2 Table 16-1, Potential Impacts to Wetlands, has been updated with new 
information based on field studies of the Preferred Alternative. 

14781-3 The selection of alternatives for consideration in the EIS, including the Preferred 
Alternative, included the need to balance many factors, such as managing costs 
for regional ratepayers, BPA's role as responsible environmental stewards, and 
meeting the goal of operating a reliable transmission system. BPA considered 
many factors when identifying its Preferred Alternative. Please see BPA's issue 
brief at: http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Documents/BPA-I-5-Issue-
Brief-Preferred-Alternative-Nov2012.pdf. 
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14781-3 

14782-1 

14783-1 
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14782-1 Comment noted. 

14783-1 Comment noted. 
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14784-1 Comment noted. 

14784-2 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 
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14784-4 

14784-5 

14784-6 
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14784-3 Chapter 28, Consistency with State Substantive Standards, describes BPA's 
commitment to planning its transmission projects to be consistent or compatible 
with state substantive standards to the extent practicable. Section 28.2.9 
discusses Washington's Forest Practices Act and Rules.  

14784-4 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14784-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14306-4. 

14784-6 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 
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14785-1 Comment noted. 

14786-1 Under NEPA, BPA cannot make a final decision concerning a route for the 
proposed project until after it completes the Final EIS and allows for at least a 30-
day "waiting period" from the time the Final EIS is issued. That decision then will 
be announced in the Record of Decision. Accordingly, although BPA has identified 
its preferred alternative, all alternatives considered in detail in the EIS remain 
under consideration.  

14786-2 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 

14786-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1, 14328-5, and 14712-2. 

14786-4 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

14786-5 Please see response to Comment 14140-2. 

14786-6 Comment noted. 
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14787-1 BPA contacted the commenter in March 2013 and confirmed that her property is 
north of BPA's Preferred Alternative and not directly affected by the proposed 
project.  BPA explained that a member of the design team may try to contact her 
again in the future which they did in February 2015.  The design team did contact 
and meet with landowners directly affected by the proposed project.   

Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.  The proposed route has been 
moved south in the commenter's area to be further away from residences to the 
north (including the commenter's) and avoid a large wetland area. 

14788-1 BPA received and considered the commenter's comments. 
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14790-1 The opinions of the commenter are noted. BPA believes it has conducted a 
robust and meaningful public process for the project and EIS that has encouraged 
public input. The EIS reflects public and expert input on many subjects, ranging 
from potential routing ideas to information on resources present in particular 
areas along these routes.  BPA has made great efforts to share information about 
the project throughout the process and has attempted to ensure that this 
information is as accurate as possible. See the response to Comment 14443-1 
regarding the elimination of routes in Oregon (i.e., the Pearl Routes) from 
detailed study in the EIS.  

14790-2 Comment noted. 
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14790-3 Section 4.7.2.4, Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake, Washington, 
explains why potential routes farther east were considered but eliminated from 
detailed study. BPA believes that the reasons provided in the EIS for eliminating 
these alternatives sufficiently explain their elimination. 

14790-4 Please see the response to Comment 14771-9. 

14790-5 Comment noted. Section 4.7.2.4, Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake, 
Washington, explains why potential routes further northeast were considered 
but eliminated from detailed study. Section 4.7.2.8, Transmission Line Route East 
to Bonneville Dam, explains why potential routes near Bonneville Dam were 
considered but eliminated from detailed study. Please see the response to 
Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of routes in Oregon south of Allston 
(i.e., the Pearl Routes) from detailed study in the EIS.  

BPA believes that it has provided sufficient reasons in the EIS for eliminating 
these alternatives and that re-opening the EIS scoping period to further assess 
these alternatives is not warranted. 
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14790-6 

14790-7 

14790-8 

14790-9 

14790-10 
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14790-6 Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the 
elimination of potential routes through Oregon (i.e., the Pearl Routes) from 
detailed study in the EIS. 

14790-7 Please see the response to Comment 14642-2. 

14790-8 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

14790-9 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 

14790-10 Please see the response to Comment 14642-2. 
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14790-11 

14790-12 

14790-13 
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14790-11 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 

14790-12 Please see the response to Comment 14291-3. 

14790-13 Please see the response to Comment 14677-4. 
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14790-14 

14790-15 

14790-16 

14790-17 
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14790-14 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 

14790-15 Please see the response to Comment 14790-5. 

14790-16 Comment noted. 

