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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
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BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Voicemail
Received: 03/23/2013 11:27 AM

Yeah, I'm just leaving a message on the - | think it’s line V on your I-5 corridor project. But the
impact it’ll have on us out here as a rural landowner and our tree farm. It’s going to be
14747-1 substantial; it’s going to take a lot of acreage. I'm just against it. The environmental impact will

be huge, crossing the streams and whatnot. I'm just against it. My phone number is
. Name’s Rick. Thanks.
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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

14749

DAVID GALLE
03/24/2013
March 24, 2013

David Galle

[address]

To: Bonneville Power Administration

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Administrator
[address]

re: Bonneville Power Administration I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (BPA I-5 DEIS) comments

{submitted electronically via the bpa.gov I-5 project website)
1) Introduction

BPA should be commended for its outreach efforts and evaluation of candidate routes for this new
transmission line. Since | don't own property near any of the proposed routes, my comments may be
considered to be route-neutral. Having said that, as a customer of a public utility served by BPA, lam
concerned that the route selection process for this project is thorough and legal, that all the public
agencies involved remain accessible to affected property owners throughout the site selection and
construction processes, and that the project is properly sited and any local impacts are mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible.

2) Clarification of reliability concerns

Some additional clarification regarding the necessity of this project in the final EIS might be useful. In
order to comply with reliablilty requirements, transmission networks must remain functional even with
the loss of some individual lines due to natural causes, human error or equipment failure. Therefore,
what may appear to be the 'overbuilding' of a network is in fact mandated by law. Failure to maintain a
reliable network can result in events such as the San Diego area blackout of September 2011, which was
triggered by a minor error made by a technician during a routine substation maintenance procedure,
and impacted a population of between five and eight million people in the southwestern United States
and Baja California, Mexico [footnote 1]

3) Castle Rock vicinity substation site

The potential Monahan substation site is properly not selected as the preferred alternative due to two
reasons: 1) the potential for nearby forest to become habitat for certain threatened species, including
the Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis) and Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus); and

1538
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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

2) the excessive impacts of a large substation on numerous rural properties in the immediate area. The
Casey Road site is the superior site also due to its more distant location from other populated areas near
Castle Rock.

That said, it is curious that the Casey Road site is listed as a possible site for only one action alternative,
when many if not all of the Baxter Road alternative routes could easily be extended to Casey Road as
additional alternatives.

4) Troutdale vicinity substation site

Given the appropriate recognition of possible impacts on wildlife habitat near the Monahan Creek
substation site, it is also curious that no alternative substation sites to Sundial Road are suggested for
the Troutdale area, where the proposed new substation would be in close proximity to at least two wild
populations of Western Pond Turtles (Actinemys marmorata), a species listed as 'vulnerable’ by the
ICNU [footnote 2]. (On page 18-26 of the DEIS, impacts on the Sundial Road area are predicted to be
moderate-to-high for resident turtle populations, even if the site may provide less-than-ideal nesting
conditions for the species.) Although wild populations of these turtles may also be found in several
other regions of Oregon today, none are known to exist in Washington, where only captive-bred
populations survive.

Whatever mitigation measures may be incorporated in the design and construction of a new large
substation in the Sundial Road vicinity, the fact that there are existing electric substation infrastructure
and other industrial activities in the area does not diminish the possiblity of local impacts of an
additional substation (stressor) on this species, particularly regarding the planned filling of eleven acres
of wetlands (resulting in potential habitat fragmentation and loss), the possibility of accidental spillage
of hazardous materials, and the possibility of herbicides being used for vegetation control. These
concerns are not trivial, as Actinemys marmorata is already rare or extinct in much of its former wild
range, which at one time extended north into British Columbia.

(The first sentence of the Western Pond Turtle section on page 18-24 of the DEIS refers to Section
18.2.2.4, which apparently doesn't exist.)

5) Agreements between BPA and Washington Department of Natural Resources

BPA and the Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) are to be commended for the
creation of two documents ('Mitigation Agreement for McNary-John Day and Other Transmission Line
Rights-of-Way' dated June 3, 2010; and 'Memorandum of Agreement between the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources and the Bonneville Power Administration, Department of Energy for
Managing Impacts to State Lands from BPA Transmission Line and Access Road Easements' dated March
16, 2012) which outline the responsibilities of each agency should BPA wish to construct a transmission
line across any public land managed by WDNR. The DEIS refers to these documents only by reference.
Since these documents delineate in exhaustive detail what measures nearby landowners can expect to
be taken regarding such a transmission line (from initial planning and construction to management

1540
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14749-4

14749-5

14749-6

14749-7

Comment noted.

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.

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

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

actions in perpetuity), it would have been beneficial to the general public to include at least the latter
document as an appendix to the BPA I-5 DEIS.

Lacking that inclusion, | made simultaneous public disclosure requests to BPA and WDNR in December
2012 for copies of both agreements. WDNR delivered the documents to me in about a week's time. BPA
only acknowledged my request and never fulfilled it.

6) General Comments

By now, it should come as no surprise to BPA that a new transmission line is not a welcome addition to
urban, suburban, or rural areas between Troutdale and Castle Rock, or in many other parts of the BPA
region. There are people who enjoy forests and other natural areas unspoiled by transmission line
clearcuts for what they are, even if those areas are not involved in timber production or designated as
recreation sites. Visual impacts to neighboring property owners are another serious concern wherever
the lines may be sited. Furthermore, though causal links between Electromagnetic Fields (EMFs) and
various human health problems may be debatable today, the possibility remains that EMFs indeed have
a deleterious effect on the environment and residents who live near the lines, which will only be proven
or excluded with the passage of time.

That said, the reinforcement of the transmission network in this part of BPA’s region is necessary and
will happen, and some locales will be affected more than others. Throughout the public process to date,
BPA has made assurances to the general public that it will be available to and work with local residents
and other affected entities during all planning and construction phases of the project. As final decisions
are made in the near future regarding line routes, tower locations, etc, it is imperative that the agency
lives up to its stated commitment.

Thanks for your interest.

/s/ David Galle

[footnote 1]

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and North American Electric Reliability Corporation,
http://www.nerc.com/files/AZOutage_Report_01MAY12.pdf , page 1.

[footnote 2]

International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources,
http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/summary/4969/0
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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.
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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

14751

MERLE L MOORE
03/25/2013
March 25, 2013

Draft Environmental Impact Statement comments

Itis still very unclear to me as to why the West Alternative has not been chosen as the BPA’s preferred
route. After all, it is your existing easement, bought and paid for many, many years ago. What you
attempt to explain in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, but fail to make a case for, just makes
it clearer than ever that the West Alternative would be the obvious choice. By your own estimate, the
West Alternative would save 74 million dollars. That alone should be reason enough, and if the private
sector were considering building this proposed project, rather than an agency of the Federal
Government, it would be reason enough.

The impact to the environment would be greatly minimized by using the West alternative.

| have read the eight page report mailed to the BPA and the US Army Corps of Engineers by Leyda
Consulting, Inc., on February 27, 2013.

It is my opinion that in regard to environmental impacts, Joseph D. Leyda, MA, Professional Wetland
Scientist and Certified Ecologist, has taken your sparsely worded analysis and explained in full detail why
using the West Alternative is the most beneficial route.

Some examples include: ...”clustering of the proposed power lines alongside of existing power lines will
concentrate the environmental impacts and avoid sprawling landscape scale impacts.”

“The existing power lines have already created negative environmental consequences. While any new
power lines will result in new impacts, this is a case where cumulative impacts will likely be less if the
project is located closer to existing disturbed areas.”

“Routing the power lines through the more pristine foothills would create sprawling impacts closer to
more wild areas to the east, as opposed to using the existing routes that are closer to developed (and
more disturbed) areas.”

“On a landscape scale, these impacts have already been sustained along the exiting power line routes.
For example, the new power lines will likely result in creating areas dominated by exotic or invasive
plants such as Himalayan blackberry and reed canary grass, which are present in places along the
existing routes. Introducing those plants to the more pristine foothills would create a sprawling invasive

effect, whereas locating them near currently infested areas along the existing routes would not.”

Mr. Leyda’s report is compelling, disturbing, and quite the eye opener. His review of your Wetland

analysis and Vegetation clearing should make you ashamed of yourselves.
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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

147514

For some reason, | thought the BPA was very experienced in building transmission upgrade projects, but
what | learned was you use a lot of vague language and take a lot of short cuts. All part of “get it done
fast and meet all the schedules” | guess.

The Pearl Alternative (Oregon) was not given a thorough Environmental Assessment as required under
the National Environmental Policy Act.

In a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request finally received by a citizen in March of 2010, you (BPA)
state, “Since at least 2002, two main corridors have been under consideration for a potential I-5 Corridor
reinforcement project...”

The two corridors were the Pearl Corridor, and the Troutdale Corridor.

Itis interesting to note that in 2009, just days before the BPA announced this project to the Public the
decision was made to not carry the Pearl alternatives through a full Environmental Assessment, leaving
only the study of the Troutdale alternatives on the table.

The above mentioned FOIA sites many reasons why the BPA did not want to go public with the Pearl
alternatives alongside the Troutdale alternatives.

Examples are: “High risk of not being able to meet schedule.” (Secretary of Energy Chu had already told
the BPA Administrator he wanted this project “...on aggressive schedules, with the expectation that
those schedule be met.”)

“...It's worth noting too that some of the communities on the west side (Pearl) have organized
opposition to the LNG pipeline.”

“...the project siting team believes that further consideration of the Pearl corridor would only
unnecessarily infuriate several thousand additional land owners who will be put in a state of limbo for
3+ years with regards to the value of their property, not knowing whether to invest in their homes or
sell, etc. when we feel it is highly unlikely we would build to Pearl. BPA should not carry Pearl through
scoping and then drop it because that will mobilize the Troutdale option land owners, to, in their eyes,
the apparent feasibility of building to Pearl instead, which would likely result in a challenge and may
force us to bring Pearl back in at some point during the 3 years of scheduled NEPA and a much longer
project schedule.” My comment here is, again with the schedule. Secretary Chu seems to have made
quite an impression on the Administrator and his team.

“...7,750 associated landowners have been identified for the Troutdale corridor.” “...3,100 landowners
associated landowners have been identified for the Pearl.” My question here is, since the Pearl corridor
would impact less than half the number of landowners, why did BPA drop it?

BPA states concerns regarding a new river crossing at the Columbia River in Longview “requiring very tall
I

towers up to 450 feet tall”. The existing towers crossing the Columbia in Longview are OVER 450 feet

tall, so what is the concern?

1552
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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

»oa

“...all Pearl routing alternatives would need to go through some residential areas,” “would go through

” u,

managed timber lands,” “would go near or through established wildlife areas and near or on private

airstrips” My question here is, are those not the same scenarios facing the Troutdale alternatives?

In the decision to only study the Troutdale alternatives, BPA stated that “The Pearl alternatives do not
offer a route on existing right of way, whereas the Troutdale plan does.”

In that case, then why did the BPA not choose the existing right-of- way on the Troutdale as its preferred
option, that being the West Alternative?

The BPA is apparently determined to waste millions of dollars, and hundreds of acres of private land will
be invaded, taken, devalued, for this transmission upgrade. If the BPA persists in this then they also
need to consider the Pearl alternatives to find the route least damaging to private property owners and
the environment.

Again, in the above mentioned FOIA, the BPA wrote “a new line in either corridor (Pearl or Troutdale)
would fully meet our electrical needs” and “proposing and thoroughly analyzing up to 88 segments (the
Pearl and Troutdale alternatives) will send a clear message that we considered all possible routes and
have selected the very best alternative.”

Well, the BPA has not done that, at least not yet. The BPA must perform a complete environmental
review and analysis of the Pearl alternatives.

The US Army Corps of Engineers must issue a permit for this project, but so far the BPA has only
requested to permit the Central Alternative, Option 1. The BPA chose the Troutdale alternatives over
the Pearl alternatives because Troutdale has an existing right-of-way, so, that being the case, | demand
the BPA request a permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers for its existing right-of-way, the West
Alternative.

14751-6 I All of these issues must be thoroughly analyzed, both quantitatively and qualitatively.

Sincerely,
Merle L. Moore
[address]

Central Alternative Option 3
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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

14752

RAYMOND B RICHARDS
03/25/2013

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

[address]
March 24, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration intends to build a new 500 kV transmission corridor, known as the I-5
Corridor Reinforcement Project, through Clark and Cowlitz Counties. BPA's choice of the Central
Alternative as its preferred alternative defies logic and ignores the facts. The goal in choosing a route
should be to minimize the impact this project will have on private landowners, the environment and the
scenic beauty of our community. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.

The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: According to Table 5-2 of the DEIS, BPA would need to acquire 127 acres of land
along EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 1287 acres of new easement, INVADING and destroying property as its
corridor passes THROUGH new land. A quote from S.3.1.3 sums it up quite well: "Because the West
Alternative would occupy 98 percent existing right-of-way and a larger proportion of existing access
roads, it would have the least overall impact on landowners of the action alternatives."

The following is a personal example of the unwarranted destruction the "preferred alternative" would
cause. Route segment "V" on the Central Alternative would cut through my family's property, crossing
the East Fork Lewis River a couple hundred feet downstream and within sight from our house, bisecting
200 acres of our forest land. This property is currently being managed for timber production. The effect
of a new power corridor would be to render much of our land unusable for this pur-pose. Access roads
would take additional land. Our property is also legally segmented for potential homesites which would

be devalued by the invasion of a new corridor.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, Table 4-9, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative. This is an irresponsible waste of
ratepayers' dollars.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned West
Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. As stated in Chapter 19.2.4
regarding the West Alternative, "Because of the exist-ing degree of impairment and disconnection of
floodplains crossed by this alternative, impacts...would be low." According to Chapter 19.2.5 regarding
the Central Alternative, "Riparian vegetation would be cleared at 68 forested crossings of fish-bearing
streams...Among the action alternatives, this would be the greatest number of forested
crossings...impacts to loss of shade function would be high."
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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

Another personal example: Route segment "V" crosses the East Fork Lewis River on our property a few
hundred feet upstream from the confluence with Rock Creek, its largest tributary. The East Fork is Clark
County's largest remaining free-flowing river.

