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Volume 3F 
Communication Log Numbers 14799 - 14827
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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14799-2 
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14799-1 Comment noted. 

14799-2 Comment noted.  BPA agrees that FOIA can be a valuable tool, particularly as BPA 
does not post or distribute every internal document about our projects. 

14799-3 BPA has taken many steps beyond our typical outreach for this project.  BPA has 
posted hundreds of documents on the project website and provided individuals 
with one-on-one time with many members of the project team since 2009.  We 
have worked hard to make all documents relevant to the EIS publicly available, 
and have made many more documents available through our responses to the 
many FOIA requests that we have received.  

14799-4 BPA has shown its commitment to transparency by hosting multiple public 
meetings, answering questions in person, by phone and email and by sharing 
project information and updates as BPA makes progress in the analysis. 
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14799-5 BPA has been involved in supporting and reviewing research on EMF for 
decades.  This work has been publically disclosed in reports, presentations, and 
other communications. 

BPA was preparing the Draft EIS, including the section on EMF, in 2010. 

Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

14799-6 The Golder report the commenter refers to was BPA’s original attempt to 
characterize potential use of the right-of-way based on county zoning 
designations.  However, in the end BPA determined it was more appropriate to 
count houses instead of using zoning to approximate houses.  Distances of 2,150 
feet were used to look at the zoning 1,000 feet on either side of a 150-foot right-
of-way. 

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

14799-7 Comment noted. 
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14799-8 Please see the response to Comment 14332-1. 

14799-9 Comment noted. 

14799-10 Comment noted. BPA believes that through its proposed project and mitigation 
measures identified for implementation in the EIS, BPA is acting consistently with 
the cited provisions of 42 USC § 4331(b), as well as with its other provisions such 
as "achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit 
high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities.” 

14799-11 Please see the response to Comment 14642-2. 

14799-12 Updated poverty data is included in the Final EIS. 

14799-13 Section 1.6, Public Involvement, describes how BPA worked early in the NEPA 
process to inform and involve local jurisdictions, and has continued these efforts 
throughout the process. BPA believes that these involvement efforts fully 
comport with applicable NEPA requirements. 

14799-14 Documents that BPA has redacted or withheld fall into categories of protected 
information either due to privacy or particular legal issues. 

14799-15 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1. 

14799-16 Comment noted. 

14799-17 Please see the response to Comment 14790-19. 
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14799-18 

14799-19 
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14799-18 Please see the response to Comment 14685-1. 

14799-19 Comment noted.  Sections 11.1.9, Environmental Justice, and 11.2.2.9, 
Environmental Justice, and Appendix H discuss Environmental Justice. 
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14799-20 
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14799-20 Comment noted. 
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14799-20 
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14799-21 
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14799-21 Please see the response to Comment 14799-4. 
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14799-22 
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14799-22 BPA, as a federal agency, must follow NEPA.  BPA continues to meet the 
requirements of NEPA on this project.  Please see the response to Comment 
14771-14.   

Chapter 27, Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements, discusses project 
consistency with federal, state and local laws and ordinances.   

Section 4.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration, 
discusses various alternatives suggested by the public.   

NEPA addresses the human and natural environment.   

Chapter 7, Visual Resources, discusses visual impacts to communities in the 
project area.  
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14799-23 
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14799-23 To our knowledge, BPA is following all rules for FOIA disclosures. 
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14799-23 
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14799-24 
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14799-24 Please see the response to Comment 14322-1. 
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14799-25 

14799-26 
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14799-25 Comment noted.  

14799-26 Please see the response to Comment 14332-1. 
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14799-27 
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14799-27 Comment noted. 
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14799-27 
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14799-27 
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14799-28 
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14799-28 Comment noted. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

1908 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14799-28 
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14799-29 
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14799-29 Please see the response to Comment 14799-10. 
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14799-30 Comment noted. Sections 11.1.9.1, Minority Populations and 11.1.9.2, Low-
Income Populations, address Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, by 
describing low-income and minority populations in the project area. Impacts to 
minority and low-income populations are not disproportionate to impacts on 
non-minority or non-low-income populations living in the census blocks crossed 
by the project, as described in Section 11.2.2.9, Environmental Justice. 
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14800-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14800-2 Comment noted. 

14800-3 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14800-4 Please see the response to Comment 14677-4. 
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14800-5 
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14800-5 BPA has evaluated a wide variety of alternative routes in the EIS, and has 
explained in the EIS why other routes (such as those referenced by the 
commenter) have been considered but eliminated from detailed study in the EIS. 
In addition, Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, describes how BPA has 
allowed for an extensive and lengthy public involvement process during 
development of the Draft EIS.  Accordingly, BPA does not believe it is necessary 
to reopen the scoping process at this time. 

14800-6 PGE’s new generation project is a 220 MW plant located near Rainier, Oregon. It 
is expected to be a “peaker” plant, which means it is intended to run only when 
loads are high (or peaking). This plant is expected to have little impact on the 
need for the I-5 Project. 

PGE has discontinued work on the Cascade Crossing Transmission Project (CCTP) 
so that project is not moving forward. The project was expected to have little 
impact on the need for the I-5 Project.  

BPA is continuing to evaluate the operational feasibility of generation redispatch, 
and whether contracts with regional generators would be cost effective.  If BPA 
finds that generation redispatch is cost effective and commercially and 
operationally feasible, those measures could be separately and independently 
implemented to maintain system reliability in the I-5 project area.  This could 
delay the date a new line would need to be operational to satisfy reliability needs 
by 2 to 6 years. However, none of these factors would completely eliminate the 
need for the project or change the preferred alternative. 

14800-7 Please see the response to Comment 14800-5. 
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14801-1 See Chapter 5, Land and Chapter 11, Socioeconomics for discussions of timber 
resources and BPA compensation for affected properties. 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. 

14801-2 Please see the response to Comment 14674-1. 

14801-3 The route referenced by the commenter was included as part of the more 
northeastern route for the project that was considered but eliminated from 
detailed study in the EIS. The reasons for eliminating the portion of this route 
that extends due east from the Casey Road substation site to the I-5 freeway 
were explained in a January 2012 BPA Factsheet entitled "Evaluation of 
Northeastern I-5 Route," and which was summarized in Section 4.7.2.4, 
Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake, Washington. Accordingly, BPA 
does not believe it is necessary to reopen scoping to further address this route. 

14801-4 Please see the response to Comment 14801-3. 
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14802-1 Section 6.2.2, Impacts Common to All Alternatives, discusses impacts on kayaking 
activities. Recreational activities that occur in navigable waters are considered to 
be compatible with the right-of-way uses. During the construction phase of the 
project there would be temporary, low-to-moderate impacts on kayaking 
activities in areas where line crossings require temporary closures for removal of 
vegetation, overhead wire stringing and other project-related actions. During the 
operation and maintenance phase of the project, while there would be 
infrequent (twice yearly) maintenance inspections of the line, these would not be 
considered to create permanent impacts to kayaking activities.  

14802-2 The visual assessment in Chapter 7, Visual Resources, acknowledges that visual 
resources would be affected with localized areas of high impacts on some parks 
and natural areas.  Viewer sensitivity was determined based on the BLM’s Visual 
Resource Management system. This system is explained in Chapter 7, Visual 
Resources, and Appendix E. It is acknowledged that sparsely populated locations 
have fewer potential viewers and sensitivity is generally considered low 
compared to densely populated areas. However, localized public concern may 
give viewers higher expectations, making them more sensitive to potential 
changes. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

1938 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14802-2 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

1939 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

This page intentionally left blank. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

1940 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14803-1 

14803-2 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

1941 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14803-1 The methodology used for the visual assessment and evaluating scenic quality 
and viewer sensitivity is based on the BLM’s Visual Resource Management 
System. This system is widely accepted and frequently used for visual 
assessments.  Details about scenic quality classification are in Sections 7.1.1.1, 
Scenic Quality, and 7.1.1.2, Viewer Sensitivity Levels, and Appendix E.  These are 
technical classifications of the potential for scenic value created by physical 
features, and the expectations of viewers of the landscape, and not intended as 
estimates of beauty. 

14803-2 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. Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for 
further explanation of the methodology used in the visual assessment. 

The Eastern Alternative is not BPA's Preferred Alternative. 

Chapter 3, Project Components and Construction, Operation, and Maintenance 
Activities, gives an overview of project components. This includes details about 
vegetation clearing. 
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14803-3 The visual assessment in Chapter 7, Visual Resources, acknowledges that visual 
resources would be affected with localized areas of impacts on some rural areas 
in both the West and East alternatives.  Viewer sensitivity was determined using 
the BLM’s Visual Resource Management system, discussed in Chapter 7, Visual 
Resources, and Appendix E.  

Although population density varies, visual sensitivity is rated high along most of 
the West Alternative because it is relatively close to residential areas for most of 
its length. Public comments received during the scoping period indicate residents 
along the West Alternative are highly sensitive to change. Please see the 
response to Comment 14777-2. 

