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Comments and Responses

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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14799-1

14799-2

14799-3 |
14799-4 |

e

From: noreply @ibpe gov
Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2013 6:58 PM
Subject: 14729 BPA 15 Comment Submission Canfirmation

Thank you for submitting your comments on the Bormeville Power Admimistration's drafl environmentnl impact
statement (EIS) for the 1-3 Corridor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the final EIS, which is expected in 2014,

A copy of your information, as submitted using our online form, is included below for your records. I you
provided your contact information and submitted a question we can answer al this time, you will receive »
response, Your contact information will also be added to our project mailing list, All comments including

names will be processed and then posted on BPA™s website at wiww. bpa.gov/ gotoi-§

Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Terry L Constance

Organization: No Lines in Populated Areas
F-malil:

Phone:

Address:

Group type: Special mterest group
Pleswse ADD me to the nmiling list,

Comment:

= National Environmental Policy ACT Excerpt from NEPA = Throughout NEPA, environment s referred to n
three wayvs: natural environment, human environment and environment. When just the natural or human
environment is intended in the text, it is so identified. When "environment” is used alone it must, therefore, be
mtended to refer to both the buman and natural environment. That is the result of just common sense reading of
the statutory language. The general term means the “whole.” the specific term means the “pan of the whole.”
Those of us from the property rights perspective tend 1o react 1o the word "environment” as something only for
nature. When reading NEPA, "environment™ mcludes both the human and natural, * FOIA - FREEDOM OF
INFORMATION ACT Government transparency is an integral pant of a democratic society. Citizens should be
able to peer into their government's darkest corners and look for things that are wrong, For only when citizens
know their government can they participate effectively in its operation. FOIA has served us well over the last
decades, but lawsuits followed by more lawsuits have been necessary to keep the dark corners 1it. These dark
comers are just where FOIA s most valuable, and it is just where FOLA stumbles i the delays, in the
withholdings, and in the redactions — because agencies are most wary of exposing the darkest comers of their
administration. Without accountability, we cannot ensure that FOIA Keeps these dark comers lit. BPA has
allowed access o only a few documents on the 1-5 project * MEMORANDUM FOR FEDERAL AGENCIES
Freedom of Information Act SUBJECT: Freedom of Information Act A democracy requires accountability, and
accountability requires transparency. As Justice Louis Brandeis wrote, “sunlight is said to be the best of

1
taldl
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Comments and Responses Volume 3F

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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14799-4

147995 |
14799-6

14799-7

14799
disinfectants.” In our democracy, the Freedom of Information Act (FOLA), which encourages accountability
through transparency, is the most prominent expression of a profound national commitment 1o ensuring an open
Government. At the heart of that commitment is the idea that accountability 12 in the interest of the Government
and the citizenry alike, The Freedom of Information Act should be admimistered with a clear presumption: In
the face of doubt, openness prevails, The Government should not keep information confidentinl merely because
public officials might be embarrassed by disclosure, hecause errors and failures might be revealed, or hecause
of speculative or abstract fears. Nondisclosure should never be based on an effort to protect the personal
interests of Government oflicials at the expense of those they are supposed to serve, In responding Lo requests
under the FOLA, exceutive brunch agencies (agencies) should act promptly and i a spirit of cooperation,
recognizing that such agencies are servants of the public. All agencies should adopt a presumption in favor of
disclosure, in order 1o renew their commitment to the principles embodied in FOIA, and to usher in a new era of
open Government. The presumption of disclosure should be applied to all decisions involving FOIA. The
presumption of disclosure also means that ageneies should tuke affirmative steps to make mformation public.
They should not wait for specific requests from the public. All agencies should use modemn technology to
inform citizens about what 13 known and done by their Government. Disclosure should be timely. [ direct the
Attomey General to issue new guidelines goveming the FOIA to the heads of executive departments and
agencies, reaffinming the commitment to asccountability and transparency, and 1o publish such guidelines in the
Federal Register. In doing so, the Attomey General should review FOIA reports produced by the agencies under
Executive Order 13392 of December 14, 2005, 1 also direct the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget to update guidunco to the agencies Lo inerease and improve information dissemination to the public,
mncluding through the use of new technologies. and to publish such guidance in the Federal Register. This
memorandum does not create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity by
any party against the United States, its depariments, agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or agents, or
uny other person, The Director of the Office of Management and Budget is hereby nuthonzed and directed to
publish this memorandum in the Federnl Register, BARACK OBAMA Jan 1, 2009 WHAT ABOUT BPA
TRANSPARENCY? See slides in attachment pages 10 <13 showing map was redacted but BPA overlooked the
hottom that indicated a 2150 fi. EMT Right of Way, « Golder FOIA Part 22, « The following is part of a FOIA
of the US $2.3 million dollar Environmental Impact Study that BPA ordered from Golder and Assoc. BPA has
redacted most content, Here are some pieces that slipped by, « EMF evidence of legal and also PR importance, *
Perhaps some of our elected Tocal officials would like to see the whole report? « BPA was studying EMF in Nov
2010 while denving it publically. « Page 21 of Part 22 Golder FOIA « The drawing was redacted but the Legend
remaining shows what the Golder study calls the “EMF Right of Way™ as 2150 ft. ‘That figure is close 10 what
the more recent epidemiological studies have found. See shde m attachment......oovvvviiiinniennennn, * Exponent
1s the company that made this exculpatory report of EMF placed as Ammex G of the -5 DEIS « The report
contradicts and distorts the evidence provided by; http:/www.exponent.com/history/ Name and address of the
study mill responsible for creating inaccurate data for BPA to supply to the public: Exponent 420 Lexington
Avenue. Suite 1740 New York, NY 10170 Who is Exponent? In April 1967, five Ph.D.-level researchers, with
expertise m matenals science, engmneering mechanics, and structural annlysis, decided to start a consulting
business called Failure Analysis Associates® (FaAA) By the early 19705, FaAA's work for the energy industry
in stress and fracture mechanics-how things crack and break-brought the company national recognition. Within
a few years, we were investigating and analyzing accidents and failures of all kinds. People began to talk abowut
our work in structural and stress analvsis, mechanical engineering, materials engineering and metallurgy,
transportation and utilities, the process industry, and risk analysis. Tn 1989, a holding company for FaAA was
formed. called The Failure Group. Inc. The Failure Group went public in August 1990, trading on NASDAQ
under the symbol FAIL, Dunng the 19905, we began looking to develop allinnees with compumes that offered
services complementary to those already offered by FaAAL In late 1996, The Failure Group scquired
Environmental Health Strategies (now Exponent’s Health Centers). Since that time, it is one of our largest
growth practices. Our scientists, phvsicians, and regulatory specialists provide unparalleled, interdisciplinary
expertise to evaluate the tull range of environmental and public health 1ssues that face our nation and the world.
In May 1997, The Failure Group acquired Performance Technologies, Inc. (dba PTI Environmental Services)
which is now Exponent's Environmental Practices. Fxponent's scientists and engineers provide proven, cost-

2
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14799-5

14799-6

14799-7

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.

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.

Comment noted.
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14799
effective, scientifically defensible, and realistic assessments and solutions to complex environmental issues
Soon, we realized that the firm was offering a broader range of services than just our traditional "failure
analysis,"” and the name of our organization needed a change. In March of 1998, we changed our name to
Exponent, meaning "one who expounds or interprets” - which is exactly what we are best at! In May 2002,
Exponent acquired Novigen Sciences, Ine. (now Exponent’s Center for Chemical Registration and Food Safety).
Our staff in this area specializes in timely, high-quality. creative, and practical solutions to problems that affect
our clients' ability to conduct business globally. In June 2005, Exponent opened its first office in China.
Exponent Science and Technology Consulting Co., Ltd. (Hangzhou), also known as Exponent China Lid., is
located in the Hangzhou Hi-Tech Development Zone, and provides engineering and scientific consulting
serviees o meet the mereasing demand for technical support to ULS. and intemational companics operating in
Eust Asia, In 2008, we added 1o our presence i Europe, openimg an oflice in Switzerlund. We now service our
European clients through oflices in the United Kingdom, Germuny and Switzerlund, EXPONENT Our stafT in
this arca specializes in timely, high-quality, creative, and practical solutions o problems that affect our clients'
ability to conduct business globally. Today, Exponent offers more than 90 different disciplines through a
network of 20 ULS, and 5 international locations, Our stafT totals over 900 and includes more than 350 Ph.D.s
and M.D.s. Example of the report’s approach: Exponent’s Comments to an independent and peer reviewed
study report that focuses on children and paid by a children’s foundation tn Australia. Lines of 220ky or less.:
Lowenthal et al. (2007) grouped cases in five diagnostic categories as lvmphoproliferative disorders (LIPD)
(including acute lymphoblastic leukemia [ALLJ) and cases in three diagnostic categories (including acute
myeloid leukemia [AML] and other leukemias) as myeloproliferative disorders (MPD). These groups included
14799-8 hoth adults and children of all ages. The authors estimated exposure by obtaining a lifetime residential history
and assessing distance of residences from 88-kV, 110-kV, and 220-kV power lines. They reported elevated, but
not statistically significant, ORs for those who lived within 30 m of any of these power lines, and an indication
of decreasing ORs with increasing distance. This study adds very little to the existing database of information
on adult leukemia and residential exposure, however, because of fundamental limitations. For example,
different cancer types were combined as were different ages of diagnosis. It is well known that cancer etiology
varies by cancor type, cancer subtype, and diagnostic age 22 Conclusion: This study adds very little to the
existing database of information on adult leukemia and residentinl exposure because of fundamental limitations.
* FFSEC asks why all the spagherti of routes? « Contract for contingent purchase of the Trowdale Sub-station
was signed before public notice of the I-5 project « NEPA requires impacted citizens have a say in projects like
this. « What options are required by Jaw? « I-5 public perception milestones « See slides for summary of NEPA
violations in attachment. « NEPA SHORTCUTS -1 Proposes to build dangerous, invasive, unsightly high
14799-9 |voltage towers and lines through populated arcas which fails to create and maintain conditions under which man
and nature can exist in productive harmony. « NEPA SHORTCUTS -2 Avoidance of the National
Environmental Policy Act Sec. 101 [42 USC § 4331] following sections: A. Fulfill the responsibilities of each
generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations and failed to note school locations within
14799-10 [the proposal and on any map, B. Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and acsthetically and
culturally pleasing surroundings. C. Obtain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without
degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences. « NEPA SHORTCUTS
- 3 BPA [miled to aecurately recognize property devaluation, economic impaet and sales depression in and
14799-11 Iuround proposed routes, Poverty data in the DEIS is outdated (2000) Current data would have excluded the
14799-12 I West Alternative if used. « NEPA SHORTCUTS- 4 The BPA failed to work with local officials (carly) as
required under Washington State and Federal Law Failed to follow NEPA timeline requirements and regional
14799-13 Igovcmmcnl support model related to cooperative agency status, * NEPA SHORTCUTS -5 The BPA failed to
provide or improperly withheld content on FOIA documentation. Documents were received with completely
14799-14 Iblackcd out content in violation of the freedom of information act. * NEPA SHORTCUTS - 6 Oregon route
14799-15 options were removed from consideration before scoping began in violation of the NEIPA. Other alternates were
not studied as required by law. * NEPA SHORTCUTS - 7 BPA has not shown to be trustworthy stewards i the
14799-16 Ipublic interest. Minimizes local ordinance and law. « NEPA SHORTCU'TS ~ 8 The BPA has not met national
reliahility standards for the transmission system as required by law. Over the past few years, there were
14799-17 I insufficient grid improvements to support many current green energy sources and other regions load growth. «

3

14799-7
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14799-8

14799-9

14799-10

14799-11

14799-12

14799-13

14799-14

14799-15

14799-16

14799-17

Please see the response to Comment 14332-1.

Comment noted.

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 8§ 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.”

Please see the response to Comment 14642-2.

Updated poverty data is included in the Final EIS.

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.

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

Please see the response to Comment 14443-1.
Comment noted.

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

14799-19

14788
NEPA SHORTCUTS < 9 BPA misrepresented power calculations and local need i an effort 1o persuade the
public that the I-5 project was needed Tor Clark und Cowlitz counties when there are no connections to either
county. * NEPA and Environmental Justice Environmental Justice under the National Environmental Policy of
1970, NEPA, is “the fair treatment and meanimgtul involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national
origin. o income with respect to the development, implenentation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies. EPA has this goal for all communitics and persons across this Nation. It will be
achieyed when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards and equal
access 1o the decixion-making process 1o have a healthy environment in which to live, leam, and work, The
actual text of this aspect of NEPA here: http: www.epa,goy/'occaerth environmentaljustice index.html, The
federal government is sovereign, It answers only 100 WE THE PEOPLE Terry Constance

At himent

EX-
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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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~ Another Way BPA - i

,l, Citizens Against the Towers
A Yale Valley Coalition

NO LINES IN POPULATED AREAS — RURAL or URBAN

St
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What is NEPA?

National Environmental Policy ACT

Congress enacted NEPA in December, 1969, and President Nixon
signed it into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA was the first major
environmental law in the United States and is often called the “Magna
14799-20 |Carta” of environmental laws.

Importantly, NEPA established this country’s national environmental
policies.

To implement these policies, NEPA requires agencies to undertake

an assessment of the environmental effects of their proposed actions
prior to making decisions.

‘Two major purposes of the environmental review process are better
informed decisions and citizen involvement, both of which should lead.
to implementation of NEPA's policies.
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14799-20 Comment noted.
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Excerpt from NEPA

* |Throughout NEPA, enuvironment is referred to m three ways:
natioral environment, human environment and environment. When
just the natwral or human environment is mtended m the text, it is
s0 identified. When "environment” is used ulone it must, therefore,
be intended to refer to both the human and natural environment.
14799-20 |That is the result of just common sense reading of the stututory
language. The general term meuns the "whole,"” the specific term
means the "part of the whole. " Those of us from the property rights
perspective tend to react to the word "environment” as something
only for natwwre. When reading NEPA, "environment” includes both
the huwman and natwral.

Tufds
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FOIA — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

Government transparency is an integral part of a democratic society.

Citizens should be able to peer into their government's darkest corners and look for
things that are wrong,

For only when citizens know their government can they participate effectively in its
operation.

FOIA has served us well over the last decades. but lawsuits followed by more lawsuits
have been necessary to keep the dark corners lit.

These dark corners are just where FOIA is most valuable, and it is just where FOIA
stumbles — in the delays, in the withholdings, and in the redactions — because agencies
are most wary of exposing the darkest comers of their ad ministration. Without

accountability, we cannot ensure that FOIA keeps these dark comers lit.

BPA has allowed access to only a few documents on the I-5 project

Sof 8
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MEMORANDUM FOR FEDERAL AGENCIES
Freedom of Information Act

OURECT medamof Infarnetnn A

Ak hility, and bl ty vyt e o .uww-m:m mmuumunm«m Inoardenoancy,
hlmﬁmﬂlrﬁmMGﬂA}.Mmm VLI W the et |

O ~uwdwm-nuummmumdwmummmab.

The Freedotnof Inf =t thordd beadn d weth ade v In the face of donie, prrele. The Conomenert ehotdd ros beep sformmaen
St iressdvl momwuwwm becawecaton wud fadures rghe be rewaled 0 ecause of speculaite oy abutract fecrs.
o hondd e e based o ans et 0 pentect 4 '} of o Mu&mdmmmunmwrﬂmm

mumumm»m(mmmn gty sd o dervieds 0f e pubisc,

Al e shuuk] sdopt o pamssptes i lowe ol Sy, wsonke & meew Uess cosinn Yot o Ue sassi e sidodiod o POLA wad o wher i s e of opms

(Gvenaredt,

The prermrgtion of Sisionam shovdd be appiied © all densons avolang FOIA

| The preswmption of disclosura also means that agencies should take affirmative steps to make informmtion public,
They should not wailt for specific cequests from the public,

14799-21 All agencies should use modern technology to inform citizers about what is known and done by their Government.,
Divclosure should bo Hmely.

1 direr t the Attorney General i fssae new guidelines gawerning the FTOLA t the heads of executive departiments and agencies, reafflrming
o comumitment b acos untahil ity aml transparency, and o poblish such gublelines in the Fedoral Rogister. [n doing so, Uhe Attorney
(Ceneral should review FOIA reports produced by Ue agencies under Executive Order 13992 0f December Ly, 2003.1 also directthe
Dimetor of the Offico of Managmment and Dudget tn nplaw guidance tn the agmcies o increase and Empw information dissemination
o U bl Lo D iongg Urn gy thae s o f new fechun bogies, aoud to publish suc b guidance in Uw Federel Register

Thes rrrsromndiendons 2ot st arynghe or beeefie stk proondand, erfoevable i Lavece tmaqeey by acypareyagaeus the Lins el Goates, ite departrieeds, agerese,
o evtes, 1 offioers, eplogees, of apsets, oramy other person,
[The Dawctoyof the Otios of Matugrceed asd Budige = levebyauthy ]t d %0 pulishitiss ) e Foderad Ropskr,

BARACK OBAMA Jan 1, 2009 ot
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14799-21 Please see the response to Comment 14799-4.
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Is BPA following the NEPA on the I-5 Proposal?

Are NEPA guidelines and rules being ignored?

What are the legal considerations on immpacted property?

14799-22 Was regional government policy considered?

Were citizens opposition group alternatives discarded?

Does the BPA environment definition ignore humans?

How important are aesthetic changes to communities?

0ot e

1882 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

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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Is BPA following the FOIA on the I-5 Proposal?

14799-23

13of3
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14799-23 To our knowledge, BPA is following all rules for FOIA disclosures.
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BPA TRANSPARENCY

v Golder FOIA Partaa,

¢ Thefollowing is part of s FOIA of the US$z.3million dollar Environmental Impact Study that BPA ordered from Golder and Aszoc.
14799-23 EPA has redacted maet contant, Hare are sgome pisces that alippad by,

. EMF enndenon of logal and also PR tmportancs,

¢ Parhaps some of our elected local oficiake would like to see the whole report7

. BPA was studying BMF 11 Nov 2010 whide danyang st publically.

Email header for following 3 slides

Smith,Dalontae L (CONTR} - NWPP-8B1

~rom: Brookn, Gionn~ EX 6

ol TUASRONY, Novambers U9 2010 5005 P94

To! e uek D - TOLTPIAS 'Uan Bencaae; Liebhabar Danna . - TELC TP
Ca: Balley, G, WMWA - RECA DMMCWD KLCA

Subject: FW EME rofocsnce matena
Attachments® Propowes M Zoning Definitions xy; ProjectPopDensieyv? «s 03303513706
L&I a8 L ONGiaw Lon PGl IGU8s Dat, 09 1505 1 99 -
YancouwerCamasZonnghigure pdf, 09330513F97 EMF_ZoningF kure pat; Ex 5
Gsooa!nnoc EMF_Populition” igw e pof, CRI9IS13F 101
ME_POpUsationi(al oL onaview paf TRGEIG1IE 102 EME Poptsasanvancolse: pat

Hello Dan and R ck,
I
The next 50 pages are redacted

Har s
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BPA TRANSPARENCY
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BPA TRANSPARENCY

° Page 210f Part 22 Golder FOIA
*  The drawing was redacted but the Legend remaining shows what the Golder study calls the “EMF Right of Way” as 2150 ft. That
figureis cdose towhat the more recent epidemiclogical studies have found.

L Sl ] 4,3G°
LEGEND — )
Scale In Fegl
. Flarned Substation = = Crossover Allemative ’
*  Segment Sta/End Points  =s==== Central Alternative f Pro]actton

s Washington State Plane

i _: EMF Right of Way {215() %) ===== East Allamalive &)U‘h Zone NAD 1983
Counly Boundarnes ——— Wasl Alternativa Source
Cily Boundarias ——— Option BPA (allgnments, substations, 2010),

Galder Associates Inc

(630570798 _EM_Kalsol snpvewionngF gure, ixt | 1192070 | T=AMMOND

160136
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Tafds
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BPA TRANSPARENCY
1479924 | Exponent is the company that made this exculpatory report of EMF

placed as Annex G of the I-5 DEIS

* The report contradicts and distorts the evidence provided
by: ://www.exponent.com/history

Exponent

420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 1740

New York, NY 10170
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14799-24  Please see the response to Comment 14322-1.
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BPA TRANSPARENCY
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14799-25 Comment noted.

14799-26 Please see the response to Comment 14332-1.
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EFSEC asks why all the spaghetti of routes?

Was 1t necessary to
have over 50

14799-27

segments on the
map?
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14799-27 Comment noted.
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Contract for contingent purchase of the Trouldale Sub-
station was signed before public notice of the I-5 project

14799-27

Did excluding the Pearl
Station Route remove

the best option?
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NEPA requires impacted citizens have a say in projects
like this.

s Citizen outrage and

thousands of people
impacted, why?
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=

What options are required by law?

a. A LEDPA compliant unpopulated

route
14799-27

b. Columbia River crossing alternatives

c. No build option

Aot

1904 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

This page intentionally left blank.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 1905



Volume 3F Comments and Responses

I-5 public perception milestones

1 ‘)p,\ fmls 0.!% loseg
PA cred;

Cred
14799-28 l daimaedibiliy qllestmnb ibility
PAj
Pu bhgnm‘es
Comment
"'5
Propoga)
made
Dublic
10-200q

Mards

1906 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

14799-28 Comment noted.
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14799-28

BPA 1I-5 MAJOR PLANNING ISSUES

Removing Peard Station without a study.

Concarn with EMF riskignored in DEIS

Actions cause local officials to threaton appoal

Northeastern Route noet fu") considered

Falling to answe rgquestions at public meetings

Po reoption o f transpameney missing

Local powe rneed misrepresented, public confidence lost

NEPA - FOIA - LOCAL rules and regulations bypassed

Florescent lamps under 5o0kv

Hard

1908
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-

NEPA SHORTCUTS -1

Proposes to build dangerous,
invasive, unsightly high voltage
towers and lines through

populated areas which fails to
create and maintain conditions
under which man and nature can
exist in productive harmony.
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NEPA SHORTCUTS -2

Avoidance of the National Envirorvnental Policy Act See. 101

[42 USC § 4331] following sections:

A. Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations and failed to note school

locations within the proposal and on any map
14799-29

B. Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings

C. Obtain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without
degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences

Nat¥s
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14799-29 Please see the response to Comment 14799-10.
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NEPA SHORTCUTS - 3

BPA failed to accurately recognize property
devaluation, economic impact and sales
depression in and around proposed routes.

Poverty data in the DEIS is outdated (2000)
Current data would have excluded the West
Alternative if used.

Hutde
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NEPA SHORTCUTS- 4

The BPA failed to work with local
officials (early) as required under
Washington State and Federal Law

Failed to follow NEPA timeline
requirements and regional
government support model related to
cooperative agency status.

00t
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NEPA SHORTCUTS -5

The BPA failed to provide or
improperly withheld content on
FOIA documentation. Documents

were recetved with completely
blacked out content in violation
of the freedom of information act.

WS
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T

NEPA SHORTCUTS - 6

Oregon route options were
removed from consideration
before scoping began in

violation of the NEPA.