14790-17 Comment noted. 
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14790-18 

14790-19 

14790-20 

14790-21 
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14790-18 Comment noted. 

14790-19 The I-5 Project would benefit utilities throughout the southwest Washington and 
northwest Oregon area by providing a parallel network to the existing 500-kV 
transmission system. The primary purpose of this project is to keep pace with the 
increasing energy needs in the local project area.  This project is not intended to 
impact power exports to California or the cost of energy in California. 

BPA has an obligation to construct new transmission facilities to maintain a safe 
and reliable transmission system that complies with national reliability 
standards.  BPA currently meets its obligations in the I-5 corridor.  However, as 
discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, BPA needs to increase the electrical capacity 
and transfer capability of its 500-kV transmission system between the Castle 
Rock, Washington area and the Troutdale, Oregon area, in response to 
congestion on this part of the system, growing system reliability concerns, 
increasing local demand for electricity, and new requests for long-term, firm 
transmission service to move power across this portion of its system.  

14790-20 Comment noted. 

14790-21 Please see the response to Comment 14677-4. 
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14790-22 

14790-23 
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14790-22 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

14790-23 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 
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14790-24 

14790-25 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1735 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14790-24 Comment noted. 

14790-25 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 
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14790-25 

14790-26 

14790-27 
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14790-26 This EIS is a part of BPA's NEPA process for the I-5 Project.  Section 1.6, Public 
Involvement and Major Issues describes the many opportunities for public 
participation. 

14790-27 Sections 11.2.2.3, Public Services and Infrastructure and 11.2.2.4, Government 
Revenue, describe the potential short- and long-term impacts of the project on 
public services and government revenues, respectively. 
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14790-28 

14790-29 
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14790-28 Section 11.2.2.5, Property Value, includes a detailed discussion of the project's 
potential impacts on property values. The FEIS is not intended to serve as an 
appraisal of the project's impact on property value for individual 
parcels.  Landowners whose land the project would cross would have an 
opportunity to negotiate compensation with BPA.  Please also see the response 
to Comment 14566-9.  

14790-29 Comment noted. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1740 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14790-30 
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14790-30 Please see the responses to Comments 14140-2, 14291-3, and 14790-3. 
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14790-30 
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14790-30 

14790-31 

14790-32 
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14790-31 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 

14790-32 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 
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14790-32 

14790-33 
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14790-33 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 
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14790-33 

14790-34 

14790-35 
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14790-34 Please see the response to Comment 14291-3. 

14790-35 Comment noted. 
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14790-35 

14790-36 
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14790-36 Comment noted.  All action alternatives would include limited census tracts with 
minority or low-income populations, but effects to residents in these census 
tracts are the same in range and extent as to all other census tracts crossed by 
the action alternatives.  Therefore, impacts to low-income populations are not 
disproportionate to impacts on non-low-income populations living in the census 
blocks crossed by the project. Overall, although five out of the 43 census tracts 
crossed by the project reported low-income populations in 2013, the median 
incomes of the block groups crossed by the project were higher than the 
respective county incomes, and poverty rates in those census tracts were lower 
than the county (and state) poverty rates.  Section 11.1.9, Environmental Justice, 
and Appendix H include analyses of low-income populations, using U.S. Census 
Bureau definitions of poverty. The Final EIS has been updated using the most 
recent income and poverty level data available. 

Please see the responses to Comment 14140-2 for a discussion about property 
values, and Comment 14291-3 for a discussion about assessed value and Clark 
County's tax base. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1752 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1753 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

This page intentionally left blank. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1754 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14790-37 

14790-38 

14790-39 

14790-40 

14790-41 
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14790-37 Comment noted. 

14790-38 Please see the responses to Comments 14316-2 and 14685-1. 

14790-39 Please see the response to Comment 14291-3. 

14790-40 Please see the response to Comment 14771-14. 

14790-41 Please see the responses to Comments 14316-2 and 14685-1. 
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14790-41 

14790-42 

14790-43 

14790-44 
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14790-42 Comment noted. 

14790-43 Comment noted. 

14790-44 Comment noted. Net present values of timber revenues have been updated in 
the final EIS. 
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14790-45 
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14790-45 Please see the response to Comment 14790-3. 
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14790-45 

14790-46 

14790-47 
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14790-46 The proposed project does not cross federal land. Though in the past BPA has 
worked with federal agencies to plan transmission corridors on federal land, 
there were no such planned transmission corridors near the area where this 
project is proposed. 