Visual sensitivity is rated generally low along most of the East Alternative 
because there are fewer residences close to the alternative.   

14803-4 Through project design and mitigation measures, BPA has worked to minimize 
impacts to visual resources for all action alternatives.  Mitigation measures 
proposed as part of the project are included in Chapter 3, Project Components 
and Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Activities.  Additional 
recommended mitigation measures are included in Chapter 7, Visual Resources, 
and Appendix E. 
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14804-1 BPA operates and maintains over 15,000 circuit miles of transmission lines across 
the region which includes Washington, Oregon, Idaho, western Montana, 
western Wyoming, and northern California.  This area contains a variety of 
extreme weather conditions in any given year.  BPA is well aware that towers, 
conductors, and insulators can fail for any number of reasons and have done so 
over the last 75 years.  When this has occurred, maintenance crews have 
appropriate equipment and are quick to respond in all weather conditions to 
repair the problem and get the transmission system up and running as soon as 
possible.  See also the response to Comment 14771-8. 
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14805-1 Please see the response to Comment 14587-1. 
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14805-2 Please see the response to Comment 14792-8. 
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14806-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 

14806-2 Comment noted.  Specific comments are addressed below. 
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14806-3 Comment noted.  Specific comments are addressed below. 
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14806-5 
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14806-4 Comment noted. 

14806-5 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

Section 11.2.2.7, Private Timber Production, describes the potential impacts of 
the project on private timber production.  BPA acknowledges the project may 
negatively impact this production. Section 11.2.8, Recommended Mitigation 
Measures, identifies recommended measures to mitigate these impacts.  

14806-6 Chapter 5, Land and Chapter 11, Socioeconomics discuss impacts to timber 
resources.  Throughout the NEPA process, BPA has worked closely with 
Weyerhaeuser and AKS Engineering and Forestry to analyze the impacts to all 
aspects of timber harvesting on Weyerhaeuser and Columbia Timberlands 
property.  This information has helped site the transmission line to minimize 
impacts to timber harvest as much as possible.  

14806-7 BPA also considers safety one of its highest priorities.  Chapter 10, Public Health 
and Safety, discusses safety precautions needed when living and working around 
transmission lines.  Throughout the NEPA process, BPA has worked closely with 
Weyerhaeuser and AKS Engineering and Forestry to site the transmission line to 
avoid impacts to timber production as much as possible.  BPA would continue to 
work with Weyerhaeuser to discuss and implement safety protocols that would 
allow all aspects of timber production to continue in the vicinity of the 
transmission line. 

14806-8 The I-5 Project is needed to increase the electrical capacity of the transmission 
system to respond to the increasing system congestion and system reliability 
concerns. The congestion on the transmission system is caused by increased 
demand in southwest Washington and northwest Oregon and transfers through 
the I-5 corridor.  The reduced congestion as a result of the project would improve 
access to lower cost power. 

14806-9 Please see the responses to Comments 14806-5 and 14806-6. 
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14806-10 Section 11.2.2.7, Private Timber Production, has been updated to include a more 
detailed description of the assumptions used for the analysis of timber impacts. 
This analysis is not intended to serve as an appraisal of the value of timber on 
individual properties. It is instead intended to provide information sufficient to 
allow BPA to compare timber-related impacts across the action alternatives. 
Timber landowners whose land the project would cross would have an 
opportunity to negotiate compensation with BPA. 

14806-11 Please see the responses to Comments 14806-5 and 14806-10. 

14806-12 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14806-13 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.  The proposed right-of-way does 
not cross the northeast corner of the Skyline Ridge Forest Reserve. 
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14806-14 Comment noted. 

14806-15 Please see the response to Comment 14508-5. 

14806-16 Please see the responses to Comments 14508-5 and 14806-13. 

14806-17 Please see the responses to Comments 14242-1 and 14357-2. 

14806-18 Safety is also a very high priority for BPA.  If BPA decides to build this project, BPA 
and its contractors would follow all safety requirements required by landowners 
before accessing properties, both for construction and maintenance.  During the 
planning phase, BPA and its contractors participated in extensive safety training 
required by various landowners before they were able access properties for field 
surveys.  BPA anticipates these safety requirements would continue through all 
phases of the project.  Construction specifications would identify where safety 
plans are required and also best management practices for slash and danger tree 
removal, and other activities that pose fire hazards.  
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14806-19 Please see the response to Comment 14806-18.  BPA and its contractors develop 
a fire safety plan prior to construction, and include the underlying landowner's 
guidelines in the plan. Contractors would comply with all state requirements.  

14806-20 Please see the response to Comment 14806-19.  BPA includes fire prevention 
procedures in its contracts.  Reimbursement for damages caused by BPA are 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 

14806-21 If BPA decides to build the proposed project, BPA would determine the actual 
amount and location of danger trees that would require removal when the 
selected route is surveyed and marked in the field. Geospatial information of 
danger trees will be collected. Data will include quantities, locations, species, 
volumes and defects for affected property owners. BPA does not propose that 
areas outside the transmission line easement be maintained as low-growing 
vegetation. For new transmission line easements, BPA would acquire rights to cut 
vegetation outside the easement that presents a real or potential hazard to the 
transmission line‘s reliability. Property owners would be unrestricted by BPA in 
the management of their land outside of the transmission line easement. If a tree 
that is outside the easement falls into the transmission line by natural causes, 
and not by human influence, landowners would not be held liable for 
interruption of services or repairs.  

14806-22 If a Full Safe Backline is prescribed outside the 150-foot easement width, BPA 
would purchase rights to cut the subject vegetation based on its fair market value 
when identified. BPA would be responsible for cutting the trees in the Full Safe 
Backline. It would be the property owner’s option to retrieve the materials or 
allow BPA to remove them. If a tree that is outside the easement falls into the 
transmission line by natural causes, and not by human influence, landowners 
would not be held liable for interruption of services or repairs.   

14806-23 The timber analysis in Chapter 11, Socioeconomics, is not intended to serve as an 
appraisal of the value of timber on individual properties. It is instead intended to 
provide information sufficient to allow BPA to compare timber-related impacts 
across action alternatives.  BPA worked with Weyerhaueser and AKS Engineering 
and Forestry to study the detailed impacts of the project on Weyerhaueser and 
Columbis Timberland timber operations.  These studies addressed the issues in 
this comment to the extent possible at the time the studies were done. 

Please see the response to Comment 14665-17 for a discussion on height 
restrictions and timber operations under the transmission line. 

Stranded use caused by a new transmission line corridor is discussed in 
Chapter 11, Socioeconomics.      

Timber landowners whose land the project would cross would have an 
opportunity to negotiate compensation with BPA. During those negotiations, 
specific details such as those raised in this comment may be addressed. 
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14806-24 Preliminary pulling and tensioning sites outside the right-of-way have been 
identified and included in the Final EIS analysis.  BPA would work with 
Weyerhaeuser on locating temporary and permanent use areas after a decision is 
made to build the project. 

14806-25 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14806-26 Consistent with NEPA, the environmental analysis contained in Chapters 5 
through 22 of the EIS addresses the potential impact of the proposed project on 
the existing environment, including existing land uses and conditions. Reasonably 
foreseeable future projects are considered in Chapter 26 of the EIS. As discussed 
in this chapter, reasonably foreseeable future actions require a level of certainty 
that they will occur in order to be included in the EIS. This level of certainty is 
typically met for a proposed future project by completing a permit application, 
receiving approvals from local, state, or federal siting authorities, being included 
in local or other planning documents, or other similar evidence. NEPA does not 
require an EIS to evaluate impacts to the “potential” for different types of future 
land use when no formal proposal has been made and many different future 
outcomes are possible. BPA is not aware of any formal proposed projects 
resulting from the agreements and activities referenced by the commenter. If 
such projects are proposed in the future and if access routes for associated 
vehicles carrying large/tall structures are planned to cross the transmission line 
right-of-way, BPA would cooperate with the commenter to identify feasible 
limitations on any such vehicles and to ensure that they can cross the 
transmission line corridor at a safe location or otherwise facilitate access. 

14806-27 Please see the response to Comment 14806-26 concerning analysis of different 
types of potential future land uses such as those suggested by the commenter, as 
well as steps BPA would take to resolve access issues. In addition, 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 larger 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. Mitigation measures for impacts on land values 
from this project are identified in Chapter 11, Socioeconomics. 

14806-28 Please see the responses to Comments 14806-26 and 14806-27. 
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14806-29 BPA's access road group has revised their access road standards (Bonneville 
Power Administration Access Road Design Standard STD-DT-000056 Revision 2, 
September 13, 2013) and they now more closely reflect forest practices 
standards and are in use for access road design on the I-5 Project.   