Other alternates were not
studied as required by law.

Nm=
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-

NEPA SHORTCUTS - 7

BPA has not shown to be
trustworthy stewards in
the public interest.

Minimizes local ordinance
and law.
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=

NEPA SHORTCUTS - 8

The BPA has not met national reliability
standards for the transmission system
as required by law.

Quver the past few years, there were
insufficient grid improvements to
support many current green energy
sources and other regions load growth.

Aorde
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T =

NEPA SHORTCUTS -9

BPA misrepresented power
calculations and local need in an
effort to persuade the public that

the I-5 project was needed for
Clark and Cowlitz counties when

there are no connections to either
county.
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7 —

NEPA and Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice under the National Environmental Policy of 1970,
NEPA, is “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforecement of environmental laws,
14799-30 |regulations, and policies. EPA has this goal for all communities and
persons across this Nation.

It will be achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection
from environmental and health hazards and equal access to the decision-
making process Lo have a healthy environment in which Lo live, learn, and
work. The actual text of this aspect of NEPA here:

Mt
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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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—
‘ Thank You for your time

NILPA
+ Another Way BPA
» Citizens Against the Towers
+ Yale Valley Coalition

The federal government
iS sovereign.
It answers only to:
WE THE PEOPLE

NO LINES IN POPULATED AREAS - Rural or Uzban
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14500

Public Comments for BPA [-3 Cornidor Remforcement Project attached
John Keatley

Page 1 of 3
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14300

To: Mark Korsness, BPRA. Project Manager March 24, 2013
To: Steve Manlow, U.S.A.C.E.

This letter Is in response to the Draft £1S of the |5 Reinforcement project published November 2012 by
The Bonneville Power Administration,

Our farm is negatively impacted by the preferred alternative route by placement of 3 or 4 towers which
include over 4 000 Iineal feet (approx. .8 of a mile) of high valtage overhead lines passing the majority
of our property heading East then turning at a approximate S0degree tum to once again run through the

14800-1 majority of our farm ina North to South direction! This appears to be poor planning on a peorly thought

14800-2

14800-3

14800-4

out route segment (F) created late in your process and as an example of the haste in engineering with
tower F10 only @ few hundred feet from tower F11 on tlat land (€ 2% slope), on stable ground in our
open field,

This comment letter, nowever, addresses the broader Issue; public policy. We submit that this
preferred alternative route is extremely poor public policy for the following reasons:

o Bisects and goes thru Castle Rock, Washington’s Future Urban Reserve (growth area) on both
the East and West side of the Cowlitz River,

e Bisects and severs higher and better use tax lards adjacent and close to paved county roads
with power and other utilities,

¢ The route Impacts many small parcels of private [and needlessly when crossing the congested
Cowlitz Valley, while other alternatives are available and have not been assessed or adequately
evaluated.

« This js particularly and e<pecially egregious, when the Preferred Substation of three options is
the narthem- most Casey Road site,

When looked at, the Casey Road site, for the switchyard, and the beginning of the line heads south for
several miles adjacent and paraliel to BPA's existing ROW, to near Baxter Creek, turns S.€. and
needlessly impacts the populated area of Castle Rock. This is not logica!, not good economics in the
shart term or permanently and Is socially unacceptable,

On September 3, 2010, a small group of Cowlitz County citizens met with BPA's project manager with 3
Washington Department of Natural Resource map outlining 3 one mile wide possible path from Casey
Road Substation East crossing a less congested Cowlitz Valley site in one tangent to Interstate 5, mostly
on public trust lands managed by WONR. Can this route be selected within the current protess?

This preferred alternative route adversely impacts not enly Castle Rock's Urban Growth Area but our
schools, Qur school district is not an esset wealthy one. It has no major industry for tax base; is s Levy
Equalization Destrict as classified by Washington State, and currently over 50% of our enrolled students
are eligible to receive free or reduced lunch under a Federal program, This preferred alternative route
will cause undue harm, is socially unwarranted, unnecessary and appears to not be in compliance with

the concept and doctrine of Fairmess and Rule of Environmental Justice,

Page20f3
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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

14800-6

14800-7

14800

We request that BPA reopen the scoping process to address the poor public policy if the Preferred
Alternative Route is built especially from the preferred substation at Casey Road. There are several
alternatives that we request be fully evaluated in the standard process under the National
Environmental Policy Act ...N.E.P.A. Some of these alternatives are listed in the Economic and Social
Paper by No Lines In Populated Areas (N.L.P.A). We support all aiternatives listed on p.5, and in their
transmittal letter.

How do other public and privately proposed projects affect the timing of B P.A's I-5 Reinforcement
Project? Two of these projects are P.G.E's new 220MW power production plant located in Clatskanie,
Oregon and the second is BPA/PGE memorandum of understanding on modifying the Cascade Crossing
S00KV line. These projects, along with generation redispatch as discussed in D.E.LS, Summary
document p.52, suggest that there is time to recpen the scoping process In order to evaluate additional
and better route(s). Are there other planned projects that will impact the reliability and timing to
reinfarce the grid?

Good public policy is paramount and all citizens, taxpayers, and rate payers want and deserve nothing
less.

Please, respectfully do a better job with this impartant public policy issue, Can you accept that this
neads more wark by reapening the scoping pracess to fully evaluate better alternatives than the
preferred alternative? Please release those routes and segments of lesser importance than the
preferred a4 based on the D.E.LS. evaluation to date.

Thank you,

John Keatley and Darleen Keatley

Ce: U.5. Senator Maria Cantwell and Patty Murray
US. Congresswoman Jamie Herrera-Beutler
Gavernor lay Inslee
WA. Senator Brian Hatfield, Rep. Brian Blake, Rep. Dean Takka
Cowlitz County Commissioners: Chairman Mike Karnofski, James Misner, Dennis Weber
Castle Rock Mayor Paul Helenberg
Castle Rock School Superintendent Sue Barker

Page 3 of 3
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14800-5

14800-6

14800-7

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14800-5.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS
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Please receive and note my attached |etter of concern. Thank you. i

BOB KEATLEY

™ FORTNEY

sortcontrol testrictions o that othetiniss

s of the intenied reciplent(s) and mayhe a commication subjject t
w1re, op distiiion s stricty prohibited [ ol are

hhticein pciment’ This e-trsil and any atachinents arefor the
corfains propnetary and torficertid informstion. Ay unauthion:
sendey by eply el and destroy all eoples. of the onginal message

BRI LR, i
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14801-1

14801-2

14801-3

14801-4

14801

March 24, 2013

To: Mark Kersnaess, B.P.A. Project Manager
To: Steve Maniow, USACE

This brief letter is in response to the B.P.A, Draft E,1.S, and is in opposition to the |-5 Corridor
Reinforcement Project’s praferred alternative routa.

| am part owner of a commercial farm in Castle Rock, Washington; Sections  and and
Sections . My farm includes both agricultural lands and the iarger partion
is forest land. Your preferred alternative route bisects my farm in two directions, severing several units
of timber. Due ta the topography, location of cresks, property lines and now the severing of my
forested land with your propused preferred alternative route, | will no longer be able to economically
fully harvest my timher asset and investmeant. This property also has significant ares which borders the
Castle Rock City Urban Reserve as shown on maps; has access to two county roads and our current
Comprehansive Plan shows this proparty as Higher Density Rural Residential for davelopment,

The forgone opportunity from not being able to bulld structures on this prime, stable property,
not unduly impagted by other environmental issues, is largely devastating, unnecessary and waorsens as
the proposed line enters and crosses the Urban Growth Area of Castle Rock. The damage to the
commuinity is of far greater importance than the above negative devaluation of this land for me and my
children. Some public issues are: taking options away from Castie Rock's urban growth area; lowering
options and values of H.B.U. (higher better use| lands, lowering assessed values for state, county and
many other local taxing districts. There are better options with less economic and social issues, Now
that the narthern substation at Casey Road is the preferred substation, please reapen the Federal
Scoping Process and evaluate fully the routes citizens have previously proposed. Specifically, look at
crossing the Cowlitz River Valley due east from the Casey Road substation to the -5 freeway. This three
and one half mile segment is 7056 public trust land with much less impact to citizens and private
property.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project.

Robert Keatley
Impacted Landowner and Concerned Citizan

Ce: US. Senator Maria Cantwel|
.S, Senator Patty Murray
Congresswoman Jaime Herrera-Beutler
Gavernar lay Inslee
Representative Brandon Vick, Uiz Pike, Dean Takko,and Brian Blake
Senator Ann Rivers,Brian Hatfigld
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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

14802-2

14302

Ta BPA 1-3 Commidor DEIS Stalf:

As best 1 can tell, you have nearly ignored the very popular sport of kayuking on waters aflected
by the East altemative. The Northwest Creeking Competition event, known nation-wide, has been
held on Canyon Creek and the Fast Fork Lewis ammually for over 20 vears.
htip:/Avww northwestereekeomp blogspot com/p/race-into hunl  In "Notes to Readers: Navigating
the EIS". pg. 2. you state the impacts for recreation are studied for an area 1000 on either side of the
transmission line centerline. Under that guideline, Canyon Creek is impacted for over a mile! In
fact, the Fast altemative crosses the creek between lowers K-94 and W-2: and creekers paddle
down Merwin to the take-out at the Hwy. 503 hugh bridge, so they would also go under the line
befween K-93 and K-94_ and would he visually assaulled by the line between N-6 to N-8. In
addition, Kavakers run Canyon Creek almost daily during the five months or so of prime seaso,
and Irequently even during the offseason. Yes | think 1015 sale (o say thal their 'viewer sensitivity'
would rate as "high' when they saw the visual and aesthetic damage the East alternative had done w
Canyon Creck; that is to sav, what, 180 foot tall towers (even taller over the lake?) and clear-cuts
over 500 feet wide along ther beloved roule.

My observations regardmg (he recreation data in general are similar to those re! vour Visual
Impacts and Noise Impacts conclusions. While there are many more formal man-made recreation
sites m the more densely populated areas along the West Altemative. they ofter an entirely dalferent
experience than do the natural woods and streams along the East and Central Alternatives. In urban
area parks, most people would not look askance at views ol buildings bevond the park limits, or be
swrpnsed at tie sounds of trufTie, other human activities, ete. When people muke the commitment in
time, gas expense. and so on, to come out into the more remote, less structured natural
environment. they expect. and are looking (or, an entirely different recreational experience.
Therefore, how the view of a power-line tower (or just a tower that is taller than the one that was
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14802-1

14802-2

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.

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.
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14802
already there) would aflect someone in a suburban park is vastly different than how someone

would feel 1f he paddled his kavak around a corner of Lake Merwin and came full-facc o a
14802-2 monstrous power-line crossing over the lake just above his head, complete with 400 or 500 foot-
"2 Jwide clearcut wounds marching off through the foothills on either side of the lake. Surely you

would have to concede that! T don't feel you have adequately addressed these differences in your
data

Sincerely, Patti Olson

~»
ﬁ
"~
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14803-1

14803-2

14803

Dear BPA 1-5 Corridor DEIS stall:

I take 1ssue with your comments regarding "scenic quality’ and 'viewer sensitivity' for the East
Alternative. In 7.2.3 vou state "The East Altemative and its options have a low overall landscape
rating based on having a low level of scenic quality and an average medium viewer sensitivity
level." In the 32 years we have lived in our home just east of K-84, not one of the many hundreds
of people who have come here have stepped out of their vehicle and said, "My, it's oo bad your
place has such low-level scenic quality ® Or anything evenly remotely like that, Not one. And,
speaking for myself, my viewer sensitivity level is NOT medium. When I think of what it would
be like to look out my upstairs window, out over my beloved 3-acre country garden, and see a 20
wide swath bulldozed through the center of it (more with cut and {ill across the 22% slope,) a
permanent wound to endure for the rest of my life, to used by Federal Government employees at
will, | assure vou my viewer sensitivity level would be extreme. Ixtremely extreme. And vou say,
“These activities (i.c. use of the access road) would have no-to-low temporary impact on visual
resources." Come on. If'] were out working in my garden (or looking out a window) and saw one
or a parade of govermment employees driving across the front of my house and up through my
garden, the experience would NOT have a no-to-low impact on my visual resources. Or on my
day, or on my life,

You state in 7.3, page 7-12, "To assist with the evaluation of potential visual resowrce impacts, o
series of photographs were taken from viewpoints in the project area.” "Using visual
simulations...visual impact was then determined as a lunction of the landscape...which evaluates
how the project features would fit into the existing landscape...” I note great care was taken to
illustrate a number (6, plus the 4 or 5 shared with other alternalives) of siles on the West
alternative. What stands out, to MY eye, is..."Why, there are already towers and cleared r/w there!!
In all of them'" On the other hand, what vou chose to illustrate the impact of the proposed line
where il crosses the Yale Valley 1s nothing but a blatant insult. Tt does NOTHING to show what
the intrusion of the line would look like where, for instance, it comes down from the northerm
foothills and passes within 200 feet of the historic Yale Valley Cemetery, which has been here for
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14803-1

14803-2

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.

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

14803-4

14803
over one hundred vears. That photo could ALSO have been taken from the comfort and
convenience of the state highway shoulder. and could have been taken from under the proposed
r/w, instead of 2000 feet away. Or the photographer could just have turned around from that
location and taken a photo south across the Yale Valley to where the proposed r/w is going to cut a
swath through the foothills where they rise up on the south edge of the valley, That elear-cut will
be 350" wide, or more, where it passes our house, due to the cutting down of our 110 year old firs,
although outside the 150" r/w, for another 200" width along its path. And tower K-84 will be
prominently visible on or very near the erest of that first ndge. for all to see from miles either way
up and down the valley. All that could have been illustrated, If distant views were the preference,
shots from either the Hwy 503 high bridge across upper Lake Merwin, or from the Saddle Dam
recreation area, would have illustrated what visual damage the line will do as il crosses the upper
end of Lake Merwin. But vour stafl chose not 10 make use of any of those much more telling
views. [t really does make one wonder,

In spite of your dozens of definitions and charts manipulating your copious quantitics of ‘data.’
one thing has been inadequately dealt with, That is, what were the expectations und priorities of
the humans along the various routes. as illustrated by the choices they have made regarding where
they live. You state in $.3.3.1 "the (West) alternative would pass relatively close lo residential
arcas for most of its length and these viewers can have high levels of viewer sensitivity," But, they
consciously chose to live next to a BPA night-of-way with a sizable existing power linc on it!!!
How "high' can their level of viewer sensitivity be? For reasons of convenience, economics, status,
or whatever, they made the conscious choice to live in a visual environment that already includes a
power line. along with other nearby buildings of various types. roads, highways. cte.!  Soall of'a
sudden they become "highly sensitive’ when the prospeet of an additional tower, or perhaps a
replacement tower, is proposed in the BPA right-ol=way they willing bought homes beside? Those
homeowners' priorities clearly did NOT include a pristine visual experience when they made the
choice to live where they do. On the other hand, humans who have chosen to live i a rural
environment have aceepted the inconvenience and additional time and expense it takes to do
mundane necessities, such as work, shopping, education, medical care, cte., because their prioritics
include a private landscape that is not saturated with the views of the typical urban and suburban
community Yet because there are fewer of them (that was the whole point!) vou rate their viewer
sensitivity as ‘medium.’ But to each of the individual 'viewers' their sensitivity is almost certainly
much much more acute than the people who demonstrated that they didn't really give a heck about
the appearance of a power line in their back yard from the very beginning! | really don't think you
huve unalyzed these aspeets fuirly, to the extreme detriment of the rural alternutives.

You rhapsodize in 7.3.2.2 aboul how the "lattice steel towers have spaces between their structural
members through which the background can be seen, (and therefore) the towers would blend in
with the landscape.” In our case. lower K-84 would be be located approximately 550° nearly due
West from our house. I am told that 200 feet of the 300 foot wide swath of mature (180" tall) firs
between my garden and the r/w line would be cut down as 'danger trees” Therefore, instead of
seeing the setting sun through the branches of our wonderful old firs. we would see it through the
spaces between the structural members of the lattice steel tower. Not the same thing. not the same
feeling at all.

Sincerely. Patti Olson

1942
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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

To BPA [-5 Project DEIS Stall’

I realize you take for granted that your tower and line design for the proposed 1-3 Corridor Project
will withstand any weather-related challenges. However, I'm not sure you realize exactly what kind
of weather it would be subjected to if built on the Easterly Alternative. We have lived in the Yale
Valley for 32 years - our home 1s just east of the proposed location for tower K-84 - und my
husband has kept records of precipitation, snowfall, temperatures, ete. for all that time. Hesides the
fact that we get an average of 114 inches of precipitation a year, our weather conditions here are
unique, as we are located just on the division between the more temperate climate of central and
westerly Clark and Cowlitz Counties and the colder, snowier weather conditions of the Cascade
foothills. Our weather vacillates between the two, sometimes with dramatic results. For instance,
i the winter of 2008-2009, we received over nine feet of snow, total. Several feet of snow would
fall; then temperatures would warm back up a couple of degrees, it would rain, and the snow would
become totally saturated and would compress somewhat but not melt. Then temperatures would
drop aguin and it would snow another couple of feet, then it would rain on that, and that evele
continued for six weeks. The snow never melted, it just became frozen and compacted into what
amounted to virtually a laver of ice about four feet thick. That persisted into April! Meanwhile,
where it had frozen onto our metal house rooling and mto our gutters, it created massive dumage.
When the weight of the saturated, frozen snow reached a certam pomt, 1t slid ofY, nppmg oft every
gutter on the house and garage and some of the roofing panels, as well, The altemating of heavy
snowfall with copious quantitics of rain can have disastrous results. Even on the towers and
associated elements, which you might not consider would have enough horizontal surface to hold
much spow, if'some did begin to built up during one of these cycles, then get rained on, then re-
frozen, and that cvele continued over and over, 1t could build up to a considerable weighty chunk of
ce.

In addition, local highways were completely impassable for a day or more after cach of the heavy
snow cyeles. (i.c. no aceess to the power lines if there was a problem. )

122

Sincerely, Patti Olson
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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

14005

To BPA 1-5 Project DEIS Staf:

I would like to comment on the cniteria vou have used as the basis for your assumptions n 8.3 5,
"Noise." You state vour conclusions are "Based on several years' meteorological records (2005-
2009) from the Portlund International Airport,” and show " Toul weather conditions occur about 20)
percent of the tume in the general project area.” The weather in Portland, OR vanes greatly from
our weather in Yale, WA, and to paint the whole 'project area’ with that broad brush is very
misleading. My husband has kept weather records for the entire 32 vears we have lived here just
east of the proposed K-84 tower, for the past 28 vears or so, his findings have been published
monthly in the Battle Ground Reflector, along with the data from other rural amateur
meteorologists. Our precipitation amounts are mvariably just about exactly three times what falls
in the Portland-Vancouver urban area, and twice that which falls in the Battle Ground and central
Clark County area. Over the past 32 vears, an average 114 inches of precipitation has fallen each
year in the Yale Valley, We average 182 days a vear that have some (or lots) of precipitation. In
fact, the photo which you include in Chapter 7-11, Page 7-32, while absolutely useless (and
msulting) for showing the visual damage a 500kv Iine would do in Yale Valley, does lend itself
perfectly to 1llustrating our normal weather conditions for about eight months of the year:

1003
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14805-1 Please see the response to Comment 14587-1.
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14805-2

14805

Simulation

7-32 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft EIS
November 2012

So you determine (9.2.6) that for the East Alternative, audible noise levels at the edge of new
r/w would be 47 dBA, but would increase by 6dBA during foul weather. You state "During foul
weather, the East Alternative and options would meet (just barely, by the foregoing calculations!)
the EPA's 55 dBA guideline..." Then you assert, "During fair weather, which occurs about 80
percent of the time, audible noise levels at the edge of the r/w would be about 20 dBA lower..."
However, fair weather does NOT occur "about 80 percent of the time” in the Yale Valley; thus one
must conclude that the higher dBA levels would exist much more often here, so corona noise would
be more frequent, irritating and detrimental to our quality oflife than it would be to residents on
the westerly alternatives.

In addition, I think it is appropnate to examine the expectations of the human beings who live in
such different environments. Obviously many more people have chosen to live in the
urban/suburban areas through which the existing r/w runs. They made a choice to live next to it for
reasons of convenience and economics; easier and much quicker access to employment, shopping,
cultural offerings, education, ete; and status. That environment just naturally comes with much
more ambient noise: automobile, truck, and other vehicular noise; people talking and shouting;
music or tv/radio noise, etc., and possibly even occasional corona noise. Obviously those
homeowners realized that when they chose to live there! People move out to rural homesites, on
the other hand, partly to have peace and quiet and to be away from the activity and noise of a more

2
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14805-2 Please see the response to Comment 14792-8.
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crowded environment, It takes a huge commitment und a lot of hard work 0 ereate und muintain u
rural home. We have chosen to give up the conveniences and cconomic advantages of the

14805-2 [suburban lifestyle because privacy and quiet are essential to our happiness and well-being. The
new, frequent (possibly almost continuous, for weeks at a time!) intrusion of corona noise would be
devastating to our quality of life

Sincerely, Patti Olson
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14306

A\ Weyerhaeuser e

Corporate Headquarters * PO Box 9777 « Federal Way, WA 980639777

March 25, 2013

Ms. Nancy Wittpenn
Environmental Protection Specialist
Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11*" Avenue

Portland, OR 97208

RE: Weyerhaeuser Company Comments on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms, Wittpenn:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), We would like to acknowledge the willingness of the
14806-1 |Beonneville Power Administration (BPA) to meet with us and address concerns we have with the Central
Route—the BPA preferred alternative—and the Eastern alternative. Additionally, we have discussed
with BPA the project-level impacts and potential mitigation measures associated with the project.

We have two very serious concerns with the proposal: environmental impacts and costs. From our
perspective—that of a major electrical customer and a large timberland owner and manager—the
proposed preferred alternative is neither the best economically nor the best environmentally. While
there are worse alternatives in both respects (in particular, the East alternative), the Central Alternative
would have significant costs for Weyerhaeuser, both as a ratepayer and timber manager. As one of the
largest consumers of BPA power, we expect the agency to hold down both the environmental and
economic impact of this project, which is best done by using the existing right of way.

The Central alternative would cross approximately 17 miles of Weyerhaeuser ownership, with over 90%
of the proposed 79-mile-long power line right-of-way area located on forestlands. Like many other
14806-2 |timberland owners, Weyerhaeuser would experience the permanent loss of highly productive
timberlands and a substantial loss in land development valuations. Additionally, If approved, the Central
alternative would have a significant environmental footprint on regional forest-related public resources
such as water quality, fisheries, wildlife, geology, soils and wetlands. The Central alternative is the
second-most-costly proposal.

In terms of both cost and environmental impact, only the East alternative ranks worse. The East
alternative is the most expensive because it would be the longest route proposed through largely
undeveloped forestiand and would require new right-of-way for most of its length. Accordingly, we
support BPA's decision to not pursue the East alternative as it has the greatest set of economic and
environmental impact of all the options.