14790-47 Please see the responses to Comments 14316-2, 14377-3, and 14685-1. 
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14790-48 

14790-49 

14790-50 
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14790-48 Please see the response to Comment 14790-5. 

14790-49 Comment noted. 

14790-50 Comment noted. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1764 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1765 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1766 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1767 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1768 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1769 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1770 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1771 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1772 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1773 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

This page intentionally left blank. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1774 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14791-1 
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14791-1 EPA's comments were received. Thank you. 
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14791-2 

14791-3 

14791-4 
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14791-2 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 

14791-3 Comment noted. 

14791-4 Thank you for your review of the Draft EIS.  Specific comments are addressed 
below. 
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14791-4 

14791-5 
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14791-5 Comment noted. 
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14791-6 

14791-7 

14791-8 

14791-9 

14791-10 

14791-11 
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14791-6 We appreciate the perspectives of the commenter concerning the importance of 
understanding baseline conditions and the adequacy of the EIS's description of 
these conditions for the Central, East and Crossover alternatives. Concerning the 
West Alternative, we believe that the EIS adequately describes baseline 
conditions for this alternative as well. The EIS's description of the Affected 
Environment focuses on describing currently-existing environmental conditions 
for a wide variety of resources in the vicinity of this alternative. This affected 
environment is the widely recognized and accepted "baseline" under NEPA. It is 
in comparison to this baseline that the potential impacts of the proposed action - 
construction of a proposed transmission line and associated facilities - are 
properly examined and described. Accordingly, we believe that the approach 
used in the EIS to identify the West Alternative baseline and analyze potential 
project impacts is consistent with NEPA requirements. 

14791-7 Table 5-1 represents the number of existing homes that are within specified 
distances from the existing right-of-way.  Because the West Alternative uses 
existing right-of-way for most of the distance, the number of homes in the table 
for the West Alternative would remain the same. 

14791-8 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 

14791-9 Please see the response to Comment 14791-6. 

14791-10 Thank you for your input regarding the identification of the environmentally 
preferable alternative in the Record of Decision, and your opinion concerning the 
agency's preferred alternative identified in the EIS.  

14791-11 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 
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14791-11 

14791-12 

14791-13 

14791-14 

14791-15 
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14791-12 The length of access roads to be improved or reconstructed, or are new, for the 
Central Alternative has been updated in the Final EIS.  The amount is still greater 
than the West Alternative. 

14791-13 BPA agrees that geologic hazards, including landslides (unstable landforms) 
should be factored into the decision identifying the environmentally preferable 
alternative. 

14791-14 Impacts to riparian vegetation from the Preferred Alternative would be 
calculated and fully mitigated. Riparian functions including but not limited to 
water temperature regulation and large wood recruitment potential, have been 
considered in the impact assessment and mitigation planning.  BPA agrees effects 
to riparian vegetation should be factored into the identification of the 
environmentally preferable alternative. 

14791-15 Please see the response to Comment 14472-3 concerning the reasons why BPA 
identified the Central Alternative using Central Option 1 as its agency's preferred 
alternative in the Draft EIS. Furthermore, if BPA issues a ROD deciding to build 
the project, that ROD will identify the alternative that has been selected and the 
rationale for that selection, consistent with NEPA. 
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14791-16 

14790-17 

14791-18 

14791-19 

14790-20 
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14791-16 Please see the response to Comment 14460-1. 

14791-17 Comment noted. 

14791-18 BPA has access road design standards that provide for suitable road surface 
drainage and stable roads once the road is constructed.  BPA inspects its access 
roads on a regular schedule and makes repairs as needed.  Landowners typically 
contact BPA about roads on their land that may be in need of repair. 

14791-19 Please see the response to Comment 14665-3. The suggested measures are 
included in BPA's access road standards. 

14791-20 These BMPs recommended by the commenter have been added to Chapter 14, 
Geology and Soils. 
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14791-21 

14791-22 

14791-23 

14791-24 

14791-25 

14791-26 
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14791-21 As engineering design continues, BPA has been and will continue to be in contact 
with the Reynolds Metals Site Manager at EPA and the Environmental Engineer at 
Oregon DEQ.  As the agreements for the Reynolds Metals Superfund Site dictate, 
BPA will fully comply with all requirements during both construction and 
operation and maintenance (if BPA decides to build the project).  