Environmental, engineering, economic, and maintenance factors are considered 
in locating and designing access roads. Access road planning, as described in the 
BPA Manual, takes into account many factors including seasonal constraints for 
construction, steep slopes, present and potential land uses, soil conditions, soil 
erosion potential, water quality impacts, visual impacts, and impacts to cultural 
resources.  The BPA Manual also describes erosion and sediment control 
measures that are implemented during access road construction. 

For reconstructed and new access roads, BPA plans to have greater than 40 tons 
per station as surfacing on either the landowners typical section for shared roads 
or the BPA typical section for single use roads (spurs to towers). Additional rock 
would be applied as needed during construction for maintenance and in the 
future for maintenance based on agreements between BPA and landowners. 
All bridges on heavy equipment transportation routes would be inspected to 
verify they have the working load capacity to handle construction equipment and 
insure the safety of workers and the public. BPA would ensure a safe working 
load capacity on any deficient structures prior to their use by BPA heavy 
equipment. 

The use of waterbars continues to be coordinated with landowners.  Water bar 
type (rock or rubber) would depend on access road usage and grades.  Dips are 
not intended to convey water from ditches or streams.  They are used to armor 
areas where the road is in a sag; also, where there is a need to minimize 
maintenance by armoring because adjacent basins are causing the road to be soft 
or to offset roadway flows which may propagate through rutting.   Road sections 
continue to be evaluated to determine if an uphill ditch would be needed and 
cross drains used at intervals based on road grade.     

Any structure installed on any stream regardless of fish presence would be 
appropriately sized based on hydraulic calculations similar to those in the WDFW 
manual for 100-year flood plus debris events: Design of Road Culverts for Fish 
Passage http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00049/. For fish bearing streams 
specifically, BPA would use the stream simulation method for sizing the crossings 
with a hydraulic analysis of the 100-year flows performed as a check of the 
culvert or bridge size.  Hydraulic analysis is not used for ditch relief culverts.  

BPA would use appropriately sized round culverts on non-fish bearing 
streams.  Fish bearing stream crossings may contain an embedded round or arch 
pipe in addition to open bottom culverts and bridges.  For embedded culverts 
BPA typically sets the invert of the culvert a minimum of 1 foot or 2D90 below 
the lowest potential scour elevation (Vertical Adjustment Potential 
[VAP]).  WDFW published guidelines linked above specifies embedded culverts as 
an option with the stream simulation method. 
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14806-30 Please see the response to Comment 14806-29. 

14806-31 Please see the response to Comment 14806-29. 

14806-32 Please see the responses to Comments 14246-2, 14357-2 and 14457-2. 

14806-33 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4. 
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14806-34 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4. 

14806-35 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4. 

14806-36 If BPA decides to build the project, BPA would work with WDNR forest practices 
staff to develop notification and informational materials for forest landowners 
who wish to harvest (remove) cleared timber generated from the clearing of the 
transmission line corridor. The informational materials should be designed to 
inform landowners of their responsibilities to reduce or eliminate impacts 
covered by WDNR forest practices rules. See also the response to Comment 
14306-4. 

14806-37 Please see the responses to Comments 14306-4 and 14806-36. 
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14806-38 Please see the responses to Comments 14306-4 and 14806-36. 

14806-39 Please see the responses to Comments 14806-5 and 14806-6. 

14806-40 BPA pays market value, based on an appraisal, for the land rights acquired. The 
consideration may be used by the landowner to acquire replacement property. If 
an exchange opportunity exists in the market at the time of the sale, it may be 
possible for BPA to coordinate an exchange for a comparable property. It is not 
possible to predict future market opportunities at this time.  

14806-41 BPA agrees that it will not be able to meet the requirements of the Forest 
Practices HCP in riparian zones along fish- and non fish-bearing streams.  BPA is 
addressing mitigation of aquatic impacts from reduced/removed riparian buffer 
zones through an analytical and field approach.  The approach combines a GIS 
assessment of channel and landscape characteristics that when combined with 
known resource distributions will be the basis for a sensitivity analysis to identify 
mitigation needs.  BPA anticipates that some mitigation will occur on-site and 
some off-site. The degree of mitigation and exact measures prescribed for each 
riparian crossing impacted will depend on the level of impact and particular 
sensitivity identified through the analysis.  BPA will continue to work with 
regulatory agencies to develop appropriate riparian mitigation.   

BPA has submitted a Biological Assessment to the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries 
(the Services) under the Endangered Species Act that assesses impacts to 
federally-listed species, their habitat, and overall ecological needs.  This 
assessment defines the level of impact caused by the project.  The Services will 
evaluate these impacts, define mitigation, and make conclusions in their 
Biological Opinion for the project. 

BPA will continue to coordinate with the Services and the underlying landowners 
who have ESA coverage under Section 10 through the Forest Practices HCP to 
identify impacts and appropriate mitigation that would uphold the landowners 
commitments under the HCP. 

14806-42 Please see the response to Comment 14806-41. 
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14806-43 Comment noted. 
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14807-1 BPA plans its system to comply with industry Reliability Standards. To comply 
with the reliability standards, outages (single element and credible multiple 
element outages) must not result in overloaded equipment or voltages beyond 
their limits.  For a new line built on a separate corridor, only the outage of the 
new line, by itself, must be considered and planned for.  When a new line is built 
adjacent to another circuit, the simultaneous outage of both facilities must be 
planned for.  In general, more elements out of service simultaneously have a 
greater (potentially adverse) impact to the power system.  From a planning and 
operations perspective, it is preferable to construct new facilities on a separate 
corridor to avoid the potential for multiple line outages and the associated 
consequences. 

14807-2 For the proposed I-5 Project, the action alternatives would build a new 500-kV 
line to a new substation at the Sundial site. The new line would connect to the 
500-kV corridor that runs north to south through the Castle Rock area via a new 
substation. Transformation is not needed because all of the facilities are at the 
same voltage level (500 kV) and existing transformation is sufficient.  Any new 
double-line outages in this area have been analyzed and their impacts are 
acceptable. The new line would benefit utilities throughout the southwest 
Washington and northwest Oregon area by providing a parallel network to the 
existing 500-kV transmission system that reinforces the congested South of 
Allston path. 

14807-3 The EIS recognizes there may be impacts to property owners from impacts on 
other (i.e., non-timber) land uses. These other potential land-use impacts are 
primarily addressed qualitatively, because they are highly property-specific and 
not monetizable given the scale of analysis used for the EIS, or data available for 
the EIS. 

The timber analysis presents both the increase in revenue from project-related 
harvest, and the costs associated with forgone revenue from project-related lost 
production over the long term.  The analysis is not intended to be an appraisal of 
the project-related changes in property value or timber harvest for any particular 
property. To facilitate decision-making and comparison across alternatives, the 
timber analysis assumes average values for timber age at harvest across the 
project area, differentiating only between public and private land. The analysis 
does not necessarily reflect actual conditions on the ground for any particular 
property, as a property-specific appraisal of value or impacts was not the purpose 
of the analysis. If BPA decides to build this project, individual appraisals would be 
done for all affected properties.  See also the response to Comment 14566-9. 
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14807-4 Please see the response to Comment 14395-2. 

14807-5 Please see the response to Comment 14642-2. 

14807-6 Comment noted. 

14807-7 Please see the response to Comment 14800-6. 
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14807-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14807-3 through 14807-5. 
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14808-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 

14808-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14140-2. 

There are two entrances to this community.  Using the west entrance would not 
require driving under the transmission line and likely homeowners would not be 
able to see the line from this entrance. 

14808-3 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.  After meeting with the 
commenter on-site, BPA moved the proposed location of the transmission line to 
the east, mostly off the large hilltop parcel that is most important to the 
landowner, and on to their smaller parcels downhill and across the road.  Placing 
the line adjacent to Firlane Road avoids dissecting the landowners property.  BPA 
also looked at moving the line even farther east but found it would cross other 
private landowners with homes on their property.   

14808-4 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6. 

EMF information specific to this area is provided in Table 7 and Figure 2 of 
Appendix F. 

14808-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14638-4 and 14642-3. 

14808-6 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14808-3. 
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14808-7 Please see the response to Comment 14769-1. 

14808-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14808-5 through 14808-8. 

14808-9 Please see the response to Comment 14808-3. 
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14809-1 Comment noted. 
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14810-1 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 
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14810-2 Please see the response to Comment 14096-3. 

14810-3 Chapter 1 describes the need for the project and the Network Open Season 
process, specifically Sections 1.1.2.3, Existing Obligations and New Requests for 
Transmission Service and 1.1.3, Planning for Transmission Additions in the I-5 
Corridor.   

See also the responses to Comments 14316-2 and 14685-1. 