Zo113
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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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14806-2

14806-3

14804

WY Comments on I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project DEIS
March 25, 2013
Page 2

if, instead, BPA selected the least-costly West alternative, it would reduce the economic impact to
ratepayers by nearly $70 million. Because the West alternative is located largely (98%) on existing right-
of-way, it has the least-high impact on landowners amang the aiternatives. Additionally, the West
alternative is located in a well-developed environment consisting of a combination of urban/suburban,
rural, agriculture and open space lands. Clearly the environmental impact from locating a new
transmission line on an existing corridor in an already-disturbed urban and suburban area has the least
environmental impact, Accordingly, we recommend that BPA select the West alternative in its final
decision.

In proposing the Central alternative, BPA recognized that it is neither the least expensive nor the easiest
to construct. However, that alternative appears to limit project impacts and disruptions across many
communities and neighbors largely because over 30% of the project occurs in the forest environment,
avolding urban/suburban corridors. Essentially, in deciding to avoid impacting urban and suburban
areas associated with the West alternative, BPA is proposing to shift the social/economic burden onto
the rural natural-resource-dependent communities, and the environmental impact is shifted from a
disturbed and developed urban/suburban corridor to regional forests of environmental significance,
which provide multiple benefits to public resources.

In summary, Weyerhaeuser lands would be significantly impacted by the current I-S proposal and—like
many private and public landowners—Weyerhaeuser has major concerns and will be recommending
mitigation and compensation measures to offset unavoidable impacts associated with the Central
alternative., However, we must continue to stress that the best approach to minimizing impacts is for
BPA to select the West alternative.

The remainder of this comment letter will focus on our concerns associated with the following general
subject areas:

Impacts to Weyerhaeuser Lands

1) Loss of economic value across our integrated timberlands and manufacturing base.

2) Timber valuation assumptions and methods.

3)  Value reductions due to loss of higher and better use opportunity and values.

4) Potential for increased wildfire risk and associated liability on Weyerhaeuser and other
adjacent forestlands.

5) Danger trees adjacent to the right-of-way and potential landowner liability,

6) Increased logging cost and creation of isolated timber parcels.

7) Umits on land development, geothermal and mineral extraction due to height restrictions and
proximity of transmission line.

8) Construction of new roads, long-term maintenance and increased sediment delivery to
streams.

9) Control of unauthorized access.

10) Unanticipated future regulatory burdens and ability to seek compensation for unforeseen
circumstances.

11) Preparation and processing of forest practice applications.

30f13
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14806-3 Comment noted. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14806-3

14806

WY Comments on |-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project DEIS
March 25, 2013
Page 3

12) Mitigation and/or compensation should be achieved with direct replacement of timberlands by
fee purchase or land exchange.

13) Impacts to the Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR) "Forests & Fish* Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP).

While we understand that the issues identified above will be part of an ongoing dialogue between
Weyerhaeuser and BPA, we suggest that BPA further refine its general approach to mitigating adverse
impacts to the human and natural environment in the Final EIS. As this project moves into a more
detailed phase of analysis, i.e., refinements to the proposed transmission line location and related
ground- and water-disturbing activities, we may need to seek additional mitigation and compensation
that are likely to be identified through project refinements. In summary, it is our expectation of BPA
that all Weyerhaeuser issues will be clearly mitigated or dealt with in some manner prior to any grant of
easement.

In its comment letter to BPA, the DNR is seeking from BPA commitments to prepare an EIS that can be
adopted under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) for use by all state and local agency actions.
We support that approach and strongly suggest that BPA undertake the full set of federal consultation
and analysis needed for all phases of the project. As you may understand, the project will impact non-
federal lands covered by DNR's Forest Practices HCP, issued pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), the “Forests and Fish” HCP. It is important that BPA conduct all federal ESA consultations and
pass-through “federal assurances coverage” to Weyerhaeuser.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. As an energy-intensive
manufacturer, our company does recognize the need for improved transmission capacity in
southwestern Washington, but achieving improved transmission capacity should not result in
unmitigated loss of productive commercial timberlands. Unfortunately, the proposed Central
alternative will have a significant adverse effect on our timberland operations and—as previously
stated—we continue to recommend that BPA utilize the existing right-of-way and select the West
alternative in its final decision,

Sincerely,
Wain, ook
Kevin Godbout

Director, External & Regulatory Affairs

Attachment
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14806-4

14806-5

14806-6

14806-7

14806-8

14806-9

14308

Weyerhaeuser Company

1-5 Coeridor Reinforcement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Detailed comments to BPA

1) Loss of Economic Value across our Integrated Timberlands and Manufacturing Base

Concern: We evaluate the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project from an integrated perspective.
Significant Weyerhaeuser timberlands as well as multiple manufacturing operations will be affected by
this project. Our manufacturing complex in Longview employs approximately 1,500 employees,
produces a variety of finished goods for both domestic and global customers, and is a vital component
of the local southwestern Washington economy. The energy needed to operate this complex makes
Wevyerhaeuser BPA's largest non-DSI load. In addition to our diversified manufacturing assets, we also
own approximately 418,000 acres of timberlands, which make up our St. Helens Tree Farm. Our
southwestern Washington timberland holdings in both Clark and Cowlitz Counties represent some of the
company’s most valuable and globally strategic timberlands. All of the proposed alternative
transmission routes, with the exception of the expansion of the existing right-of-way (ROW), will be
sited in the core of our St. Helens Tree Farm. The first concern is the permanent loss of the timberiands
that need to be cleared for the creation of the new ROW. In addition, land on either side of the
transmission lines will effectively have to be taken out of production as well, multiplying our loss. Due
to safety requirements and other operational constraints, productive timberlands in and around the
ROW will have to be set aside or will be very difficult to manage at best. We have extensive experience
managing around these structures and it is difficult to think of anything that is more disruptive to
timberland management on a permanent basis.

The impact of a major transmission line on safety cannot be overstated. In particular, this size of an
installation creates unique and significant hazards to routine forestry aviation (particularly helicopters)
used for silviculture operations, storm and animal damage review, general management reconnaissance,
as well as fire patrol and fire fighting. At a minimum, BPA must ensure high visibility of lines for low-
flying aircraft. Unfortunately, we have seen tragic consequences with other lines when this had not
been done. Even with these measures, some safety risk is unavoidable. In many cases (in particular,
with silviculture being performed near the lines), we will be forced to consider alternatives to the use of
aircraft, which options are less effective and less cost-efficient. Plus, those options carry their own
adverse safety implications; in particular circumstances, we may end up losing the ability to practice our
preferred silviculture entirely.

In addition to the concerns about impacts on our timberland holdings, Weyerhaeuser is also troubled by
the impact increased energy costs associated with the building of new transmission routes will have on
our manufacturing operations. Although the increased costs for this project would be spread across the
BPA system, as the largest non-DSI load, our integrated manufacturing complex is sure to experience a
noticeable increase in energy costs. These facilities operate in an extremely competitive global market
and an increase in energy costs will make it that much more challenging for our manufacturing
operations 1o stay competitive in this current economic climate compared to other globa! suppliers
operating in countries where labor, raw materials and energy are all less costly. While the company
supports the need for improved transmission capacity, it is critical that the cost implications of this
project be given serious consideration.

Recommendations: The Central alternative is the second-most-costly proposal and will likely have a
significant impact on our timberlands. If BPA selected the least-costly West alternative, it would reduce
the economic impact to ratepayers by nearly $70 million and significantly reduce impacts to
Weyerhaeuser and other forest landowners.
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14806-4

14806-5

14806-6

14806-7

14806-8

14806-9

Comment noted.
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.

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.

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.

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.

Please see the responses to Comments 14806-5 and 14806-6.
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14806-9 If the Central alternative goes forward, BPA should understand the impacts on the total integrated value
of our Weyerhaeuser’s timberland, export facilities, and mill operations.

2) Timber Valuation Assumptions and Methods

Concern: BPA has provided estimates of the value of timber to be cleared for each alternative and
option. The DEIS also provides estimates of foregone timber and tax revenue. However, assumptions
behind these calculations are not explicitly defined and we have concerns about the assumptions,
Estimating the revenues realized from the immediate harvest of timber is a function of numerous
assumptions, such as the volume and nature of merchantable timber that can be harvested

and how much the timber is worth (the stumpage price). Estimating the foregone revenues from
14806-10 |permanent land conversion is a function of numerous assumptions, including other key factors like how
many acres are affected, a rate of infiation, a real growth rate for the stumpage price, a discount rate,
the age classes of existing timber, and an assumption about rotation age. Clearly, there is not enough
information presented by BPA to determine how the value of the timber cleared and the net present
value of foregone future timber harvests were calculated. It is also not clear how the value of timber
reproduction (trees of age class younger than merchantable timber rotation age) or loss of value from
danger tree management is accounted for,

Recommendation: It is critical that current market data be utilized and that factors like discount rates
reflect values associated with marked-based private land transactions. We will work with BPA to
determine the level of compensation needed to address foregone revenues due to permanent
conversion of timberland to non-timber production and other valuation impacts,

14806-11

3) Value Reductions Due to Loss of Higher and Better Use Opportunity and Values

Concern: Inherent in the fee ownership of land is the right of the landowner over time to put that land
to the most economic lawful use available to it. While Weyerhaeuser Company owns timberland for the
purpose of growing and harvesting timber, it is common experience certain lands are or can become
non-strategic over time, for a number of reasons, including neighboring land use patterns that are
14806-12 |incompatible with timber production. The placement of a major transmission line has a significant
effect on current land values by effectively precluding some future uses of that land or adversely
affecting the desirability of those lands for other purposes. This, in effect, reduces the current market
value of the property by denying the opportunity for the landowner (or future landowners) from
enjoying the full attributes of the land.

One example of this is the impact has already been experienced by a Weyerhaeuser subsidiary,
Weyerhaeuser Real Estate development Company (WREDCo). WREDCo developed a Forest Reserve
community named Skyline Ridge Forest Reserve (located off Headquarters Road near Castle Rock). This
property will be impacted by the Central alternative as the proposed route will cut through the
northeast corner of the community. WREDCo has not sold a single parcel in that community since the
announcement of BPA ROW in 2010. Moreover, many owners in the community have put their building
plans on hold to await a decision by BPA on whether a BPA line would affect Skyline Ridge Forest
Reserve. If the Preferred alternative goes forward, WREDCo expects properties values to decline and
that many property owners will choose not to build a home on the properties they own inside the
community, and WREDCo's ability to sell its remaining ownership will be jeopardized.

14806-13
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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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Additionally, WREDCo has noticed that the general real estate market has slowed significantly around
any areas in which a potential BPA line might be coming. The BPA |-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
has created a lot of uncertainty in the Clark and Cowlitz County real estate market and its prolonged
process for a decision has impacted real estate sales in much of Clark and Cowlitz County as a
consequence.

WREDCo has also identified numerous tracts of timberland —particularly in the Yacolt block—that are
strategically located where future development will likely occur. The proposed Central route crosses
over a number of these tracts and takes away WREDCo’s ability to capture higher and better use values
or at least will substantially lower the market value of these tracts. The DEIS does not address how
compensation will be established when a landowner suffers loss due to restrictions in use or negative
impacts on the property, like loss of scenic views. It is important that Jost values from land use
development be accounted for, and traditional market or government appraisal methods may not
always capture such values.

Recommendation: It is critical that current real estate market data be utilized to reflect the real and
ongoing improvement in real estate values. The direct and indirect loss of value from homeowners not
deciding to build homes in projects like Skyline Ridge Forest Reserve will need to be compensated.
Entities like WREDCo—with development plans impacted by the project—will need to be compensated
for specific project impacts and future opportunity loss. Weyerhaeuser will need to be compensated for
loss value potential in those areas where higher and better use values, such as in our Yacolt block exist
and will be destroyed by this project.

4) Potential for Increased Wildfire Risk and Associated Liability on Weyerhaeuser and other Adjacent
Forestiands

Concern: We are very concerned with the construction of 17 miles of high-voltage transmission lines
across Weyerhaeuser ownership, as it will greatly increase the risk of wildfire on our timberlands. While
itis not common, high-voltage transmission lines do ignite fires when an energized line comes into
contact with a fuel source. BPA should accept liability for all such fires. In addition, the removal of
danger trees or other vegetation management activities conducted in or adjacent to the ROW corridor
may increase fuel loading. Timber harvest conducted near or adjacent to the ROW corridor may also
need supplemental fuels treatment, not otherwise required but for the presence of the ROW.
Additionally, ROWSs often serve as an attractive nuisance or a conduit into our adjoining lands by
providing uncontrolled access points for trespass, creating additional fire risk due to increased presence
of off-road vehicles and camp/party fires.

During construction and maintenance activities, it is our understanding that BPA intends to follow safety
requirements developed by Weyerhaeuser when operating on existing ROWs. We generally require all
vehicles to carry a fire extinguisher and a serviceable shovel. All construction and maintenance
operations will also need to comply with applicable Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 332-24-301
(industrial restrictions) and WAC 332-24-405 (Spark emitting requirements). During the active
construction phase we may require pre-positioning of tanker trucks and water tenders. In addition to
operational concerns, we will request that BPA follow best practices to address accumulations of slash
from vegetation removal operations, danger tree removal or other activities that pose a hazard for
wildfire ignition or spread.
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14806-14 Comment noted.

14806-15

14806-16

14806-17

14806-18

Please see the response to Comment 14508-5.
Please see the responses to Comments 14508-5 and 14806-13.
Please see the responses to Comments 14242-1 and 14357-2.

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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Recommendation: BPA should take all reasonable measures to prevent and minimize the start and
spread of fire on to adjacent forested areas. Measures should include ensuring all vehicles carry a fire
extinguisher and a serviceable shovel and BPA contractors follow Weyerhaeuser construction site safety
operating procedures. As stated previously, compliance with the substantive requirements of the
current Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 332-24-301 (Industrial restrictions) and WAC 332-24-
405 (Spark emitting requirements) will be expected during operations. During the active construction
phase we may require pre-positioning of tanker trucks and water tenders to perform initial attack fire
suppression. Aerial survelllance in lieu of “watch men” may be needed during the fire season. As
mentioned above, BPA should accept liability for such fires that are caused by this project.

Additionally, Weyerhaeuser will seek compensation for additional fuels reduction measures that we
undertake due to the presence of the transmission corridor and measures we undertake to control and
reduce access due to unauthorized access from off-road vehicles and individuals starting camp/party
fires.

5) Danger Trees Adjacent to the ROW and Potential Landowner Liability

Concern: We are uncertain how BPA will estimate the amount and location of danger trees that would
require removal adjacent to the proposed ROW and if it will require low-growing vegetation to be
maintained similar to within the transmission line corridor. Clearly if height limits are established for
areas adjacent to the ROW that will restrict our ability to practice commercial forestry and harvest
timber, at an economic maturity level that is standard for Weyerhaeuser. While we understand the
need by BPA to address the potential impact of danger trees to the transmission corridor, we believe
landowners should not be held liable for any interruption of service, or repair, if a danger tree impacts
the corridor.

Recommendation: BPA should be responsible for managing the safety backline area and provide
mitigation to Weyerhaeuser for areas outside the typical 150" ROW width that it needs to protect the
transmission line corridor. BPA should indemnify Weyerhaeuser for interruption of service or repair if a
danger tree impacts the corridor,

6) Increased Logging Cost, the Creation of Isolated Timber Parcels and the General Increase in
Operational Restrictions to Current and Future Uses

Concern: The complete set of impacts to timber harvest and hauling operations have not been clearly
been identified in the DEIS. The DEIS lacks any details on the setback distance or vertical offset distance
of guyline cables to the ROW corridor. Further, there is no mention of the potential for reconstructing
existing landings outside of the ROW due to harvest restriction nor the cost associated with such a need.
It is likely that height restrictions for operations that must occur under a transmission line will also be
imposed. We believe this situation will limit our ability to freely determine future timber haul roads,
resulting in longer trucking routes and associated increase in operating cost. The economic impact to
Weyerhaeuser for what timber haul roads would be impacted by this requirement has not yet been
identified. 1t is possible that the sag of transmission lines could make some existing timber haul roads
unsafe for the operation of log trucks or transport of harvest equipment. Our experience with other
transmission corridors has shown that a new ROW combined with a safety backline may create an
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14806-19

14806-20

14806-21

14806-22

14806-23

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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unmanageable timber stand and, in some situations, the physical location of the transmission corridor
creates isolated timber parcels that limit our ability to manage and/or access timber.

During the construction phase, we also are concerned about the creation of temporary use areas
outside the ROW. Apparently BPA will not designate the location of staging areas and pulling and
tensioning sites until after the easement is signed. This work will be left for BPA contractors to define.
it is likely that such work will occur on Weyerhaeuser sites outside the permitted ROW. In order to
evaluate this proposal or develop an easement package, we will request that BPA define all temporary
and permanent use areas prior to execution of an easement and/or access agreement. This would
include other temporary use areas like helicopter landings and other staging sites.

Recommendation: BPA needs to analyze the impacts of harvest restrictions including what the long-
term economic impacts will be to Weyerhaeuser due to our need to construct new timber haul roads,
new landings, guyline setbacks and to apply different logging systems, Weyerhaeuser will need to be
compensated for the long-term economic impacts of harvest restrictions from inside or outside of the
ROW, including those involving new timber haul roads, reconstruction of landings and avoiding guyline
cables, utilizing differant logging systems and longer haul routes. Compensation should include: cost
recovery for staff time, permitting, construction, materials, and abandonment costs. We will also seek
mitigation for impacts to temporary use and disturbance areas on Weyerhaeuser lands outside the
ROW.

7) Limits on Wind Development, Geothermal and Minerals Extraction due to Height Restrictions and
Proximity of Transmission Lines

Concern: Weyerhaeuser has entered into agreements with wind energy developers to assess potential
wind resources, and those agreements include options for construction of future wind development
projects near the transmission corridor. Weyerhaeuser has also entered into agreements with energy
developers to explore and develop geothermal energy development on the St. Helens Tree Farm. We
also have an active minerals group involved in multiple energy development projects. We are
concerned that the 17-mile transmission corridor will limit our ability to transport large/tall structures,
such as cranes, under the transmission lines,

There are a number of existing and likely future wind energy sites in the area that will be affected by the
proposal. BPA has not yet analyzed impacts to lost wind power oppartunities on Weyerhaeuser lands in
the project area and specifically in the Yacolt portion of our ownership. While there is some limited
information about wind power potential in the document, it does not adequately address proposed
mitigation for impacts to potential wind power sites. For instance, it will be important to identify
locations in which wind turbines and other large structures can access areas beyond the transmission
corridor. The DEIS has not attempted to locate such likely transportation routes and needs to determine
and mitigate the impact of imposing limits on our ability to assess Weyerhaeuser lands for alternative
projects like wind power, mineral extraction, geothermal energy development or other manufacturing
opportunities.

Recommendation: This project will create an unavoidable impact to our land use that will need to be
mitigated. BPA will need to mitigation impacts to Weyerhaeuser land use due to increased wind power
development costs and for reimbursement for losses of our ability to generate revenue from these sites.
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14806-24

14806-25

14806-26

14806-27

14806-28

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.

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.

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.

Please see the responses to Comments 14806-26 and 14806-27.
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Additionally, limitations imposed on our ability to generate revenue from mineral extraction, geo-
thermal energy development and other manufacturing opportunities will need to be mitigated.

8) Construction of New Roads and Long-term Maintenance

Concern;: Weyerhaeuser requests that BPA meet Washington Forest Practice Road Maintenance,
Construction and Planning standards for all new road construction and WDFW hydraulic code design
requirements for all fish passage structures. Apparently BPA continues to rely upon the 1987 BPA
access road planning and design manual road standards. We suggest that BPA evaluate the 1987
standards and determine if those meet or exceed forest practices road construction and maintenance
standards. Areas of specific interest to Weyerhaeuser include the following: wet-weather use, sediment
delivery, the instaliment of structures and culverts on stream crossings; long-term road maintenance
and temporary diversion structures such as drain dips and water bars.

Long-term and ongoing maintenance of forest roads should fully be addressed by BPA. BPA will need to
prepare wet weather operating plans to address when roads become inoperable due to flooding and
when damage and repair is necessary to maintain the road. It is important that specific minimum road
standards be developed, These standards need to address items like: clearing and brushing limits,
aggregate needs, bridge load limits, and curve-widening requirements. BPA will need to determine if
bridges have correct load capacity and, if necessary, install new structures if bridges have been
compromised or do not meet anticipated load capacity.

Recommendation: BPA needs to ensure that roads constructed and or utilized be operated in a manner
compliant with Washington forest practices road maintenance and construction regulations. Structures
installed on any stream need to be sized properly 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. Itis
important that BPA use appropriately sized culverts/bridges on fish and non-fish bearing streams. The
WDFW has published guidelines for structures allowing fish passage (Design of Road Culverts for Fish
Passoge). We recommend that be utilized by BPA. We generally do not utilize drain dips and water bars
on timber haul roads as they increase log and equipment transportation costs due to slower speeds and
damage to log trucks.

9) Control of Unauthorized Access

Concern: Power line corridors and tower access roads create high potential for unauthorized public use,
especially by off-road users. There is high potential for the tower access roads and the power line
corridor to increase unauthorized use due to off-road access and ORV use, trash dumping, camp/party
fires, vandalism and theft. Unauthorized use will require Weyerhaeuser to expend management time
and resources, creating uncompensated costs. Unauthorized public use will occur over the life of the
project and mitigation is needed for the life of the easement both within and outside the ROW,

Recommendation: 8PA will provide long-term funding and cooperative management with
Weyerhaeuser to prevent unauthorized access, provide enforcement, and restore areas due to
unauthorized public access. Agreements with Weyerhaeuser will include funding to avoid or otherwise
mitigate damages from unauthorized use. Funding needs to be sufficient to address activities such as
enforcement and posting/maintaining new signs, gates, and other barriers when new/other access
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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 -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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points are used by trespassers. BPA will also need to share in the responsibility of enforcement,
installation of gates, culvert replacement, access roads, closing and unauthorized trails, etc.

10) Unanticipated Future Regulatory Burdens and Ability to Seek Mitigation for Unforeseen
Circumstances

Concern: The I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project is clearly a perpetual encumbrance imposed upon
Weyerhaeuser timberlands. While BPA states the life of the project is simply 50 years, the easements
they will seek may be perpetual in duration. Weyerhaeuser experience with managing for transmission
lines demonstrates the need for continued BPA involvement. Environmental issues persist for decades
beyond construction, especially with increased unauthorized use, vegetation management including
control of noxious weeds and invasive species, management of danger trees and impacts assoclated
with road use in general and during wet weather periods specifically. Potentially additional
requirements will arise as to water and fish, geologic hazards, and protection from wildfire.

Over long time periods, it is likely the current regulatory environment in which this project will be
permitted is likely to change. And new and emerging issues like transmission security, cyber-terrorism
or the development of new technologies like next generation fiber optics, or issues like electromagnetic
interference or microwave beam path disruption, will emerge. When new regulatory requirements are
imposed or new technologies emerge that require additional measures by Weyerhaeuser, we will seek
mitigation.