14791-22 BPA has and fully intends to continue to coordinate and fully cooperate with both 
EPA and Oregon DEQ regarding geotechnical investigations, potential placement 
of towers and construction of the proposed Sundial Substation. 

14791-23 BPA is aware of the Company Lake Conservation Easement and has coordinated 
with the Port of Portland and the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department to 
modify the easement document to accommodate the I-5 Project if BPA decides to 
build this project and Lot 12 is chosen as the site for Sundial Substation.  BPA has 
an existing easement, towers, and access roads within the conservation 
easement and the existing covenant language allows for operation and 
maintenance of these facilities.  If Lot 12 is chosen for the substation, the existing 
easement would be redirected to accommodate the change in alignment.  At this 
time, Lot 11 is BPA's preferred location for the proposed substation.  The Lot 11 
design does not require any work within the conservation easement.  
Section 5.1.3 General Land Ownership and Use - West Alternative and Options, 
and Section 5.2.2.3 Sundial Substation Site, have been updated to acknowledge 
this conservation easement. 

14791-24 Section 27.10, Clean Water Act, describes BPA compliance with the 
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. 

14791-25 Section 27.10, Clean Water Act, describes how BPA would prepare a mitigation 
plan in accordance with the Final Rule that lists compensatory mitigation options, 
in order of priority, to include mitigation banks, in-lieu fee programs, and 
permittee-responsible (either on- or off-site) compensatory mitigation. BPA 
would implement the mitigation plan on a timeline developed in coordination 
with the Corps and other regulatory state agencies.  

14791-26 Please see the response to Comment 14791-25. 
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14791-26 
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14792-1 
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14792-1 Comment noted. 
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14792-1 

14792-2 

14792-3 
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14792-2 Comment noted. 

14792-3 Comment noted. 
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14792-4 

14792-5 

14792-6 

14792-7 
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14792-4 Comment noted. 

14792-5 Please see the response to Comment 14495-1 for a discussion of county zoning 
consistency and final proposed routing of the transmission line. 

Please see the response to Comment 14328-6 for a discussion of EMF and electric 
shocks. 

Please see the response to Comment 14744-2 for a discussion of implanted 
medical devices. 

14792-6 If a decision is made to build the transmission line, the location of all wells and 
water rights would be confirmed with landowners during land negotiations and 
during engineering field surveys along the transmission line route before 
construction.  Wells and surface water diversions potentially disturbed by project 
activities would be relocated, or project activities would be adjusted to avoid 
them before construction. 

14792-7 Please see the response to Comment 14480-3. 
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14792-8 

14792-9 

14792-10 
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14792-8 EMF, corona, and noise are discussed in Chapter 8, Electric and Magnetic Fields, 
and Chapter 9, Noise.  Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1, 14328-6, 
and 14587-1.   

More weather data has been analyzed and added to Section 9.1.2, Existing Noise. 

Please see the response to Comment 14328-6.  See also the response to 
Comment 14097-1.  In this location the proposed right-of-way has been moved to 
the north away from the horse facility. 

14792-9 Please see the response to Comment 14792-5.  In this location the proposed 
right-of-way has been moved to the north away from the horse facility. Please 
see the responses to Comment 14140-2 for a discussion of property values, and 
Comment 14291-3 for a discussion of assessed value.  

14792-10 Chapter 10, Public Health and Safety, discusses safety issues for each proposed 
alternative, including the Preferred Alternative. BPA believes that re-opening the 
EIS scoping period to further assess these alternatives is not warranted.   

BPA is unaware of a Cowlitz PUD proposal made in 2003.  A check-in with Cowlitz 
PUD revealed the same response.  BPA has engaged with Cowlitz PUD on their 
proposed transmission line proposal with PacifiCorp near Merwin Dam because 
of its proximity to BPA's proposed transmission line as it crosses PacifiCorp 
property near the fish facilities and the existing substation. 
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14793-1 Comment noted. Thank you for submitting the City of Castle Rock's comments. 
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14793-3 

14793-4 
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14793-2 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 

14793-3 Comment noted. See the responses to specific comments below. 