14810-4 Please see the response to Comment 14685-1. 
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14810-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14800-6 and 14144-2. 
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14810-6 All of the requested information is posted publicly to our Transmission Services 
website http://transmission.bpa.gov. 
Signed PTSAs from the 2008 NOS can be viewed at the following link - 
http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season/docs/PTSA_Summ
ary_by_Cluster.pdf. 
To quickly summarize, there were 10 PTSAs totaling 745 MW for the I-5 project 
identified in the 2008 NOS. 
Signed PTSAs from the 2009 NOS can be viewed at the following link - 
http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season_2009/PTSA_Summ
ary_by_Cluster_2009.pdf. 
To quickly summarize, there were 3 PTSAs totaling 225 MW for the I-5 project 
identified in the 2009 NOS. 
Signed PTSAs from the 2010 NOS can be viewed at the following link - 
http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season_2010/cluster_stud
y_summary_by_cluster_020411.pdf. 
To quickly summarize, there were 13 PTSAs totaling 1033 MW for the I-5 project 
identified in the 2010 NOS. 
The above documents include a number for each transmission request that can 
be cross-referenced with BPA's posted long-term firm transmission queue for 
additional information on each request, including POR, POD and MW impact to 
the South of Allston flowgate (cutplane) - 
http://transmission.bpa.gov/tx_availability/LTF_Pending_Queue.xlsx (for future 
reference this can be accessed by going to the "Transmission Availability" section 
of the Transmission Services website). 

14810-7 The technical studies for the I-5 Project have been updated several times using 
the latest load forecast provided by local utilities. BPA works closely with the 
local utilities to model an accurate description of the transmission system and 
future loads. PGE provides their load forecast annually and the latest forecast is 
used in the technical study.  

14810-8 BPA studied making system upgrades to the existing 115- and 230-kV 
transmission lines in this area, but these upgrades would not provide the added 
reliability, stability and flexibility that a new 500-kV line would.  See Section 4.7.3, 
Lower Voltage Line Upgrades, in the EIS. Adding additional 115- and 230-kV 
transmission lines and substations would add more total miles of transmission 
line upgrades than are being proposed with the I-5 Project. 

BPA plans the transmission system for future projects with the support of local 
utilities that provide their expected aggregate demand and resource plans, which 
should include their improved efficiency and resource portfolio. The utilities’ 
effort to incorporate distributed generation and increased efficiencies, such as 
solar panel systems and improved insulation, are taken into consideration as part 
of the load forecast used in the planning process. 
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14811-1 Comment noted. 

14811-2 Please see the response to Comment 14395-2. 

14811-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14638-4 and 14642-3. 
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14812-1 Please see the response to Comment 14777-1. 

14812-2 Please see the response to Comment 14777-2. 
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14812-3 Please see the response to Comment 14777-3. 

14812-4 Please see the response to Comment 14777-4. 
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14812-5 Please see the response to Comment 14777-5. 
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14812-6 Please see the response to Comment 14777-6. 
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14812-7 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7. 

14812-8 Please see the response to Comment 14777-8. 

14812-9 Please see the response to Comment 14777-9. 

14812-10 Please see the response to Comment 14777-10. 
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14812-11 Please see the response to Comment 14777-11. 

14812-12 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2018 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14812-13 

14812-14 

14812-15 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2019 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14812-13 Please see the response to Comment 14777-13. 

14812-14 Please see the response to Comment 14565-15.  See also the response to 
Comments 14480-3 and 14777-14. 

14812-15 Please see the response to Comment 14777-15. 
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14812-16 Please see the response to Comment 14777-16. 

14812-17 Please see the response to Comment 14777-17. 

14812-18 Please see the response to Comment 14777-18. 

14812-19 Please see the response to Comment 14777-19. 
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14812-20 Please see the response to Comment 14790-28. 

14812-21 Please see the response to Comment 14777-21. 
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14812-22 Please see the response to Comment 14777-22. 

14812-23 Please see the response to Comment 14777-23. 
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14813-1 Please see the response to Comment 14289-3. 

14813-2 When BPA begins the NEPA process, system engineers choose a date sometime 
in the future (often 10 years out) to estimate the typical capacity of the line past 
the first years of operation.   

Appendices G and G1 further discuss the research that has been done on electric 
and magnetic field effects over the last 30 years.  Most of the research on EMF 
health effects examines long-term exposure. 

14813-3 Comment noted. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2028 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14813-3 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2029 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

This page intentionally left blank. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2030 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14814-1 

14814-2 
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14814-1 Comment noted.  

14814-2 Comments noted. 
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14815-1 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 

14815-2 Comment noted. 

14815-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14246-2, 14357-2 and 14457-2.    

14815-4 Please see the response to Comment 14815-3.  
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14815-5 Comment noted.   

14815-6 Please see the response to Comment 14815-3. 

14815-7 BPA also considers safety one of its highest priorities.  Chapter 10, Public Health 
and Safety, discusses safety precautions needed when living and working around 
transmission lines.  Throughout the NEPA process, BPA has worked closely with 
Columbia Timberlands and AKS Engineering and Forestry to site the transmission 
line to avoid impacts to timber production as much as possible.  BPA would 
continue to work with Columbia Timberlands to discuss and implement safety 
protocols that would allow all aspects of timber production to continue in the 
vicinity of the transmission line.  If BPA decides to build this project, BPA and its 
contractors would develop a safety plan before construction that would include 
the underlying landowner's guidelines.  BPA maintenance crews would also 
follow underlying landowner safety requirements. 

14815-8 Sections 11.2.2.4, Government Revenue, and 11.2.2.7, Private Timber 
Production, have been updated to include a more detailed description of the 
assumptions used for the analysis of timber impacts.  This analysis is not intended 
to serve as an appraisal of the value of timber on individual properties. It is 
instead intended to provide information sufficient to allow BPA to compare 
timber-related impacts across the action alternatives. If BPA decides to build this 
project, timber landowners whose land the project would cross would have an 
opportunity to negotiate compensation with BPA.  

See also the response to Comment 14566-9. 
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14815-9 See also the responses to Comments 14566-9 and 14815-8. 

14815-10 Throughout the NEPA process, BPA has worked closely with Columbia 
Timberlands and AKS Engineering and Forestry to site the transmission line to 
avoid impacts to timber production as much as possible.   

14815-11 In general, BPA access road designs, and construction and maintenance methods 
are, and will continue to be, in compliance with WAC 222-24.  WAC 222-24 does 
not require BPA to upgrade all existing road systems needed for construction and 
maintenance or even upgrade crossings on roads BPA would plan to improve.  
Although the permitting requirements of WAC 222-24 do not apply to BPA as a 
federal agency, BPA would continue to meet the substantive requirements of 
state and local law where practicable. 

During the design process, landowners may request road design elements to be 
in excess of WAC requirements.  In these cases, BPA has continued to work 
closely with the underlying landowner to find a mutually agreeable solution. 

Before construction, BPA would secure access rights to existing roads identified 
in its final transportation plan, would maintain those roads during construction, 
and at the end of construction would leave them in as good or better condition 
than found at the start of construction.  Where BPA decides it is necessary to 
improve or reconstruct existing roads, it would secure those rights at the time of 
acquisition.   

Where BPA needs to construct new roads, the design requirements would be 
negotiated at the time of acquisition.  In general, joint use, newly constructed 
roads would be constructed to a higher standard than roads built solely for BPA 
use. 

14815-12 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 
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14815-13 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 

14815-14 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 
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14815-15 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 
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14815-16 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 

14815-17 If BPA decides to build this project, an inadvertent discovery plan will be included 
in the construction specifications.  Landowner notification will be included in the 
plan. 
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14815-18 Temporary access roads would be constructed and maintained during 
construction and returned to a condition that meets or exceeds the existing 
ground condition with features such as gates or culverts to remain in place as 
permanent features so that future access across the easement would be possible. 

BPA would acquire rights to cut vegetation outside the transmission line 
easement that presents a real or potential hazard to the transmission line‘s 
reliability. BPA would compensate landowners for the rights to cut danger trees 
based on the fair market value of the danger trees at the time they are identified. 
Criteria for these conditions would include but not be limited to vegetation 
exhibiting characteristics of failure such as trees on unstable slopes, isolated tree 
or tree fringes exposed to adverse winds, diseased trees or communities of 
diseased trees, damaged trees, and defective trees.  Otherwise, property owners 
would be unrestricted by BPA in the management of their land outside of the 
transmission line easement.  

14815-19 Please see the response to Comment 14665-40. 

14815-20 Portions of the right-of-way along the West Alternative have been cleared 
because of the existing line but there are many areas in the existing right-of-way 
where there is no line that have not been cleared.  These areas would require 
clearing for a new line. If wetland clearing occurs in those areas, the impact 
would be high. In addition to wetland clearing, filling of wetlands along the West 
Alternative is about two to fifteen times the amount of fill compared to other the 
other action alternatives.  

14815-21 Please see the responses to Comments 14246-2, 14357-2, 14457-2, and 14815-
11. 