This portion of the river is preserved for wild fish. | often see bald eagles flying up and down this river.
We have a 101 foot ri-parian zone on both sides of the river where no tree cutting is allowed. |am
bound by and support this legal restriction. BPA, however, would make a permanent clear-cut to river's
edge on both sides.

4, Visual Impacts: BPA's ridiculously inadequate attempt at comparing visual impacts on the four
alternatives is demonstrated in Chapter 7 of the DEIS by figures 7-1 through 7-9 which show pairs of
photographs of the existing transmission corridor at various locations. The first of each pair is how the
site appears now. The second is a simulation of how it would appear with an additional power line. This
is good demonstration showing that not much changes when a power line is added to an existing
corridor. However, BPA then devotes only 2 pairs of additional photos, Figures 7-10 and 7-1,1 to address
visual impacts on all of the new routes! A restroom and a muddy road are apparently what BPA
considers to be our typical rural views. Nowhere to be found are the before and after shots of views
toward Mount St. Helens, Tum Tum Mountain, Silver Star Mountain, Mount Adams or Mt. Hood. Also
absent are any before and after shots of any of the 68 forested fish-bearing river and stream crossings
where the riparian zones are permanently ruined by ugly 150 foot wide clear-cuts to the shorelines. One
of these crossings is on my family's property on the East Fork Lewis River.

| ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would be
permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. | ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.

Sincerely,
Ray Richards
[address]

[phone number]
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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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LEYDA CONSULTING, INC. e

February 27, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
P.O. Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

RE: A Better Way for BPA Comments on Ecological Impacts and Methods
BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

To the Bonneville Power Administration and US Army Corps of Engineers:

This memorandum provides comments for the citizen group A Better Way for BPA |
) on the Bonneville Power Administration’s I-5 Corridor
Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (November 2012). In
preparation for these comments, Leyda Consulting, Inc. (LCI) reviewed portions of the DEIS,
including Appendix C (Photomap Book), Chapter 16 (Wetlands), Chapter 17 (Vegetation),
Appendix L, and other sections and documents as cited.

1. Wetland Determination Methodology

BPA used a GIS analysis (aerial imagery interpretation, databases [Herrera 2010/2012],
NAIP 2009 imagery, LIDAR 2011 imagery, USFWS 2010 National Wetland Inventory, NRCS
2009 hydric soils, USGS 1995 Topography, and WDNR 2006 hydrography) to identify the
wetlands in the project areas, and except for a few locations, did not conduct on-site wetland
delineations (DEIS, p. 16-1). Wetland delineation is the process of identifying and marking a
wetland-upland boundary (putting a line around a wetland). Wetland delineation is
accomplished by making multiple wetland determinations at different points along transects, and
marking the place in the landscape between a positive determination (in a wetland) and a
negative determination (in an upland). The wetland-upland determinations are usually within a
few feet of each other, and data is recorded at those locations to prove the wetland’s boundary.
Thus, wetland delineations depend on the resolution and accuracy of multiple wetland
determinations. The 1987 Delineation Manual (the current manual with regional supplements
for state and federal projects) does have a procedure for routine wetland determinations without
visiting the site (Part IV, Section D, Subsection 1). However, the use of this level of wetland
determination is limited by the sufficiency of the information available to make the
determination (Part IV, Section C, Paragraph 57).

14753-1

The available information used by BPA to delineate the wetlands in the project corridors is
not sufficient to use the methods in Subsection 1 — Onsite Inspection Unnecessary. “This level
may be employed when the information already obtained (Section B) is sufficient for making
a determination for the entire project area” (Part IV, Section C, Paragraph 57a). The entire
project area covers many different types of soils, vegetation and hydrology. This method may
be used appropriately for only for monotypic wetland areas where marked differences in the
three wetland parameters can be easily distinguished from the off-site information (see steps
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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.
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14753-1
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14753-1
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14753-2

14753-3

1568 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3E

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
guoted 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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14754
LISBETH A SEIL
03/25/2013
14754-1 IThe proposed high-voltage power line SHOULD NOT BE RUN THROUGH POPULATED AREAS!!

14755

GINA A STAROS

03/25/2013

Please don't harm the 80 miles of forest, streams, and wetlands around the Lewis River. | would hope

we can think of our future and protect the environment, instead of destroying it.

14755-1

Please let me know if | can do anything more to protect this large part of our natural world.
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14754-1 Comment noted.

14755-1 Comment noted.
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14756

DONALD J SEIL

03/25/2013

| am deeply concerned about the negative impacts on health and property values of a proposed high-
14756-1 Jvoltage power line along the Western route through Vancouver. The Western option would affect by far

the most people and would come much too close to many more homes and schools.

14757

DOMINIKS STAROS

03/25/2013

Choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way, avoiding
destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14757-1
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14756-1 Comment noted.

14757-1 Comment noted.
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PATRICIA LEE WITTER
03/25/2013
As a member of a 4-generation tree farm business in rural Clark County WA, | am writing to voice my
concern that BPA did not provide a full range of alternatives to the Central Alternative in its DEIS.
| believe BPA's DEIS did not provide a complete and substantive analysis both quantitatively and
14758-1 | qualitatively as required by law.
This comment focuses on two glaring omissions in the DEIS: DOUBLE-CIRCUIT TOWERS WERE NOT
STUDIED and the PEARL ALTERNATIVE WAS NOT GIVEN A THOROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AS REQUIRED UNDER NEPA.
| insist that BPA should request a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers for its existing right of way,
14758-2 ; : i
the West Alternative, using double circuit towers through wetlands.
Sincerely,
Patricia Lee Witter
[address]
14759
KENNETH G HADLEY
03/25/2013
your preferred alternative is preferable to the suggested routes that go through areas with more
14759-1 | population. however, the route to the East that would go mostly though timberland is still the better
choice.
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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

JON W WATSON

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14760-1

14761
MARK PATRICK BRISLAWN

03/25/2013
| support your decision to use the central alternative over the west alternative for the simple reason it

14761-1 | willimpact fewer property owners.However if this project is really necessary | would like to see it go

farther east to have even less impact.
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14760-1 Comment noted.

14761-1 Comment noted.
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14762

ALYSSA M DILTZ

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14762-1

14763

MICHAEL J FISHER

03/25/2013

To the BPA siting decisionmakers: | urge you to choose the Western Alternative siting option for this
14763-1 | project. The Western Alternative is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way. More important, this

option will avoid destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands. Thank you, Michael Fisher
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14762-1 Comment noted.

14763-1 Comment noted.
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14764

RACHEL K HARRISON

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

14764-1 S _ . . i
avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14765

MELISSA J DALLUHN

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

14765-1

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.
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14764-1 Comment noted.

14765-1 Comment noted.
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14766-1

14767-1

14766

CITIZENS AGAINST THE TOWERS, ERNA SARASOHN

03/25/2013

The real estate market has been rebounding very well but not in SW Washington because of the threat
of the I-5 Project and the possibility of 15 to 25 story towers and dangerous 500kv high voltage lines
being placed in our communities. The citizens have lived with this nightmare for more than 3 years and
BPA, without a drop of concern for the people plans on extending our nightmare for 2 more years. This
will result in stagnant real estate values, difficulty is selling homes and additional families being upside
down with their mortgages. Telling the public that towers placed near our homes will not impact the
value of our homes is laughable since the current situation has proved you wrong. It is long past time for
BPA to take the required actions that will bring our lives back to normal and end the turmoil. BPA, you
are a U.S. Government agency and work for and are accountable to us the people and the people say,

14767

BRENDA J OLSEN

03/25/2013

| feel you descision on taking the most destructive and expensive course through the private lands on
the eastern corridor is a BAD one. It makes much more sense to use your existing I-5 corridor to keep
costs down and destruction of property to a minimum.

YOU ARE GOING AFTER THE AREAS WITCH ARE LESS POPULATED, THEREFORE LESS VOICES AGAINST IT
TO SHOVE THIS DOWN OUR THROATS.

| have personally seen what thes towers are like in pristine areas. Going through the middle of
properties, and yet these "off the grid" vacation cabins have no access to the power. Yet they have to
put up with the clearing, maintenance and electrical "noise" these towers produce in a wilderness
setting.

As a riverfront landowner | am really upset how you can get away with what you do to the land, and
taking the lines over rivers. | cannot and would not think of doing that much destruction.
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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

14768

KRISTI L KOEBKE

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,
avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14769

LEWIS HOUCK, LINDA M HOUCK
03/25/2013

25 March 2013

Dear BPA,

Our final comment to you would be to reconsider using your existing ROW. We feel it would be the most
cost efficient option and have the least impact on homeowners, landowners, and our environment.

Sincerely,
Linda M. Houck

Lewis Houck
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14768-1 Comment noted.

14769-1 Comment noted.
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14770-1

14770

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project March 20, 2013
PO Box 9250
Portland, OR 97207

We request that the following changes be made to the location of route segment “V*

1.

2.
3

South of tower V/15: Place a dead-end tower inside the northeast property corner of Harold and
Margaret Paladini.

Re-direct the power line to the west on the north edge of the Paladini property.

Locate a tower on State of Washington Department of Natural Resources land to the west of the
Paladini property line and re-direct the power line south along the DNR property line or
southwest through DNR land.

The above measures would have these benefits:

1.

2

3

4.

5.

Minimize the impact to Paladini property by following their property line instead of bisecting
their land.

Eliminate two access roads on Paladini property (to towers V/16 and V/17), one of which also
would cross through the property of David and Kelli Merriman.

Minimize the impact to the property of Mary Richards by relocating the power line west of her
west property line instead of bisecting her land.

Eliminate the need for two access roads on Mary Richards' property (to towers V/18 and V/19),
one of which would cross through the property of Creighton and Jokay Kearns and along the
properties of Percival/Holder, Zaske, Taylor, Gaston and MacDonald. This would also remove
the impact of the second access road to property owners along NE 254" Street: Richards,
Spolar, Thomas, and Gierloff.

Eliminate the need for the power line to cross Rock Creek, an important steelhead stream
and the largest tributary to the East Fork Lewis River.

See enclosed maps (3) for details. See enclosed signature pages (4).

Sincerely,

by Pt

Ray Richards

cc: US Army Corps of Engineers, Congresswoman Jamie Herrera-Beutler
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14770-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.
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1-5 Corridor Reintorcement Project
PO Box 9250
Portland. OR 97207

We request that the following changes be made (o the location of route segment "V"

14770

1. South ol tower V/15: Place a dead-end tower inside the northeast property corer of Harold and Margaret Paladini

2. Redirect the power line to the west on the north edge of the Paladini property.
3

. Locate a tower on State of Washington Department of Natural Resources Tand to the west of'the Paladini property
line and redirect the power line south along the DNR property line or southwest through DNR land,

“I'he above measures would have these benefits:

o=

the property of David and Kelli Merriman.

w

instead of bisecting her land.
Eliminate the need lor two ac

*

. Minimize the impact to Paladini property by following their property line instead of bisecting their land.
Eliminate two access roads on Paladini property (1o towers V/16 and V/17). one of which also would cross through

Minimize the impact to the property of Mary Richards by relocating the power Jine west of hier west property line

ss roads on Mary Richards' property (to towers V/18 and V/19). one of which would

cross through the property ol Creighton and Jokay Kearns and along the properties of Percival/Holder. Zaske,
Taylor, Gaston, and MacDonald, This would also remove the impact of the second access road 1o land owners along

NE 254th Street: Richards, Spolar. Thomas, and Gierlol¥.
Eliminate the need for the poy
tributary to the East Fork Lewis River.

o

Sce enclosed maps (3) lor details

Sincerely,

(address)
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o 14770
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

PO Box 9250
Portland, OR 97207

We request that the following changes be made to the location of route segment "V":
1. South of tower V/15: Place a dead-end tower inside the northeast property comner of Harold and Margaret Paladini.
2. Redirect the power line to the west on the north edge of the Paladini property.
3. Locate a tower on State of Washington Department of Natural Resources land to the west of the Paladini property
line and redirect the power line south along the DNR property line or southwest through DNR land.

I'he above measures would have these benefits:

1. Minimize the impact to Paladini property by following their property line instead of bisecting their land.

2. Eliminate two access roads on Paladini property (to towers V/16 and V/17). one of which also would cross through
the property of David and Kelli Merriman.

3. Minimize the impact to the property of Mary Richards by relocating the power line west of her west property line
instead of bisecting her land.

4. Eliminate the need for two access roads on Mary Richards' property (to towers V/18 and V/19), one of which would
cross through the property of Creighton and Jokay Kearns and along the propertics of Percival/Holder. Zaske,
Taylor, Gaston. and MacDonald. This would also remove the impact of the second access road to land owners along
NE 254th Street: Richards. Spolar. Thomas. and Gierloff.

5. Eliminate the need for the power line to cross Rock Creek, an important steelhead stream and the largest
tributary to the East Fork Lewis River.

See enclosed maps(2) for details.
Sincerely,

(address) (date)
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5 . 2 14770
1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
PO Box 9250
Portland, OR 97207

We request that the following changes be made to the location of route segment "V":
1. South of tower V/15: Place a dead-end tower inside the northeast property corner of Harold and Margaret Paladini.
2. Redirect the power line to the west on the north edge of the Paladini property.
3. Locate a tower on State of Washington Department of Natural Resources land to the west of the Paladini property
line and redirect the power line south along the DNR property line or southwest through DNR land.