Recommendation: Mitigation will need to be applied over the life of the project and the term of the
easement. Itisimportant that easement terms include provisions to reopen conditions and address
changed circumstances. BPA cannot simply limit the duration for implementing mitigation measures to
a period immediately following the construction needs. We would expect a minimum of at least a 50-
year or longer mitigation period, The BPA must ensure that there is funding available to deal with
noxious weeds and invasive species. A fund should be established to ensure that short-term budget
constraints do not hamper the BPA's ability deal with this ongoing cost.

11) Preparation and Processing of Forest Practice Applications

Concern: To facilitate the project, Weyerhaeuser will have to prepare and submit forest practice
applications to numerous state and local agencies. To facilitate this project, BPA will need to mitigate
this impact. While we recognize that BPA is not required to submit a forest practice application for the
removal of standing timber as part of the transmission line corridor clearing, if BPA relinquishes the
timber back to the landowner, the landowner may be required to submit a forest practices application
for the removal of the cut timber. 1t is also possible that Weyerhaeuser may need to seek forest
practice permits, including preparing alternate plans.

Recommendation: Weyerhaeuser will be compensated for all activities related to the preparation,
processing and oversight of permits necessary to facilitate the project.

11of13
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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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14806-42

14506

Weyerhaeuser Company

1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Detailed comments to BPA

12) Mitigation and/or Compensation should be Achieved with Direct Replacement of Timberlands by
Fee Purchase or Land Exchange

Concern: Weyerhaeuser will experience permanent loss of timberlands cleared for the new ROW. In
addition, land on either side of the transmission lines will effectively be taken out of production,
multiplying our loss. Due to safety requirements and other operational constraints, productive
timberiands in and around the ROW will have to be set aside or will be very difficult to manage at best.

Over 90% of the project occurs in the forest environment, avoiding urban corridors. In deciding to avoid
impacting urban and suburban areas associated with the West alternative, the social/economic burden
has been shifted to the rural resource-dependent communities. Likewise, the environmental impact has
been shifted from an urban/suburban corridor, a "backyard ROW," to forests which provide significant
benefits to multiple public resources and natural-resource-dependent communities. Over 90% of the
79-mile ROW will impact forest of regional timber supply significance and will impact many important
forest resources, Forestland owners should be granted the ability to seek replacement lands.

Recommendation: BPA will either purchase timberlands in fee or facilitate land exchanges with
interested parties as either mitigation for project impacts or direct compensation for Weyerhaeuser’s
permanent loss of timberlands. Because the social/economic burden has been shifted to the rural
communities and forestland owners whose forests provide significant benefits to multiple public
resources and natural resource-dependent communities, BPA should mitigate the regional loss of
forestland by replacing timberlands on at a replacement ratio greater than 1:1. BPA should lead or
facilitate a regional land exchange process or seek other methods to compensate timberland owners,
such as creating a federal land and timber bank.

13) Impacts to DNR's “Forests and Fish” Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)

Concern: Weyerhaeuser operations impacted by the proposal are covered by DNR's "Forests & Fish”
Forest Practice HCP. Under the current proposal, clearing and removal of vegetation along fish-bearing
streams will be inconsistent with forest practice rules. As a private entity, we are prohibited from such
actions, as it would be inconsistent with the Washington forest practice regulations and may also
subject a landowner to an ESA-takings claims or enforcement by a federal agency such as the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration/Fisheries (NOAA
Fisheries). BPA should evaluate the project’s impacts on HCP-covered species, and BPA should initiate
consultation with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries to determine whether the project will adversely affect
listed threatened and endangered species covered by the Forest Practices HCP.

Recommendation: It is important that BPA provide an analysis of the impacts to listed threatened and
endangered species under DNR's "Forests & Fish” Forest Practice HCP, Additionally, BPA should initiate
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA with the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries and document that the
construction of a new transmission line will not adversely affect listed species covered under DNR's
Forest Practice HCP. It is our expectation that at a project level BPA will be responsible for conducting
2!l federal ESA consultation resulting in “pass-through™ ESA coverage for Weyerhaeuser activities.

120013
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14806-38

14806-39

14806-40

14806-41

14806-42

Please see the responses to Comments 14306-4 and 14806-36.
Please see the responses to Comments 14806-5 and 14806-6.

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14806-41.
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Weyerhaeuser Company

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Detailed comments to BPA

SUMMARY

Weyerhacuser appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to BPA. Weyerhaesuser has

extensive and valued experience managing around these structures and it is difficult to think of anything
14806-43 | more disruptive to our operations on a permanent basis, While we recognize the need for improved

transmission capacity in southwestern Washington, we continue to recommend that BPA utilize the

existing ROW and select the West alternative in its final decision.

130113
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14806-43 Comment noted.
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14807-1

14807-2

14807-3

14807

T0: Steven W. Manlow, Army Corp of Engineers &
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

SUBJECT: Bonneville Power Administration, NWS-2011-346

It has been communicated that Casey Road is now the preferred site for the addition of a needed
substation, |am animpacted landowner under this route in terms of right-of-way requirements. 1am
requesting Infarmation to answer questions regarding the impact of the subsequent Segment Flocation
regarding BPA's directive to maintain system reliability and performance, ensure there is sufficlent
capability to serve its customers through safe and reliable transmission, to use taxpayer funds
responsibly and efficiently, and to minimize the impact to natural and human environment that were
not adequately addressed by Mark Korsness', Project Manager, written Evaluation of Northeastern -5
Route dated January 18, 2012,

Segment F

BPA has identified, that adding & parallel 500KV line to the existing crossing of the Columbia River west
of Longview, WA. as a problem, when In close proximity to each other. How then does adding the new
SOOKV, per the preferred alternative, option 1, alongside of the already existing SO0KV lines(s) from
Casey Road to Baxter Cresk (now termed Baxter RD.) fit with any preblem, logic or guideline ar rule?

How does the proposed |5 line, with the proposed substation at the Casey Road site narth of Castle
Rock, WA. tie into an existing north bound S00KV line with no transtorming/no transformers; add
capacity and reliability ta the corigestion issue south of Alston’s Corner, Oregon?

The current location of the narthern partion of Segment F runs through the City of Castle Rock’s Urban
Growth Area, public/private higher and better use properties, public/private timberlands, and
public/private property. When evaluating the value of timberland and higher and better use properties:

1. Why was cost of fargone opportunity estimated far timber identified lands and not for ather
lands which likely have higher forgone losses and often shorter time horizons?
2. Why does the timber that must be harvestad within the right of way only shaw as revanue?

Ta agree that there is a loss of forgone opportunity to one class of owners — timber = and ta nat identify
and plan for lost opportunity in other classes cf landowners — highest and best use for example- is
inappropriate, wrong, and distorts the cost and relationship within and between slteratives and
segments of alternatives.

In reciprocity, the valuation of timberland in the EIS appears inadequate. In many cases, including my
property, the timber is merchantable today and is in an accelerating growth stage; much less than
culmination of mean annual increment and not yet to financial peak maturity and much sconer than my
wife and I's needs and specifically our children's’ needs. In addition to these stands of timber increasing
in volume (knee of biological growth curves for Douglas Fir) they are rapidly increasing in volume in
higher grade and sort especially the increasing volume in export quality and value, The net present value
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14807-1

14807-2

14807-3

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.

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.

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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14807-3

14807-4

14807-5

14807-6

14807-7

14807

(N.P.V.) of these stands exceeds the markat value especizlly given the historic and current difference
between domestic and export logs. There is a lost opportunity In harvesting many stands that are
“merchantable”, therafore the cost to B.P.A. and value to timber owners needs ta include N.P.V. not just
the value of merchantable, marketable timber.

By realigning the northern portion of Segment F only, fs there a better alternative more north and more
east to better satisfy BPA’s directives of:

e maintaining system reliability and performance

e ensuring there Is sufficient capabllity to serve its customers through safe and reliable
transmission
using taxpayer funds responsibly and efficiently

¢ minimizing the impact ta natural and human environment

Specifically, by realigning Segment F would the impact to the city of Castle Rock and its schools taxing
districts be minimized? Will Castle Rock and its school district raise tax rates to overcome this loss,
impacting a large number of property owners who are also BPA rate payers?

By realigning the northern partion of Segment F would the impact to the number and value of
properties that will need to be crossed or will become adjacent to the right-of-way be minimized? It
appears that mast of the path from Casey Road directly east to 1.5 is state trust lands managed by the
Washington Department of Natural Resources, These lands have less value than higher and better use
lands and do not generate annual taxes to local taxing districts. Mark Korsness describes, in the
Segment Summaries section, (3) Pros and (3) cons of the northern segment of Segment F. The Pros,
indisputably and significantly, minimize the impact to human environment re: number of people
impacted, proximity of impact, and value of impact. The Cons do not appear to have any measurable
discount to a more northern more eastern route when contrasting the chosen location that runs
through Castle Rock’s UGA. The impact of the cons pale in comparison to the achisvements of the pros
which seem Lo satisfy the directives of the project the most,

The scale of this evaluation was tremendous in size but appears to be inadequate when measuring
precise impacts to the use of taxpayer funds responsibly and efficiently while minimizing the impact to

natural and human environment to the northern portion of Segment F. Additianally, the conclusion
section references the negative impact of delaying the EIS project 1.5-2yrs. Below are questions around
the significance of hastily advancing a2 project thats impacts will extend into perpetuity.

What is the impact of the announced B.P.A. /Portland Ganeral Clectric Memorandum of Understanding
{M.C.U,) on modification to Cascade Crossings SO00KV line on The | -5 Reinforcement Project’s need and
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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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timing? Does this M,0.U, contept and projects ald In getting more power and reljabllity to the west of
the Cascades, N.W. Oregon and farther south? Please evaluate this in detsil before the IS
Reinforcement Project alternatives mave ta the final E.LS.
What impact does Portland General Electric’s planned, announced, and ta begin construction in April
2013, 220MW power production plant located in Clatskanie, OR have on the power congestion issue in
14807-7 |Oregon re: available pawer campared to projected load and transmission of this pawer? Pease describe
the impact in terms of reliability and timing on the need to add a S00KV line to the mix of alternatives
for The I-5 Reinforcement Praject
Generation redispatch as discussed inyour D.E 1S, summary (page S-2) states . “whila genaration
redispatch could defer the need for the new line by 2 to 6 years”, What is the cost estimate of
generation redispatch? Wl this aid in future systern flexibility?
Conclusion
While no route will be without impact, without answers to these questions it seems that an evaluation
of realigning the northern portion Segment F has not been completed adequately after the decision to
select the Casey Road site for the substation was made(November 2012). A farther north and farther
east route appears tc better satisfy BPA's directives of:
14807-8
maintaining system reliability and performance
ensuring there ic sufficiant capability to serve its customers through safe and reliable
transmission
* using taxpayer funds responsibly and elficiently
*  minimizing the impact to natural and human environment
Thanks for your consideration,
Travis Keatlay
Impacted landowner and concemed citizen
Residence:
cC: Governor Jay Inslee
Senator John Braun
Representative Richard DeBolt
Representative £d Orcutt
LLS. Senator Maria Cantweil
LS, Senator Patty Murray
U.S. Representative Jamie Herrera-Beutler
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14807-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14807-3 through 14807-5.
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14808

TESSIE M CHERRINGTON

03/25/2013

We own property on Starflower Lane, just off Firlane Rd in Castle Rock, WA. My husband’s parents gave
this property to my husband and his brother to build houses on for their family, They purchased this
property in 1989 as gift to their children when they got married. My husband and | were married in
2002, and we have always planned on building our dream home there. The property is partofan
upscale gated community, where the prices of property were not cheap. Lot #37 is currently listed for
$118,900. Placing the towers inside the gated community will not only lower our value of property, but
every picce of property in the gated community, as you will have to drive under the towers to enter,
The proposed plan has 2 towers on aur property and cuts our property directly in half diagnolly. The
power lines will go directly over both of the proposed building sites. One site has already been cleared,
has an existing septic, and several fruit trees planted, The other site was in the pracess of being cleared
when we first heard of the power lines coming through our property and we have now put it on hold.
Both my Brother-in-law and Sister in law are in their early 30's and are both cancer survivers. They have
two small children and would never take a risk of building near the towers, My husband and | also have
two small children. My family has a huge history of cancer, Between my four Grandparents and my
parents, there is just about every kind of cancer you can think of: Colon, leukemia, Brain, Breast,
Cervical, Lung, Skin, and Prostate. For this reason, we would never build near an existing line and
increase the chance of cancer for ourselves and for our children,

In my opinion, the BPA should keep the re-open the scoping period and look further into moving the
power lines further North and further Fast. Below are a few other options that | see possible.

A I've read over the information on The Northeastern Route and really think the BPA should look
further into this for several reasons.

1. Both my Husband and | have lived in Castle Rock our entire lives. Both of our families were
among the first to settle in this area. Our town has that special charm that people want to come back to
raise their families in, With all the cuts the past few years, our town in struggling to survive, Placement
of the towers in our small community will only hurt our community more, The Towers will cross directly
over the area that was planned for a future housing development that would have helped our
community survive.

- The Northeastern Route will affect fewer home owners by a significant amount.
3. The Northeastern Route will cost less money to build. In today’s economy, this is huge.
B, Anaother option would be moving a few towers in our area to impact less homeowner, In the

proposed plan, we have towers #40 and #41 on our property. If you start from tower #43 and go East of
Firlane Rd, you will stay away from several houses and stay more on Weyerhauser and Longview
Timberland Property. Basically if you look at your interactive map, and starting at Tower #43, head
North and follow what you have listed as the Notification Buffer Line.  Then, connect back up around
Towers 24-26. This will save our propery from being dissected, the Stoners property from being
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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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dissected, property values in the housing development to decrease, and several houses on Lookout Rd
and Firlane Rd will no longer be affected. This will leave the BPA to deal more with Weyerhauser and
Longview Timberland, which | would think would be cheaper than dealing with each individual
homeowner,

14808-6

C. Another obvious option would be to use the existing power line route. This is by far the |east
expensive route. All of the homeowners who live along these routes, obviously don’t care, because they
chose to build or buy their homes next to the power lines. We chose to live in the country and now
might not have that chance.

14808-7

14808-8 ID. | urge the BPA to re-open the scoping period and explore more of these options, My last
suggestion would be that if the BPA insists on using the Central Route with Segment F, that the BPA
14808-9 Iwould at least consider moving the towers closer to Firlane Rd and not cut our property in half,
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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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BPA's choice of the Central Alternative Project is fiscally and environmentally trresponsible.

According to BPA's own estimates it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central Alternative than
on the existing corridor

APA only needs to acquire 127 acres of land along the existing corridor versus 1287 acres of new easement for
the Central alternative.

Obviously there will be significantly more damage to the environment using the Central Alternative versus the
West Alternative not only

in the amount of land consumed but in the herhicides used vear after vear for brush control, An additional
spraving of’ 1287 acres in the county

with the concomitant runofY into the rivers and streams s unconscionable,

BPA acknowledges thut the Central Alternative is more environmentully damaging . According to chapler
19.2.5 regarding the Central Alternative,
* Riparian vegetation would be cleared at 68 forested crossings of fish-bearing streams... Among the action
alternatives,this would be the
greatest number of forested crossings...impacts o loss of shade function would be high"

Regarding the West Alternative in chapter 19.2.4," Because of the existing degree of impairment and
disconnection of floodplains crossed by this
altemative. impacts...would be low.

BPA needs 1o take its own facts seriously and aet in a fiscally and environmentally responsible way by using the
West Altenative.

Beverly Tumer
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14809-1 Comment noted.
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14810-1 | A comeatl

14810

From: noreply @bpa. gov
Sent: Saturcay, March 23 2013 9.28 PM
Subject: 14810 BPA I5 Comment Submission Confirmation

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

A copy of your information, as submitted using our online form, is included below for your records. If you
provided vour contact information and submitted a question we can answer al this time, you will receive a
response. Your contact information will also be added to our project mailing list. All comments including

names will be processed and then posted on BPA's website at www.bpa.gov/goto/i-5

Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Richard none van Dijk
Organization: AnotherWayBPA
E-mail:

Phone:

Address:

USA

Please ADD me to the mailing list.

ment:
v formatted version is as an attachment. Hubris — BPA and the 1-5 Over the past three vears BPA and
their propaganda machine have unsuccessfully tried to mislead the people of SW Washington and their elected
officials with misrepresentations, obfuscations, and outright lies to hide the true reason they want this line. Let's
analyze cach of BPA assertions NEED: BPA argues it is for a multitude of reasons but mainly it is to suppost
local load growth and without it keeping the lights on in Portland Metro, the Willamette valley and especially
SW Washington will be a major challenge, Other reasons mentioned are added system reliability, to allow for
scheduled maintenance and once in a while duning the summer months transfer power through our local arca,
The 1-5 project is one of four Commercial Infrastructure Projects (also known as NOS or CISP projects)
identified by BPA cluster study results of the Network Open Season 2008, None of the key drivers show that
this is needed to support load growth. Below an extract from the 2008 BPA Transmission Services Plan. Start of
reference 3.1.3 Commercial Infrastructure Projects In the Northwest, there is considerable development of new
generating resources by Independent Power Producers (IPP's). These developers need aceess lo transmission in
order to move their resources 1o the load centers. This has led 1o a need for increased capacity in many portions
of the transmission system in order to accommodate these transmission service requests as required by the
FERC Open Access Transmission TanfY. This category of Commercial Infrastructure Projects includes
transmission reinforeements needed to accommodate long-term firm point-1o-point transmission service
requests. Network Open Scason In Spring 2008, BPA is initiating a Network Open Scason process (NOS)
which will affect the implementation of most projects in the following category. The intent of this process is to

1
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14810-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14810
ensure priority transmission is built by offering precedent agreements to those parties who want to secure long-
term firm capacity on BPA’s network transmission system. These parties may include generation developers as
well as existing customers. Those who accept the precedent agreements are committed to take transmission
service at a specified time and under specified terms. Those not yet ready to sign a precedent agreement will
have other opportunitics as NOS is expected to be offered at least annually. Once precedent agreements are
signed, BPA proposes to “cluster” those requests to determine how much available transfer capability can be
offered and which new transmission facilities, if any, will be required to accommodate the requests. By
studying confirmed requests in a “cluster,” BPA will be able to more efficiently determine collective system
impacts and new facility requirements. The NOS approach is expected to improve transmission queue
management by winnowing out the speculative transmission requests for potential future projects and those who
are not yet ready to commit to new resources. BPA's current first-come, first-served queue for network
transmission requests has grown to a size that makes it difficult if not impossible to manage. Currently. requests
in the queue total about 8,500 megawatts of new capacity. At times, the requests have exceeded 12.000 MWV,
Speculative requests can make it impossible to evaluate the region’s priority transmission needs. The following
areas are impacted by Commercial Infrastructure Projects and the Network Open Season process. [-5 Comdor
The 1-5 Corridor transmission system extends from the Canadian to the California border and west of the
Cascades Mountain Range. However, the present area of concern is the portion of the path which extends
roughly from Chehalis, Washington, to Oregon City, Oregon. With the recent development of new resources
along the I-5 Cormidor, congestion along this path has increased to the point where transmission facilities no
longer have adequate capacity to accommodate the growing demands. There are presently several long-term
firm service requests to the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) which impact the I-5 Cormidor transmission
system. In order to accommodate these requests, as required by BPA™s Open Access Transmission Tanff
(OATT), additional transmission reinforcements are needed for the 1-5 Corridor. 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement
Project Description: Construct a new 500 kV line (approximately 70 miles) between southwest Washington (in
the vicinity of Castle Rock, WA ) and northwest Oregon (alternatives of Troutdale or Pearl are being
considered). This is a Commercial Infrastructure Project. The project schedule depends on the outcome of
BPA's Network Open Season (NOS) process. If a decision is made to launch the project, the energization date
is expected 1o be approximately 6 years after initiating the project. Key Drivers: — Point to Point (PTP)
Transmission Service Requests — Interconnection of new resources along the 1-5 Corridor — Congestion Relief
= Improved service to a major load center — System Reliability Issues Being Addressed: This project addresses
the issue of meeting the FERC Open Access requirements by building the necessary transmission facilities to
accommodate new generation resources seeking access to BPA's transmission network. The project also
addresses the issue of increased reliability to loads in the southwest Washington and Willamette Valley vicinity,
Discussion of’ Alternatives: Other altemnatives considered, included: ~ Sub-grid reinforcements to the lower-
voltage system — New 500 KV line from a new substation in the vicinity of Castle Rock, WA to Troutdale
Substation -~ New 500 KV line from a new substation in the vicinity of Castle Rock, WA to Pearl Substation
End of Reference This 2008 document is just one of many that show the reason for the line is not to provide
power to our area. A map date 4/30/2012 http://transmission.bpa.gov/ PlanProj/regional 1x_projects map.pdf
confirms again the I-5 is a NOS project. BPA has conceded that the 1-5 will not have any effect on Cowlitz
County as it will not change nor improve power delivery. The Castle Rock substation is NOT a substation - it is
a switchyard - allowing power from the existing SOOKV Napavine line to be switched to the [-5. Cowlitz
County gets it power from other lines. The 1-5 cannot provide any power to Cowlitz County. The I-5 also has no
direct benefit to Clark County. The topology of the grid and how the power flows from generation to the local
Clark County load on the grid shows that it is not possible for the I-5 to supply any additional power. BPA
claims it will reinforce an existing 115KV line belonging to Pacific Power. This is like building an unasked for
six lane freeway to allow access 1o a one lane unimproved dirt road which is adequately serviced by Pacific
Power from their substation and incoming transmission lines. If BPA is to believed, 80% of the power from the
new -5 will be used locally (http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-

5/2012documents/How_power from the I-5 project will get to you.pdf), the problem is we have way more
power than we could ever use. The table below shows that even today BPA has more than enough power
available to flow into the region to more than adequately meet our needs for many decades. The problem arises
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14810
when BPA commits to moving more and more power under the NOS process and we the citizens of SW
Washington get the line but no benefits — only the continued misery this project has caused and will do so for
many vears to come.. Powerflow Availability / Usage 10-year Normal Winter 10-year Summer Drop from W-
>S % of used W/S Maximum Available 10000 10000 Power flow into “Region™ 8076 8300 PGE uses* 4350
3975 -8% 53.8 / 47.8 ClarkPUD uses® 1025 800 -22% 12.7 / 9.6 Excess power today 2701 3525 * = 2016
Excess power with 1-5 3701 4525 < 1000MW This table and other points below need to be addressed in the
FEIS are how the following affect the need for and/or the impact to the line to serve local loads in SW
Washington and Oregon. « Portland General Electric (PGE) is building out their own system to support their
customers in Oregon. They are adding 300-550MW of gas generation at Port Westward using existing
transmission rights to move it into their service area, upgrading many sub grid lines and substations. « A MOU
was recently signed with PGE for cooperation on the Cross Cascade Project for which PGE will get 2900MW
of transmission rights. « An EIS is underway for a Gas plant with 635MW at Troutdale, « Oregon has also
committed not increasing its base load and all load growth will be managed through conservation. * PGE has
bids out for additional power. What if the selected vendor would primarily use Cascade South instead of South
of Allston. * Load growth for both ClarkPUD and PGE are lower than BPA used in the DEIS » Validate that
Clark PUD will no longer be a winter peaking. « Washington revisiting renewables. The following needs to be
addressed in the FEIS to validate who real beneficiaries of this line really are if the need is still justified: « The
names of all customers that signed PTSAs with BPA from the NOS2008/09/10 that are dependent on the 1-5,
Megawatts requested, Point of Receipt (POR), Point of Destination (POD) and the impact the requests would
have on the South of Allston cutplane * An analysis of the power flows into and out of the area during both a 10
vear summer and winter. This to include typical/max MW flow on cach of the BPA lines 115KV and higher,
lines must be identified (BPA naming convention ok) and the direction of the powerflow identified. This is to
include the PGE owned 230KV lines that make up part of the S of Allston Cutplane as BPA manages those
lines on PGE’s behalf. » Revisit reinforcing the sub grid in light of what PGE is doing with their buildout,
Review new technologies that would allow for a more robust reinforcement.