14815-22 BPA recognizes that ground disturbance caused by the project could facilitate the 
spread of noxious weeds along the right-of-way in spite of mitigation measures 
that include limited herbicide use and reseeding disturbed ground.  Along 
easements, the underlying landowner is responsible for noxious weed control.  If 
the project is constructed, BPA would work with landowners and county noxious 
weed control districts to incorporate weed control measures into regularly 
scheduled maintenance.  Please see Section 17.2.2, Impacts Common to Action 
Alternatives, Section 17.2.2.2, Vegetation Maintenance, and Section 17.2.8, 
Recommended Mitigation Measures for further discussion.   
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14815-23 BPA conducted surveys for northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet in 2015 
and surveys for those species will be completed again in 2016. Protocols being 
used are consistent with WAC 222-16. Sources for the protocols used in the 
surveys are listed here: 

Evans Mack, D., W. P. Ritchie, S. K. Nelson, E. Kuo-Harrison, P. Harrison, and T. E. 
Hamer. 2003. Methods for surveying Marbled Murrelets in forests: a revised 
protocol for land management and research. Pacific Seabird Group Technical 
Publication Number 2. Available from http://www.pacificseabirdgroup.org 

USFWS. 2011. Protocol for surveying proposed management activities that may 
impact Northern Spotted Owls. US Fish and Wildlife Service. February 2nd, 2011 
(Revised January 9, 2012). 

Sources used for northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet habitat definitions 
are listed here: 

Thomas, J.W., E.D. Forsman, J.B. Lint, E.C. Meslow, B.R. Noon and J. Verner. 1990. 
A conservation strategy for the northern spotted owl. Interagency Scientific 
Committee to Address the Conservation of the Northern Spotted Owl. US Forest 
Service, US Bureau of Land Management, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and US 
National Park Service, Portland, Oregon. 

USFWS. 2011. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Revised Critical 
Habitat for the Marbled Murrelet. Federal Register 76(193): 61599-61621. 

USFWS. 2012. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Revised Critical 
Habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina). Federal 
Register 77(106): 32483–32493. 

USFWS. 2013. Biological Opinion for Effects to Northern Spotted Owls, Critical 
Habitat for Northern Spotted Owls, Marbled Murrelets, Critical Habitat for 
Marbled Murrelets, Bull Trout, and Critical Habitat for Bull Trout from Selected 
Programmatic Forest Management Activities March 25,2013 to December 
31,2023 on the Olympic National Forest Washington. USFWS Reference Number: 
13410-2009-F-0388. Washington Fish and Wildlife Office Lacey, Washington. 

14815-24 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11. 

BPA provided an analysis of the impacts to listed threatened and endangered 
species in the Biological Assessment as required under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, and submitted the BA to the Services in spring 2015.  
BPA will continue to coordinate with the agencies and the underlying landowners 
who have ESA coverage under Section 10 and WDNR's Forest Practices HCP to 
identify impacts and appropriate mitigation that will uphold the landowners' 
commitments under the HCP. 
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14815-25 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5. 
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14816-1 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1. 

14816-2 Please see the response to Comment 14460-1. 
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14816-3 Please see the response to Comment 14596-3. 
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14816-4 Please see the response to Comment 14596-4. 

14816-5 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5. 

14816-6 Comment noted.  
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14817-1 BPA believes that the EIS adequately addresses the potential impacts of the 
agency's preferred alternative and that re-opening the scoping process at this 
time is not necessary. The preference of the commenter for other routes is 
noted. 

14817-2 For a response to the topic of property values, please see the response to 
Comment 14140-2. 

For a response to the topic of property assessments and local tax revenues, 
please see the response to Comment 14291-3. 

Chapter 8 discusses electric and magnetic fields generated by the project.  More 
information on the predicted field levels for the alternatives is included in 
Appendix F.  A discussion of the current state of health effects research related to 
electric and magnetic fields is also included in Appendix G. 

For a response to the topic of future vegetation maintenance of the right-of-way, 
please see the response to Comment 14160-1. 

Please see the response to Comment 14565-19 regarding line routing and 
advantages of crossing the Cowlitz river at the selected site. 

14817-3 Please see the response to Comment 14817-1. 
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14818-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 
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14818-2 Section 24.4, Economic Productivity, describes the project's long-term impacts on 
economic productivity in the region. It recognizes the possibility that some areas 
could be excluded from future urban development.  See also the response to 
Comment 14171-7.     

14818-3 Comment noted. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2066 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2067 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

This page intentionally left blank. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2068 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14819-1 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2069 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14819-1 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2070 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14819-2 

14819-3 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2071 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14819-2 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 

14819-3 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 
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14819-4 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 
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14819-5 New and improved access roads are needed for all the action 
alternatives.  Impacts from access roads for all action alternatives are included in 
Chapters 5 through 22.  The Preferred Alternative uses many existing access 
roads that have already been developed by large landowners for timber 
harvesting.  These roads are primarily located in upland areas but do have some 
limited riparian crossings. 

14819-6 Please see the response to Comment 14753-3. 
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14819-7 Comment noted. Potential impacts to these resources are disclosed in the EIS. 

14819-8 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 
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14820-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below. 
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14820-2 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 

14820-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14140-2, 14291-3, and 14328-5. 

14820-4 Please see the response to Comment 14104-2. 
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14820-5 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 
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14820-6 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

The appraiser at the time of appraisal should analyze financing considerations as 
part of their appraisal work.  BPA would use these appraisals when negotiating 
with property owners. 

14820-7 BPA pays market value, based on an appraisal, for the land rights 
acquired.  Thank you for documenting your recommendations for mitigation 
measures.  Table 3-2, Mitigation Measures Included as Part of the Project, lists 
those measures included as part of the project.  Chapters 5 through 22 include 
additional recommended mitigation measures that will be considered for 
inclusion in the Record of Decision for this project. 

14820-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14140-2 and 14291-3. 
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14821-1 Thank you for your comments. 
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14821-2 Thank you for your comments.  Responses have been prepared for Mr. Dyrland's 
comments.  Please see the responses to Comments 14775-1 through 14775-13. 
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14822-1 Comment noted. 

14822-2 Comment noted. 

14822-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14144-2 and 14329-7. 

14822-4 Please see the response to Comment 14110-1. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2168 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14822-4 

14822-5 

14822-6 

14822-7 

14822-8 

14822-9 

14822-10 

14822-11 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2169 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14822-5 Chapter 6, Recreation, describes the potential impacts of the project on 
recreational resources. Section 11.2.2.8, Community Values, describes the 
potential economic effects of changes in recreation. Please also see response to 
Comment 14674-1. 

14822-6 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1. 

14822-7 Please see the response to Comment 14332-1. 

14822-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14096-1 and 14291-3. 

14822-9 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2. 

14822-10 Please see the response to Comment 14291-3. 

14822-11 BPA's Preferred Alternative is the Central Alternative using Central Option 
1. Please see the response to Comment 14110-1.
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14823-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.  Between the distribution of the 
Draft and Final EIS, BPA was able to discuss the location of the alignment on the 
Keatley Cowlitz Farm LLC property with Mr. Keatley.  BPA did move the proposed 
line to avoid existing residences and cleared areas identified for potential 
building sites. 

14823-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14395-2 and 14801-3. 
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14824-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14824-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14328-6 and 14510-2. 

14824-3 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2. 
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14824-4 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. 

14824-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14242-1, 14457-2, and 14532-3. 

14824-6 The referenced attachment with specific Draft EIS comments has been processed 
separately. Please see the responses to Comments 14714-1 through 14714-15. 
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14825-1 Comment noted. 

14825-2 BPA has coordinated with the National Park Service to identify recreation sites 
funded through the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, the Federal Lands to 
Parks program and the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program.  The 
proposed project would not affect the Marine Drive Trail in Oregon since there is 
a gap in the trail where BPA's project is proposed and the completed portions of 
the Marine Trail is to the west of the project and out of the project area.  BPA has 
coordinated closely with the Port of Portland on any developments to design and 
construct another piece of the 40-Mile Loop Trail in the project area.  This section 
of trail is funded and in the ODOT State Transportation Improvement Program.  
Project design began this year and construction is expected to begin in 2017 or 
2018.  The new lines would cross over the proposed trail and not interfere with 
the trail at any point in the future if it gets constructed.  Depending on actual 
construction of the trail and BPA's transmission project, BPA and the Port would 
continue to coordinate closely on schedules to minimize any potential 
construction conflicts. 

BPA has also coordinated closely with the Port of Portland and the Oregon Parks 
and Recreation Department on the Company Lake Conservation Easement.  BPA 
holds a utility easement within the conservation easement boundaries for its 
existing right-of-way and transmission facilities.  BPA's preferred location for the 
Sundial Substation (Lot 11) would not require a crossing of the conservation 
easement.  Using Lot 12 would.  After discussions with the Port and ODPR, and 
only for Lot 12, BPA would redirect the existing BPA easement to accommodate 
the new alignment.  The Conservation Easement document would be modified by 
OPRD as needed to reflect this change. 