The above measures would have these benefits:

1. Minimize the impact to Paladini property by following their property line instead of bisecting their land.

2. Eliminate two access roads on Paladini property (to towers V/16 and V/17). one of which also would cross through
the property of David and Kelli Merriman.

3. Minimize the impact to the property of Mary Richards by relocating the power line west of her west property line
instead of bisecting her land.

4. Eliminate the need for two access roads on Mary Richards' property (to towers V/18 and V/19). one of which would
cross through the property of Creighton and Jokay Kearns and along the properties of Percival:Holder. Zaske
Taylor. Gaston. and MacDonald. This would also remove lh\ impact of the second access road to land owners llnnw
NME 254th Street: Richards.

. Eliminate the need for the power line to cross Ruck ( reek. an important steelhead stream and the largest
tributary to the East Fork Lewis Riven
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n

See enclosed mapsi3  tor details
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14770
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
PO Box 9250
Portland. OR 97207

We request that the following changes be made to the location of route segment "V":
1. South of tower V/15: Place a dead-end tower inside the northeast property corner of Harold and Margaret Paladini.
2. Redirect the power line to the west on the north edge of the Paladini property.
3. Locate a tower on State of Washington Department of Natural Resources land to the west of the Paladini property
line and redirect the power line south along the DNR property line or southwest through DNR land.

The above measures would have these benefits:

1. Minimize the impact to Paladini property by following their property line instead of bisecting their land.

2. Eliminate two access roads on Paladini property (to towers V/16 and V/17), one of which also would cross through
the property of David and Kelli Merriman.

3. Minimize the impact to the property of Mary Richards by relocating the power line west of her west property line
instead of bisecting her land.

4. Eliminate the need for two access roads on Mary Richards' property (to towers V/18 and V/19). one of which would
cross through the property of Creighton and Jokay Kearns and along the properties of Percival/Holder, Zaske.
Taylor, Gaston. and MacDonald. This would also remove the impact of the second access road to land owners along
NE 254th Street: Richards. Spolar, Thomas, and Gierloff.

5. Eliminate the need for the power line to cross Rock Creek, an important steclhead stream and the largest
tributary to the East Fork Lewis River.

See enclosed maps(3, for details.
Sincerely.
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14771
VICENTE A MOLINOS
03/25/2013
Comments to DEIS for BPA I-5 Project
March 25, 2013
DATE: March 25, 2013
TO: Mr. Mark Korsness, Project Manager, BPA I-5
TO: Mr. Steve Manlow, Army Corps of Engineers
FROM: Vicente Molinos, Rose Valley, Kelso
REF: Comments to DEIS for BPA I-5 project
Dear Messrs. Korsness and Manlow:
My personal comments to the referenced DEIS will expand on three topics that were mentioned in the
study “I-5 Corridor Reinforcement: Economic and Human Impacts Study” delivered to you in mid-March
2013 by No Lines in Populated Areas, Urban or Rural, (www.nowaybpa.com). These topics are: the

14771-1 Jhuman health and safety risks, the socio economic impacts of the BPA-proposed routes and BPA's use of
wildlife impacts. | have listed the exact quote from the numbered paragraph of BPA’s DEIS in regular
font and it is followed by my comments which are all in italics. Bolding is mine and used for emphasis.
Thanks.
a. The Human Health Risks From Magnetic Fields
8.1.2 Magnetic Fields
“There are no national standards for magnetic fields, and Oregon, Washington and BPA do not have
magnetic field limits for transmission lines. Guidelines created by national and international
organizations range from 833 to 9,040 mG for public magnetic-field exposure and from 4,200 to 27,100
mG@G for occupational magnetic-field exposure (see Appendices F and G)”.
8.2.1 Impact Levels
14771-2

“Because 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”.
8.2.2.2 Magnetic Fields
“Decades of scientific studies are inconclusive as to whether magnetic fields can potentially cause health
effects. A review of these studies and their implications for health-related effects is provided in
Appendix G.”
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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 JComment al:

The annotated literature review BPA acquired from Exponent Inc. has selectively included some studies
and positions or exposure limits that support BPA official position of denial related to magnetic fields
while excluding epidemiological studies, exposure limitations and positions by international bodies
which do not support BPA’s position. An example of these practices follows:

Appendix G. by Exponent Inc. 2011 ((“Research on Extremely Low Frequency Electric and Magnetic
Fields and Health”, 2011,)

“A number of studies investigating childhood leukemia and magnetic fields have been published since
the WHO review (Table 1). Recent studies continue to support a weak association between elevated
magnetic field levels and childhood leukemia, but they lack the methodological improvements required
to advance this field; the evidence remains limited and the observed statistical association is still
unexplained”.

A seventh study was included in Kheifets et al. (2010a), but only in the pooled analysis of childhood
leukemia and residential distance to power lines (Lowenthal et al., 2007). This study is not discussed
further in this section because published findings only report on a combined category of
lymphoproliferative and myeloproliferative disorders for both adults and children combined.

Comment a2:

Below, are the results of the study by Lowenthal et al. 2007, which the report by Exponent Inc. mentions
14771-3 |in footnote #11 pasted above and quickly dismisses. This is one of a few recent studies that have looked
at large number of cancer cases over many years and raises the possibility that truly long-term
residential exposure to magnetic fields of children is associated with their developing cancers later, as
adults.

{Results: Compared with those who had always lived >300 m from a power line,
those who had ever lived within 50 m had an odds ratio (OR) of 2.06 (95%
Confidence interval 0.87-4.91) for developing LPD or MPD (based on 768 adult
case—control pairs); those who had lived between 50 and 300 m had an OR of
1.30(0.88-1.91). Adults who had lived within 300 m of a power line during the

first 15 years of life had a threefold increase in risk (OR 3.23; 1.26-8.29); those who had lived within the
same distance aged 0-5 years had a fivefold increase in risk (OR 4.74; 0.98-22.9). Lowenthal, R.M. et al.,
“Residential exposure to electric power transmission lines and risk of lympho-proliferative and myelo-
proliferative disorders: a case—control study”, Internal Medicine Journal, Vol. 37 (2007),614-619.}

“In summary, the scientific studies and reviews of research on the potential health effects of power line

14771-4

electric and magnetic fields have found there is insufficient evidence to conclude exposure to either
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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

field leads to long-term health effects, such as adult cancer, neurodegenerative diseases (such as
Alzheimer’s or Lou Gehrig's disease), or adverse effects on reproduction, pregnancy, or growth and
development of an embryo. Uncertainties do remain about possible links between childhood leukemia
and childhood magnetic field exposures at levels greater than 3-4 mG. There are also suggestions that
short-term exposures to magnetic fields greater than 16 mG may be related to an increased risk of
miscarriage. However, animal and cellular studies provide limited support for the idea that statistical
associations observed in epidemiology studies reflect a causal relationship between magnetic field
exposure and an increased risk of childhood cancer or miscarriage”.

Comment a3:

BPA has dismissed the statistical association between childhood leukemia and residential childhood
exposure to High Voltage Transmission Lines (HVTLs) that has been repeatedly found by long-term
epidemiological studies linking long-term residential exposure of children to low level magnetic fields (3-
4 mG or more) from HVTL’s. BPA’s dismissal is based on the fact that laboratory studies have not been
able to explain or replicate the biological mechanisms behind the observed associations. As the excerpt
below from a refereed medical article by Dey, 2011 shows, this argument is at best unwise and possibly
inappropriate for a public-owned entity.

{Lung cancer is the leading cause of cancer death in the United States and throughout the world [1].
Cigarette smoking is the strongest risk factor for developing lung cancer. Smoking and exposure to
environmental tobacco smoke account for 90% of lung cancer cases, and smokers have a 20-fold
increased risk of death from lung cancer compared to nonsmokers [2]. However, the carcinogenic
mechanisms of tobacco smoking are not well understood [3]}. Dey, Neekan et al., “Molecular
Mechanisms of Cigarette Smoke—Induced Proliferation of Lung Cells and Prevention by Vitamin C”,
Journal of Oncology, Volume 2011 (2011), Article ID 561862, 16 pages

“No impact levels are stated because unlike in other resource chapters in this EIS, no basis exists for
determining them (see Section 8.2.1, Impact Levels)”.

Comment a4:

The absence of national or Washington State residential exposure standards for magnetic fields
notwithstanding, the fact that, in your view, “Uncertainties do remain about possible links between
childhood leukemia and childhood magnetic field exposures at levels greater than 3-4 mG” should be
sufficient for BPA to adopt a prudent risk avoidance policy such as California’s and avoid placing new
HVTL’s in routes which will expose existing homes at magnetic fields greater than 3-4 mGauss.

Appendix F. “Electrical Effects for the |-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project”
(Prepared by T. Dan Bracken, Inc. October 2011 for BPA.)

4.3 Calculated Values for Magnetic Fields (p.11)
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14771-5

14771-6

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-
lonizing 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

Comment noted.
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14771-7

Maximum magpnetic field levels along the four alternatives (excluding options) would be 184 mG “On
ROW” and 48 mG at “Edge of ROW” (75 feet from the proposed line). The average levels would be much
lower: 35 mG “On ROW” and 12 mG at “Edge of ROW.” By 150 feet from the proposed line, magnetic
fields would fall to a maximum of 13 mG and an average of 4 mG; at 300 feet from the proposed line,
the maximum field would be 4 mG and the average 1 mG”.

Comment a5.

Based on Mr. T.D. Bracken’s work for BPA, at 75 feet from the edge of the ROW long-term exposures will
be at least 4mG and, at peak loads, three times that level. According to BPA’s home count, BPA’s West
route would expose 174 homes within 50 feet of the edge to at least 4 mG. Homes exposed within 50
feet by other BPA routes are: Central route 14 homes; East route 15 homes and Crossover route 29
homes). At 100 feet from the edge of ROW, exposed home counts almost double for all routes defined
by BPA (BPA, Transmission, I-5 Corridor Project, data by segments and alternatives, November 9, 2012).

Chapter 10 Health and Safety

This chapter describes existing health and safety conditions in the project area, and how the project
alternatives could affect public health and safety.

10.2.1 Impact Levels

“Impacts would be high where project activities would cause the following:

Create a permanent and known health and safety condition

Impacts would be moderate where project activities would cause the following:
Create a known but rare or infrequent health and safety condition

Impacts would be low where project activities would cause the following:

Create a risk to health and safety that could largely be mitigated

No impact would occur where there is no possible risk to human health and safety”.
Comment a6:

Based on the evidence provided in comments a2 through a5 and using the above definitions, the human
health impacts of all BPA routes, and particularly the densely populated West route, would have to be
high.

14771-8 |10.2.2.2 Operation and Maintenance
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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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14771-9

14771-10

Public Health and Safety
Commenta7:

The safety risk of downed towers and lines is ignored by the DEIS. While the probability has been
historically low, the potential for high damages and loss of life is significant now that some of the
existing HVTL are surrounded by homes. The Columbus Day storm of 1962 downed many transmission
lines and tore “a 300-foot-tall electrical tower from its stanchions at Coos Bay sending a key 115,000
voltage line into the bay.”http://www.historylink.org/index.cfm?DisplayPage=output.cfm&file_id=5325

[Currently available data suggest that the frequency and severity of hurricanes

and ice storms will increase in the future. There has been a doubling of Category 4 and 5 Atlantic
hurricanes from 1970 to 2004 which is the same time period during which ocean temperatures have
increased. If this trend continues, it will have a significant impact on utility and user costs due to
structural failures].

[Transmission lines in service today in the US have been designed using a

multitude of design approaches and structural loading criteria. The principal cause of structural failures
is associated with weather events that produce loads that exceed the structural loading design criteria.
In some cases, failures have been the result of inadequate design, construction and/or maintenance
practices, airplane or vehicle accidents and criminal activities. Gibson Peters et al, “Transmission Line
Reliability: Climate Change and Extreme Weather”,2006, Carnegie Mellon Electricity Industry Center
Working Paper CEIC-05-06] www.cmu.edu/electricity. http://gdi.ce.cmu.edu/docs/ceic_05_06.pdf

The impact on human safety for the more populated routes would likely be moderate due to the
relatively low probability of occurrence and assuming that the automatic breakers would be able to limit
damages and casualties by de-energizing the power lines quickly.

b. Socio Economic Impacts Of The BPA-Proposed Routes
11.1.9.2 Low-Income Populations
Comment b1:

The DEIS fails to capture the high levels of poverty in both Cowlitz and Clark County. For example in the
school districts for Castle Rock and Vancouver the children eligible for free or reduced price lunch are
respectively 52% and 53%. (Please see NLPA Economic and Human Impacts Study, 2013).

11.2.2.3 Public Services and Infrastructure

“Given the nature of the project, overall long-term impacts on most, if not all, public service and
infrastructure providers from the project likely would be too small to be discernible. Because the project
would not permanently increase employment or population in the area, no overall impact to schools,
police, fire, or medical services would occur”.

1610
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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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14771-11

Comment b2:

The first Right of Way through the urban growth of a small community like Castle Rock would have a
negative effect in precisely the opposite direction as the DEIS considers. The ROW would reduce the
density of services, reduce the available property tax revenues permanently and the school population.

If the pattern of higher poverty documented in the vicinity of the existing ROW’s in Clark County were to
materialize in smaller communities, these would be less able to cope and likely suffer serious impacts
over their quality of life and education.