Pageldof?
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Hubris — BPA and the |-5

Over the past three years BPA and their propaganda machine have unsuccessfully tried to mislead the
14810-2 |people of SW Washington and their elected officials with misrepresentations, obfuscations, and outright
lies to hide the true reason they want this line.

Let’s analyze each of BPA assertions
NEED:

BPA argues it is for a multitude of reasons but mainly it is to support local load growth and without it
keeping the lights on in Portland Metro, the Willamette valley and especially SW Washington will be a
major challenge. Other reasons mentioned are added system reliability, to allow for scheduled
14810-3 | maintenance and once in a while during the summer months transfer power through our local area.

The I-5 project is one of four Commercial Infrastructure Projects (also known as NOS or CISP projects)
identified by BPA cluster study results of the Network Open Season 2008. None of the key drivers show

that this is needed to support load growth, Below an extract from the 2008 BPA Transmission Services
14810-4 | pian.

Start of reference
3.1.3 Commercial Infrastructure Projects

In the Northwest, there is considerable development of new generating resources by Independent Power Producers
(IPP's). These developers need access to transmission in order to move their resources to the load centers. This has
led to a need for increased capacity in many portions of the transmission system in order to accommodate these
transmission service requests as required by the FERC Open Access Transmission Tariff. This cotegory of Commercial
Infrastructure Projects includes transmission reinforcements needed to accommodate long-term firm point-to-point
transmission service requests,

Network Open Season

In Spring 2008, BPA is initiating a Network Open Season process (NOS) which will affect the implementation of
mast projects in the following category. The intent of this process is to ensure priority transmission is built by
offering precedent agreements to those parties who want to secure long-term firm capacity on BPA's network
transmission system. These parties may Include generation developers as well as existing customers,

Those who accept the precedent agreements are committed to take transmission service at a specified time and
under specified terms. Those not yet ready to sign a precedent agreement will have other opportunities as NOS Is
expected to be offered at least annually.

Once precedent agreements are signed, BPA proposes to “cluster” those requests to determine how much
awailable transfer capability can be offered and which new transmission facilities, if any, will be required to
accommodate the requests. By studying confirmed requests in a “cluster,” BPA will be able to more efficiently
determine collective system impacts and new facility requirements.

Page4 of 7
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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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The NOS approach is expected to improve transmission queue management by winnowing out the speculative
transmission requests for potential future projects and those who are not yet ready to commit to new resources.
BPA's current first-come, first-served queue for network transmission requests has grown to a size that makes it
difficult if not impossible to manage. Currently, requests in the queue total about 8 500 megawatts of new
capacity. At times, the requests have exceeded 12,000 MW. Speculative requests can make it imposstble to
evaluate the reglon’s priority transmission needs.,

The following areas are impacted by Commercial Infrastructure Projects and the Network Open Season process.

I-5 Corridor

The I-5 Corridor transmission system extends from the Canadian to the Californio border and west of the Coscades
Mountain Range. However, the present area of concern is the partion of the path which extends roughly from
Chehalis, Washington, to Oregon City, Oregon.

With the recent development of new resources along the 1-5 Corridor, congestion along this path has increased to
the point where transmission facilities no longer have adequate capacity to accommodate the growing demands.
There are presently several long-term firm service requests to the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) which
impact the I-5 Corridor transmission system. In order to accommodate these requests, as required by BPA's Open
Access Transmission Toriff (OATT), additional transmission reinforcements are needed for the 1-5 Corridor.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Description:

Construct @ new 500 kV line (approximately 70 miles) between southwest Washington (in the vicinity of Costle
Rock, WA ) and northwest Oregon (alternatives of Troutdale or Peorl are being considered), This is a Commercial
Infrastructure Project. The project schedule depends on the outcome of BPA’s Network Open Seoson (NOS) process.
If a decision is made to launch the project, the energization date is expected to be opproximately & years after
initiating the project.

Key Drivers:

= Paint to Point (FTP) Transmission Service Requests

- Interconnection of new resources along the I-5 Corridor

~ Congestion Relief

- Improved service to a major load center

~ System Reliability

Issues Being Addressed:

This project addresses the issue of meeting the FERC Open Access requirements by building the necessary
transmission focilities to accommodate new generation resources seeking occess to BPA’s transmission network.
The project also addresses the issue of increased reliability to loads in the southwest Washington and Willamette
Valley vicinity.

Discussion of Alternatives:

Other oiternatives considered, included:

~ Sub-grid reinforcements to the lower-voltage system
- New 500 kV line from a new substation in the vicinity of Costle Rock, WA to Troutdale Substation
~ New 500 KV line from a new substation in the vicinity of Costle Rock, WA to Pearl Substation

End of Reference
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14810-5

14810

This 2008 document is just one of many that show the reason for the line Is not to provide power to our area.

A map date 4/30/2012 hup//transmissionbpagov/ PlanProi/regional 1x projects mappdf confirms again
the I-5 is a NOS project.

BPA has conceded that the I-5 will not bave any effect on Cowlitz County as it will not change nor improve
power delivery. The Castle Rock substation s NOT a substation - it is a switchyard - allowing power from the
existing 500KV Napavine line to be switched to the I-5. Cowlitz County gets it power from other lines. The l-5
cannot provide any power to Cowlitz County.

The I-5 also has no direct benefit to Clark County. The topology of the grid and how the power flows from
generation 1o the local Clark County load on the grid shows that It is not possible for the [-5 to supply any
additional power. BPA claims it will reinforce an existing 115KV line belonging to Pacific Power. This is like
building an unasked for six lane freeway 1o allow access to a one lane unimproved dirt road which is
adequately serviced by Pacific Power from thelr substation and incoming transmission lines.

IFBPA Is to belleved, 80% of the power from the new I-5 will be used locally
2 project will get 1o youpdl), the problem is we have way more power than we could ever use,

The table below shows that even today BPA has more than enough power available to flow into the region to
more than adequately meet our needs for many decades. The problem arises when BPA commits to moving
more and more power under the NOS process and we the citizens of SW Washington get the line but no
benefits - only the continued misery this project has caused and will do so for many years to come.,

Powerflow 10-year 10-year Drop % ofused
Normal
Availability / Usage Summer from w/s

Winter
W->S

Maximum Available 10000 10000

Power flow into “Reglon” 8076 8300

PGE uses® 4350 3975 8% 538 /478

ClarkPUD uses* 1025 800 -22% 127 /96

Excess power today 2701 3525 " =2016

Excess power with 1-5 3701 4525 +1000MW

This table and other points below need 1o be addressed in the FEIS are how the following affect the need for
and/or the impact to the lioe to serve local loads in SW Washington and Oregon.

Page6 ol 7

1998

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

14810-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14800-6 and 14144-2.
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14810-6

14810-7

14810-8

14810

Portland General Electric (PGE) is buikding out their own system to support their customers in
Oregon. They are adding 300-550MW of gas generation at Port Westward using existing
transmission rights to move it into thelr service area, upgrading many sub grid lines and substations.
A MOU was recently signed with PGE for cooperation on the Cross Cascade Project for which PGE will
get 2900MW of transmission rights.

An EIS is underway for a Gas plant with 635MW at Troutdale.

Oregon has also committed not increasing its base load and all load growth will be managed through
conservation.

PGE has bids out for additional power. What if the selected vendor would primarily use Cascade
South instead of South of Allston,

Load growth for both ClarkPUD and PGE are lower than BPA used in the DEIS

Validate that Clark PUD will no longer be a winter peaking.

Washington revisiting renewables.

The following needs to be addressed in the FEIS to validate who real beneficiaries of this line really are if the
need is still justified:

The names of all customers that signed PTSAs with BPA from the NOS2008/09/10 that are
dependent on the -5, Megawatts requested, Point of Receipt (POR), Point of Destination (POD) and
the impact the requests would have on the South of Allston cutplane

An analysis of the power flows into and out of the area during both a 10 year summer and winter.
This to include typical/max MW flow on each of the BPA lines 115KV and higher, lines must be
identified (BPA naming convention ok) and the direction of the powerflow identified. This is to
include the PGE owned 230KV lines that make up part of the S of Allston Cutplane as BPA manages
those lines on PGE's behalf.

Revisit reinforcing the sub grid in light of what PGE is doing with their buildout. Review new
technologies that would allow for a more robust reinforcement.
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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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14811-3

14811

BPA has narrowed the transmission line altematives to four (4) general routes with options and has identified
the preferred route as Central Altemative using Option 1. This preferred route includes using the Casey Road
site as the substation location. This altemative crosses directly north of the small town of Castle Rock and
encroaches on the town's urban growth boundary arca.  Any route through this area will have high and
permancent impacts on the City of Castle Rock, the Castle Rock School District, it's citizens, and the private
properiy owners.

We request that you completely eliminate any of the current Central or Eastern Route Alternatives and their
options due 1o these high and permanent impacts. Of the four (4) general routes that were proposed, the West
Alternative would be the best option, and in BPA's own words included in the drafi EIS, "Decause the West
Altemative would occupy 98% existing right-of-way and a larger portion of existing sccess roads, it would have
the least overall impact on landowners of the action altematives.”

There is another very viable option to consider prior to determining a permanent route. Now that BPA has
chosen the Casey Road substation site, there are better options across the Cowlitz Valley, The Northeastern
route option as proposed by the "No Lines in Populated Arcas™ organization would reduce the high and
permanent impacts to communities, school districts, and individuals.

By implementing BPA's "generation redispatch” system, as summarized in BPA's draft EIS on page S-2, this
would allow between 2-6 years to evaluate the Northeastern route.

Our fumily respectiully requests BPA to re-open the scoping period to fully evaluate this Northeastern
route. In our humble opinion. we believe that City, County, and State governments, school districts, along with
citizens, private property owners, and concerned organizations would favor this Northeastem route. This new
route would completely accomplish BPA's objectives, without all the high and permanent impacts and burdens
that would be caused by any of the proposed current Central or Eastern alternatives.

Aguin, please re-open the scoping period to fully evaluate this Northeastern route.

Please acknowledge that you have received our comments regarding the Draft FIS.

! 142
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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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Corp of Engincers
Public Comments, BPA —I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

March 25, 2013
To Whom Tt May Concern;

These comments represent the position of the members of Hasli nger Properties LLC
regarding the proposed siting of the [-5 Corridor Reinforcemment Project.

Sincerely,

Kris DeSylvia
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March 25, 2013

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

i-5@bpa.gov

Dear Sir or Madam,

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

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) says in its summary that the “BPA is considering
four action alternatives . . . The ultimate action taken will depend on which alternative best
meets the project’s primary purposes: maintaining system reliability and performance, helping
BPA meet its statutory and contractual obligations, using ratepayer funds responsibly and
efficiently, and minimizing impacts to the natural and human environment (5-2).” We submit
that the alternative that best meets all four of these primary purposes is the West Alternative.

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

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

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

Since the transmission corridor has existed since the 1940’s, it has been a part
of the viewscape in the project area for nearly three generations. . .. The
greatest visual exposure to the Proposed Action along the existing electrical
transmission corridor would be from the residences located intermittently along
the corridor; the senior citizen residence/care center . .. the park. .. the
church parking lot ... and the dance hall parking lot. The visual impact from
the Proposed Action to these potential viewers is considered low to moderate
and non-significant, based on the following: the propased rebuild would occur
within an established electrical transmission line corridor that is in proximity to
these potential viewers, who thus already have decreased sensitivity to the
visual components associated with the Proposed Action. Shelton-Kitsap
Transmission Line Rebuild, Final Environmental Assessment; January 2001

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

power lines.

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

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

When properly evaluated as part of routing decisions, corridor sharing can be a
useful method in mitigating environmental, property and community impacts of

a new transmission line . , . sharing corridors with existing facilities may
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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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minimize impacts by: reducing the amount of new ROW required; concentrating
linear land uses and reducing the number of new corridors that fragment the
landscape creating an incremental, rather than a new impact. Often, the most
preferred type of corridor sharing is with an existing transmission line,
Environmental Impacts of Transmission Lines, Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin, httD://’DSCAWi.EOV/thG|ibl’afV/DUbliCaﬁOl’lS/E‘|ECtFiC/E|EthiC10-Ddf B
43

In past projects, the BPA has recognized the advantages of building new transmission lines along
existing rights-of-way. In an August 2002 draft £15 statement for the Grand Coulee-Beli 500 kv
Transmission line Project the BPA said:

When locating new transmission lines, BPA tries either to replace existing lines
or to use or parallel an existing transmission right-af-way. Adding a
transmission line on existing right-of-way next to an existing one can cause
fewer visual, land use, and ground disturbance-related impacts than a new,
totally separate line, and the need for new access roads can be kept to a
minimum by using existing access roads. Using an existing corridor also avoids
the impact of having to clear miles of new 150-foot wide right-of-way.
Following this right-of-way practice can greatly reduce costs and environmental
impacts. BPA Grand Coulee~Bel 500 kV Transmissior Line Project Draft FIS
August 2002 p. 5-9

According to the draft EIS for the I-5 Corridor Project, the Waest Alterrative crosses the highest
percentage of [and (approximately 98%) that is already subject to a power easemant (5-8). It
would “occupy about 1,097 acres of existing right-of-way and require about 127 acres of
additional new right-of-way along and adjacent to existing right-of-way” (S-11). The BPA would
need to acquire up to 401 acres of new easements for transrission line right-of-way and new
and improved roads(5-11).

For the Central Alternative, by contrast, the BPA “would need to acquire up to 2,113 acres of
new easements for transmission line right-of-way and new and improved roads (5-13). “Because
the Central Alternative would follow existing right-of-way for only 8 miles, it would need about
1,287 acres of new right-of-way for both towers and roads - the most of the action alternatives”
(5-13).
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14812-5 Please see the response to Comment 14777-5.
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Accordingly, the Central Alternative, would require approximately 10 times the amount of new
right-of-way acreage as would be necessary for the West Alternative. Furthermore, the
construction of a second power corridor would more than double the currently existing
environmental impact.

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

The Crossover Alternative would require 1,420 acres of new easements (5-16). "Because the
Crossover Alternative would follow existing right-of-way for about 33 miles, it would need about
772 acres of new right-of-way for towers and roads” (5-16).

Because the West Alternative follows existing routes and easements for most of its distance, the
need to condemn land and to negotiate for extensive new easements is not present. Also, right-
of-way clearing and access road construction has already taken place along most of the West
Alternative, Although these rights-of-way and access roads would need to be expanded and
improved, the cost to do 50 would be less than the cost to clear new rights-of-way and to
construct new access roads along a second corridor. The environmental impact of expanding
and improving existing roads would also be less than the environmental impact of constructing
new roads.

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

The EIS estimates that the Central Alternative will cost approximately $74 million dollars more
than the West Alternative. One of the BPA's four stated, and equally weighted, goals for the -5
Corridor project is the responsible and efficient use of taxpayer dollars. Despite this stated
goal, the BPA has identified the Central Alternative as the preferred route for the project. The
BPA fails to adequately explain why a route costing approximately $74 million dollars more
than the West Alternative is an efficient and responsible use of taxpayer funds.
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14812-6 Please see the response to Comment 14777-6.
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14812-7

14812-8

14812-9

14812-10

14812

In addition to being the lowest cost alternative, the West Alternative s the route that best
meets the goal of minimizing the impact on the natural and human environment because it is
the only alternative that limits the I-5 Corridor Project to an area that is already developed for
power line transmission. All other alternatives require the creation of a second power corridor
that will cause human and natural world impacts along two routes instead of one.

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

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

In its chapter on fish, the draft EIS describes the West Alternative’s potential for soil disturbance
in the same way. It says: “Transmission line clearing and road construction would cause about
B4 miles (2,285 acres) of potential soil disturbance that could contribute sediment to streams
through runoff or erosion” (19-18). However, according to the draft EIS the West Alternative
would “occupy about 1,097 acres of existing right-of-way and require about 127 acres of
additional new right-of-way along and adjacent to existing right-of-way” (S-11). Clearly the draft
EIS has failed to adequately consider that clearing has already taken place along the West
Alternative’s existing power corridor and has failed to accurately assess the potential for soil
disturbance and the impact on fish and water quality that would be caused by construction of
the West Alternative.

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

14812-12

14812

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

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

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

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

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

This deseription unfairly and inaccurately suggests that the impact on wildlife would be the
same and the potential for bird collisions would be less if the Central Alternative were chosen
instead of the West Alternative. These conclusions defy logic and common sense. If the Central
Alternative were chosen over the West Alternative then bird collisions would occur along two
power corridors instead of one. Although construction of higher transmission lines along the
West Afternative “could increase the risk of bird collisions in many areas” (4-43), the
construction of a second power corridor would double the currently existing risk of bird
collisions. Similarly, although “widening of existing right-of-way could expand axisting
fragmentation, especially in forested habitats,” construction of a second power corridor across
heavily forested land would double the currently existing impact on wildlife. It is disingenuouys
for the draft EIS to suggest otherwise.
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14812-11 Please see the response to Comment 14777-11.

14812-12 Please see the response to Comment 14777-7.
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14812-14

14812-15

14812

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

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

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

Although the BPA proposes to mitigate the risk to bird and wildlife populations by working with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Washington State Department of Fish and
Wildlife once an action alternative is determined, (18-64) those agencies should be actively
involved in the siting decision because mitigation measures cannot compensate for errors that
occur in the initial siting decision.

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

8of 11

2018

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

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

14812-17

14812-18

14812-19

14812

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

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

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

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

For these reasons, the West alternative meets the primary purpose of maintaining system
reliability and perfarmance and helping the BRA meet itg statutory and contractual obligations.

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

However, the members of Haslinger Properties LLC also oppose what is currently identified as
the preferred action alternative, Central Alternative Option 1, owing to its disproportionate
impact on our property interests. For the same reason, we also oppose the Central Altarnative
Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative.
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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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14812-19

14812-20

14812-21

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

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

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

The right-of-way that would be required for the preferred option, Central Alternative Option 1,
and for Central Alternative Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative, runs below and along the
entire length of our Northern property boundary. Because of its placement, below our northern
boundary, the proposed route strands a strip of timber producing land along our northern
border. It appears that this was done in order to lessen the impact of the transmission lines on
residential properties that are located near the Northwestern border of our property and
possibly to avoid the need to pay compensation to those landowners. However the placement
of this right-of-way has a disproportionate impact on our property,
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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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Central Alternative Option 1, Central Alternative Option 2 and the Crossover Alternative also call
for the construction of an access road across our southern tax lot. This proposed access road
splits into two roads on our Northern tax lot. These roads, especially when combined with the
14812-22 power line right-of-way and the stream ang creek restrictions imposed by Clark County, carve
our property up and significantly impair oyr ability to manage our property efficiently and
profitably for timber production. They also will promote ilegal hunting, timber theft and the
dumping of solid waste on our property.

The draft EIS says “In timber production areas, removal of land for timber use could have
permanent high impacts on some landowners, despite compensation, and where rights-of-way
could make certain timber stands inaccessible or economically infeasible to harvest (5-10 )4

Payment to us for the land taken out of timber production and rendered valueless for residential
14812-23 development cannot adequately compensate us for the impact on the value of the property that
we have held in our family for generations and for the loss of the renewable resource on that
property. It would be impossible for ys to mitigate our loss by the purchase of substitute
residential and timber production land. For these reasons, Central Alternative Options 1 and 2
and the Crossover Alternative have an unfair and disproportionate impact on us as landowners
and we oppose them.

Sincerely yours,

Kris DeSylvia
Haslinger Properties LLC

Barbara Haslinger
Haslinger Properties LLC
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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

14813-2

14813-3

14813

DR SHARON YOUNG

03/25/2013

While am grateful that, at this time, the Western Alternative is not favored, the line still should be
moved farther east than the Central Alternative, to unpopulated areas.

Regarding the EMF effects in the draft FIS on the Summary of Flectrical Fffects:

The selected year for modeling was 2019; in the initial years of operation. But what would these
amounts and effects be like in later years with max loads on the lines or any future line capacity
upgrade? On page 10, quote “The calculated electric fields on and at the edge of the right of way of the
proposed transmission line would be much higher than the levels normally encountered in residences or
offices”. Only short term effects associated with the interaction of EMF from transmission lines with
people on and near a right of way was mentioned but the summary does acknowledge possible long
term effects, How might that affect us and our children 20, 30, or more years from now?

The edge of right of way electric fields from the proposed line would be above the limits set in Montana
and New Youk, two of G states that have set limits. The State of WA does not have guidelines,

Per the summary, from the right of way edge out ta 1,000 feet on either side of the line, the West
Alternative and options would encompass a greater percentage of property zoned for residential use;
about 46% of the property along the West Alt. is zone for residential use. The overall electrical effects
would be greater along the West Alternative was the final determination.

Using the Western Alternative, the system reliability would have inherent increased risk by placing the
new line on towers immediately adjacent, or in some cases with limited right of way, replacing the
existing tower and placing all lines on a single tower.

Per the draft EIS, the West Alternative would have the moderate-to-high visual impact, the highest of
the alternative routes.

Per the draft EIS, the West Alternative would have the highest impact of right of way clearing of
wetlands, with the most amount or approximately 116 acres cleared. Fill for tower footings would
impact an additional 25 acres of forested, scrub-shrub, emergent, and aquatic beds wetlands with
mostly high impact.

Per the draft EIS, the West Alternative would have the highest impacted vegetation—forest and mature
(not production) forest and the greater number of special-species impacted and special-status plants
habitats, including the greatest acreage of biodiversity areas and corridors. It would also have a greater
risk of bird collisions and would remove or alter some WDFW priority habitats

Per the draft EIS, the West Alternative has source wells and water heads along the entire route. Plus the
line would be within the sole source aquifer and Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas Category 1and 2
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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.
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Multiple agencies: Board of Cowlitz County Commissioners, Board of Clark County Commissioners,
Senators Maria Cantwell and Patty Murray, Member of Congress Jaime Herrera Beutler, the Washington
Education Association, several state representatives, and the Vancouver City Council, among others,
have sent letters urging BPA to position the lines to impact the fewest people possible,

14813-3
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14814

March 14, 2013

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Att: BPA Administrator

Re: I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Good Morning:

My property lies immediately adjacent to BPA's current high voltage transmission
line known as the West Alternative and as such [ have a more direct first-hand
experience than most citizens of Clark and Cowlitz counties. Understanding the
current impacts to my private property and my families’ living situation as well as
14814-1 | the compounding effect additional 500 KV lines and towers would have, I strongly
support BPA's preferred Central Alternative. My support is based on my attendance
at public meetings, periodic BPA newsletters throughout the process, a careful
reading of the DEIS and associated documents, and BPS’s rationale why the Central
Alternative is their preferred alternative.