14793-4 Comment noted.  Please see the responses to Comments 14596-1 and 14777-13. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1804 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    
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14793-6 

14793-7 

14793-8 

14793-9 

14793-10 

14793-11 
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14793-5 Section 16.1, Wetlands, describes how wetlands were mapped within the study 
area. The study area was mapped using wetland delineations at the Sundial, 
Casey Road, and Baxter Road substation sites, aerial imagery interpretation, 
available databases including National Agriculture Imaging Program (NAIP) 
imagery, LIDAR imagery, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) hydric 
soils, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topography, WDNR hydrography, and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory. Wetland 
delineations were completed on the Preferred Alternative and provide the 
information necessary for the Section 404 Joint Aquatic Resources Application 
submittal to Ecology.  All mitigation will be proposed using the impact amounts 
determined through delineations and other aquatic resources fieldwork. Please 
see the response to Comment 14753-1 for more information on field work 
completed for the Preferred Alternative.  

14793-6 Please see the response to Comment 14156-1. 

14793-7 Comment noted. 

14793-8 Please see the response to Comment 14793-5 regarding how wetlands were 
identified.  Wetlands in the study area were mapped using wetland delineations 
at the Sundial, Casey Road, and Baxter Road substation sites and on the Preferred 
Alternative.  These delineations were provided in the Section 404 Joint Aquatic 
Resources Application submittal to the US Army Corps of Engineers.  All 
mitigation was proposed using the impact amounts determined through 
delineations and other aquatic resources fieldwork.  

A Biological Assessment has been prepared under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act.  While BPA has not formed a committee, it is coordinating with 
federal, state, and local agencies on project impacts and proposed mitigation. 

14793-9 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1. 

14793-10 As allowed by NEPA, BPA identified its preferred alternative in Section 4.9 of the 
Draft EIS. The reason why BPA identified the preferred alterntive in the Draft EIS 
was explained in a Nov. 2012 fact sheet entitled "Why BPA prefers Central 
Alternative using Option 1" (see also the response to Comment 14472-3). 

14793-11 As stated in the Notes to Readers and the resource chapters in the EIS, the 
analysis used two different terms to discuss areas. The project area is the general 
vicinity of the project alternatives. The study area is a more defined area, and 
was defined for individual resources and usually extended beyond the right-of-
way. For example, the study area for recreation was 1,000 feet either side of a 
proposed corridor, that is, 2,000 feet total. Chapter 14, Geology and Soils, 
addresses landslides. Appendix J, Geologic Assessment – Geologic Hazards, Soil 
and Slope Gradient, Geology, Shallow Bedrock, Shallow Groundwater, is an 
extensive study of hazards in the area of the proposed project. Engineers 
consider these hazards and existing pipelines when designing transmission line 
facilities. Please also see the response to Comment 14495-1.   
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14793-12 Public engagement for this project included many forms of outreach and 
communication from BPA which are identified and described in Section 1.6, 
Public Involvement and Major Issues.  All input BPA received at our public 
meetings (and other smaller meetings with individuals and groups) was 
considered as the project team determined alternatives and options for this 
project.  Input received in conversation is not typically documented as part of the 
formal comment record, but was also considered.  Submitting official comments 
on the Draft EIS and the Preferred Alternative is the only way to assure 
comments will be responded to directly in the Final EIS.  

See response to Comment 14793-10 for information concerning BPA’s 
identification of its preferred alternative in the Draft EIS.  

Before BPA proposed Segment F as a new segment, BPA received many 
comments asking for an alternative farther north and east of existing 
alternatives. Segment F and other segments were developed by the project team, 
including siting engineers, to respond to these comments. Comments summaries 
from the scoping period and from the period between the end of the scoping 
period and release of the Draft EIS are on the project website.  
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14793-14 

14793-15 

14793-16 

14793-17 

14793-18 
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14793-13 Please see the response to Comment 14472-3 concerning how BPA identified its 
preferred alternative. See also the response to Comment 14443-1 concerning the 
elimination of the Pearl Routes from detailed study in the EIS. 

14793-14 Comment noted. 

14793-15 Please see the response to Comment 14638-4 concerning the reasons why 
potential routes farther northeast were considered but eliminated from detailed 
study in the EIS. 

14793-16 Please see the response to Comment 14638-4.  BPA believes there are sufficient 
reasons for eliminating the Pearl Routes and routes to the northeast from 
detailed study in the EIS. It is therefore not necessary to re-open the scoping 
process for the EIS. 

14793-17 Please see the response to Comment 14793-16. 