11.2.2.4 Government Revenue

“The project would cause long-term decreases in government revenue by diminishing the base value of
property subject to property taxation, reducing timber—related revenue from state trust lands, and
decreasing future revenue from taxes on private timber harvests and some agricultural products”

Property Tax

“Direct decreases in property taxes would occur for properties BPA acquires and removes from the tax
rolls”.

“Additional decreases may occur for those properties on which it secures an easement that constrains
use of the property (severance, loss of use, etc.) and reduces assessed value, but data are insufficient to

quantify these decreases”.

“Indirect decreases in property taxes could occur for nearby residential properties if the project reduces
the quality of amenities, or commercial properties if the project affects the income-generating potential
of the site”.

11.2.2.5 Property Values

“The proposed transmission line is not expected to have long-term impacts on property values in the
area for a variety of reasons. Whenever land uses change, the concern is often raised about the effect
the change may have on property values nearby. Zoning and permits are the primary means by which
most local governments protect property values. By restricting some uses, or permitting them only
under certain conditions, conflicting uses are avoided. Some residents consider transmission lines to be
an incompatible use adjacent to residential areas.”

Comment b3:

The DEIS evaluated the present value of lost revenues by corporate entities such as state and industrial
timberlands and agricultural enterprises. These indirect costs of the project are relatively small
compared to the permanent and growing loss of taxable assets from prime urban and rural residential
lands which will be devoted to transmission easements and which will result in higher taxes for all
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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

individual citizens of Clark and Cowlitz counties. The DEIS omitted these important indirect economic
and fiscal impacts of the project. The lack of sufficient data is not a credible excuse. Please see the NLPA
study (op. cit.).

The DEIS comment about zoning is inconsistent with the historic impacts of the existing HVTL’s in Clark
County where the power lines drove the zoning and permitting process and the result is now a pattern
of higher poverty about the existing power lines (BPA’s West alternative).

a. BPA’s Evaluation and Use of Wildlife Concerns
Comment cl:

Since late 2009 BPA has received a wealth of detailed input from citizens regarding wildlife and other
environmental concerns including US listed species in or near their localities. For example, | provided
detailed explanations of the historic and ongoing efforts by WDFW and citizens groups to improve
habitat and recover runs of ESA listed wild salmon and steelhead runs fish runs in the Coweeman River.

The DEIS Chapter 19 on fish looks like a bureaucratic exercise of filling-in the blanks and where all the
alternatives and options have the same narrative (need to refer to the right alternative name in the
narrative for 19.2.7). The text of the report has little connection to the maps 19-1 A-D. The latter provide
little relevant information and no segment labels.

18.1.4.1 Federally Listed Wildlife Species

“The potential for a certain federally-listed wildlife species to occur in the study area is determined by
documented occurrences and suitable habitat. Suitable habitat occurs for one federally endangered
species (Columbian white-tailed deer) and two federally threatened species (northern spotted owl and
marbled murrelet) along all action alternatives.”

“Northern Spotted Owl

Suitable habitat for northern spotted owl is multi-layered, species diverse old-growth forest dominated
by large overstory trees. Old-growth/mature forest stands of varying condition occur in the study area
along all action alternatives (see Map 18-1A through 18-1D). In addition, northern spotted owls and
their foraging territory (referred to as northern spotted owl circles, and including all territorial owls) are
known to occur throughout the project area, with northern spotted owl circles crossed by or occurring
within 1 mile of the Central, East, and Crossover alternatives. There is no federally designated critical
habitat for northern spotted owl in the study area (USFWS 2010b, 2010c).”

Comment c2:

Based on the above text as well as your maps of 18-1 C-D of High Value Native Wildlife Habitat, it
appears that BPA proposed lines have managed to precisely avoid all spotted owls nests. The
Northeastern route concept proposed by citizens did not have the same luck.
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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

We urge BPA to come up with a holistic, well-reasoned and transparent weighing system for the
different factors, costs and benefits (private and public) associated to the different route options over
the long-term. This should include the human and socio economic factors in addition to the wildlife and
fish considerations. We have seen that BPA is able to mitigate any of the concerns that have risen so far,
including the owls. So, why not evaluate all options and factors, without pre-conceived exclusions or
inclusions?
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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

14772

JANE M REVESZ, PETER REVESZ
03/25/2013

March 13, 2013

RE: Bonneville Power Administration, |-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Double-circuit towers
on wetlands and Oregon alternatives

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing you today because | believe Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) did not provide a full
range of alternatives, including complete and substantive analyses both quantitatively and qualitatively
as required by law in any Environmental Impact Statement.

Double-circuit towers not studied

Under a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to BPA asking for studies on double-circuit towers
on wetlands along its West alternative (BPA-owned existing right-of-way), we received a response
stating there were “no documents responsive to our request.”

In 2009 BPA told my community that putting towers side-by-side along their West alternative would be
a reliability problem. They told us using their West alternative would be putting all their eggs in one
basket if an airplane hit the lines or if there were a terrorist attack.

On August 18, 2011, there was a response to several questions from Maryam Asgharian, a BPA contact
person for this project. One question that was asked was “Has there ever been a tower collapse or line
failure along their existing easement (West alternative). Her response was “We have not seen a tower
collapse along this line. We have seen insulators fail or be vandalized. If this occurs, it would likely be
along one span (between two towers), rather than the whole line. Once we are aware of an issue like
this we can repair it within hours.”

There is clearly not much of a reliability problem based on the 70-year history of this transmission
corridor.

Using BPA’s West alternative would save 74 million dollars by BPA’s estimate. This would also minimize
the impact to the environment. Double circuiting through wetlands would result in zero long-term net

loss of wetlands. BPA’s new double-circuit design reduces the perceived health risks, as found on BPA’s
web site [footnote 1] and in their Draft Environmental Impact Statement [footnote 2] (DEIS) for the I-5

Corridor Reinforcement Project.

BPA’s new double-circuit tower design
¢ Uses fewer towers: "4 per mile in some places"

* Costs less: "saves BPA an average of $18,000 to $270,000 per tower"
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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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* Uses less right-of-way and creates less Electromagnetic Field levels: as noted on page 3-2, section
3.2.1Tower Types in the DEIS.

Double circuiting for the entire right-of-way would place towers on the center of the right-of-way
instead of near the edges, which would increase the distance from homes, businesses, and schools,
would use half as many towers and would not require removal of as much vegetation along the edge of
the existing corridor.

Pearl Alternatives (Oregon) not given a thorough Environmental Assessment as required under the
National Environmental Policy Act.

For approximately ten years, the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project was a study of Oregon (Pearl) and
Southwest Washington (Troutdale) alternatives. In 2009, just days before an announcement went to the
public, BPA made the decision to not carry the Pearl alternatives through a full Environmental
Assessment and made the decision to only study the Troutdale alternatives. In late 2009, a FOIA request
was submitted for the Agency Decision Framework (Version 6)[footnote 3] discussing the prematurely
dropped Pearl alternatives. From that documentation | learned that BPA planned to not let the Pearl
alternatives “go public” for many reasons, most of which made little sense.

Two examples are the following:

1. BPA states the Pearl alternatives would impact 3,100 landowners, whereas the Troutdale alternatives
impacts 7,700 landowners. Since the Pearl alternatives would impact less than half the number of
landowners, why did BPA drop it?

2. BPA states concerns regarding a new river crossing at the Columbia River in Longview, “requiring very
tall towers up to 450 feet tall.” This should not be a concern because the existing transmission towers

crossing the Columbia River in Longview are over 450 feet tall.

Both the Troutdale and Pearl alternatives had similar scenarios, as stated in the Agency Decision
Framework (Version 6).

” U,

“All Pearl routing alternatives would need to go through some residential areas,” “would go through

” o«

managed timber lands,” “would go near or through established wildlife areas and near or on private

airstrips,”

However, in the decision to only study the Troutdale alternative BPA stated that “The Pearl alternatives

do not offer a route on existing right of way, whereas the Troutdale plan does.”

In that case why didn’t BPA choose an existing right-of -way, the West alternative, for its preferred
alternative? | think this is the most reasonable choice. If BPA persists in its decision to waste millions of
dollars and hundreds of acres and invade, take, and devalue the properties of private landowners by
building a new transmission corridor, then it should also be considering the Pearl alternatives to find the
route least damaging to private property owners and the environment.
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14772-3 Please see the response to Comment 14596-3.
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14772-4

14772-5

14772-6

BPA wrote “a new line in either corridor (Pearl or Troutdale) would fully meet our electrical needs,” and
“proposing and thoroughly analyzing up to 88 segments (Pearl alternative and Troutdale alternative) will
send a clear message that we considered all possible routes and have selected the very best

alternative.” | believe this is exactly what BPA should have done.

The current Draft Environmental Impact Statement is flawed without a full range of alternatives
included. To provide a full range of reasonable alternatives, BPA should perform a complete
environmental review and analysis of the Pearl alternatives and double-circuit towers on wetlands along
the West alternative.

The Army Corps of Engineers must issue a permit for this project. BPA has only requested to permit one
alternative, the Central Alternative, Option 1. Since BPA chose the Troutdale alternatives over the Pearl
alternatives because Troutdale has an existing right-of-way, | demand that BPA requests a permit from
the Army Corps of Engineers for its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative, using double circuit
towers through wetlands.

| am asking that you work with me to ensure all alternatives, including double circuit towers and Pearl
alternatives are given a complete and thorough analysis, both quantitatively and qualitatively by
bringing these issues to light and commenting to Bonneville Power Administration and the Army Corps
of Engineers during the public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Both of

these comment periods end at noon, March 25.
Sincerely,

Peter T. Revesz and Jane M. Revesz

[footnote 1] BPA Engineers Build A Better Tower, Saving Millions:
http://www.bpa.gov/news/newsroom/Pages/BPA-engineers-build-a-better-tower-saving-millions.aspx

[footnote 2] http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Pages/Draft-EIS.aspx

[footnote 3]
http://abetterway4bpa.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=92&Itemid=77
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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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14773-1

14774

14773

PETERJ MENZA

03/25/2013

Hi good morning, my name is Peter Menza. I'm a current resident here on the existing right of way
regarding this |-5 reinforcement project. | just want to advise you folks, | have tried now since Saturday
afternoon to log on and send my comments via your website. And each time | do it, | get to the
submission point, | do that, and it kicks me out of the system with no receipt or acknowledgement of
comment. So | would really appreciate the opportunity to do that before your drop dead date time
today. And in light of just the timing, | would appreciate a call back at [phone number]. | will try your
website again this morning. Thank you.

14774

CAROLYN J SCHULTZ-RATHBUN

03/25/2013

| am writing in support of the West Alternative for the BPA's |-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project.

Itis my understanding that BPA has only requested a permit for one alternative in SW Washington, the
Central Alternative, Option 1. BPA chose the Troutdale alternatives over the Pearl alternatives in Oregon
because Troutdale has an existing right-of-way. By the same token, BPA should request a permit from
the Army Corps of Engineers for its existing right-of-way in Washington, the West Alternative.

BPA should route through SW Washington on your existing right-of-way, the West Alternative, using
double- or triple-circuit towers as necessary.
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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.
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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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14775-2

14775-3

14775-4

147755 |
147756 |

14775-7
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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.
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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
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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

14777-1

14777-2

14776

RONALD S STEPHENS

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,
avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14777

HASLINGER PROPERTIES LLC, KRIS J DESYLVIA, BARBARA HASLINGER
03/25/2013

March 25, 2013

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
[address]

i-5@bpa.gov

Dear Sir or Madam,

We are writing on behalf of the members of Haslinger Properties LLC regarding the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the I-5 Corridor Project. We own a one half interest in 160 acres of land in
Clark County Washington. The remaining interest is owned by members of Francar LLC. Our property is
currently managed exclusively for timber production, however it is zoned for limited residential
development. Our property is directly and disproportionately impacted by Central Alternative Options 1
and 2 and by the Crossover Alternative.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) says in its summary that the “BPA is considering four
action alternatives . . . The ultimate action taken will depend on which alternative best meets the
project’s primary purposes: maintaining system reliability and performance, helping BPA meet its
statutory and contractual obligations, using ratepayer funds responsibly and efficiently, and minimizing
impacts to the natural and human environment (S-2).” We submit that the alternative that best meets
all four of these primary purposes is the West Alternative.

Each alternative has varying impacts on the natural and human environment. However, only the West
Alternative limits these impacts to areas that are, for the most part, already subject to such impacts. By
contrast, all alternatives to the West Alternative require a substantial number of new rights-of-way and
easements and create impacts on lands that are not currently subject to transmission lines.

Great weight seems to be given to the fact that the West Alternative crosses over and impacts the most
suburban and residential land. However, greater consideration must be given to the fact that these
lands are already impacted by the present placement of power lines and easements.

Use patterns have evolved around and adapted to the existing power lines. Also, changes that are made
along existing power corridors can have less visual impact than construction of a new power corridor.
For example in the Shelton-Kitsap Environmental Assessment, the BPA described the visual impact of
proposed improvements to the Shelton-Kitsap power transmission line as follows:

Since the transmission corridor has existed since the 1940's, it has been a part of the viewscape in the
project area for nearly three generations. . . . The greatest visual exposure to the Proposed Action along
the existing electrical transmission corridor would be from the residences located intermittently along
the corridor; the senior citizen residence/care center ... the park ... the church parkinglot... and
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14776-1

14777-1

14777-2

Comment noted.

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.

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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14777-2

14777-3

14777-4

14777-5

the dance hall parking lot. The visual impact from the Proposed Action to these potential viewers is
considered low to moderate and non-significant, based on the following: the proposed rebuild would
occur within an established electrical transmission line corridor that is in proximity to these potential
viewers, who thus already have decreased sensitivity to the visual components associated with the
Proposed Action. Shelton-Kitsap Transmission Line Rebuild, Final Environmental Assessment; January
2001

Individuals affected by construction on the existing rights-of-way on the West Alternative also have
either been compensated already for the easements or have encroached on them after the lines were
constructed. Those people who purchased their property after construction of the existing power lines
did so for a discount owing to the existence of the easements and the power lines.