Please accept and consider my following comments within your ongoing DEIS
process:

1. The nearest consistently used structure on my property is a mere 45 feet from
the power line and my residence a mere 90 feet. | have serious concerns about
an additional 500 KV power line and attendant health risks of EMF magnetic
radiation. Despite comments by BPS staff at public meetings, the jury is still very
much out regarding such health risks, especially related to children and elderly
citizens. The sheer number of over 3000 homes subjected to these health risks
along the West Alternative is a serious cause for alarm. I come from a family that
has been impacted by cancer and fully understand the difficulty and complexity
that it presents. Prudent action must err on the side of caution based on sound

14814-2 science and where the jury is still out, no action.

2. We have already experienced the negative impact and uncertainty regarding the
value of our property as a result of this proposal. In some cases financially
stressed neighbors have lost badly needed sales based on buyers uncertainty
about how the proposal may affect their purchase. This represents a large
negative impact on high value private property and a direct loss of significant
property taxes necessary to fund essential governmental services such as
schools, fire and rescue services, law enforcement, libraries, etc. I appreciate
BPA's efforts to analyze and quantify these impacts and believe their preferred
Central Alternative offers the least negative impacts by a wide margin.

3. One of the goals of this proposal is to offer increased capability and reliability for
electric power users across the board. In today’s world of severe weather events
and possible terrorism adding an additional line right next to an existing line
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14814-1 Comment noted.

14814-2 Comments noted.
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offers nothing to enhance either reliability or capability. In reality, just the
opposite, If indeed capability and reliability are primary goals, the Central
Alternative or other routes further cast are the most prudent. As heavy power
users increasingly look to our region as favorable for locating large job creating
operations in our midst, they want and demand a common sense power system
that is both capable and reliable. The Central Alternative offers that hands down.

4. Ourarea Is well regarded for our support to maintain excellent water quality
that In turn supports our healthy lifestyles and wildlife. After careful study |
support BPA’s conclusion that the preferred Central Alternative helps minimize
impacts to wetlands and waterways and should be pursued.

5. 'The DEIS notes that cost of the Central Alternative is not the cheapest, nor the
most expensive alternative considered. When issues like property values, tax
revenues, health issues, litigation, etc., are considered it may turn out to be the

14814-2 most economical. Even (f not, any additional costs spread across the entire array
of ratepayers is certainly manageable and not dramatic.

6, 1have relatives living near a 500 KV electric line in Oregon and have observed
this line’s dramatic impact on natural quiet. The buzzing and cracking destroys
the quiet and peace that should accompany a family home and is unacceptable.
Routes further east offer the best option for minimizing impacts to families, but
the Central Alternative can offer new, common sense placement of the line to
avoid homes or at least offer broader buffering from these impacts. BPA's
preferred Central Alternative can provide Intelligent placement of the line to
avoid many of these impacts.

7. The current western power line provides a critical wildlife corridor through an
area otherwise well developed. In many respects it is the only pathway for
wildlife to travel without impacting homes, farms, parks and schools.
Constructing a major new 500 KV line next to the existing line will wipe out this
corridor and spread wildlife migration throughout the locations noted above,

‘Thank you for considering my concerns and comments.

C RN

Dennis K. Huffman

2002
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14815-1

14815-2

14815-3

14815-4

14815

LONGVIEW TIMBERLANDS LLC, ADRIAN MILLER
03/25/2013

Longview Timber, Corp

[Address]

[Phone]

[Fax]

March 25, 2013

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

Submitted Electronically

Longview Timber LLC is a significant landowner directly impacted by the proposed BPA IS Corridor
Reinforcement Project. We offer the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Chapter 1-Purpose and Need for Action

Longview Timber supports the need for expanding the power infrastructure to southwest Washington.
Given the alternatives presented, Longview Timber supports the West Alternative since it minimizes; the
financial impact to rate payers and landowners and results in fewer adverse environmental impacts.
Longview Timber recognizes that BPA's preferred option is the Central Alternative, and we will continue
to work cooperatively with BPA to minimize the impact to our ownership if the Central Alternative is
ultimately selected.

Chapter 5 - Land

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

Longview Timber would consider a cooperative agreement to control unauthorized public access or use
on private lands that could result from the project. Such an agreement would need to be expanded
beyond "immediately after” the project completion since the impacts from unauthorized access can
continue in perpetuity. Longview Timber recommends that BPA participate and provide funding for
development and implementation of a plan to control unauthorized public access. In addition to the
mitigation measures proposed to address this issue throughout the DEIS, Longview Timber recommends
that a strategy include, but not be limited to:

* Reciprocal notification of damage to public or private resources,
* Establishment of criteria for the quality of gates or other access limitations,

* Prompt replacement of gates or other barriers to unauthorized access,
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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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* Prompt mitigation of damage to public or private resources,

14815-4 | * Prompt notification of BPA or BPA contractors for the removal and location of hazard trees, and
* BPA funded or BPA on the ground security to address unauthorized access.
Chapter 6-Recreation

Longview Timber does not allow or have the following activities or facilities in the project area: boat
14815-5 launching, camping, motorized trails, parks, or recreation facilities. Longview Timber does allow non-
motorized access to our land to accommodate; sightseeing, hunting, or dispersed recreation, Access to
our lands is limited during active logging by gates and signage and during fire season by signage, press
releases, and our website and information line.

14815-6 A cooperative agreement between Longview Timber and BPA to control unauthorized public access as

described in our comments to Chapter 5 would provide the necessary mitigation to address the impact
of the project on these recreational resources.

Chapter 10-Health and Safety

Longview Timber has worked hard to create a culture of safety for our employees and our contractors.
As this project will have significant interaction between BPA, BPA Contractors and Longview Timber
employees and contractors, itis imperative that all parties work together to provide a consistent and
effective safety program,

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

14815-7 All activities associated with this project when taking place on forestland will comply with the provisions
of WAC 332-24, Forest Protection. After clearing and construction, maintenance activities associated
with the life of the project, should also comply with WAC 332-24. The key portions of these regulations
relate to ensuring that during and after construction, workers have proper wildfire suppression
equipment and also abide by the shutdown provisions for specific activities during periods of high fire
risk

BPA and BPA Contractors will abide by landowner safety policies when traveling through or working on
private lands,

Chapter 11-Socioeconomics

Many of the variables used to calculate metrics to compare the various alternatives are highly suspect
and should be revisited to reflect a broader range of market conditions. For example, Chapter 11.1.7,
references an average timber value of 5200 per mbf, a record low. Chapter 11.2.2.7 indicates a discount
rate of 4% was used to calculate the net present value, Additionally, there are many other variables used
to properly evaluate the lost production values as a result of this project. A range of values should be
used to describe a range of potential impact of lost production values on private timberlands, While this

14815-8
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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.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2037



Volume 3F

Comments and Responses

14815-8

14815-9

14815-10

14815-11

14815-12

analysis provides a relative comparison of impact between options, in no way should any information in
this analysis be used in any future appraisals, easement, or compensation discussions,

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

Timberland properties vary significantly in characteristics such as merchantable volume, species mix,
site productivity, age class distribution, terrain, location relative to markets, and other factors. Typically,
the Income Approach is used in timberland valuations in the form of a Discounted Cash Flow analysis
using future expectations of harvest volume, revenues, costs, and other assumptions.

BPA will work with landowners throughout the project to make alterations to the selected route in order
to minimize the impact to lands outside of the right of way and roads within and outside the right of

Chapter 12-Transportation

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

All new roads will be built and maintained through the entire project period to the standards established
in WAC 222-24. All existing roads, not yet to standard of WAC 222-24, that are used during construction
or anticipated to be used as access roads into the future shall be upgraded to the standard of WAC 222-
24, All existing access roads that currently meet the standard of WAC 222-24 shall be maintained to that
standard.

Specifications for road construction, reconstruction, and maintenance will be consistant with
Washington State Forest Practice Regulations and additional BMPs prescribed by the landowner. For
Longview Timber, these include, but are not limited to the following:

Road Design
* Cut and fill slopes angles should be no steeper than the angle of repose.
* Road should be wide enough to accommodate the anticipated traffic.

* Turnouts should be designed to add an additional 10 feet of width to the specified single lane road
width.

* For single lane roads, the spacing of turnouts should be specified. Spur roads should be considered as
a turnout when specifying the turnout spacing. Examples of spacing:

o Inter-visible
o Every 1,000 feet

0 Where they fit the terrain
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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

14815-14

* Roads should be in-sloped, out-sioped or crowned to provide adequate road drainage.
* Horizontal curves should be 50 feet or greater.

* Grades should fit the terrain within these standards as possible:

o Adverse-Optimum: 0% to 8%; Sustained Max: 12%; Pitch Max: 15%

o Favorable-Optimum: 0% to 10%; Sustained Max: 15%; Pitch Max: 20%

* For site-specific conditions where excavated material is unsuitable for incorporation into the road, the
material should be hauled and deposited at a stable location.

* No woody debris will be placed in the fill.
* All roads will be rocked.

* Clearing and Grubbing: Stumps and other woody material will be removed from within 2 feet of the
finished grade. No clearing slash will be buried in the fill material. Debris should be pilled on flat stable
ground, Stumps & Rocks from the clearing and grubbing are not to be piled against standing trees.

* Roads will be constructed in a manner that allows safe use by LVT in order to access adjacent stands
which have been isolated due to the route,

Road Surface
* In slope, out slope or crown the road surface to facilitate surface drainage.

 Surfacing material should vary depending on the intended use of the road, the timing of anticipated
road use and the potential impact on water quality and other resources.

o Dirt roads should be used for dry-season roads.
o Pit-run rock can be used on low traffic volume mainlines and wet-season roads.

o Pit-run or crushed rock should be used on main year-round haul roads and especially winter haul-
roads.

* Road surfaces, turnouts and shoulders should be graded and shaped to provide a suitable travel
surface and control water runoff.

* Roadside berms should be used for specific design purposes such as keeping the surface water off of
an unstable slope.

Drainage Structures
* On fish bearing streams, drainage structures should be sized to allow fish passage at all life stages.

* On non-fish bearing streams, drainage structures should be sized for the maximum design flow.
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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

* Drainage structures designed to intercept road surface and ditch water should be installed uphill from
stream crossings.

* Drainage structures should be spaced to prevent ditch and/or road surface scour.

« Ditch relief culverts installed on roads with 3% or greater road grade should be installed with the
appropriate skew.

= Catch basins for the inlet should be a minimum of 1,5 times the diameter of the culvert up to four feet.

* Outlets for culverts should discharge onto natural ground where possible with little to no drop in
elevation from the culvert to the ground to avoid a "shotgun" outlet. ® When it is not possible to
discharge a culvert onto native ground, dissipate the energy and mitigate erosion potential, The
discharge should fall onto a stable surface such as riprap, woody debris, a culvert downspout or an
erosion control mat.

* Cross drains should have adequate forest floor below the outlet to disperse road-generated sediment.

* When installing a culvert or other appropriate drainage structure on seeps, springs or streams, the
natural drainage channel should be maintained.

» Water bars, dips, grade breaks and other surface water intercepting structures should be designed and
maintained to drain onto stable slopes and not deliver runoff into streams.

* Culverts that are removed will be hauled to a centrallocation(s) designated by the landowner.
Bridges-Bridge Inspection and Inventory Program
* Bridges should be inspected at least every two years.

* Rub rails and guardrails should be designed and maintained to withstand the impact of a vehicle and
deflect it back on to the running surface.

* The running surface should be maintained to support the anticipated uses and vehicles.

* Support structures such as stringers, girders, and abutments should be inspected at regular intervals to
assure the bridge is able to support the design load.

* Bridges should have adequate height and stream clearance to pass anticipated debris during flood
events,

* Stream channels should not be constricted to cause scour.
* Stream channels should be free of stream blocking debris that would threaten the bridge structure.
Ditches

* Drainage ditches should be a minimum of one foot below the road surface elevation.
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14815-15 Please see the response to Comment 14815-11.
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* Ditches should be designed to drain water from the road to prevent standing water from saturating
the subgrade.

* Vegetation growth in the ditch line to control erosion, as long as the drainage is maintained, should be
encouraged.

* Ditch maintenance should occur early in the growing season to allow grasses and forbs to become re-
established.

* When necessary, erosion controls structures should be installed in the ditch line to catch sediment. It
is especially important to install erosion control structures where the ditch discharges directly into a
stream. Some types of erosion control structures are:

o Rock armoring

o Sediment catch ponds

o Rock weirs

o Straw Bales

o Silt fencing

Other Road Related Issues

* Roadside vegetation should be managed to maintain a safe sight distance

o Chemical vegetation control will comply with Longview Timberlands LLC's herbicide policy and will be
accomplished by licensed contractors.

o Mechanical brush cutting will follow all the safety rules for operating equipment including appropriate
safety signage.

* Critical road segments should be inspected during or shortly after a storm event.

» Slide materials from road failures should be removed and disposed of in a safe stable location away
from water.

* Unstable cut or fill slopes should be repaired as soon as possible after their discovery.
Chapter 13-Cultural Resources

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

Any inadvertent discovery plan should also require notification of the landowner if the landowner is not
BPA.
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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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14815-20

14815-21

14815-22

Chapter 14-Geology and Soils

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

See comments to Chapter 12 for recommendations to clarify road construction standards.

Temporary roads and any other areas cleared of vegetation outside of the right of way need to be
rehabilitated back to pre-operation site capacity and replanted with trees coordinated with the
landowner. BPA will be required to actively maintain reforestation activities until the trees meet the
stocking levels mutually agreed to for the site for a period of five years.

Mitigations to avoid landslide risk are well established, however, the DEIS provides no mention of
mitigation for landslides should they occur during construction or after, as a result of the project. Should
a landslide occur during or after construction, BPA will follow the specific mitigation measures provided
by a licensed geologist to stabilize the slide. BPA will be responsible to repair or compensate for the loss
of any infrastructure associated with a landslide. BPA will compensate landowners impacted by any
landslide for damages to their property that cannot be repaired, including, but not limited to the value
of timber and the underlying timberland. BPA will retain full liability for any damage to property or
personal injury resulting from a landslide associated with the project.

Chapter 15-Water and Chapter 16-Wetlands

The analysis provided in the DEIS fails to consider the fact that while the West Alternative may impact a
greater number of watercourses and wetlands, and thus carries a perception of higher impact across
many specific environmental variables, these impacts are occurring within an existing right of way that
has already been impacted. Rating a particular impact as "high" when the existing baseline is already
impacted at a "high" level does not accurately allow for an objective comparison across options, BPA
should weigh the incremental additional deterioration of a particular resource in the West Alternative
against the complete impact associated with the other alternatives.

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

See comments to Chapter 12 for recommendations to clarify road construction standards.
See comments to Chapter 5 for recommendations to control unauthorized access.
Chapter 17-Vegetation

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

Managing invasive species effectively is a process that will need to be managed well beyond the
completion of the construction phase. BPA should establish or implement an existing invasive species
management. plan that includes annual surveys and prompt treatment of invasive species for the
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14815-19

14815-20

14815-21

14815-22

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14665-40.

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.

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

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

14815-24

lifetime of the project. Due to the unique nature of a power line right, which must be kept in an early
successional stage, and the challenges in controlling unauthorized access, this level of vigilance is well
warranted. If invasive species become established in the power line right of way and colonize adjacent
private lands, BPA will be responsible for the costs of control on those private lands.

Chapter 18-Wildlife

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

If consultation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service result in the need for habitat assessments or surveys for the northern spotted owl or the
marbled murrelet, those habitat assessments and surveys should be conducted in a consistent manner
with WAC 222-16 and associated Board Manuals,

Chapter 19-Fish

Longview Timber supports the mitigation measures presented and offers the following additional
measures or expanded detail on the proposed mitigation measures:

See comments to Chapter 12 for recommendations to clarify road construction standards.

Private Forestlands in Washington State are covered by a Habitat Conservation Plan for aquatic species
and an associated Incidental Take Permit. BPA will initiate consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and/or National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration to demonstrate and document that the construction of a new transmission line,
considering appropriate environmental impact mitigation, will not adversely affect the agreement and
the commitments made in the Forest Practices HCP,

14815-25 IWe will be happy to provide any additional information regarding these comments.

Sincerely,
Adrian Miller

Manager of Policy and Sustainability
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14815-24

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 Owils, 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.

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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From: noreply@bpa gov

Sent: Monday, March 26, 2013 12:02 AM
Subject: BPA 15 Comment Submission Confirmation
Follow Up Flag: Follew up

Flag Status: Completed

Thank vou for submitting your comments on the Bonneville Power Administration’s drafi cnvironmental impact
stutement (EIS) for the I-3 Comdor Remforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the Final EIS. which is expected in 2014

A copy of your information, as submitted using our online form, is included below for your records, If you
provided your contact information and submitted a question we can answer at this time, you will receive a
response. Your contact information will also be added 1o our project mailing hist. All comments including
names will be processed and then posted on BPA's website at www bpa govigoto/i-§

Sincerely.

Bonneville Power Admimistration
Name: Bruce J Watson
Organization:

E-muail:

Phone:
Address:

Group type: Private citizen
Please ADD me to the mailing list.
C'omment:

\ttachment
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14816-2

14816

March 24, 2013

RI:  Bonneville Power Administration, I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Double-cirenit towers on wetlands and Oregon alternatives

To Whom It May Concem:

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

e ’ o

Under a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request 1o BPA asking for studies on double-circuit
towers on wetlands along its West alternative (BPA-owned existing right-of-way), we received a

response stating there were “no documents responsive (o our request.”

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

On August 18, 2011, there was a response 1o several questions from Maryam Asgharian. a BPA
contact person for this project. One question that was asked was “Has there ever been a tower
collapse or line failure along their existing easement (West alternative). Her response was “ife
have not seen a tower collapse along this line. We have seen insulators fail or be vandalized. If
this oceurs. it would likely be along one span (between two towers), rather than the whole line.

Once we are aware of an issue Iike this we can repair it within hours. "

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

Using BPA’s West alternative would save 74 million dollars by BPA's estimate. This would also
minimize the impact to the environment. Double circuiting through wetlands would result in zero
long-term net loss of wetlands. BPA's new double-circuit design reduces the perceived health

Tora

gty
—
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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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risks, as found on BPA’s web site! and in their Draft Environmental Impact Statement® (DEIS)
for the 1-5 Corridor Remforcement Project.
BPA’s new double-circuit tower design
®  Uses fewer towers: "4 per mile in some places”
*  Costs less: "saves B2 an average of 318,000 1o S270.000 per tower”
14816-2

*  Uses less right-of=way and creates less Electromagnetic ield levels: as noted on page
3-2, section 3.2. 1 Tower Types in the DEIS.

Double circuiting for the entire right-of-way would place towers on the center of the nght-of-
way instead of near the edges, which would increase the distance from homes, businesses, and

schools, would use hall as many towers and would nol require removal of as much vegetation
along the edge of the existing corridor.

For approximately ten years, the [-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project was a study of Oregon
(Pearl) and Southwest Washington (‘Troutdale) alteratives, In 2009, just davs before an
announcement went 1o the public, BPA made the decision 1o not carry the Pearl alternatives
through a full Environmental Assessment and made the decision to only study the Troutdale
alternatives. In late 2009, a FOIA request was submitted for the Agency Decision Framework
(Version 6)? discussing the prematurely dropped Pearl alternatives. From that documentation |
learned that BPA planned to not let the Pearl alternatives “go public™” for many reasons, most of
which made little sense.

14816-3 |'Two examples are the following:

1. BPA states the Pearl altematives would impact 3,100 landowners, whereas the Troutdale
altematives impacts 7.700 landowners. Since the Pearl alternatives would impacet less than half
the number of landowners, why did BPA drop 1t?

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

2 : 0, - -
2

3 http;//abetterway4bpa ora/index. php?
option=com docman&ask=cat view&gid=92&Itemid=77
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14816-3 Please see the response to Comment 14596-3.
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14816-4

14816-5

14816-6

14818

2. BPA states concerns regarding a new river crossing at the Columbia River in Longview.

“requuring very tall towers up to 430 feer tall. " This should not be a concern because the existing

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

“All Pearl routing alternatives would need to go through some residential areas,” “would go
through managed timber lands,” "“would go near or through established wildlife areas and near
or on private airstrips.”

However. in the decision to only study the Troutdale alternative BPA stated that “7he Pearl
alternatives do nol offer a route on existing right of way, whereas the Troutdale plan does.

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

environment.

BPA wrote “a new line in either corridor (Pearl or Troutdale) would fully meet our electrical
needs,” and “proposing and thoroughly analyzing up to 88 segiments (Pearl alternative and
Troutdale alternative) will send a clear message that we considered all possible routes and have
selected the very best alternative. " T believe this is exactly what BPA should have done.

'The current Drafl Environmental Impact Statement is Tawed without a full range of alternatives
included. To provide a full range of reasonable alternatives, BPA should perform a complete
environmental review and analysis of the Pearl alternatives and double-circuit towers on

wetlands along the West alternative.

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

I am asking that you work with me to ensure all alternatives. including double circuit towers and
Pearl alternatives are given a complete and thorough analysis, both quantitatively and
qualitatively by bringing these issues to light and commenting to Bonneville Power

3of4
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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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14017
Sirs, | respectfully request BPA to reopen the scoping process due to the severe impact the
preferred route will have on the residents in the Castle Rock area and in the

southwest Cowlitz County region. There are more and better options with less impact to the land
ownaers, public schools, residents and the environment than in the

preferred proposed route for the S00-kilovolt high voltage power line route chosen by the Bonneville
Power Administration

| am opposed to the preferred alternate route for the reasons following;

a. Declined property values

b Increased tax rates

c. Health concerns, risks, hazards associated with the
electromagnetic energy given off the power transmission
and the use of the herbicides to maintain the Right of Way.

d. Environmental implications, ie., loss of pollenators due
to the future ongoing maintenance of the powerline
right-of-way

e The preferred route runs through the Castle Rock growth
area, on both sides of the Cowlitz River leaving the associated
properties worth much less.

f. the "Route" also runs through other "higher, better use lands”
causing diminished value

Please reopen the scoping process for the good of the residents and taxpayers of Cowlitz County
and
Castle Rock.

1 Tuf2
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14817-1

14817-2

14817-3

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14817-1.
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From: noreply @bpa.gov
Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2013327 PM
Subject: 14818 BPA 15 Comment Submission Confirmation

Thank vou for submitting vour comments on the Donneville Power Administration’s draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the [-5 Cormdor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitied between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to i the final EIS, which 1s expected mn 2014,

A copy of vour information, as submitted uxing our online form, ix included below for your records. I you
provided your contact information and submitted a question we can answer at this time, you will receive a
response, Your contuct mformmbion will also be added 1o our project mailing list. All comments meledmg

nameg will be processed and then posted on BPPA™s website at www AV 28] (A L)

Sincerely,
Ronneville Power Adnunistration

Name: John A Malls
Organization: Mills Fanalv LLC
E mail:

Phone:

Address:

Group type: Dusiness
Please ADD me to the mailing list.