In Washington, the proposed project would have no impact on Moulton Falls 
Park and Riverside Park.  The project would cause impacts to the Yacolt Burn 
State Forest and the Lower Washougal River Greenway.  BPA has coordinated 
with WDNR, state contacts included in this communication, and the City of Camas 
to identify specific impacts and potential mitigation. 
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14826-1 BPA has identified the Central Alternative using Central Option 1 as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Segment 3 is not part of the Preferred Alternative. 

14826-2 Please see the response to Comment 14144-2. 
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14826-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2. BPA has identified 
the Central Alternative using Central Option 1 as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Segment 3 is not part of the Preferred Alternative. 

14826-4 Comment noted. 
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14827-1 Thank you for your comments.  Specific comments are addressed below. 

14827-2 The National Environmental Policy Act requires a comment period of at least 45 
days on a Draft EIS. Given the project’s complexity and the size of the Draft EIS, 
BPA scheduled the initial comment period for 108 days, from November 13, 2012 
to March 1, 2013. In response to public comment, BPA extended the comment 
period until noon March 25, 2013. This extended the comment period to a total 
of 132 days. 

During that time, BPA hosted six public meetings where the project team was 
available to meet with stakeholders, answer questions, discuss the project and 
take comments. 
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14827-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14329-7 and 14685-1. BPA believes that 
because of the complexity of the project and interest of the public to understand 
the siting process, separating the public scoping information and siting process 
steps would help in this effort.    

14827-4 Please see the response to Comment 14329-7. BPA believes that the EIS, 
particularly Chapter 1, provides a sufficient explanation of power flows and load 
growth in the area.  

14827-5 The South of Allston path is a set of lines that are monitored to ensure reliability 
of the transmission system in the southwest Washington and northwest Oregon 
load service area. The technical studies show that approximately 80-85 percent 
of the power flowing on the South of Allston path goes to serve local loads in 
southwest Washington and northwest Oregon. Approximately 15-20 percent of 
the power on this path flows through the area to load centers in southwest 
Oregon and the remaining 3-5 percent flows south to California. 

14827-6 Please see the responses to Comments 14329-7 and 14827-4.  Down-turns in the 
economy and its impact on loads should already be incorporated into the load 
forecasts provided to BPA by the local utilities.  BPA plans the system and 
determines project need dates based on these load forecasts, which account for 
recession-based actions such industrial closures. 
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14827-7 Section 1.1.2.3, Existing Obligations and New Requests for Transmission Service, 
provides information about requests for transmission service.  Specific requests 
and needs for capacity were identified through a series of cluster studies 
completed for BPA's 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2013 Network Open Seasons.  The 
results of these studies are available at the following websites: 

1) 2008 NOS -
http://www.bpa.gov/transmission/CustomerInvolvement/NOS/NOS2008/Docum
ents/PTSA_Summary_by_Cluster.pdf 

2) 2009 NOS -
http://www.bpa.gov/transmission/CustomerInvolvement/NOS/NOS2009/Docum
ents/PTSA_Summary_by_Cluster_2009.pdf 

3) 2010 NOS -
http://www.bpa.gov/transmission/CustomerInvolvement/NOS/NOS2010/Docum
ents/cluster_study_summary_by_cluster_020411.pdf. 

4) 2013 NOS -
http://www.bpa.gov/transmission/CustomerInvolvement/NOS/NOS2013/Docum
ents/cluster-study-grouping-handout.pdf 

14827-8 During early development (2007-2008 timeframe), the I-5 project went through 
the WECC Regional Planning Review process.  ColumbiaGrid facilitated the 
process which included a series of open meetings at ColumbiaGrid.  BPA shared I-
5 project study results, alternatives considered, and why the I-5 project was 
chosen as the preferred alternative.  Those attending had opportunities to ask 
questions and request additional information about the project and studies that 
BPA provided.  In early 2008, the project successfully completed the WECC 
Regional Planning Review process.  Study results are contained in the technical 
study report dated September 7, 2007.  While the technical study report was not 
shared publically at the time of the Regional Review, it has since been released 
through the FOIA process.  The report can be found on the BPA FOIA web site at 
http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-5/Pages/FOIA-Requests-.aspx.  Click on 
requested document for FOIA #2010-00629 submitted by Mr. Richard van Dijk 
and posted on 12/22/2009.  

14827-9 The non-wires analysis showed the potential to delay the need for the project by 
2-6 years. These solutions continue to be studied in parallel to the I-5 Project to 
determine their feasibility and if feasible, to determine whether they will be 
implemented.  For example, substation upgrades were made at Pearl Substation 
in summer 2015 that increased reliability on the transmission system that serves 
the northwest Oregon and southwest Washington, helping to delay the need for 
this project.   

It takes many years to complete a project with the magnitude of the I-5 Project. 
Therefore, BPA must continue the process of developing the project to meet the 
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14827-9 projected need date and will also pursue non-wires solutions as they become 
feasible. 

14827-10 Please see the response to Comment 14329-7. 

14827-11 BPA's goal from the beginning of this project has been to listen and learn from all 
potentially affected residents and communities, and the project team has and 
will continue to be available to meet and listen to the public.  Advisory 
committees for federal agencies are governed by the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act. The Act requires Department of Energy and Office of 
Management and Budget approval. Both agencies stress very limited use of 
advisory committees for Federal agency decision making. In light of this, we 
considered your request, but believe that BPA's outreach approach has and 
continues to provide varied and equitable opportunities to engage interested 
members of the public so that they can provide comments on the project. Please 
also see the responses to Comments 14340-1 and 14340-2. 

14827-12 Please see the responses to Comments 14638-4 and 14642-3. The reasons for 
eliminating these alternatives from detailed study in the EIS are explained in 
Section 4.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study.  The 
information about the potential effect to the EIS schedule from developing and 
adding analysis of a new northeast route (the "grey line") was a reasonable 
estimate given where BPA was in the EIS process at the time and the magnitude 
of anticipated additional work that would be required for this brand new route. 

14827-13 Although BPA did not extend the formal scoping comment period through 
additions of new segments, BPA continued to take comments on the project after 
the scoping period ended and will take comments throughout the environmental 
process. We hosted four additional public meetings to discuss project changes 
with the public and to accept public comment and questions. BPA also provided 
project updates and additional opportunities for public input between scoping 
and the release of the Draft EIS. Outreach is further described in Section 1.6.5, 
Post Scoping Outreach and Public Comments.  

14827-14 To clarify, Section 1.6, Public Involvement and Major Issues, provides information 
about the EIS scoping process, as that term is commonly used and understood 
under NEPA. The subsections of Section 1.1, Background, referenced by the 
commenter provides background information on how the need for the project 
developed and related transmission planning efforts. BPA believes the EIS 
adequately describes these aspects of project and EIS development, as well as 
the interplay between each. 

14827-15 As explained in the section of the EIS referenced, ""Generation projects are not 
proposed, constructed, or operated by BPA. Instead they are proposed and 
undertaken by private entities and their siting and development is controlled by 
state or local jurisdictions and other regulating entities. BPA’s role is typically 
limited to deciding whether to interconnect these proposed projects, in  
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14827-15 compliance with its OATT, after an evaluation of the environmental effects of the 
proposed interconnection is done under NEPA. As a result, BPA does not have a 
region-wide program or plan related to wind or other generation projects, and 
does not dictate or direct where these projects are proposed."" For these 
reasons, they are outside the scope of the EIS. 

The proposed project would be able to accommodate expected load growth, 
proposed generation development, and firm transmission service requests. 

14827-16 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl routes from detailed study in the EIS.  

14827-17 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl routes from detailed study in the EIS. Chapter 2, Facility Siting, Route 
Segments, and Action Alternatives, focuses on the development of the wide 
range of alternatives that are studied in detail in the EIS. Accordingly, Chapter 2 
generally does not provide information on alternatives considered but eliminated 
from detailed study in the EIS, such as the Pearl routes. As indicated by the 
commenter, these alternatives are discussed in Chapter 4, Proposed Action and 
Alternatives. 

14827-18 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl Routes from detailed study in the EIS. 

14827-19 Please see the response to Comment 14812-17. 

In addition, other considerations when building the new 500-kV line adjacent to 
another line (to maximize use of existing corridor) are described below.  In each 
case, the problems result from the need to plan for the outage of more than one 
line, because the circuits are adjacent. 

Building adjacent to an existing 500-kV line in the area, is not acceptable 
because we would have to plan for the common outage of the new line 
with the existing line, which would put us back in the same situation that 
we have today for the loss of the existing line alone, which limits the 
system capacity. 
Building adjacent to another lower voltage line in the same path (South 
of Allston).  This is less desirable than building on a separate corridor, 
because we would have to plan for an outage of two facilities in the same 
path, instead of one, which would result in a greater reduction of 
capacity for that path (or higher costs to mitigate the impacts).  Building 
adjacent to the PGE lines from Trojan Substation would fall into this 
category. 
Building adjacent to another lower voltage line that is not part of the 
same path, would need to be studied on a case-by-case basis to 
determine whether it would diminish the benefits of the project. 
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14827-20 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl Routes from detailed study in the EIS. The reason cited by the commenter 
was one of many factors considered by BPA. 