A decision to reject the West Alternative would define the use of the existing easements to be less than
that which is legally authorized and expected. It would cause a financial benefit to property owners who
had reason to expect that the easements would result in an expansion of the existing power lines. This
financial benefit would come at the expense of the property owners whose lands would be subject to
the newly acquired easements.

Because of the human and natural world impacts of new power line construction, construction along
existing easements generally is favored.

When properly evaluated as part of routing decisions, corridor sharing can be a useful method in
mitigating environmental, property and community impacts of a new transmission line . . . sharing
corridors with existing facilities may minimize impacts by: reducing the amount of new ROW required;
concentrating linear land uses and reducing the number of new corridors that fragment the landscape
creating an incremental, rather than a new impact. Often, the most preferred type of corridor sharing is
with an existing transmission line. Environmental Impacts of Transmission Lines, Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin, http://psc.wi.gov/thelibrary/publications/electric/electric10.pdf p. 4,5

In past projects, the BPA has recognized the advantages of building new transmission lines along existing
rights-of-way. In an August 2002 draft EIS statement for the Grand Coulee-Bell 500 kV Transmission line
Project the BPA said:

When locating new transmission lines, BPA tries either to replace existing lines or to use or parallel an
existing transmission right-of-way. Adding a transmission line on existing right-of-way next to an
existing one can cause fewer visual, land use, and ground disturbance-related impacts than a new,
totally separate line, and the need for new access roads can be kept to a minimum by using existing
access roads. Using an existing corridor also avoids the impact of having to clear miles of new 150-foot
wide right-of-way. Following this right-of-way practice can greatly reduce costs and environmental
impacts. BPA Grand Coulee-Bell 500 kV Transmission Line Project Draft EIS August 2002 p. S-9

According to the draft EIS for the I-5 Corridor Project, the West Alternative crosses the highest
percentage of land (approximately 98%) that is already subject to a power easement (S-8). It would
“occupy about 1,097 acres of existing right-of-way and require about 127 acres of additional new right-
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14777-3

Comment noted.

14777-4 BPA considered many factors when identifying its preferred alternative. These

14777-5

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.

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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14777-5

14777-6

of-way along and adjacent to existing right-of-way” (S-11). The BPA would need to acquire up to 401
acres of new easements for transmission line right-of-way and new and improved roads(S-11).

For the Central Alternative, by contrast, the BPA “would need to acquire up to 2,113 acres of new
easements for transmission line right-of-way and new and improved roads (S-13). “Because the Central
Alternative would follow existing right-of-way for only 8 miles, it would need about 1,287 acres of new
right-of-way for both towers and roads — the most of the action alternatives” (S-13).

Accordingly, the Central Alternative, would require approximately 10 times the amount of new right-of-
way acreage as would be necessary for the West Alternative. Furthermore, the construction of a second

power corridor would more than double the currently existing environmental impact.

The East Alternative would require the BPA “to acquire up to 2,376 acres of new easements for
transmission line right-of-way and new and improved roads (S-15). “Similar to the Central Alternative,
the East Alternative would follow existing right-of-way for about 8 miles, needing about 1,255 acres of
new right-of-way for both towers and roads” (S-15).

The Crossover Alternative would require 1,420 acres of new easements (S-16). “Because the Crossover
Alternative would follow existing right-of-way for about 33 miles, it would need about 772 acres of new
right-of-way for towers and roads” (S-16).

Because the West Alternative follows existing routes and easements for most of its distance, the need to
condemn land and to negotiate for extensive new easements is not present. Also, right-of-way clearing
and access road construction has already taken place along most of the West Alternative. Although
these rights-of-way and access roads would need to be expanded and improved, the cost to do so would
be less than the cost to clear new rights-of-way and to construct new access roads along a second
corridor. The environmental impact of expanding and improving existing roads would also be less than
the environmental impact of constructing new roads.

It is notable that the draft EIS details the monetary costs of the various alternatives in only the most
perfunctory manner (4-31). A dollar figure is given for each of the action alternatives but no information
is given as to the methodology used or assumptions made. This lack of detail prevents any meaningful
critique of the cost estimates.

The EIS estimates that the Central Alternative will cost approximately $74 million dollars more than the
West Alternative. One of the BPA’s four stated, and equally weighted, goals for the I-5 Corridor project is
the responsible and efficient use of taxpayer dollars. Despite this stated goal, the BPA has identified the
Central Alternative as the preferred route for the project. The BPA fails to adequately explain why a
route costing approximately $74 million dollars more than the West Alternative is an efficient and
responsible use of taxpayer funds.

In addition to being the lowest cost alternative, the West Alternative is the route that best meets the

14777-7 |soal of minimizing the impact on the natural and human environment because it is the only alternative
that limits the I-5 Corridor Project to an area that is already developed for power line transmission. All
1638 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3E

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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14777-7

14777-8

14777-9

14777-10

14777-11

14777-12

other alternatives require the creation of a second power corridor that will cause human and natural
world impacts along two routes instead of one.

Power lines are currently located on approximately 98% of the West Alternative. The increased
environmental impact caused by construction of a new line along that existing route is the only
appropriate measure of the environmental impact of the West Alternative, but that increased impact is
not always clearly described in the draft EIS.

The statement in the draft EIS that describes the impact of the West Alternative on water resources and
soil disturbance illustrates this point. It says: “Transmission line clearing and road construction would
result in about 84 miles (1,285 acres) of potential soil disturbance that could contribute sediment to
streams . . . Because most of this alternative occupies an existing transmission line right-of-way, clearing
has already occurred in some areas” (15-13) (emphasis added). This description provides no useful
information about the increased impact that the West Alternative would have on soils and provides no
meaningful comparison of the West Alternative to the other alternatives on the issues of soil
disturbance and water quality.

In its chapter on fish, the draft EIS describes the West Alternative’s potential for soil disturbance in the
same way. ltsays: “Transmission line clearing and road construction would cause about 84 miles (1,285
acres) of potential soil disturbance that could contribute sediment to streams through runoff or erosion”
(19-18). However, according to the draft EIS the West Alternative would “occupy about 1,097 acres of
existing right-of-way and require about 127 acres of additional new right-of-way along and adjacent to
existing right-of-way” (S-11). Clearly the draft EIS has failed to adequately consider that clearing has
already taken place along the West Alternative’s existing power corridor and has failed to accurately
assess the potential for soil disturbance and the impact on fish and water quality that would be caused
by construction of the West Alternative.

Regarding wetlands, the draft EIS says of the West Alternative: “Right-of-way clearing would affect
about 54 acres of forested wetlands and 62 acres of scrub-scrub wetlands (both High impacts), the most
of the action alternatives.” However, it is clear from the statements regarding soil disturbance (quoted
above) that clearing has already occurred in some areas because most of the West Alternative occupies
an existing transmission line right-of-way. This fact is not adequately considered or addressed by the
draft EIS.

Chapters 5-23 and Table 4-10 of the draft EIS compare the environmental impacts of each action
alternative. However, as to each category of environmental impact, the draft EIS fails to clearly define
and distinguish the increased environmental impact that would be caused by construction on the West
Alternative from the ongoing impact caused by the currently existing power corridor. Because of this the
draft EIS fails to provide a meaningful comparison of the West Alternative from the other action
alternatives.

Because construction of a second power corridor will not lessen the impact of the existing power
corridor, comparison of all alternatives should consider the environmental impact of each alternative
plus the environmental impact of the existing power corridor.
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14777-8

14777-9

14777-10

14777-11

14777-12

Please see the response to Comment 14777-7.

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14777-7.

Please see the response to Comment 14777-7.
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14777-12

14777-13

14777-14

For example, the draft EIS compares the impact that the West Alternative and the Central Alternative
would have on birds and wildlife in the following way:

The West Alternative would create the least new fragmentation of wildlife habitat because it would
require only 3 miles of new right-of-way; however widening of existing right-of-way could expand
existing fragmentation, particularly in forested habitats. Because the new transmission line would be
higher than parallel existing lines, it could increase the risk of bird collisions in many areas (4-43).

Requiring mostly new right-of-way, the Central Alternative would increase habitat fragmentation
primarily in forested habitats; however most of the new line would not parallel existing lines and so
pose less collision risk for birds than the West ~ Alternative .. . Impacts on most wildlife would be
similar to the West Alternative (4-43).

This description unfairly and inaccurately suggests that the impact on wildlife would be the same and
the potential for bird collisions would be less if the Central Alternative were chosen instead of the West
Alternative. These conclusions defy logic and common sense. If the Central Alternative were chosen over
the West Alternative then bird collisions would occur along two power corridors instead of one.
Although construction of higher transmission lines along the West Alternative “could increase the risk of
bird collisions in many areas” (4-43), the construction of a second power corridor would double the
currently existing risk of bird collisions. Similarly, although “widening of existing right-of-way could
expand existing fragmentation, especially in forested habitats,” construction of a second power corridor
across heavily forested land would double the currently existing impact on wildlife. Itis disingenuous
for the draft EIS to suggest otherwise.

Because the draft EIS fails to employ a true and accurate comparative measure of the various
alternatives to the West Alternative, it is inadequate to form the basis of an informed decision and
should be rejected.

The hazards caused to birds and wildlife by the placement of power lines are well documented. Power
lines not only destroy habitat but they also disrupt bird and wildlife migration and isolate species.
Collisions with power transmission and distribution lines are estimated to kill “anywhere from hundreds
of thousands to 175 million birds annually, and power lines electrocute tens to hundreds of thousands
more birds annually.” Bird Strikes and Electrocutions at Power lines, communication Towers, and Wind
Turbines: Sate of the Art and State of the Science — Next Steps Toward Mitigation, Albert M. Manville Il,
2005

Federal agencies taking actions that are likely to have a measurable negative effect on migratory birds
are required to work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to promote the conservation of migratory
bird populations. Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2012. Reducing Avian Collisions with
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012. Edison Electric Institute and APLIC. Washington, D.C.

Although the BPA proposes to mitigate the risk to bird and wildlife populations by working with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife once an
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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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14777-14

14777-15

14777-16

14777-17

14777-18

action alternative is determined, (18-64) those agencies should be actively involved in the siting decision
because mitigation measures cannot compensate for errors that occur in the initial siting decision.

Also, the wildlife information that was relied upon in the draft EIS appears to be dated and unreliable.
For example, a 2001 listing of priority habitats, species maps and an associated data base were relied
upon in the draft EIS (29-24). The draft EIS also appears to have relied upon terrestrial surveys of the
Marbled Murrelets, a federally listed threatened species, that were created in 2001 and 2002 (29-29). A
USFWS species list for Cowlitz and Clark County that was last updated in 2007 was relied upon. (2010b;
29-22). However, that species list is a general list for each county. It provides no information about the
distribution or location within each county of the listed species.
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/speciesmap.html. USFWS Critical Habitat Data was accessed in 2010.
However, no information is given as to the date when the data was collected (29-22). Reliance on
outdated and general resources such as these cannot substitute for current, location specific,
information and data on these critical issues.

Similarly, an informed siting decision cannot be made without the close collaboration of state and local
agencies that protect natural resources such as soil and water, especially where, as here, the draft EIS
appears to have relied on dated material that may no longer be accurate. For example, wetland
information for Clark County appears to have been collected from digital data that was compiled in
December 2006 (29-4) and wetland information for Washington State generally was collected in 1992
and 2005 (29-42) and in 1997 (29-12). Hydrography data was compiled in 2006 (29-42).

Although the USFWS’s National Wetland Survey was compiled in 2010 no information is given as to
when the underlying data was gathered (USFWS 2010a; 29-22). Similarly, Herrera Environmental
Consultants prepared reports in 2010, however, no information is given about the data that was relied
on in those reports (29-10). Outdated and unreliable resources such as these cannot form the basis of an
environmentally sound siting decision.

Although the West Alternative, in theory, could present reliability problems because of locally based
calamities (air craft flying into power lines etc.), such issues have not created significant problems in the
past. Also, the EIS identifies measures to protect against such concerns.

Furthermore, because vandalism has been identified as a persistent problem with overhead power lines,
especially in sparsely populated areas, the construction of new power lines along existing easements
and in more populated areas can reduce vandalism and promote system reliability. Environmental
Impacts of Transmission Lines, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, http://psc.wi.gov/the
library/publications/electric/electric10.pdf

For these reasons, the West alternative meets the primary purpose of maintaining system reliability and
performance and helping the BPA meet its statutory and contractual obligations.
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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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14777-18

14777-19

14777-20

14777-21

14777-22

If some action is determined to be necessary and in the public interest, we submit that the West
Alternative should be chosen because it is the alternative that best meets all of the stated primary
action goals.

However, the members of Haslinger Properties LLC also oppose what is currently identified as the
preferred action alternative, Central Alternative Option 1, owing to its disproportionate impact on our
property interests. For the same reason, we also oppose the Central Alternative Option 2 and the
Crossover Alternative.

The draft EIS says of the Central Alternative that most of the land that would be burdened by new
easements is not of a residential or suburban nature. However, consideration must be given not only to
the use to which land is currently put but also the use to which it can be put. Our approximately 160
acre parcel, consists of two tax lots; a northern tax lot of approximately 80 acres and a southern tax lot
of approximately the same size. This property has been held by our family since the 1950’s. Each of
these tax lots allows for residential development. Central Alternative Option 1, Central Alternative
Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative will render our tax lots valueless for any future residential
development. Further, each of these options will severely compromise our ability to manage our
property efficiently and profitably for timber production.