Comment:

Summary: Opposed 1o West Altemative: Washington Supreme Court’s recent ruling in Clark County v. W
Wash. Growth Mgmt. Hearings Review Bd. (85989-2, 3/21/2013) reconfinms validity of Urban Growth Arcas
under the state Growth Management Act (GMA. RCW 36.70A.110). DEIS fails to acknow ledge sociveconomie

14818-1 impacts of project on adopted comprehensive plans, capital facility plans and zoning (especially finure
residential development) as projected in Growth Management Plims adopted in 2007 by Clark Coumy and i1s
citics.

|
1e03
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14818-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14513

MILLS FAMILY LLC

Submitted: Sunday, March 24, 2013
RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 1-5 Reinforcement Project (BPA)

Summary: Opposed to West Alternative; Washington Supreme Court's recent ruling in Clark
County v. W. Wash, Growth Mgmt Hearings Review Bd. (85989-2, 3/21/2013) reconfinms
valicdity of Urban Growth Areas under the state Growth Management Act (GMA, RCW
36.70A.110) DEIS fails to acknowledge socioeconomic impacts on adopted comprehensive
plans, capital plans and zening (especially future residential development) as projected in
Growth Management Plans adopted in 2007 by Clark County and ils cilies.

The Washington Supreme Court’s unanimous ruling last week in Clark County v. W, Wash. Growth
Mymit, Hearings Review Bd. (85989-2, 3/21/2013) reconfirms the legality of Urban Growth Areas
under the state Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.110, within study area.

BPA's DEIS {I-5 Reinfarcement Project) is incomplete due ta its reliance on current land uses for its
analysis of land-use and socioeconomic impacts, in particular issues under "Consistency with State
Substantive Standards" (Ch. 28) and "Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements” (Ch, 27).
The EIS will be out of compliance with the state GMA without analysis of population and
employment forecasts in the affected Urban Growth Areas (UGAs). It must address current plan
and zoning designations within 500 feet of the 500 kV power lines (especially future residential
units) as projected in the Growth Management Plans adopted in 2007 by Clark County and its cities
= not simply current land uses. Failure to do so would be like BPA planning tor future power needs
and impacts on the region based entirely on present-day electrical demand.

The West Alternative land Options) crosses the most land of any alternative, causing the most
canflicts with GMA, and disruption to planned and zoned land uses, It removes an additional 401
acres for new easement acquired for right-ofaway and new or improved roads. Roughly two-thirds of
this new easement is inside Urban Growth Areas and/or city limits,

The West Alternative does not anticipate the cities' legal, revenue, or facility plan impacts because
they no longer provide adequate land for housing growth to meet the state's 20-year torecast.

Clark County and its cities must ensure that their comprehensive plans and zoning provide sufficient
capacity of land suitable for development within their jurisdictions to accommodate their allocated
housing and employment growth (RCW 36.70A.115), as adapted in the applicable countywide
planning policies and consistent with the twenty-year population forecast from the state office of
financial management.

In conclusion, the Mills Family LLC endorses BPA's decision o select a preferred route for the |-5
Reinforcement Corridor other than the West Alternative  steering clear of Segment 50, which cuts
in hali a 512- acre jobs<reation and housing area annexed into the City of Camas in 2008 named
the North Urban Growth Area (NUGA), and recently validated by the state Supreme Court.

Sincerely,

Mills Family LLC
Camas, Washington Michael Pittock Mills, President John A Mills, Vice-President

Page20!3

2064

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

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.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2065



Volume 3F Comments and Responses

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE, FEIS ua1s
2]
2 R TN e Map overlzy shows extent that West Ahemative
1 Urban modiemn denity residential L0 Urban reserve REEXTF :
15 withm Urbsan Growth Ares and'or ety Imuls
B Urban tigh dennty residential 72 Wndwtrial urban tewnve overtiy
B Mid me 7 Urhan reserve overlay
W Mixed wselredderrial-Burle Ground T3 Natural resource exime
E Mised sscrempboyment-Batie Ground 53 Thinee croeks plassming and developmient overlay
B Cumpus employmen Bale Grousd. ™ Previoss UGA boundary
W Comeeretal N 200 adepled UGA bessabary
B Einphoyment comer / Botineu park
B toderial

DA Mg\
N

Nt W

WOLHan)

7 ;
oy
Q R
-
N
~

oL rrind
Alternats

G5

L
: 5
‘\,
\J W,
.\\
0 5
\
.

2066 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

This page intentionally left blank.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2067



Volume 3F Comments and Responses
14818
From: noreply@opa gov
Sent: Sunday, Maroh 24 2013 249 PM
Subject: 14519 BPA 15 Comment Submission Canfirmation
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Thank vou for subnutting your comments on the Bonneville Power Admimstration’s drafl envirommental impact
statement (EIS) for the -3 Corridor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the fimal EIS, swhich is expected in 2014,
A copy of your mnformation. as submitted using our online form. s included below for vour records, If you
provided vour contact information and submitted 4 question we can answer at this time, vou will receive a
response. Your contact information will also be added to our project mailing list. All comments including
names will be processed and then posted on BPA's website al woww . bpa gov goto 1-5
Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration
Name: Julie K Ainsworth-Taylor
Organization: Bricklm & Newman LLP
F-mail:
Phone:
Address:
Group type: Specinl interest group
Please ADD me to the malling list.
Comment:
Bonneville Power Adminstration: On behalf of A Better Way for BPA. a coalition of rural propenty owners in
Cowlitz wd Clark Counties, [ submit the attached comments in regards to the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement
14819-1 Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2012, The attach comments relate 1o the impact
of the project on wetlands and includes an analysis by Professional Wetland Scientist and Certified Ecologist
Joseph D Leyda. 1 you should have any problems m opening this attachment or questions about its content,
please do not hesitate W contact me.
Auachnment
:
10018
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14819-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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B"-cklin & Seattle Office: Spokana Office: Contact:
ewman

Reply to: Scattle Office

March 24, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
PO Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

Email: I-5@hpa.gov

RE:  Comments on the November 2012 Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the I-5 Corridor Reinforeement Projeet - Wetlands

Bonneville Power Administration:

1 write on behalf of A Better Way for BPA and its members to provide comments on the Draft
Environment Impact Statement for the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project (DEIS) in regard to
wetland impacts. Thank you providing the opportunity for the members of the community
impacted by this proposed project to comment.

A Better Way for BPA is a coalition of rural property owners in Cowlitz County and Clark
14819-2 County working tlogether to address concerns over the construction of the Bonneville Power
Administration’s (BPA) proposed [-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project in southwest Washington,
A Better Way for BPA is concerned about the impacts - economical, environmental, and
aesthetical - that this proposed transmission line will have in their communities. A Better Way
for BPA believes that a thorough evaluation must be conducted in regards to wetlands that will
be encountered alone the routes of eetion alternatives so that BPA will ensure the maintenance of
a healthy and diverse environment in the southwestern Washington communities of A Better
Way for BPA's members.

WETLANDS

Wetlands provide a variety of functions within the ecosystem including, but not limited to,
groundwater recharge, water filtrution, wildlife habitat, and flood control.”  BPA should be no
stranger to public and govemmental concern over wetlands as the adverse impact of this project
on wetlands has been raised throughout the public comment period. January 2010 Scoping
Summary at 38; April 2011 Supplemental Comment Report at 32; March 2012 Supplemental
comment Report at 30,

14819-3

' Washington Staic Department of Ecology: hitp://www.cey.wa, gov/progrims/sea/wetlands/index, himl
Oregon Stato Lands - Wetlands Program: jitp://www.oregon.gov/dsiWETLAND/Pages/abost_us.aspx
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: huip://water.epa govitype/wetlands/index.cfm

Page 2af 16
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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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148189
Bonneville Power Administration — I-5 Corridor Reinforeement Project
March 24, 2013
Page 2

Given the significance of this issue, A Better Way for BPA retained the services of Joseph D,
Leyda, a Professional Wetland Scientist and Certified Ecologist, to review the DEIS in regards to
the disclosure and discussion of impacts to these valuable resources. Mr, Leyda's comments are
attached to this comment letter and incorporated by reference.

Mr. Leyda's observation that the wetland delineations were done remotely” and the evaluation of
weltland functions was based entirely on existing information sources and not field assessments
musl be given emphasis. Levda Comments, Section 1; DEIS, Appendix I. at 7. According to the
DEIS, wetland acreage will be permancntly lost as these valuable resources are filled to
accommodate transmission towers, access roads, and substations. DEIS, Chapter 16, Table 16-
/. Wetlands will be transformed as vegetation is cleared, threatening the ability of the wetlands
to continue to properly function and survive. fd. Yet, as Mr. Leyda noted in his comments,
BPA’'s superficial analysis in regards to wetlands is flawed and inadequate due to the fact that no
on-site, individualized assessment has been made in regards to either the delineation of impacted
wetlands or to the true functional classification of impacted wetlands along any of the routes for
the proposed transmission line. Leyda Comments at 3. Even the DEIS acknowledges the
inability to accurately address wetland impacts, stating that impacts could be low-to-high
depending on wetland quality. See, e.g. DEIS at 16-16, 16-17.

Pursuant to NEPA's regulations, 40 CFR 1502.22, if information is essential to a reasoned
choice among alternatives and, the overall costs of obtaining it is not exorbitant; BPA must
include the information within the EIS. Given the recognized importance of wetlands within the
ecosystem, specific information related to the actual size and function of wetlands in the project
area is essential to making e reasoned choice among the action alternatives BPA has proposed
for this project. BPA gives no rationale why on-site analysis was not performed, nor that the
cost of sceuring it would be exorbitant, or that it 18 not cssential information as required by 40
CFR 1502.22.

BPA cannot attempt to cure this deficiency by relying on post-decision delineations and
functional classifications conducted as the transmission line is constructed.  NEPA requires
BPA to consider the environmental consequences of its actions before any decision is made with
respect to those actions, Thus, the primary purpose of NEPA is to ensure that an agency, in
reaching its decision will have available to it, and carefully consider, detailed information
concerning impacts to the environment so that it can maoke a reasoned, informed decision,
Winters v. Natural Resource Defense Council, 555 US 7, 129 S.Ct. 365, 376 (2008) (citing
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Coalition, 490 US 332, 109 S.Ct. 1835 (1989)). BPA’s
failure to appropriately delincate and classify wetlands will result in a substantial lack of
information about the prospective environmental harm and potential mitigation measures.

Therefore, as stuted in Mr. Leyda's DEIS Comment Letter, BPA must conduct on-site
delineation and functional classifications of wetlands within all of the proposed corridors
for the action alternatives. This information is essential to understanding the impacts to these
vital components of the environment — both due to permanent loss and significant modification -

? With the exception of six “tost” sites, with four delincated “on the ground”; the other two had been previously
delineated, Draft FIS Appendix L at 2,
Page 3of 16
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14319
Bonneville Power Administration — -5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

March 24, 2013
Page 3

and will allow the decision-maker and the public to be fully informed prior to making a final
14819-3 | determination on the routing alternative.  BPA must proceed o prepare a Supplemental DEIS to
ensure that this critical information is fully disclosed and fully analyzed.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,
BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP
o
- 14;61,—\_‘.
/ Dvid A. Bricklin

«_Aulic K. Ainsworth-Taylor
Attorneys for A Better Way for BPA

Enclosure

ce: Client

Fage 40! 16
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| FYDA CONSILII TING. INC.

February 27, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
1-5 Comidor Reinforcement Project
P.O. Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

RE: A Better Way for BPA Comments on Ecological Impacts and Methods
BPA 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

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

This memorandum provides comments for the citizen group A Better Way for BPA (P.O.
Box 704 Amboy, WA 98601) on the Bonneville Power Administration’s -5 Corridor
Reinforcement Project Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement (DEIS) (November 2012). In
Ipreparation for these comments, Leyda Consulting, Inc. (LCI) reviewed portions of the DEIS,
including Appendix C (Photomap Book), Chapter 16 (Wetlsnds), Chapter 17 (Vegetation),
Appendix L, and other sections and documents as cited.

1. Wetland Determination Methodology

BPA used a GIS analysis (aerial imagery interpretation, databases [Herrera 2010/2012],
NAIP 2009 imagery, LIDAR 2011 imagery, USFWS 2010 National Wetland Inventory, NRCS
2009 hydric soils, USGS 1995 Topography, and WDNR 2006 hydrography) to identify the
wetlands in the project areas, and except for a few locations, did not conduct on-site wetland
delincations (DEIS, p. 16-1). Wetland delineation is the process of identifying and marking a
14819-4 wetland-upland boundary (putting a line around a wetland). Woetland delineation is
accomplished by making multiple wetlund determinations at different points along transeets, and
Imarking the place in the landscape between a positive determination (in a wetland) and a
negative determination (in an upland). The wetland-upland determinations are usnally within a
few feet of cach other, and data is recorded at those locations to prove the wetland’s boundary.
‘Thus, wetland delineations depend on the resolution and accuracy of multiple wetland
determinations, The 1987 Delineation Manual (the current manual with regional supplements
tor state and federal projects) does have a procedure for routine wetland determinations without
visiting the site (Part 1V, Section D, Subsection 1). However, the use of this level of wetland
determination is limited by the suofficiency of the information available to make the
determination (Part IV, Section C, Paragraph 57).

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

Pagalof8
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14819-4 Please see the response to Comment 14753-1.
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BPA I-5 CORRIDOR REINFORCEMENT PROJECT - ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS AND METHODS

below). For example, the edge of a marsh with a distinet, uniform vegetation pattern, well-
described topography, and known water clevations would be a good area to use this method. The
complexity of the BPA routes largely precludes the use of this method because of the variability
of the conditions along the routes.

Wetland determinztion (and hence delineation) depends on the presence of the three
parameters of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology under normal
circumstances. BPA's wetland determination by GIS does not provide the means to accurately
determine the presence of these three parameters. The 1987 manual states,

YSTEP 2 - Determine whether hydrophytic vegetation is present. Examine the
vegetation data and list on DATA FORM | the dominant plant species found in
cach vegetation layer of each community type. NOTE: A separate DATA FORM
1 will be required for each community type. Record the indicator status for each
dominant species (Appendix C, Section | or 2). When more than 50 percent of the
dominant species in & plant communily have an indicator status of OBL, FACW,
and/or FAC, hydrophytic vegetation is present, If one or more plant communities
comprise hydrophytic vegetation, PROCEED TO STEP 3. If none of the plant
communitics comprise hydrophytic vegetation, none of the area is a wetlund.
Complete the vegetation section for each DATA FORM 1" (Part IV, Section D,
Subsection 1, Paragraph 62).

The vegetation cannot be identified from the offsite sources to reliably classify it as
hydrophytic, because the GIS analysis cannot identify plants to the species level (o determine the
wetland indicator status (FAC-OBL).

The wetland hydrology parameter cannot be determined for the entire project area, because
portions in the developed arcas have been hydrologically altered, because the vegetation cannot
be classified over the entire project area, and because there is no “documented cvidence that the
arca is periodically inundated or has saturated soils” (Part IV, Section D, Subsection 1,
Paragraph 62, Step 3). Therefore, the hydrology cannot be described over the entire project area,
s0 the weland hydrology parameter cannot be determined as present or absent.

The presence of hydric soil cannot be determined for the entire project area, because the BPA
determination method relied on mapped soil types. The 1987 manual states, “If all community
types have hydric soils, the entire project area has hydric soils. (CAUTION: If the soil series
description makes reference lo inclusions of other soil types, data must be field verified). Any
portion of the area that lacks hydric soils is a nonwetland” (Part [V, Section D, Subsection 1,
Paragraph 62, Step 5). The BPA project area crossos many different soil types, and there are
likely many units with inclusions. Therefore, all soils in the BPA project area must be field-
verified to determine hydric status if inclusions are present in the soil descriptions.

In addition to the deviations from the 1987 manual, the GIS-based wetland determination
method is extremely limited in the ability to locate wetland hillside seeps in the forest. These
wetlands occur frequently in the foothills, and result from groundwater daylighting on the side of
a slope which produces saturated soils. In LCT's experience, these wetlands are seldom mapped

Page20f8
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by wetland inventories, and may be found in arcas where the soils are mapped as non-hydric.
They are important habitat features, and may increase the number of wetlands along the more
mountainous rontes in the foothills. It is also not likely that the GIS analysis located small,
isolated, vernal pool wetlands, which may be less than one foot deep. These wetlands also occur
in the forest where remote sensing is more difficult.

Conclusions: the BPA wetland determination by GIS is flawed, and does not meet the
requirements of the 1987 Manual for Section D, Subscetion 1 — Onsite Inspection Unnecessary.
LCI recommends that BPA field-delineate and survey all wetlands in the proposed project area to
determine the truc arca of wetland fill during the planning process. This is typical for
development in Washington. In LCI's experience, the Corps of Engineers (COE) and
Washington Department of Lcology (WDOL) both require that complete wetland delineations be
performed on the entire project arca for residential, commercial, and industrial projects. The size
of the project should not eclipse the need for proper wetland determination and delineation
during the EIS process, and BPA should be held to the same standards as private developers to
protect environmental resources. To maintain these standards, BPA should survey every mile of
its proposed routes to determine if a wetland actually exists in the potential project area so that
the decision-muker truly knows the extent of wetland impacts by alternative. This would ensure,
regardless of the project size, that the need for adequate data and analysis is met.

1l. Wetland Rating Methodology
14819-4

The DEIS used a “modified version of the Washington State Department of Ecology's rating
system as a foundation™ for qualitatively rating the wetlands in the project area (p. 16-3). The
DEIS-modified version relies on a Geographic Information System (GIS) automatic scoring, a
manual scoring, and omission of some questions. No site visits were performed on the majority
of the wetlands that were rated: “Several questions could not be answered without visiting the
wetland and were not included on the modified rating form developed for this project”
(Appendix L., p. 8; DEIS, p. 16-3).

This is problematic for several reasons. At least one of the questions that were answered
automatically, Question D.1.2, should be evaluated in the ficld. The NRCS soil descriptions for
a typical profile can vary substantially from the actual profile, especially with regard to texture.
This question is worth four points, which heavily weights the scores. Basing the answer on
published soil types, which may contain inclusions of other soils and textures, is inaccurate.
Most soil type descriptions do contain inclusions and a frequency of occurrence within the main
unit.

The BPA-maodified wetland rating system is not the same as the actual Washington State
Wellund Rating System — it is something else. The actual rating system is based on research,
testing, and statistical analysis; thc BPA modified system is not.  Therefore, all the BPA-
generaled rating scores should not be correlated or considered as real wetland rating scores. The
BPA scores give a skewed comparison between wetlands compared to the full Washington State
Wetland Rating System and is of questionable value in the decision making process.

Poge 30f 8
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The Washmgmn Wetland Rating System “should be used only on vegetated wetlands as
defined using the delineation pmucdures in WAC 173-22-80."" The delineation procedures in
WAC 173-22-80 have been repealed.” and replaced with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987
Delineation Manual® and Regional Supplements.”

The wetland boundaries were established by GIS analysis and not by field delineation (DEIS,
p. 16-1), except for the Sundial, Casey Road, and Baxter Road substation sites, which were
delineated.  Since the GIS-based wetland determinations do not meet the standurds of the 1987
manual (see supra Section 1. Wetland Determination Methodology), the wetland rating scores
are similarly invalid. Because the wetlands were not delineated, the Washington State Wetland
Rating system cannot be used, according to the text of the rating system guidebook.

Field visits are required to rate wetlands under the Washington State Wetland Rating System.
In fact, multiple site visits may be required. The rating system manual states, “Larger sites with
dense brush may involve strenuous cffort,.. In some cases, however, it may be necessary to visit
the wetland more than once. Some of the questions cannot be answered if the ground is covered
with snow or the surface water is trozen. If this is the case at the time a wetland is being rated, it
may be necessary to revisit the site later” (p. 11-12). Since no field visits were conducted, the
wetland rating scores are not accurate, and should be discarded.

Conclusions: The wetland rating scores performed by BPA are invalid becavse they are not
based on wetland delineations required by the wetland rating manual and because the rating
methodology was modified. While it may be easier and cheaper to use less accurate methods to
14819-4 Jdctermine wetland ratings, these less accurate methods obscure the truth and creale a false basis
for environmental decision making. LCI recommends that the real Washington State Wetland
Rating System be used for BPA's proposed project, based on ficld observations and delincations,
und that complete functional assessments be conducted to illuminate the actual impacts from the
proposed roules.

! Hruby, T. 2004, Washington Stale weiland rating ws!cm for western Washington — Revised, Washington State
Department of Ecology Publication # 04-06-025. Page
? Repealed by WSR 11-05-064 (Order 10-07), filed 2/1 llll cffective 3/14/11, Announced online by WDOE at
hup fiwww.ecy. wa.goviprograms/sea‘wetlsnds/delineation. html

Y Environmental Lubotatory, Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Wetlands Research Program
Technical Report Y-87-1 (on-line edition). 1987,
*U.5. Army Corps of Engincers. 2010. Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0), ed. 1. S. Wakeley, R. W. Lichvar, and C. V.
Noble. ERDC/EL TR-10-3, Vicksburg, MS: U.S, Army Engineer Rescarch and Development Center,
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IHI. Further Concerns

1. The nced for widespread construction of access roads increases the ecological impacts.
The existing power lines currently have access. This suggests that if the proposed power
lines were located close to the existing lines, then few or no new access impacts would be

14819-5 required, since the existing access routes could be used. However, if some new access

roads were needed along the existing routes for the additional lines, then any new roads

constructed there would be twice as useful, because they would service both sets of
power lines. New road construction on any of the proposed routes should be limited to
upland arcas of minimal habitat value.

2. A more accurate ecological study should be performed on the proposed routes, including
the Oregon route (the “Pearl Route™) that is not considered here. Avoiding
environmental impacts should take priority over ease of permitting the project. It may be
that the Pearl Route produces fewer ecological impacts than the eastern route through the
foothills. All the proposed routes involve crossing the Columbia River. If the Columbia
River crossing location along the Pearl Route is a monotypic stand of reed canarygrass
(Phalaris arundinacea), it may constitute less of an impact than through the pristine
forest of the foothills, which may have higher ccological diversity.