14827-21 Please see the response to Comment 14715-6 regarding issues with a river 
crossing for a Pearl Route. BPA believes that it has complied with NEPA by 
considering a reasonable range of alternatives, that it has provided sufficient 
reasons in Section 4.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Study for the elimination of certain alternatives from detailed study, and that the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS permit a reasoned choice from among a 
variety of alternatives. 

14827-22 Please see the response to Comment 14677-6. 

14827-23 Section 1.6.3, Scoping Comment Summary, contains a list of issues raised by the 
public and local jurisdictions. This list is a summary and does not include all issues 
raised, but does include a bullet for ""Route segments and alternatives."" Routes 
through Oregon would be included in this bullet. In addition, there is a reference 
to the scoping comment summary, available on the project website that includes 
a reference to routes in Oregon and all other comments received during scoping.  

The inset box on page 1-17 of the Draft EIS, referenced in Section 1.6.5, Post 
Scoping Outreach and Public Comments, described the November 2010 meeting 
and stated that BPA's Administrator Steve Wright attended and answered 
questions. 

14827-24 Routes through Oregon or the "Pearl Routes," are described in Section 4.7.2.1, 
Alternate Routes from Castle Rock, Washington to near Wilsonville, Oregon 
(Pearl Routes). These routes were considered and eliminated before the scoping 
period began for the project. Because no Pearl routes were proposed, the 
information about these routes was only described in Section 4.7.2.1. Comments 
received during scoping about these routes are contained in the scoping reports 
available on the project website.   

14827-25 The concern that BPA staff has expressed has been more about the EIS schedule 
rather than the schedule for the project itself. With this concern, BPA was being 
sensitive to what it was hearing from many landowners and interested parties - 
that the region wants a decision on a route sooner rather than later, and delaying 
the EIS would affect that. BPA also has practical and pragmatic reasons for 
working to keep the EIS on schedule as much as possible.  Regardless, BPA 
believes it has provided sufficient reasons in Section 4.7, Alternatives Considered 
but Eliminated from Detailed Study, for why other routes have been considered 
but eliminated from detailed study in the EIS.  See also the responses to 
Comments 14638-4 and 14642-3. 
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14827-26 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of the 
Pearl routes from detailed study in the EIS. The proposed project would help 
reinforce transmission for the whole region, meaning that it would help benefit 
both Washingtonians and Oregonians.  

BPA mostly used the 2000 census data for the Draft EIS because the 2010 data, 
for the most part, had not been processed yet.  The Final EIS has been updated 
with 2010 census data. 

14827-27 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1. 

14827-28 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4. 

14827-29 Section 11.2.2.4, Government Revenue, and Table 4-10, Summary of 
Environmental Impacts by Alternative, have been updated with additional 
information for the Final EIS.  The text the commenter points to in Table 4-10 is 
based on the discussion in Section 11.2.2.4.  See also the response to Comment 
14291-3 regarding property tax base.   

Table 3-2 lists mitigation measures that BPA typically does as part of project 
design or during construction.  Mitigation requested by local governments is 
project- and site-specific and is considered during the NEPA process.  Oftentimes 
these discussions continue after the Record of Decision if a decision is made to 
build the project.  BPA would continue to work with local governments to identify 
appropriate mitigation on or adjacent to BPA's easements.   
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14827-30 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4. 

14827-31 Additional underground studies of the Washougal/Camas and the Castle rock 
area have been included as Appendix D1. 

Section 4.7.2.4, Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake, Washington, 
Section 4.7.2.7, Transmission Line Routes Bordering U.S. Forest Service and 
WDNR Land East of the Project Area, and Section 4.7.2.8, Transmission Line 
Route East to Bonneville Dam, 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. 

Please see the response to Comment 14377-3 for information about potential 
financing options if BPA decides to build this project.   

14827-32 According to WDNR, shooting, both authorized and unauthorized per WAC 332-
52 - Public Access and Recreation, occurs on state land at the Casey Road 
substation site.   

The visual resource analysis in the EIS is based on the Bureau of Reclamation's 
Visual Resource Management System which is described in Chapter 7 and 
Appendix E of the EIS.  This method is effective for a variety of different 
development types, including transmission line projects.  The visual resource 
inventory process involves rating an area of land, in this case the area underlying 
and surrounding the proposed transmission line segments, measuring its visual 
appeal, determining the sensitivity or public concern for the scenic quality, and 
determining the visibility of the land to sensitive viewing locations (USDI 1986a). 
Ratings are performed with the understanding that all land has scenic value and 
that certain landscapes have more broadly appealing features than others. 
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14827-33 Comment noted.  BPA continues to work with WDNR, USFWS, and NOAA 
Fisheries to understand and meet the substantive requirements of Forest 
Practices.  

14827-34 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14827-35 Land use and ownership is one of many factors that BPA considers when siting a 
new transmission line. Chapter 2, Facility Siting, Route Segments, and Action 
Alternatives, explains the siting process. BPA considered property lines and 
homes at various distances from the line when developing route alternatives. 
After considering the Draft EIS, BPA continued to meet with landowners, 
agencies, and Tribes to understand their concerns and consider route 
adjustments that could lessen the impacts to affected properties. 

14827-36 Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for further explanation of the 
methodology used in the visual assessment. 
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14827-37 Comment noted. 

14827-38 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-9 and 14775-2. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2238 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14827-39 

14827-40 

14827-41 

14827-42 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2239 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14827-39 Please see the response to Comment 14328-5. 

14827-40 The opinion of the commenter is noted. Please see the response to Comment 
14443-1. 

14827-41 Please see the response to Comment 14793-36. 

14827-42 Please see the response to Comment 14827-29. 
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14827-43 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14827-44 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9. 

14827-45 BPA's Realty Specialists are responsible for documenting efforts made to 
successfully negotiate with landowners to acquire the necessary land 
rights.  BPA's Administrator must approve any recommendation by the Realty 
Specialist to proceed with the condemnation process.  As stated in the US Code 
Title 42 Chapter 61 Subchapter III Section 4651, “In order to encourage and 
expedite the acquisition of real property by agreements with owners, to avoid 
litigation and relieve congestion in the courts, to assure consistent treatment for 
owners in the many Federal programs, and to promote public confidence in 
Federal land acquisition practices, heads of Federal agencies shall, to the greatest 
extent practicable, be guided by the following policies” (refer to the US Code for 
more details). 

14827-46 During construction, contractor traffic is “street legal” meaning BPA expects the 
contractor to meet county and state requirements for weight and size limits on 
public roads.  If oversized equipment is used that may need special signage 
and/or pilot cars then again BPA would expect the contractor to meet those 
county and state requirements on public roads.  In regards to driveway and 
intersections where roads the contractor would use intersect the county road 
system, BPA plans on identifying those approaches and providing that 
information to the affected County.  At that time, all safety requirements and 
delay times would be identified in coordination with local authorities.  This 
information is not yet available and cannot be included in the Final EIS.  Once BPA 
makes a decision on whether to build the project and a contractor(s) is secured 
for construction, efforts will begin to identify and gather the transportation 
information. 

Safety is of an utmost concern to BPA.  A prospective contractor’s safety record 
and safety plan is a major factor in BPA's selection of a suitable contractor.  Some 
impacts (inconvenience, delays etc.) can occur to existing businesses and 
residents in the project area but it is BPA's expectation that the contractor would 
be actively working with those impacted and the County to minimize those 
impacts.   
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14827-47 Chapter 14, Geology and Soils, acknowledges that site-specific geotechnical 
investigations would be done at potential landslide and liquefaction prone areas 
(and other areas where sub-surface information is needed) to evaluate the 
potential for these areas to experience landslides or liquefaction. Some of these 
investigations have been done and there are more to do.  The results from these 
studies have been incorporated into the location and design of project facilities 
and subsequent results from additional studies will be used the same way.  If 
needed, mitigation measures, such as those described in Chapter 14, Geology 
and Soils to reduce the risk of landslides, erosion, and liquefaction to the towers 
would be implemented.    

Chapters 14, Geology and Soils, and 17, Vegetation, describe how the right-of-
way would be reseeded after construction with appropriate seed mixes and 
would be expected to reestablish within a few growing seasons.  Once vegetation 
has reestablished, it is expected that erosion and landslide potential would be 
similar to pre-construction conditions. 
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14827-48 Section 27.10, Clean Water Act, states that in Washington, NPDES construction 
stormwater permits require notification to Ecology in advance of ground 
disturbing activities of one acre or more. Stormwater controls must be developed 
to address during- and post-construction erosion control, treatment and 
discharge of dewatering water (if any), and other construction-related activities 
that could affect receiving water quality.  These controls must be documented in 
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP). The SWPPP is developed during 
final project design, adapted by the contractor before construction, and revised 
on site as necessary. A copy of the SWPPP is maintained on-site during 
construction and is a basis for environmental compliance inspection during 
construction. The BMPs specified in the SWPPP must be inspected periodically by 
a state-certified inspector. Sampling and analysis of stormwater runoff is 
required to demonstrate compliance with discharge limits.  