14793-18 BPA's Preferred Alternative is routed outside of the current city limits of Castle 
Rock. Although homes cannot be built in BPA's right-of-way, water, sewer, 
natural gas and other utilities can be permitted to cross the right-of-way. 
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14793-19 The proposed project would cross unincorporated Cowlitz County properties 
northeast of Castle Rock, which is recognized on Page S-9.  Since this section is a 
summary, it is not meant to list all communities or discuss details.  More 
information about the city's water systems service and urban growth areas has 
been added to Section 5.1.2.1, Urban/Suburban in Chapter 5, Land, and 
Section 27.26.2.2, Cowlitz County Comprehensive Plan in Chapter 27 
Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements.  Castle Rock is prominently 
displayed on all maps.   

14793-20 Section S.3.1.3, Impacts Unique to Action Alternatives, is a summary of impacts 
to land uses the project crosses.  The properties from towers F/13 to F/16 are in 
the Urban/Suburban, Agriculture, or Open Space land use categories for this 
project.  Impacts range from low to high depending on the existing or planned 
land use.  Chapter 5, Land, also discusses impacts to these categories along the 
Preferred Alternative.  More information about the city's water systems service 
and urban growth areas has been added to Section 5.1.2.1, Urban/Suburban and 
Section 27.26.2.2., Cowlitz County Comprehensive Plan.    

Please see the response to Comment 14793-18.  Water, sewer, natural gas and 
other utilities can be permitted to cross the right-of-way.  The property between 
towers F/14 and F/15 has not been platted and remains for sale.  BPA would 
negotiate directly with the property owner at the time of easement acquisition.   

Section 24.4, Economic Productivity, acknowledges that the project may 
negatively impact economic development.  Mitigation measures in Chapter 3 
have been identified as part of the design.  Additional mitigation measures are 
recommended in Chapters 5 through 22.  If BPA decides to build this project, it 
will continue to work with local governments to identify mitigation actions on or 
adjacent to BPA easement.      
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14793-21 The study area for recreation resources is defined in Section 6.1, Affected 
Environment, in Chapter 6, Recreation.  It includes a 2,000-foot-wide corridor 
along the entire route of each action alternative, 1,000 feet on either side of the 
transmission line centerline.    

Fishing activities are considered to be compatible with right-of-way uses.  Please 
see the response to Comment 14493-2.   
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14793-22 Please see the response to Comment 14493-2. 

14793-23 The City of Castle Rock has a Final Parks & Recreation Plan dated April 2011 that 
includes updates for proposed extensions of the Riverfront Trail system. BPA 
contacted the City of Castle Rock and was told the proposed extensions have not 
been built.  Discussion of the Riverfront Trail (east) is included in Chapter 6, 
Recreation.   

BPA considers trails and rights-of-way to be compatible recreation uses. BPA 
would meet with and discuss conditions of right-of-way agreements and 
compensation with affected property owners.  See also the response to 
Comment 14097-1. 
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14793-24 Section S.3.2.3, Impacts Unique to Action Alternatives, provides an abbreviated 
discussion of the full impact analysis in Chapter 6, Recreation. Chapter 6 provides 
a complete discussion of potential impacts on the Cowlitz River and the Regional 
Trails System in the City of Castle Rock.  Please also see the response to 
Comment 14493-2. 

14793-25 Please see the response to Comment 14493-2. Section 6.2.2, Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives, discusses impacts to recreational fishing.  Chapter 19, Fish, 
discusses impacts to fish and includes recommended mitigation measures.  If BPA 
decides to build this project, it will continue to work with local governments to 
identify mitigation actions on or adjacent to BPA easement. 

14793-26 Please see the response to Comment 14793-23.  If BPA decides to build this 
project, it will continue to work with local governments to identify mitigation 
actions on or adjacent to BPA easement. 

14793-27 State Route 504 is discussed in Chapter 6, Recreation, and Chapter 7, Visual 
Resources, with viewer sensitivity identified as “high.”  
BPA acknowledges that the project could create moderate visual impacts in the 
Castle Rock area. Through project design and mitigation measures, BPA has 
worked to minimize impacts to visual resources for the action alternatives.  
Mitigation measures are provided in Table 3-2, Mitigation Measures Included as 
Part of the Project, and Section 7.3.8, Recommended Mitigation Measures. 
Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for further explanation of the 
methodology used in the visual assessment. 
Photographs and simulations are included for the Castle Rock area, including 2 
views from the SR 504 (see Figures 7-11 through 7-13). 
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14793-28 Chapter 7, Visual Resources, and Appendix E explain the methodology used for 
the visual assessment. Realizing that there are a large number of potential 
viewing locations that could have been chosen for simulations, and using the 
methodology indicated above, we identified key public viewing locations where 
visual changes could occur.  Generally, Segment F was considered to have 
relatively few residences, roads, or public recreation areas than other segments.  
Appendix E includes the Impact analysis was conducted for all segments of the 
action alternatives.  
Photographs and simulations are included for the Castle Rock area which include 
viewpoints of Segment F (see Figures 7-15, 1-16 and 7-17). 