The rights-of-way and easements that would be necessary for this project are for “in perpetuity.” For
this reason, any impact on cyclical forest production also is for a period “in perpetuity.” The most recent
timber sale on our property generated both personal income and excise tax income. The resource that
generated this income is renewable and provides cyclical, dependable income.

Clark County has restricted the harvesting of trees within a certain distance of streams and creeks in
order to protect water quality. Our property is crossed by a number of permanent and intermittent
streams and creeks. A beaver dam is located near our northern boundary. To date, we have honored
the water quality restrictions enacted by Clark County. However, we have not waived our right to claim
that these restrictions constitute an unlawful taking of our property interests without compensation.

The right-of-way that would be required for the preferred option, Central Alternative Option 1, and for
Central Alternative Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative, runs below and along the entire length of
our Northern property boundary. Because of its placement, below our northern boundary, the proposed
route strands a strip of timber producing land along our northern border. It appears that this was done
in order to lessen the impact of the transmission lines on residential properties that are located near the
Northwestern border of our property and possibly to avoid the need to pay compensation to those
landowners. However the placement of this right-of-way has a disproportionate impact on our property.

Central Alternative Option 1, Central Alternative Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative also call for the
construction of an access road across our southern tax lot. This proposed access road splits into two
roads on our Northern tax lot. These roads, especially when combined with the power line right-of-way
and the stream and creek restrictions imposed by Clark County, carve our property up and significantly
impair our ability to manage our property efficiently and profitably for timber production. They also will
promote illegal hunting, timber theft and the dumping of solid waste on our property.
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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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The draft EIS says “In timber production areas, removal of land for timber use could have permanent
high impacts on some landowners, despite compensation, and where rights-of-way could make certain
timber stands inaccessible or economically infeasible to harvest (S-10 ).”

Payment to us for the land taken out of timber production and rendered valueless for residential

14777-23 development cannot adequately compensate us for the impact on the value of the property that we
have held in our family for generations and for the loss of the renewable resource on that property. It
would be impossible for us to mitigate our loss by the purchase of substitute residential and timber
production land. For these reasons, Central Alternative Options 1 and 2 and the Crossover Alternative
have an unfair and disproportionate impact on us as landowners and we oppose them.

Sincerely yours,
Kris DeSylvia
Haslinger Properties LLC
Barbara Haslinger
Haslinger Properties LLC
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14777-23 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.
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14778

MICHAEL S MARQUARD

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

14778-1

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14779

ANDREW P HALL

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

14779-1

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14780

January 7, 2013

To: Mark Korsness, Bpa.

Mark, my name is John Opsahl. I live at

I spoke with you on the phone Dec. 10 2012 concerning the I-5 corridor project,
14780-1 powerlines and towers F28, F29, F30, and F31. As I told you before, this
placement will destroy the value of my view property. My home and view
14780-2

property are also my retirement and any value loss will be substantial.

I did invite you and any BPA person to come and see the property and see what
14780-3

the damage can be. That offer stands. I can be reached at and

Thank you for your time,

Pt

John Opsahl
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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

14781-2

14781-3

14781

LISA A ANDERSON

03/25/2013

My name is Lisa Anderson. | live in Hockinson about a mile west of the Central Alternative. Though the
central alternative is the preferred alternative of BPA for the I-5 reinforcement Project, | think it is the
wrong choice for SW Washington and the USA.

Start with the characterizations of the two areas from Draft EIS:
West Alternative- Excerpt From 16.1.1

“Many low-to-medium quality wetlands were also mapped along the West Alternative in the more
developed areas of Kelso, Vancouver, Camas, Washougal, and Troutdale and along major road systems
that have previously been disturbed by road construction and commercial and residential development.
Wetlands have been filled and roads have created impervious surfaces and blocked water flow to
wetland areas. Emergent wetlands with medium quality are found in agricultural land between the East
Fork Lewis River and the city of Vancouver.”

Central Alternative- Excerpt From 16.1.2

“Emergent and forested wetlands with low-to-medium function ratings were mapped along the Cowlitz
River, with high functioning wetlands along the North Fork Goble Creek and Goble Creek in the northern
portion of the Central Alternative east of Longview (see Map 16-2A). Medium-to-high functioning
wetlands were mapped along the Kalama, Lewis, and East Fork Lewis rivers and near Chelatchie and Big
Tree creeks east of Amboy in the middle portion (see Maps 16-2B and 16-2C). Wetlands near the Little
Washougal River and where Lacamas Creek and the Washougal River flow into the Columbia River in the
southern portion of the alternative were rated as low-quality wetlands (see Section 16.1.1, West
Alternative and Options, and Map 16-2D). Several unnamed streams and drainages crossed by the
Central Alternative also have low-to-high functioning wetlands.”

Based on Table 16-1 in wetlands chapter 16 of draft EIS the West Alternative has 54 forested and 62
scrub-shrub acres whereas the Central Alternative has 69 forested and 16 scrub-shrub acres. The fact
that there are 62 scrub shrub(West) vs 16 scrub-shrub (Central) illustrates the fact that the wetlands on
(West) alternatively have largely already been degraded because of pre-existing right of ways, whereas
the (Central) is largely in pristine condition with only 16 acres of scrub-shrub.

Isn’t it far better to leave an area (Central) that society and the environment rely on for watershed,
recreational, environmental, farming, forestland, in non-industrialized state; and upgrade development
on the West Alternative that has preexisting power lines on wetlands that have already been degraded?

The reliability issue has been brought up, but there has never been a catastrophe on preexisting (West)
line. Chances are there won’t be in the future. If it is BPA will have easy access along the I-5 corridor to
fix. It is also cheaper by at least 100 million to develop West Alternative. In these time of sequester
doesn’t it just make sense to go with less expensive option?
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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 |

BPA you will be harming our beautiful clean SW Washington highlands FOREVER if you go through with
your preferred Central Alternative. There will be significant environmental costs whatever alternative is
chosen. Why not up-develop where you have existing power lines, where it is already industrialized,
where it will also be cheaper? Please make the right decision before it is too late. Thank you for your
thoughtful consideration of these grave choices.

14782

MEGAN T CLARK

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,

avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands.

14783
JAMES N PITKIN
03/25/2013

14783-1 I Please select the Western Alternative to minimize environmental impacts.
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14782-1 Comment noted.

14783-1 Comment noted.
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Commissioner Peter Goldmark
Washington State Department of Natural Resources

November 28, 2012

Dear Mr. Goldmark

We live adjacent to the Bonneville Power Administration’s I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project’s
proposed “Central Alternative” route. Specifically, we are along the “P-Line” segment that traverses the
DNR west boundary in Clark County, Washington. BPA has very recently designated this route as its
preferred alternative for the project.

14784-1

Approximately 3,000 lineal feet of this “P-Line” segment is adjacent to our properties, and importantly,
is located entirely within the riparian management zone of a Type 3 stream which is a tributary of the
North Fork of Lacamas Creek. (Please see attached exhibit “A”)

In 2009 your agency prepared a SEPA document (please see attachment #1) for the “Ocean Spray”
timber sale #84262 and Forest Practices Application #2919484. That SEPA document identified the
riparian management zones adjacent to the type 3 and 4 streams on the westerly boundary of the
Ocean Spray Timber Sale. The riparian management zone was established as mitigation measures to
protect water quality, provide corridors for wildlife, and maintain habitat for fish and amphibians. Your
agency is responsible for the implementation of the state’s Forest Practices Act and Rules.  In your
NEPA scoping comments for this BPA project dated December 10, 2009, your agency stated that, in
2002, DNR and BPA came to a common understanding regarding forest practices activities related to
BPA'’s lines and those that would be constructed in the future. You requested in that NEPA document
that BPA obtain an approved Forest Practices Application and comply with the rules. (Please see
14784-2 |Attachment #2)

As adjacent landowners and citizens of Washington State, we are very concerned about the status of the
riparian management zones of Lacamas Creek. If BPA is allowed to construct its proposed power
transmission corridor along the alignment as shown in Exhibit “A” it will obliterate the riparian
management zones that were established to preserve the water quality and fish and wildlife habitat.

The water quality of the Type 3 stream will be destroyed, timber will be cut, access roads and culverts
built, and vegetation will be controlled with dangerous herbicides. This stream flows directly into Camp
Bonneville, which is currently undergoing an extensive cleanup as a Superfund site. The lead agency in
that project is the Washington Department of Ecology. Any further water quality degradation caused by
this BPA project will further aggravate Ecology’s efforts to clean up that site. The US Army Corps of
Engineers prepared a study and found many threatened and endangered species along the Lacamas
Creek corridor which runs through Camp Bonneville. Any further stream degradation will seriously
affect these species as well.

10f 53
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14784-1 Comment noted.

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

We were very satisfied with your agency’s efforts to preserve this sensitive environmental corridor and
14784-3 | protecting fish and wildlife in the Ocean Spray timber sale. It is incumbent upon DNR to enforce the
Forest Practices rules and regulations to provide cumulative protection to public resources.

BPA has told us that your agency urged that the new power transmission corridor be placed on the
westerly border of DNR land. We strongly encourage your agency to take a serious look at moving the
alignment slightly further east in this area to avoid this very sensitive stream corridor. We realize that
there are many streams in this area of state land. Alignments which would cross streams at or nearly at
right angles have far less impact to the streams than alignments that traverse straight up streams as in
14784-4 | the case along the current alignment adjacent to our properties.

BPA project manager Mark Korsness has told us they will be meeting with your staff in Castle Rock to
investigate the potential to move the alignment slightly east within DNR ownership to avoid this
sensitive stream corridor. We are appealing to you to direct your staff to allow this project to be moved
further east to preserve this critical riparian management buffer. We take the Forest Practices Act
seriously and we are certain you do as well. Allowing BPA to destroy an asset set aside by the DNR and
14784-5 the citizens of Washington State would be irresponsible and hypocritical. We fear that BPA will say it
will mitigate these impacts elsewhere. But that does NOTHING to benefit LOCAL fish, wildlife and water
quality.

We know your background and appreciate how you have consistently sought balance to resolve issues
between forest management, sustainability and protection for fish and wildlife. We sincerely hope that
you will continue treating the Forest Practices Act seriously by working with BPA to preserve this
critically sensitive habitat buffer area.

14784-6

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Sincerely,

lO{"’é'AZ‘F/% " )/ J—

LolaMMinister

Bolton C. Minister

Bdlton R. Minister Minister

/
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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

14786-1

14786-2

14786-3

14786-4

14786-5

14785

NICHOLAS O ARNOLD

03/25/2013

| urge you to choose the Western Alternative, which is lower cost and uses existing rights-of-way,
avoiding destruction of our environment and seizure of private lands. Please keep nature for our
enjoyment. | want to dance in that river again some day, and see all the wildlife that we want to see for
the rest of our days.

14786

COURTLEIGH GUERCI

03/25/2013

| believe the choice of routes absolutely must have minimal impact on all existing homes, schools,
businesses and the environment in general. Although BPA has seemed to currently not selected the
West alternative route, we believe this option has not been eliminated as your final choice. Thus, all
homes adjacent to this newly proposed right of way as well as those on the west alternative have been

the victim of greatly negative effects to their property values.

Ours is one of hundreds of homes located along this Western route... as well as several schools and
wetlands. It is our understanding that the Corps of Engineers has also warned of seriously negative
effects if the construction of 500 KV lines is done within populated areas.

Because of the existing lines along the west route many children are already exposed to the ill effects of
the 230 KV existing line. However, even common logic illustrates even greater health risks and dangers,
as determined by studies I've read. Itis evident the Golder Associates study, commissioned by the BPA
itself, but suppressed from public view for obvious reason, also strongly recommended a 2150 ft EMF
right of way as a result of the even greater risk with the construction any of 500 KV lines.

Itis a common sense and the perception with virtually anyone who seriously considers the potential ill
effects of this technology and the truthfully published science behind it, that great harm would be done
to those close to these lines and this is one significant factor driving property values as well.

There is no doubt property values would significantly decrease further if the 500 KV line were
constructed near any populated areas. While it is recognized this line has no business being constructed
on the west alternative where there is so much potential for adverse health effects and residential
property devaluation, we feel the further east these lines are placed the less danger from those ill health
effects and deterioration of property values there will be. Please stop considering the west alternative

14786-6 Iand even the current route and move your focus to a further easterly route. Thank you. Respectfully

submitted, CJ Guerci
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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

CHERYL R CARLSON

03/25/2013

Yeah, this is Cheryl Carlson and my phone number is [phone number]. And I'm just trying to find out
14787-1 | what’s — I think I’'m in line of the power line going in. I'm just trying to find out if you guys are coming

around to talk to people or what. If you could give me a call and let me know. Thanks!

14788

BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Voicemail
Received: 03/25/2013 3:46 PM

Hello my name is Mandy Lawrence, I'm with the Department of the Interior. And | just
submitted comments online on behalf of Allison O’Brien who is with the Department of the
Interior. And | noticed that it said that the comment period ended at noon today. And this is
just about 15 minutes ago at 3:30 —the system accepted my comments. But I’'m just calling to

14788-1 confirm that they did make it through that they will be taken into consideration. | just had a
comment deadline date and did not realize there was a midday time associated with that date.
So if you can, give me a call back, I'd appreciate it. My phone number is . Thanks a
lot. Bye.
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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

14790-1

14790-2 |

From: noreply@bpa.gov
Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2013 6:36 PM
Subject: 14790: BPA 15 Comment Submission Confirmation

Thank you for submitting your comments on the Bonneville Power Administration's draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the final EIS, which is expected in 2014.