In Oregon, NPDES stormwater regulations also require the notification of ODEQ 
for ground disturbance activities greater than one acre. State regulations require 
the use of BMPs for control of erosion, stormwater discharges, and non-
stormwater discharges to waters of the state. 

Table 3-2, Mitigation Measures Included as Part of the Project, states that a 
SWPPP will be prepared and implemented using management practices 
contained in the Washington State Department of Ecology, Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Washington. 

14827-49 Please see the response to Comment 14827-48. 

14827-50 BPA did rely on a remote sensing methodology and approach to evaluate 
wetlands potentially occurring within the Preferred Alternative.  This approach 
was consistently applied across all action alternatives studied in the Draft EIS to 
allow for a comparison of impacts appropriate for the Draft EIS stage.  Formal 
wetland delineations have now been done for the Preferred Alternative to 
accurately determine wetland acreages and calculate impact areas.  Wetland 
delineations are fully consistent with the US Army Corps of Engineers 1987 
Manual and regional supplement.  This federal manual is also consistent with the 
Ecology guidance and methods outlined in the Clark County critical areas 
ordinance.  BPA has coordinated with Clark County staff to determine permit 
requirements and administrative procedures. 
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14827-51 Mitigation for project impacts to wetlands will follow the guidelines in Ecology's 
Wetland Mitigation in Washington State - Part II and the Corps federal guidance 
for compensatory mitigation.  In 2008, EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
issued revised regulations governing compensatory mitigation for authorized 
impacts to wetlands, streams, and other waters of the U.S. under Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. These regulations are designed to improve the effectiveness 
of compensatory mitigation to replace lost aquatic resource functions and area. 
As part of the federal permitting process, BPA has worked with the Corps and 
Ecology to develop mitigation as required by the Section 404/401 permit process.  
Mitigation for wetland and stream impacts are generally accomplished on a 
watershed basis and mitigation areas are identified in the same watershed as 
project impacts.  A compensatory mitigation plan is being prepared based on 
project impacts as they are finalized. 
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14827-52 Chapter 5, Land, describes the potential impacts of permanently removing land 
from timber production for the transmission line right-of-way and access roads 
and subsequent maintenance of these areas. 

Removal of forest vegetation and potential impacts from noxious weeds are 
discussed in Section 17.2.2, Impacts Common to Action Alternatives.  BPA would 
address control or eradication of noxious weeds during construction and 
afterwards during maintenance of the project.  Chapter 18, Wildlife describes the 
project's potential impacts on wildlife and mitigation measures identified to 
minimize those impacts.  

14827-53 Chapter 1 describes the purpose of and need for the project. 

To maintain safe operation of the transmission line, the removal of some, most, 
or all tall conifers and deciduous trees in riparian areas is unavoidable no matter 
where BPA would choose to locate a new transmission line.  Each riparian 
crossing is different and BPA must take into account many different factors when 
determining what vegetation may remain in these sensitive areas.   

As a federal agency, BPA is not subject to the environmental regulations and 
standards of local jurisdictions; however, BPA attempts to comply with 
substantive requirements when possible.  Chapter 27, Consultation, Review, and 
Permit Requirements, outlines the regulatory framework for the proposed 
project.  Although BPA would not seek a habitat permit from Clark County, BPA 
continues to work with various agencies to develop mitigation for riparian areas. 



Volume 3F  Comments and Responses 

2250 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14827-53 

14827-54 

14827-55 

14827-56 



Comments and Responses Volume 3F 

2251 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS   

14827-54 Impacts to suitable habitat for federally-listed species resulting from construction 
of this project would be mitigated according to the requirements in the Biological 
Opinion issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and/or National Marine 
Fisheries Service.  BPA anticipates that an Advisory HPA would be issued for the 
project by WDFW.  Any impacts to habitats in Clark County as identified through 
these processes would be mitigated as required.  BPA will continue to work 
cooperatively with Clark County to determine how mitigation would be 
accomplished within county lands.   

14827-55 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 associated with potential habitat 
impacts at the crossing, reach, and ESU scale.  Summary level impacts are 
reported in Table 25 in Appendix K.  Though impacts to a specific small area could 
be high, the overall impact to the entire watershed, a much larger area, would be 
low.   

14827-56 Please see the response to Comment 14827-55. 

BPA has revised the last paragraph on page 27-2 to be consistent with the 
discussion of fish impacts in Appendix K.  In addition, BPA has also corrected this 
paragraph to indicate that critical habitat for fish species is crossed by the action 
alternatives. 
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14827-57 Please see the response to Comment 14827-54. 

14827-58 The loss of soil stability, and increased soil compaction, and landslide potential 
between construction and revegetation would be irretrievable, as acknowledged 
by BPA in Section 25.2, Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources, 
and as noted by the commenter.    

Chapter 14, Geology and Soils, describes BMPs that would be implemented to 
reduce the impacts to soil (such as those described above) to the extent possible. 
However, implementing BMPs cannot completely eliminate impacts to soils.  The 
irretrievable effects on soil are inherently related to the construction of the 
project, e.g., vegetation and topsoil must be removed to build access roads, 
staging areas, and worksites for tower construction and installation.  Soil 
underneath access roads and towers must be compacted to have stable 
foundations for the roads and towers.  BPA would not specifically mitigate for 
these irretrievable effects to soil.  These effects are also acknowledged and 
described in Section 14.2.9, Unavoidable Impacts.   

14827-59 BPA has added language to Chapter 25, Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment 
of Resources, to clarify that irreversible and irretrievable (permanent) losses 
could occur to both species and habitat. The impact levels to wildlife in Table 4-
10, Summary of Environmental Impacts by Alternative, are consistent with 
impact definitions for low (habitat loss) and moderate (species mortality) in 
Chapter 18, Wildlife. Regarding watershed functions, Table 4-10 also recognizes 
that specific areas of high impacts could occur. Chapter 25 recognizes that 
watershed functions could be restored after construction (see Chapters 15 
through 19 for recommended mitigation measures).     

14827-60 BPA believes Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, adequately and 
appropriately describes the purpose of and need for the proposed project. See 
also the response to Comment 14472-3 concerning how BPA identified its 
Preferred Alternative. 

14827-61 The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Section 19.2, Environmental 
Consequences.  BPA has consulted with NOAA Fisheries pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act and has addressed effects to listed species through a 
Biological Assessment.  This would incorporate findings reported in Section 19.2 
and in Appendix K, which estimate the percentage loss of priority fish populations 
due to project actions. 
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14827-62 The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Section 19.2, Environmental 
Consequences.  BPA has consulted with NOAA Fisheries pursuant to the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and has addressed potential effects to essential fish 
habitat (EFH) through a Biological Assessment.  This would include 
recommendations for conservation and enhancement measures for project 
actions that may adversely affect EFH. 

14827-63 BPA has updated the Final EIS to recognize that Clark County adopted a new 
Shoreline Master Program in July 2012.  An analysis of impacts to shorelines of 
the state in all local jurisdictions from the Preferred Alternative is included in 
Chapter 27, Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements, and Appendix O.  

14827-64 If BPA decides to build this project, a comprehensive mitigation plan will be 
developed by BPA that identifies measures to offset impacts to shoreline 
ecological functions adversely affected by the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project.  
This mitigation plan will strive to reduce and minimize project impacts, where 
possible, to waterbodies considered Shorelines of the State in Washington. BPA 
will strive to meet the substantive requirements of the Clark County Shoreline 
Ordinance. 
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14827-65 Please see the responses to 14827-54, 14827-63, and 14827-64. 
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14827-66 Please see the responses to Comments 14827-54, 14827-63, and 14827-64. 

Section 28.4.1, Shorelines and Wetlands, discusses Section 16 of the Shoreline 
Management Act and BPA consistency.  Chapter 15, Water and Chapter 16, 
Wetlands discuss mitigation measures identified to reduce potential impacts on 
water and wetlands. 

14827-67 As a federal agency, BPA is not required to apply for or obtain permits from local 
governments.  However, BPA seeks to meet the substantive goals and intent of 
the Clark County Wetland Protection and Habitat Conservation Ordinance where 
possible.  Should the project be unable to meet or exceed the standards, BPA will 
continue to coordinate with various agencies on appropriate mitigation options 
including avoidance, minimization and compensation for impacts. 

14827-68 Please see the response to Comment 14566-6. 
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14827-69 Please see the response to Comment 14827-3. 

14827-70 Comment noted. 
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