14793-29 Viewer Sensitivity is based on the standards in the BLM’s Visual Resource 
Management System. This system is discussed in Chapter 7, Visual Resources, 
and Appendix E.  Section 6.2.5.2, Operation and Maintenance, discusses impacts 
to SR 504 and sightseeing.  Section 11.2.2.8, Community Values, discusses 
recreation and tourism-related socioeconomic impacts.  Mitigation measures are 
provided in Chapter 3, Project Components and Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Activities, Chapter 7, Visual Resources, and Appendix E. 
Photographs and simulations are included for the Castle Rock area with 2 views 
from the SR 504 (see Figures 7-11 through 7-13). 

14793-30 The Summary chapter provides an abbreviated discussion of the full impact 
analysis in Chapters 5 through 22.  The Central Alternative as it passes northeast 
of Castle Rock is discussed in Section 7.3.5, Central Alternative. The Central 
Alternative is also discussed in Appendix E.  
Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for further explanation of the 
methodology used in the visual assessment. 
Photographs and simulations are included in the Final EIS for the Castle Rock area 
(see Figures 7-11 through 7-13). 

14793-31 Please see the response to Comment 14793-28. 
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14793-32 Through project design and mitigation measures, BPA has worked to try to 
minimize residual impacts to visual resources for all action alternatives.  
Mitigation measures are provided in Chapter 3, Project Components and 
Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Activities, Chapter 7, Visual 
Resources, and Appendix E.  These mitigation measures can help reduce visual 
clutter and minimize visual intrusion of a new line.  If BPA decides to build this 
project, it will continue to work with local governments to identify mitigation 
actions on or adjacent to BPA easement.   

14793-33 Appendix F and the updated Appendix F1 include calculations of magnetic fields 
along the segments and at various distances from the proposed line. 

BPA calculates the appropriate transmission line right-of-way width based on 
industry standards for safe clearances to activities that might occur outside the 
right-of-way. 

Please see the response to Comment 14771-5. 

14793-34 Please see the response to Comment 14665-9. 
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14793-35 BPA has reviewed the document cited by the commenter; this document is 
available at http://www.nowaybpa.com/images/stories/NLPA-
ECONOMIC_AND_HUMAN_IMPACTS_OF_BPA-I5.pdf (last accessed Apr. 24, 
2015).  To the extent that the commenter is suggesting that the analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts in the EIS is not sufficient because of the information in 
this document, BPA believes that the project’s potential socioeconomic impacts 
are adequately addressed in Chapter 11 of the EIS.  Furthermore, while the 
document cited by the commenter may have used a particular approach to 
reviewing property tax and property value impacts, BPA believes that the 
methodology and approach that BPA relied on to analyze potential property tax 
and property value impacts was reasonable.  Regarding the property in the City 
of Castle Rock's Water Service Area that is referenced by the commenter, this 
property has been vacant since this project began in 2009 and remains for sale by 
the owner.  No permits have been granted for construction of homes nor 
applications been made for a future subdivision.  Accordingly, whether the 
property ultimately will be subdivided into residential lots in the future is highly 
speculative at this point.  If BPA were to build the I-5 Project across this property, 
it would negotiate easements for the transmission line right-of-way and access 
roads.  The underlying landowner would still continue to pay taxes on the 
property.   

14793-36 Section 11.2.2.7, Private Timber Production, discusses the impacts related to 
forgone timber production on private lands, and Section 11.2.2.4, Government 
Revenue, discusses the impacts related to the same on WDNR lands. Tables 
11.2.3 through 11.2.7 show the value of forgone revenue from conversion of 
timberland to transmission line right-of-way and other areas where timber is 
permanently cleared. 

Federal law allows BPA to compensate property owners whose property the 
project physically affects. If BPA decides to build this project, timber landowners 
whose land the project will cross will have an opportunity to negotiate 
compensation with BPA.  Also, BPA will continue to work with local governments 
to identify appropriate mitigation on or adjacent to BPA easements.   