A copy of your information, as submitted using our online form, is included below for your records. If you
provided your contact information and submitted a question we can answer at this time, you will receive a
response. Your contact information will also be added to our project mailing list. All comments including
names will be processed and then posted on BPA’s website at www.bpa.gov/goto/i-5

Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Terry L Constance

Organization: No Lines in Populated Areas
E-mail:

Phone:

Address:

Group type: Special interest group
Please ADD me to the mailing list.

Comment:

Mr. Bill Drummond Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration Portland, Oregon Ref: Economic and
Human Impacts of I-5 Corridor Reinforcement, Study by NLPA Dear Mr. Drummond, The “No Lines in
Populated Areas, Urban or Rural” coalition includes citizens groups from the urban and rural areas of Cowlitz
and Clark counties. Our mission is to work with others in a spirit of cooperation so no new transmission lines
will be placed in urban or rural populated areas. Since 2009 we have tried to help BPA implement the Project
more efficiently, effectively and with less impact to the public. We are aware of the need to upgrade our
region’s overall transmission infrastructure and reliability. To date, BPA’s decision making relative to the I-5
Project shows a narrow focus on political expediency, minimizing capital costs or simplifying the engineering
challenges while avoiding crossing powerful political and corporate interests. We see little evidence of any real
concern from BPA for the public welfare of local communities and their governments, or safeguarding the
health, safety and financial well-being of individual property owners. From our vantage point, the way BPA has
conducted the I-5 Project so far has not lived up to its vision and mission. For example, BPA has: e Used its
public relations apparatus to go through the motions of public participation while stitling it ¢ Withheld basic
technical and socio-economic information about the project ® Dropped all Oregon route options without a
serious evaluation for a project that will supply primarily Oregon and California ® Dismissed serious and
professional technical input and concerns from citizens using public relations campaigns to mislead the public
The attached study was done to introduce the perspective of public costs and benefits to the process. It is the

1
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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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14790-2

14790-3

14790-4

14790-5
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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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14790-7 |

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

14790-15

14790-16

14790-17

Please see the response to Comment 14790-3.

Please see the response to Comment 14790-5.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS

1729



Volume 3E

Comments and Responses

14790-18

14790-19

14790-20

14790-21
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14790-18

14790-19

14790-20

14790-21

Comment noted.

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.

Comment noted.

Please see the response to Comment 14677-4.
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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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14790-25
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14790-24 Comment noted.

14790-25 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2.
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14790-26

14790-27

1736 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3E

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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14790-29
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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.
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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

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.
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14790-37

14790-38

14790-39

14790-40

14790-41
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14790-37

14790-38

14790-39

14790-40

14790-41

Comment noted.

Please see the responses to Comments 14316-2 and 14685-1.
Please see the response to Comment 14291-3.

Please see the response to Comment 14771-14.

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 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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14790-49
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14790-48 Please see the response to Comment 14790-5.
14790-49 Comment noted.

14790-50 Comment noted.
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14791-1 Attached please find EPA’s comments on the Draft EIS. A copy of the same was sent today by mail. EPA appreciates the

opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Teresa Kubo
US EPA Oregon Operations
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14791-1 EPA's comments were received. Thank you.
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14791-4

14791

March 23, 2013

Nancy Wittpenn

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 9250

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re:  EPA Region 10 Comments on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EPA Project Number: 09-059-BPA).

Dear Ms. Wittpenn:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act, the US Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Bonneville
Power Administration Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed I-5 Corridor
Reinforcement.

The DEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with building a 500-kilovolt lattice-
steel-tower transmission line that would run from a new 500-kV substation near Castle Rock,
Washington, to a new 500-kV substation near Troutdale, Oregon. The DEIS considers four alternative
transmission line routes (West, Central, East and Crossover, each with optional route variations); three
sites for the proposed substation near Castle Rock, and one site for the proposed substation near
Troutdale. The Central Alternative — Optionl has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.

The EPA appreciates the effort taken on the part of BPA to develop a robust range of alternatives. We
also appreciate the inclusion of a non-wires option in the analysis process, and the extensive public
involvement undertaken in support of the DEIS. Overall we find the EIS to be well structured. The
inclusion of criteria for defining impact levels for each analyzed resource is useful, and helps to ensure a
consistent analytical approach across alternatives.

Our analysis of the DEIS has also identified information gaps that we believe need to be addressed in the
FEIS. Specifically, additional baseline information related to impacts from the existing energy corridor
is needed for the West Alternative. Without this baseline information, it is difficult to effectively
evaluate the significance of impacts. In addition, our comments discuss the identification of the
environmentally preferred alternative. Based on the analysis in the DEIS, we believe the West
Alternative would best promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's Section 101.
Finally, we offer potential mitigation measures and BMPs for inclusion in the Final EIS, and
recommend that the Final EIS more effectively coordinate the NEPA process and the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permitting process by including information that demonstrates compliance with the Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Please see the enclosed comments for specific detail.
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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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Due to the information gaps identified, we have rated the DEIS EC-2 (Environmental Concerns —
Insufficient Information). An explanation of this rating is enclosed for your reference.

14791-4

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. If you have question about our comments, please

14791-5 Jcontact me at or by electronic mail at , or you may contact
Teresa Kubo of my staff at or electronic mail at
Sincerely,
st

Christine B. Reichgott, Manager
Environmental Review and Sediment Management Unit
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14791-5 Comment noted.
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14791-7

14791-8

14791-9

14791-10

14791-11

14791

EPA Region 10 Comments
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Affected Environment

Describing impacts of an action requires an understanding of the current conditions of affected resources
(baseline conditions). For the Central, East and Crossover Alternatives, we find the level of baseline
information to be adequate. Baseline information for the West alternative, however, is lacking. Because
the West alternative follows the existing right of way, information is needed about how the existing right
of way currently affects resources, ecosystems, and human communities. Impacts from the existing
ROW are alluded to in the cumulative effects chapter of the DEIS (Chapter 26), but we believe a
broader and more quantitative discussion of existing effects should be incorporated into the document.

As an example, Table 5-1 considers the numbers of homes from the edge of the right-of-way, and notes
that under the West Alternative, 3,032 residences would be within 500 feet of the ROW. It would be
instructive to know to what extent this represent an increase from existing impacts (i.e. how many
residences are currently within 500 feet of the ROW?) Similarly, it is not clear from reading Chapters 16
and 18 (Wetlands and Wildlife, respectively) the extent to which the existing ROW is affecting wetland
structure and function, and wildlife habitat and connectivity.

We recommend that the DEIS include an assessment of impacts from the existing I-5 power corridor in
the baseline assessment for the West Alternative, with particular focus on impacts to homeowners,
wetlands, and wildlife habitat.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative

40 CFR 1505.2(b) requires that the Record of Decision identify all alternatives that were considered, ". .
. specifying the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable." The
environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental
policy as expressed in NEPA's Section 101. Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least
damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects,
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.

The identification of the environmentally preferable alternative may involve difficult judgments,
particularly when one environmental value must be balanced against another. The EPA’s guidance
directs us to assist the lead agency in developing and determining the environmentally preferable
alternative through our comments on the Draft EIS.

Based on the analysis of alternatives presented in the DEIS, we cannot conclude that the preferred
alternative (Central with Option 1) is the environmentally preferable alternative. This conclusion is
based on the following factors:

Impacts to Wetlands. The DEIS indicates that the West alternative potentially affects a greater acreage
of wetland than does the Central alternative (31 additional acres of clearing and 18 additional acres of

fill'). However (as noted above) because it is not clear to what extent wetland function is already altered
within the West corridor, we cannot determine whether the West alternative represents a greater impact

! DEIS Table 16-1
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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

14791

to wetland resources than the Central Alternative. The Central Alternative would require entirely new
Right of Way through previously unimpacted wetlands that may be functioning at a higher level than
those within the West corridor. Without site specific surveys we are reticent to conclude that the Central
Alternative represents a lower impact to wetlands. We recommend that the FEIS include information
regarding site-specific wetland types and functions. This information will be necessary to compare the
environmental impacts of the various alternatives and identify the Least Environmentally Damaging
Preferred Alternative pursuant to the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Additional recommendations
related to wetlands are included below under the heading “CW A Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.”

Roads. The Central Alternative would require the construction or improvement of 159 miles of road,
whereas the West Alternative would require the construction or improvement of 64 miles of new road
(the fewest miles of any of the alternatives)”. Roads are of key concern to the EPA because roads
contribute more sediment to streams than any other management activity and interrupt the subsurface
flow of water, particularly where roads cut into steep slopes. In addition, roads and their use contribute
to habitat fragmentation, wildlife disturbance, and the introduction or exacerbation of noxious weeds.
Because of these factors, the EPA in general favors alternatives that minimize road construction.

Unstable Terrain. Most of the Central Alternative is within potentially landslide-susceptible terrain and
would cross several mapped landslides. Overall, the Central Alternative would disturb about 596 acres
of soil with severe erosion hazard, the second-highest among the action alternatives. The West
Alternative would disturb about 211 acres of soil with severe erosion potential, the least of the action
alternatives®. While we recognize towers and roads would be built to appropriate design standards, we
believe that unstable landforms should be factored into the consideration of the environmentally
preferable alternative.

Waterbody Crossings. Under the West Alternative, riparian vegetation would be cleared at 47 forested
crossings of fish-bearing streams, the least among the action alternatives. Of those crossings, nineteen
would occur where existing shade provides effective stream cooling. Under the Central Alternative,
riparian vegetation would be cleared at 68 forested crossings of fish-bearing streams, the greatest among
the action alternatives. Of those crossings, 49 would occur where existing shade provides effective
stream cooling”. At the watershed scale, these impacts may be low, but because of the potential for
localized impact, we believe that loss of shade/potential for large wood recruitment should be factored
into the consideration of the environmentally preferable alternative.

We recognize that the preferred alternative is a different concept from the idea of the environmentally
preferred alternative. We also recognize that identification of the environmentally preferable alternative
is subjective and requires a certain amount of judgment on the part of the federal agency decision maker.
In practice, one alternative may be preferable for some environmental resources while another
alternative may be preferable for other resources. Based on our review of the existing information, we
believe the West Alternative is the alternative that best promotes NEPA’s goals. If the BPA proceeds
with selection of the Central Alternative, the FEIS should lay out a clear rationale for its selection, and
why it best fulfills the purpose and need of the proposed action in light of noted environmental concerns.

2 DEIS Table 12-1
3 DEIS page S-44
* DEIS page S-50
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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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14790-17

14791-18

14791-19

14790-20

14791

Wetland Mitigation

We note that, according to page 3-2 of the DEIS, double circuit towers use less right-of-way. Although
tower configurations are presented in Appendix B, it is difficult to determine whether the DEIS
considered installing double circuit towers through wetland areas in an effort to reduce the number of
acres impacted. We recommend that the FEIS provide additional information about the types of towers
proposed for installation within wetland areas, and a discussion of the potential for double circuit towers
to further reduce impacts to wetland areas.

Mitigation Measures Included as Part of the Project

We appreciate the inclusion of Table 3-2 (Mitigation Measures Included as Part of the Project). We have
reviewed the measures included in the table and offer the following comments and recommended
additions:

Under “Geology and Soils” we support the inclusion of BMPs listed (including the Manual for Western
Washington). Given the amount of new road construction and road improvement proposed, we also
recommend including the following BMPs:

e Use suitable surface drainage and roadway stabilization measures to disconnect the road from the
waterbody to avoid or minimize water and sediment from being channeled into surface waters
and to dissipate concentrated flows.

o Inspect drainage structures and road surfaces after major storm events and perform any necessary
maintenance.

e Repair and temporarily stabilize road failures actively producing and transporting sediment as
soon as practicable and safe to do so.

o Restrict use if road damage such as unacceptable surface displacement or rutting is occurring.

We also We appreciate that on page 3-15 the DEIS stipulates that where new roads cross year-round,
seasonal, or fish-bearing streams, open bottomed culverts or bridges would be needed. We recommend
that this measure be incorporated into Table 3-2. We further recommend that this measure be expanded
upon to include the following:

e Design the crossing to pass a normal range of flows for the site.

o Install stream crossings to sustain bankfull dimensions of width, depth, and slope and maintain
streambed and bank resiliency and continuity through the structure.

e Design Bridge or culvert to prevent restriction of flood flows.

e Use site conditions and local requirements to determine design flood flows.

e Use suitable measures to protect fill from erosion and to avoid or minimize failure of the
crossing at flood flows.

Under “Public Health and Safety” and/or “Soils and Geology” we recommend adding BMPs related to
blasting:

e Develop and follow blasting plans when necessary.

o Use restrictive blasting techniques in sensitive areas and in sites that have high landslide
potential.

e Avoid blasting when soils are saturated.
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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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14791-22

14791-23

14791-24

14791-25

14791-26

14791

Sundial Substation

All of the action alternatives propose to utilize part of the Reynolds Metals Superfund site for the
Sundial Substation. In addition, lines and access roads would cross a portion of the site. On page 10-13
the DEIS concludes that there would be low impact where the alternatives cross the Reynolds Metals
Superfund Site. The DEIS also notes that BPA would notify the EPA and DEQ and prior to
construction, and that "plans would be in place to address and mitigate any known or potential areas of
contamination that may be encountered.”

The EPA agrees that it will be critical for BPA to coordinate with DEQ and the EPA prior to
construction of the Sundial Substation. Based on our previous investigations and site history, we would
not expect to find any significant contamination in the area shown for the proposed substation. Tower
footings, however, will require additional consideration. We recommend that the FEIS reaffirm the
BPA’s intention to work with DEQ and the EPA on identifying any potential areas of contamination and
mitigation actions for the Reynolds Metals Superfund site as locations for project facilities are finalized.

We also note that habitat restoration has been completed on a 21 acre site adjacent to Company Lake (a
portion of the “Outside the Dike” area in Figure 10-2). This action was part of a Natural Resource
Damage Settlement. A permanent conservation easement for the Company Lake parcel is now in place.
We recommend that FEIS acknowledge this habitat restoration site, and clarify that the proposed project
will not impact the easement area.

Aquatic Resources, Wetlands and Riparian Areas

Section 16.2.8 of the DEIS notes need to obtain all required permits with approved wetland delineations
and compensatory mitigation plans prior to construction. We recommend that the FEIS discuss this
permitting requirement more specifically.

The proposed activities will require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. The Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for
Dredged or Fill Material require that impacts to aquatic resources be avoided, minimized, and
compensated for in that sequence.5

To more effectively coordinate the NEPA process and the Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting
process, we recommend that the FEIS include information that demonstrates compliance with the
Guidelines.

For unavoidable impacts, compensatory mitigation should be consistent with the Compensatory
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule.® We recommend that the FEIS include a
discussion of all mitigation options, including on-site mitigation. For unavoidable losses to aquatic
resources, compensatory mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid temporal
habitat losses.

The FEIS should include an aquatic resources/wetlands mitigation plan, developed consistent with the

requirements outlined at 40 CFR 230 Subpart J. To the extent possible, the following information from
the draft mitigation plan should be included in the FEIS:

540 CFR 230.91(c)(2) and (c)(3)
633 CFR 325 and 332, and 40 CFR 230
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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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e A description of the resource type and amount that will be provided, the method of
compensation, and the manner in which the resource functions of the compensatory mitigation
project will address the needs of the ecoregion, physiographic province, or other geographic area
of interest.’

o A descrié)tion of the factors considered during the compensatory mitigation project site selection

14791-26 PIOCESS.

e A description of ecological performance standards that will be used to assess whether the project
is achieving its objectives.’

e A description of parameters to be monitored in order to determine if the compensatory mitigation
project is on track to meet performance standards and if adaptive management is needed. '’

e Descriptions of the long-term management plan, adaptive management plan, and financial
assurances.

740 CFR 230.94 (c)(2)

§ 40 CFR 230.94 (c)(3)

? 40 CFR 230.95

10 40 CFR 230.94 (c)(10)

' 40 CFR 230.94 (¢)(11-13)
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation
measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC — Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alterative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

EO - Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 — Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives
that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should
have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal
could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
February, 1987.
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14792

B.P. A

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement
PO Box 9250

Portland, OR. 97207

I am writing to you in regard to the business and property at
. The preferred central alternative route line which B.P.A. now has mapped
(towers F-15, F- 16) is next to the nicest barn in Cowlitz County.

1. What's different about this barn?

A. Many days out of each week horses are hauled in and out with lots of people coming
to do horse business. Many come from neighboring states, but also from all over the U. S. A.

B. This business (even in recession) has always remained full with a waiting list to get in,
and with horses from all over, not just Washington state.

C. Special footing was putting in using U. S. Dressage Federation standards. A special
base under the footing helps horses relax their backs and produces less wear and tear on the
body.

D. Mirrors inside the arena are to help riders make minute changes with the horse and
monitor each step and footfall.

E. Horse comfort.
a. The way stalls are designed, let horses see each other and reduces stress.
b. The stalls are also designed to allow horses not to see each other during feeding
times. A horse may feel competitive or threatened at feeding time if allowed to
make eye contact with other horses.
c. There is good light and air flow for good health and comfort of the horse.
d. Stall feeders adjust to each horses needs. Horses do have a way they prefer
their feeders.
e. The footing in the round pen is designed to condition horses for competition.
The footing also helps with balance, body focus, and muscling.
f. The sand turnout has ideal footing for horses to play and exercise in all weather.

g. The sandy paddocks are favorable for healthy hoofs and comfort versus mud
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14792-1 Comment noted.
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14792-2

14792-3

14792

(like most barns have).
h. Trees in the turnouts help protect in the winter and provide shade from the hot
son in the summer.

F. Specialty care. The specialty care of horse athletes (much like football players) takes
time and knowledge to specialize each horses diet, supplements, and work program.

The barn at . is not like other horse barns.

Business at this dressage barn.

This business starts with young horses and young children. The horses are trained up for
competition and to sell. The children begin riding lessons as young as four and five years old
(much like gymnastics, music, dance, and sports). The students are very interested in competing
in horse shows.

I have taught many children to compete at high levels (well above the level of 4-H horse
showing). Many compete in dressage and jumping, but also in other horse sports. One young
lady that started at four years old is now in the U. S. Advanced FEI Dressage program and
showing at international level shows after training with Regina and myself.

I have taught at the public schools in the special education department. I use those skills
each day with my students (children and adults). Many of my students have been young and
some have had learning problems. Although I do not call my program a therapy for children, I
have had children with all the below problems, and helped with each one.

A. Anger and self behavior management
B. Autism

C. Introverted personality

D. MS

E. Tourette's syndrome

F. ADD and ADHD

Each child taught became a better student in school, was more respectful to others,
learned how to set goals, and learned how to work toward those goals. One mother of a child I
taught (that is now in college) cries each time I see her in Longview. She always thanks me for
helping her daughter to become a strong achiever. I also teach adults. Many love horses and
always wanted to ride but were afraid. I take special care to teach them horse related information,
safety, and confidence. It is very rewarding to see them happily enjoying their horses. Their
riding helps them destress.
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14792-2 Comment noted.

14792-3 Comment noted.
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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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14792-9

14792-10

14792

The concern about the impact of EMF and Corona from high-voltage lines is greater because of:

1. A huge amount of Cottonwood tree seeds each spring (much like snow) would have a
serious impact as they fly into the lines.

2. Electronic and mechanical equipment (trackers and vehicles).

3. Foul weather. A (B.P.A.) study says that at PDX, foul weather is 20% each year. Foul
weather is more like 44.6% in Castle rock, or the equivalent of 163 days a year. I live in
Longview and travel to Castle Rock daily. Many days Castle Rock gets rain but
Longview does not.

B.P.A.s own literature said, "B.P.A. weighs EMF exposure as one of the important
factors as to where to locate". B.P.A. also wrote, "we have an obligation to fully consider the
public concern”.

Financial impact on jobs, lives, and business:

A. The devaluing of the Agren family property would impact the college money for their child
and security for the family's future.

B. The high-voltage power line would negatively affect the Agren family business and the loss of
income would be such that the business could not continue.

C. Loss of income for Sue Sabata.

D. There would be a loss of tax revenues for the state of Washington, and other tax receiving
entities.

E. Many businesses benefit from the Agren family business (Alpha Riding Academy) and would
be affected if it was unable to continue. Some of these include: Chip service businesses, saddle
and tack repair businesses, feed stores, farriers, acupuncturists, equine massage businesses, hay
suppliers/truckers and several local businesses like restaurants, coffee shops, and the bakery.

The Agren family business and the other businesses I have mentioned above would suffer
loss of income through no choice of their own, and would be impacted negatively by the
preferred line being installed next to the family business at

. (towers F-15 & F-16).

Summary.

A decision not to proceed with the preferred central alternative route line would be for
the best public interest and the best economic interest, and would also be the best liability
decision. There is certainly a safety issue to expect people and children to coexist beside high-
voltage lines when hundreds are hurt and killed each year by these lines. The preferred
alternative line (F-15 & F-16 towers) present a new risk and a new danger to people other than a
line falling down. I request that B.P.A. reopen the scoping of the preferred central alternative line
route for the I-5 corridor reinforcement project in the best interest of all concerned. Also look at
the proposed line the Cowlitz PUD suggested in 2003.

4of4

1798

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3E

14792-8

14792-9

14792-10

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.

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.

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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14793-2 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.
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14793-5

14793-6

14793-7

14793-8

14793-9

14793-10

14793-11

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14156-1.
Comment noted.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14596-1.

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).

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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14793-17

14793-18
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14793-13

14793-14

14793-15

14793-16

14793-17

14793-18

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.

Comment noted.

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14793-16.
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

14793-20

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.

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).

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 1817



Volume 3E

Comments and Responses

14793-27

14793-28

14793-29

14793-30

14793-31
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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

14793-33

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.

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

14793-36

14793-37

14793-38
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14793-35

14793-36

14793-37

14793-38

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14793-35.

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
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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

14794-2

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.

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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14795-2

14795-3

14795-4

March 23, 2013

Mr. Mark Korsness, Project Manager

We ask that you you reopen your project scoping and reevaluate the northeastern route or the Oregon site
alternative before you make a final decision. The reasons for this request are listed below.

THE TRANSMISSION LINE THROUGH THE CASTLE ROCK URBAN AREA THAT YOU ARE
PROPOSING WILL REDUCE THE PROPERTY VALUE AND WILL GREATLY
AFFECT THE PROPERTY TAX RATES OF CITIZENS OF THE CASTLE ROCK SCHOOL DISTRICT.

THE PROPOSED LINE WILL DECREASE THE DESIRABILITY OF PEOPLE WISHING TO MOVE
INTO THE CASTLE ROCK AREA.

IT WILL DISCOURAGE POTENTIAL INDUSTRIES AND BUSINESSES FROM LOCATING IN THE
CASTLE ROCK AREA.

Please evaluate better routes that will have less financial, health, and future growth impacts on the children and
adults of north Cowlitz County.

Fred and Janet Amrine
Retired Public School Educators

10f1
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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

JANE M REVESZ, PETER REVESZ, PATRICIA LEE WITTER
03/25/2013

To Whom It May Concern,

Our recognition of the applicability of the DNR Final Comments is in the attached file. It is unfortunate
14796-1 [that this DEIS process severely curtails our time to anallyze this very useful, to- the-point document in
regard to the BPA I-5 Project.

Peter and Jane Revesz Patricia Lee Witter
March 25, 2013
To Whom It May Concern:

We have just received the Final Comments of the Department of Natural Resources on the BPA I-5
Corridor Reinforcement Project. It shows that ongoing analysis and the exchange of information with
BPA in interactive communications over several years had led to DNR’s identification of many real issues
and ongoing concerns that are imposed on productive forestlands from a large utility project. The actual
observations and results in the field helped identify the real problems that arise on an ongoing basis.
14796-2 Most of the issues identified by the DNR are also relevant to small forest landowners (Witter/Revesz
Family Tree Farms) and we are stating firmly that we expect to utilize their hard work and demand that
the considerations that they have itemized be recognized as applicable to us as a timber business as
well.

We have also addressed, under separate cover, these and other issues for the ongoing presence of a

high-voltage power line.
Sincerely

Peter T. and Jane M. Revesz
[address]

Phone: [phone number]
e-mail: [email]

Patricia Lee Witter

[address]
Phone: [phone number]
e-mail: [email]
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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.
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14797
Examples of these sorts of variables include some  Seattle Study Area—Higher-Priced Home Market
of the geographic location identifiers, torch down For the Seattle Study Area, the higher-priced home
roofing,® swimming pools, and a cement fiber board market was operationalized by isolating and analyz-
and masonry exterior finish. ing the upper price quartile of the data (25% of the
Unlike Portland’s multistate and multicounty  sample with a mean treatment group sale price of
data, all of the Seattle transactions were in the same  §1,035,105). As shown in Table 5, for higher-priced
state (WA) and the same county (King). Although  homes the effect of abutting an HVTL right of way
named submarkets exist in the Seattle Market, city  was a much greater percentage of price and the effect
name, school district, and high school influences was more significant than for the data as a whole,
provide more precise price models, accompanied  (e0!1%% — 1) x 100% = —11.225%. Given the Seattle
by zip code micro-location information. However, Study Area higher-priced home subset’s $1,055,105
the significant location identifiers proved to vary  average treatment group sale price, the Seattle Study
between higher-priced homes and more typically  Area’s typical abutting, higher-priced home would
priced homes. have sold for $150,882 more if not abutting an HVTL.2
Table 5 Multiple Regression Analysis of the Natural Log of Sale Price, Seattle Study Area,
Higher-Priced Homes
Predictor Coefficient t-Statistic P-Value
Constant 12.48510000 126.59 0.000
Abuts HVTL -0.11906000 -3.34 0.001
2006 Sale 0.17862000 5.39 0.000
2007 Sale 0.23082000 4.85 0.000 ‘
Living Area (sf) 0.00020814 8.23 0.000
Garage (cars) 0.04791000 4.01 0.000
Lot (ac) 0.03763200 5.43 0.000
Rural Land View -0.33530000 -2.68 0.009
Good Landscape 0.09738000 3.04 0.003
Exc. Landscape 0.25137000 5.28 0.000
Bedrooms -0.05165000 —2.47 0.016
Bathrooms 0.03153000 1.12 0.266
Fireplace 0.03115000 1.50 0.137
Pool -0.11282000 -1.81 0.074
Barn 0.14622000 2.74 0.007
Above Avg. Quality -0.07293000 -2.00 0.049
Cell Phone Ant. Visible -0.09878000 -1.05 0.296 t
Issaquah 0.16150000 2.73 0.008
Sammamish 0.32308000 571 0.000
Lake Washington SD 0.14799000 4,49 0.000
Cedar Crest HS 0.18930000 2.54 0.013
Inglewood HS -0.39710000 —2.45 0,016
ZIP98010 0.19440000 1.34 0.185
$=0.139418 R’=89.8% Rad))=87.1%
28. A colloquial expression Identifying a multi-ply, fiat, rubberized asphalt roof.
.u_i% - 1,035,105 = 130,882
H The Appraisal Journal, Winter2013 Price Effects of HVTLs on Abutitieidfles
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14798-3

14798-4

14798-5
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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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