14793-37 Please see the response to Comment 14793-35. 

14793-38 BPA has met with representatives of Williams Pipeline on-site for the Preferred 
Alternative to share information and discuss potential impacts.  These discussions 
will continue. 

Chapter 14, Geology and Soils, describes site-specific investigations that would be 
performed at potentially landslide prone areas to evaluate the potential for these 
areas to experience landslides. These investigations have begun and will continue 
if BPA decides to build this project.   To the extent possible, towers and access 
roads will be sited to avoid potentially landslide prone areas.  If needed, 
mitigation measures to reduce the risk of landslides to the project, other utilities, 
and the public would be implemented (e.g. developing a landslide monitoring 
plan). 
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14793-38 Please also see the response to Comment 14665-40. 

14793-39 The GIS and remote sensing method developed and used to assess potential 
wetland areas and impacts during the Draft EIS stage was applied in an equal 
manner across all action alternatives.  This approach to the analysis was 
reasonable and allowed the method developed to be applied in the same manner 
for each alternative and provided a level of precision that is appropriate for 
comparison at the Draft EIS stage.  Field delineation of wetlands began in 2013 
and continued into 2015.  Delineation methods are consistent with federal and 
state requirements.  The requirements of the Shoreline Management Act have 
been discussed with both Clark and Cowlitz counties and BPA would meet the 
substantive requirements of the Act where practicable.  Information provided to 
the counties would include a full and accurate account of wetland impacts.   
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14793-40 Section 27.26.2, Washington Local Plans and Programs, has been revised to 
reflect that the transmission line corridor could pass through a future urban 
growth area for the City of Castle Rock.  Concerning public review of agency 
comments, while under NEPA there is no formal review period identified for a 
Final EIS, BPA will consider comments that it receives on the Final EIS to the 
extent that time allows. 
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14793-41 Please see the response to Comment 14793-16. BPA will continue to work with 
the City of Castle Rock and the other entities listed to avoid or minimize potential 
impacts from the proposed project.  
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14794-1 Chapter 5, Land, acknowledges that the impacts the commenter describes from 
the proposed project could occur. Section 5.2.8, Recommended Mitigation 
Measures, identifies potential mitigation measures BPA could take to control 
unauthorized access, periodic inspection for unauthorized access, and damages 
from unauthorized access. Mitigation measures included as part of the project, 
including measures that would mitigate these impacts, and other impacts raised 
by the commenter, are included in Table 3-2. 

14794-2 BPA provided the commenter a screenshot of the November 2012 interactive 
map available on the project website. The November 2012 interactive map is 
powered by Google maps and inherits any naming inaccuracies of Google 
maps.  The July 2014 interactive map update displays Aho Carson Road as the 
commenter describes. 

While the interactive maps may have some inaccuracies, it is generally a helpful 
tool that enables stakeholders to study the proposed project in detail and 
provide BPA with useful feedback. It is not the only map used by the project 
team. 

The aerial photomaps found in Appendix C of the Draft EIS have Aho Carson Road 
labeled correctly. The commenter was provided with a CD copy of the Draft EIS 
and it is also available on the project website. 
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14795-1 Please see the response to Comment 14793-16. 

14795-2 Please see the response to Comment 14642-2. 

14795-3 Please see the response to Comment 14328-5. 

14795-4 Comment noted. 
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14796-1 Comment noted. 

14796-2 Comment noted. 
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14797-1 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1840 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1841 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1842 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1843 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1844 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1845 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1846 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1847 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1848 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1849 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1850 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1851 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1852 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1853 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1854 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1855 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1856 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1857 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    



Volume 3E Comments and Responses 

1858 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14798-1 

14798-2 

14798-3 

14798-4 

14798-5 



Comments and Responses Volume 3E 

1859 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS    

14798-1 Please see the responses to Comments 14793-18 and 14793-20. 

14798-2 Regarding city expansion, please see the responses to Comments 14793-18 and 
14793-20.  Recreational activities in the Castle Rock area such as fishing and 
hiking along urban trails, are considered a compatible use and can continue 
within a transmission line right-of-way or under a transmission line.  The EIS 
acknowledges potential impacts to recreation and tourism in Section 11.2.2.8, 
Community Values, and impacts to visual resources in Chapter 7, Visual 
Resources. 

14798-3 Please see the response to Comment 14793-16. 

14798-4 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 

14798-5 Comment noted. 
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