3. The clustering of the proposed power lines alongside of existing power lines will
concentrate the environmental impacts and avoid sprawling landscape-scale impacts.
The existing power lines have already created negative environmental consequences.
While any new power lines will result in new impacts, this is a case where cumulative
impacts will likely be less if the project is located closer to existing disturbed areas.
Routing the power lines through the more pristine foothills would create sprawling
impacts closer to more wild areas to the east, as opposed to using the existing routes that

14819-6 are closer to developed (and more disturbed) arcas. On a landscape scale, these impacts
have already been sustained along the existing power line routes. For example, the new
power lines will likely result in creating areas dominated by exotic or invasive plants
such as Himalayan blackberry and reed canarygrass, which are present in places along the
existing routes. Introducing those plants to the more pristine foothills would create a
sprawling invasive effect, whereas locating them near currently infested areas along the
existing routes would not. An analogy to this reasoning is found in civil planning at the
state level. The Washington Growth Management Act requires concentrating population
growth in citics in order to preserve the rural character of the countryside and prevent
sprawl. By similarly concentrating impacls, more wild areas can be spared pernanent
alteration to maintain their ecological integrity.

4. The analysis of vegetation clearing in the wetlands and riparian areas appears to be
contradictory. "Most cleared forested wetland would be converted to low-growing scrub-
scrub wetland. ..a high impact would occur because habitat would be removed and
hydrology could be altered.." (16.2.4 West Alternative) However, 19.2.4 (West
Alternative) states, "Overall, there would be little decrease in the malure vegetation
cover..." "..Jong-term changes in watershed conditions and functions would be minor..."

Page50f 8
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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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Also, 1624 (West Alternative) states, "Vegetation removal in scrub-shrub wetlands...
would occur causing a high impact." As opposed to 19.2.4 (West Alternative), which
says, "the West Alternative... crosses floodplains that are already greatly affected by
cxisting agricultural and residential uses that have caused widespread clearing, road
construction, ditching, filling, and grading. "Because of the existing degree of
impairment and disconnection of floodplains crossed by this alternative, impacts...would
be low."
14819-6 y ’ diisay ’
Although one chapter describes wetlands and the other describes riparian arcas, it should
be noted that riparian arcas do contain wetlands. These wetlands are most often in the
Riverine hydrogeomorphic classification, and they are often overlooked when the focus is
on the streams themselves. Riverine wetlands are wetlands that occur between the
ordinary high water mark of the stream and the uplands, and their hydrology is fed by the
water body during flood stages. These Riverine wetlands would be identified if the
proposed project routes were delineated. The final EIS should address this apparent
contradiction of impacts in riparian vs. wetland areas.

Page6of 8
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BPA |-5 CORRIDOR REINFORCEMENT PROJECT - ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS AND METHODS

1V. Context and Intensity of the Impacts

The context of the ecological impacts is multi-leveled. Local impacts to wetlands, plant
14819-7 Jcommunities, and habitat will be continual, Regional impacts at the county level will be
persistent because of the length of the routes, and at the ecosystem level because of invasive
plant colonization, long-term mowing and maintenance of the power lines, habitat fragmentation,
and potential changes to ecological diversity.

Another context exists that has not been discussed, and anses from the permitting process
itself, Large projects such as this one are expensive, and difficult for agencies to review in
detail. Because of the limited resolution of the permitting process for any given project, larger
projects are allowed to use qualitative methods of analysis rather than quantitative methods that
arc required on smaller projects. The context of the larger project vs, the smaller project, such as
construction of a subdivision, limits the value of the ecological information and hampers the
decision-making process.

The looser requirements during the planning phase for larger projects result in a higher
potential for more intense impacts. For example, a developer seeking to construct a 30-acre
subdivision that involves wetland fill is required to submit a ficld-based wetland delineation (not
i GIS-based delineation) that will be inspected by one or more agencies before the wetland fill is
anthorized. The purpose is so that the agencics can see all the wetlands on a property, and force
the developer to move ronds, avoid high quality wetlands, locate stormwater ponds
appropriately, and so on. Partial delineations arc not accepted, and in LCI’s experience, wetland
fill applications that do not include a quantitative on-site wetland delineation of the whole project
14819-g [ A repected

When agencics allow non-gquantitative studics for planning larger projects, such as the
inaccurate wetland rating scoring and remote sensing for wetland delineation in this BPA project,
there is @ much greater potential for ccological harm and higher intensity of ccological impacts.
Ironically, the larger the project, the greater the risk of harm and yet BPA finds it acceptable o
base its decision on less information in this context. BPA's analysis should be based on at least
as much, if not more, information than agencies use when evalvating the impacts of projects with
much smaller impacts,

By accepting the non-quantitative methods during the alternatives analysis phase, the
agencies' ability to properly protect the resources is severely compromised, For the case of the
wetlands impacted, this permitting problem can allow a net loss of wetland function, Officials
on the federal and state level acknowledge the problems, such as Mike Rylko of the US
Environmental Protection Agency: " ‘No net loss? | think we stopped measuring it about as
guickly as it became @ policy. I don't think we ever got good at it," Rylko said. ‘IU's casy to say
and easy to mean but really hard to do, especially when we are adding a lot of pcoplc every year.

... We aren't getting anything near what we are losing, and the pace is accelerating,” *

* Welch, Crmg and Lynda V. Mapes, “Snvmg WCllu.nd.‘i u Broken Promise.” The beanle Times, Muy 12, 2008.
Accessed onlinc on 02/23/13 at hutp://se 40751 §
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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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According to a WDOE wetland scientist speaking about the wetland regulatory process, “We
are kidding ourselves; the emperor has no clothes,” said Thomas Hruby, a senior ecologist at the
Ecology Department. "Everybody says it, and it's been going on for at lcast 20 years. We are
deluding ourselves, hoping there is a silver bullet out there that will allow us to have our growth
and not have the impacts. It's a state of denial."®

Another WDOE wetland scientist said, * *A lot of us ... have felt badly over the years that we
are misleading the people and fooling ourselves that we are doing OK, that we arc getting
replacement and protecting the mnsl important places,” said Andy McMillan, a wetlands
manager at the Ecology Depanmcnl
14819-8

The context of the potential impacts is broad, and the intensity of the impacts can be severe
because of the permitting allowances for inaccurate ecological studies on large projects. Given
the acknowledgement of federal and state wetland regulators that the regulatory system is
“broken” and impacts are frequently un-mitigated, LCI recommends that fully quantitative
ecological procedures should be required by agencies for large projects, such as this BPA
proposal. BPA should conduct ficld delineations of all the wetlands for all of the proposed route
alternatives. Complete wetland and ecological functional assessments should be performed to
determine the potential impacts of cach route. Impacts should be concentrated near cxisting
developed areas to preserve ecological functions on a landscape scale and prevent sprawling
impacts closer to wild lands with a higher intrinsic ecological value.

Sincerely,
Leyda Consulting, Inc.

phip—

Joseph D. Leyda, MA
Professional Wetland Scientist
Certified Ecologist

 Welch, Craig and Lynda V. Mapes, “Saving Wetlands: a Broken Promise.” The Seattle Times. \vlny 12, 2008,
Accessed online on 02/23/13 at htp://scattletimes.com/huml/localnew
7 Welch, Craig and Lynda V. Mapes. “Saving Wetlands: & Broken Promise.” The Seattle Times. May 12, 2008,

Accessed online on 02/23/13 at hitp://seattietimes convhiml/localnews/2004407515_growth_wetlands 1 Sml himl.
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Today, the Ecology Department stil doesnt have an empioyes assigned o look for legally filed
watlands. It was only last July that the department got money 1o check mitigation sites for permit
compliance.

On the locat kevel, govemments usually require devolopers 5 post monotary boncs 1o ensure they will
plete mitigation proj But local por ts carely follow up and call developers o account,

Lisa Brandt, King Caunty's ony wethnds-compliance officer, sald the county has xopt ihe bonds only
theoa Smes — out of about 400 ecant projects that she can recall. And In Snohomish County, Tom Rowe,
a with the pli g and development dep couldn't recall & single instance.

"It got 1o & point where the regulations were a bit of 8 oke," agreed Snohomish County Counciman Dave
Sommers.

“if you don’t enforce them, and evarybody knows it whats e point?™

Change on the way?

Snoly County biclogis's started inspecting again lost fall, The Corps of Enginoors says it
has hired more people for its reguintory program and Is issuing new nides 1o beel up wetland profection
and permit compliance.

State Ecclogy Director Manning says he wants & regicriwide wetiand-resicration program that would
recapture some of what's been /ost. Protection and restoration of estuarine wedands, critical 1o the heaith
of Puget Scund, is bringing back some of the 70 percent of salt hes destroyed by de

Manning also piches mitigation barks, in which developers buy credits for large-scale restorations
performad by peofessiona’s o tona’it entire walersheds — rather than the piecamenl mitigation projecss
done by developers.

"We've not shown yot, histordcally, that we can deal with tho doath-Dy-a-thousand-cuts problem.” he said.

5ut Manning said he belleves public opinion ls nally on his side.
“This is the best envirorment for the envircnment in this state sincs ihe 19708, ho said.
Lyndo V. Mapos: 206-464-2736 or Imapes@assaifietimes com
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From: noreply @bpa. gov

Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2013 406 PM
Subject: B8PA 15 Comment Suomission Confirmation
Follow Up Flag: Foliow up

Flag Status: Flagged

‘Thank you for submitting vour comments on the Bonneville Power Administration’s draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the 1-3 Comdor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the final EIS. which is expected i 2014,

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

Smcerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Julie K Ainsworth-Taylor
Organization: Bricklin & Newman
E-mail:

Phone:

Address:

Group type: Special iterest group
Please ADD me to the mailing list,

Comment:

Bonneville Power Administration: On behalf of A Better Way for BPA, a coalition of rural property owners m

Cowlitz and Clark Counties, I submit the attached comments in regards to the [-5 Corridor Reinforcement
14820-1 |Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2012, The attach comments relate to the

socioeconomic impact of the project on property value. I you should have any problems in opening this

attachment or questions about its content, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Attachment

1008
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14820-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14820-3

14820

BM'I“ & Seattle Office: Spokane Office: Contact:

Reply to: Seattle Office

March 24, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
PO Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

Email: [-S@bpa.gov

RE: Comments on the November 2012 Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project - Socioeconomic Impacts

Bonneville Power Administration:

| write on behalf of A Better Way for BPA and its members to provide comments on the Draft
Environment Impact Statement for the [-5 Comidor Reinforcement Project (DEIS) in regard to
wetland impacts. Thank you providing the opportunity for the members of the communities
impacted by this proposed project to comment.

A Better Way for BPA is a coalition of rural property owners in Cowlitz County and Clark
County working together to address concerns over the construction of the Bonneville Power
Administration’s (BPA) proposed I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project in southwest Washington.
A Better Way for BPA is concemed about the impacts - economical, environmental, and
aesthetical - that this proposed transmission line will have in their communities. A Better Way
for BPA believes that reasonable alternatives are available to BPA that will maintain a healthy
and diverse environment, while protecting the cconomy, in their southwestern Washington
communities.

SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS - PROPERTY VALUES

Some of the primary concerns raised by commenters in regards to socioeconomic impacts were
the negative effect the siting of the transmission line would have on their property values, the
loss in the economic use of their property, and their quality of life and community derived from
their property, especially in more rural areas. January 2010 Scoping Summary at 20-24, 34,
These concerns were reiterated during the supplemental comment periods.  April 2011
Supplemental Comment Report at 18-21; March 2012 Supplemental Comment Report at 21-23;
January 2013 Supplemental Comment Report at 16-17. In regards to property, the DEIS fails to

14820-4 Ilruly disclose or analyze the impact on property owners within any of its action altematives’

2059
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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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14820-4

14820-5

92
Bonneville Power Administration — I-S Corridor Reinforcement Project e

March 24, 2013
Page 2

corridors.  Despite significant comments raising concerns over a loss in property values, the
DEIS only superficially speaks to this issue.

NEPA does require the consideration of socioeconomic impacts. 40 CFR 1508.8, 1508.14. The
DEIS sites to various studies, including BPA self-initiated studies, showing that values are
nominally impacted (one to six percent) when a high voltage transmission line is sited. DEIS at
11-20 to 11-21. This, misstates many studies which have shown impacts of up to 10 percent,
Chambers and Voorvaart, High-Voltage Transmission Lines: Proximity, Visibility, and
Encumbrance Effect.  And, more importantly, while these studies may qualify the impact, BPA
has done no analysis to quantity the impact. The DEIS makes no reference to the average value
of property within the project area which is intrinsically link to the impact of that percentage loss
of value. A de-valuation in property value by upwards of 10 percent on a $200,000 homestead
amounts to a loss of $20,000; a significant loss in what is many families largest investment.
With many families “underwater” with their mortgages, another loss in value will simply
exacerbate the situation. The quantification of property values is directly related to the
significance of impact.

In addition, most studies (done decades ago) analyzed urban or suburban arcas and not rural
residential or natural resource areas and were surely not done under today's housing market
conditions.  Only recently have a few limited studies looked at the impact on rural lands. In
2010, Thomas Jackson reviewed sales occurring in rural Wisconsin, with parcels averaging 50
acres in size, which experienced a 1.1 percent to 2.44 percent reduction. Jackson, 1. Electric
Transmission Lines: Is there an Impact on Rural Land Values. The location of the transmission
line casement further impacts the value, with an easement passing through the middle devaluing
property by 3.8 percent while a diagonal pattern resulted in a 2.1 percent loss. /d. This study
demonstrates the importance of proper alignment so that, if easements are secured over private
property, the impact on property values can be mitigated to the lowest amount,

Another recent study attempting to analyze impacts on rural lands was published in 2012,
Chambers, J. High-Voltage Transmission Lines and Rural, Western Real Estate Values. This
study divided property into different types of agricultural land (c.g. production, high amenity
recreation/natural features), rural recreation, and various types of rural residential (e.g. lots of §
acres or less, large acrcage). And, for this study, the majority of the land was impacted by a 500
kV line. While large acreage parcels, whether residential or agricultural did not have evidence
supporting an impact, rural residential land of either size (5 acres or less; 5 acres or greater) were
impacted both as to price and as to marketing period. For example, data showed some lots
selling for as much as 50 percent less due to the transmission lines. In addition, data showed that
the time property was on the market — the absorption effect — was doubled in some arcas. The
author notes that in a distressed housing market, the doubling of the market period could result in
years passing before a sale is accomplished.  Although the DEIS sites to this study, it fails to
reveal this important information.  DEIS at 11-21.  This study demonstrates that rural
residential land is more greatly impacted than resource land, such as solely agricultural or timber
land. BPA must consider the appropriate alternative route with this in mind.

It must be emphasized that all of these studics recognize that many factors come into play when
ascertaining the value of property. And, therefore, analyzing the data is a complicated task. But,
what the studies do reveal is that “location™ is still a driving factor in value and demand, In
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BPA's type of situation, it is not the location of public facilities or services in relationship to
property that influences the price, it is the proximity of a high-voltage transmission line’s to the
property’s location that does. In other words, not only is the property that an easement directly
crosses impacted by the transmission line but, neighboring properties are also impacted. The
DEIS either fails to acknowledge this or, if it does, discounts this impact to non-significance
when clearly it is not.

14820-5

Another consideration that should have been disclosed is the ability of present homeowners and
potential buyers to securc financing. The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) requires an
analysis as to whether or not a “dwelling and related property improvements” are located with an
casement and their relationship to the tower's engineered fall distance. FHA Handbook
4150.2, Section 2-2(J). Even if outside the casement, the “effect on marketability resulting from
14820-6 |the proximity to such site hazards and nuisances” is to be addressed by the appraiser. Id. In
other words, for many median income families living along proposed action altematives (or
future buyers) may be precluded from securing federal loans for the financing of their property
due solely to the presence of BPA’s transmission lines. The lack of federal financing further
impacts property values as it narrows the pool of potential buyers and, because of this, the length
of time that a house may take to sell.

BPA must accurately consider the full impact of its proposed transmission line, regardless of the
routing alternative. There should be mitigation measures that fully compensate property owners
within the communities impacted by the transmission line,  On March 12, 2013, A Better Way
14820-7 | for BPA submitted various mitigation measures that would address property use and value
impacts. A copy of that submittal is attached for BPA’s consideration and inclusion when
addressing this important issue.

Conclusion

A Better Way for BPA cannot deny that in Chapter 11 Socioeconomic BPA disclosed the
overarching concept of impacts to property values that comes with a high voltage transmission
line. But despite BPA's knowledge as to a primary concern of property owners within its action
alternative routing corridors, it provides no meaningful quantitative analysis as to thosc impacts.
NEPA doesn’t just require an impact to be disclosed, it must be analyzed. 40 CFR 1502.1,
1502.9. The decision-maker and the public are devoid of information on the significance of the
impact, even generally, on landowners within the proposed action alternatives routing corridors
that quantitative analysis would provide,

14820-8 | pA should provide, at a minimum, the average value of properties within the action alternative
corridors, By providing this basic information, BPA can present a quantitative analysis based
on the various studics as to the potential impact on property values. If alternatives are eliminated
due to, in part, economic cost, then the cost to landowners when their property is adversely
impact should be disclosed and analyzed. BPA has done an analysis for the loss of timber and
agricultural value when land can no longer be used in that manner. DEIS at 11-30 to 11-38. A
similar analysis should be done for property values. In addition, the potential loss of federal
financing should have been disclosed and analyzed. It is only after such an analysis is
complete, will the information be available to basc a reasoned, informed choice upon.

40159
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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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Understanding the loss in property values is vital to this project as it directly relates to the overall
14820-8 cost of the transmission line. Decision-makers and the public should be aware of just how much
the alternatives will “cost™ the communitics. BPA must prepare a Supplemental DEIS to ensure
these socioeconomic impacts are properly addressed.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very Truly Yours,
BRICKLIN & NEWMAN LLP
( /s k £ 1 5
h ﬂ/ -~ -~ C&_,(S/]_/‘\_’,
David Bricklin
Julie Ainsworth-Taylor
Attorneys for A Better Way for BPA
Enclosures
cc: Client
5of59
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BY THOMAS JACKSON, Ph.D., AICP, MAI, CRE, FRICS

While a number of studies have been pubilished about the
impact of transmission lines on residential properties in
urban and subarban settings, there have been relatively
few atudies that addecss the unpact to rural land used for
sgncudnzral or recreational purposes,

To sbed some light ua this important sector, sales of properties
in Wiscoasin were snalyzed through a scrics of multivanate
stutistical models. In esscnce, these modeds evaluated poice
diffcrences between online and ofifne properues, while
controling for pace differences based on the year sold (genenal
market conditions), and the vagous types of land compazing
exch property, such 2 wooded acres, open scres and wetlands

Prices for online sales, which ate properties that are sold

with n trnsmtssion line casement, were 1.1% to 2.4% less

32 RIGHT OF WAY NOVEMBIR/DECEMAER 010

than otherwise comparable sales Jocated at least anc-quarter
mile away from any transmission line (offline sales), Nonc
of these diffesences weee statstically significant, howeves,
These findings are generally consintent with other studies,
albeit of different property types, where the impact has been
measured from 10% and ln:lmvé(

PRIOR RESEARCH

Thoe studies analyzng the cffects on residentil property
value found that high-voltage electnc trrnsmission lines have
the potential to negatively iinpact sales price, but the effccts
arc small, with proximety to a transmission line decresting
residential property vakues by zcro to ten percent. Some
studlies fund that sales prces of urban oc subwirban residential
properties incresse aa distance to 3 transmission bine increases,

Gof 5S¢
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and that any negative effect typreally damunishes over nme,
In some studies, the presence of a power line was found
not to have a negative effect on residental propertics at
all, and propertics thar weee one to two lots away from a
tower may actually exp amarket p due ro

increased visual clearance and privacy:

Two regression-based studhies were also reviewed that
considered the effects of tnsmussion lines on rural
acreage. One of these considered agneulural land from
136 to 350 acres, and the other focused on recreational

~)  propertes of 10 to 160 acres. Both of these studies

" found that power line structures and easements do not

have a significant impact on the pnce and value of rural
acreage 1wacts.

Lastly, 2 2009 arucle published 1 The Apy I

14820

Approximately three to four offline comparables for
each online sale were selected on the basis of similanry
in land use, propesty type, size and land features. The
comparables were confined to the same general time
period (generally bracketing the subject online sale

by one year) and locanon in the «ame general marker
area. The sale propernes (online and oftline) averuged
approximarely 50 acres in size, with about 55% wooded
46d 3575 open property. The tracts had approximately
3'8 acres of wetlands areas. All sales were confirmed as
arms-length transactions.

Two models were estimated. In the first, differences
n location were measured by categorical vanables
indicating the county in which the sales were locared,
Tius model only included those counties that had the

1.
J
1

most statistically significant effecr on sales price. The

also addeessed the ssue of impacts on resid

del also included the type of land as measured by the

property values and prices using a I
framework. Based on a study of residential propertics
i Connecncut and Massachuserts sold b 1999
and 2007 located in proximity to 345 kV reansmission
lines, the authors analyzed the effects of proxamiry
and encumbrance and found proximity to have an
msgnificant cffect on sakes pace. They concluded

~har the only varable that appears to have any kind of
systematic effect is the encumbrance varable, although s
statistical significance vanied and the cffect was generally
small. The suthors also addressed p | effecrs duc
1o the visibility of the line str and
found a lack of any significant impact on sales price.

SALES PRICE ANALYSIS

In the following study, as well as those previously
mentioned, transmission line impacts were analyzed
through a stanistical modeling technique known as
mulnple regression analysis, 2 well-accepred method
used for this purpose. In this type of analysis, sales poce
was modeled as « funcuon of the characteristics of the
property, its sale and whether or not the property had a

line The sales data was collecred
by first sdentifymg rural land transactions that involved
propernes with a sss30n bine

The iransomssion Lnes ranged from 115kV ro 343k\,
with approxamately 75% at 345k\. Once the online

sales were idenufied, comparable oftline sales were
selecred by an expenenced team of Wisconsio apprusers,

ber of ded acres, ber of open acres and
number of wetland acres. Wooded acres are shown to
have the strongest positive effect on sales prce followed
by open acres.

Wetland acres, which overlap the other two categonies,
had a neganve effect. Another vanable included 10 this
model was an indicator for whether ot not the sale
mvolved a purchase by a government agency. These
acquisitions typecally have a significantly bagher sales price
than non-governmental purchases.

The results of the analysis are summanzed below:

The adjusted prces are the average prices, adjusted or
controlling for all of the differences between the onbne
and oftline sales excepr the online/offiine chameteristic.

Mean Prices - Colegorical Model

Number of | Unodjusted | Adjusted
sales sales price | soles price
Onbine sales & $119.301 | $103.643
Offline sales 297 $101,591 $104,231
Online difference T -$2,588
Online percent difference -2.44%
p-value lor difference p= 0.656
NOVEMBIR/DICIMBER 3010 RIGHT OFgyeay 33
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The results indicared rhar, after adjusting fos factors unrelated  easement. Accordingly, the diminution estimates would
to the cof 2 ission line, there was a small apply to the rotal or gross acreage of the online rracts.

difference of 2.44% 1n the prices of online and offline
propertics. This difference was not stanstucally significan,
as indicared by the probability of value (p-value) of 0.656.
A p-value of 0.05 or less 1s generally considered statistically
significant.

The 1 model sub d a lind price index for the
county mdicator vamables. The other independent vanables
were retained and speafied in the same manner as the first
model. The index vanable was based upon a standard, or
z-score, index which measures differences in county land
prces i standard deviahon units. These index scores were
calculated on the basis of the average pnce per acre for the
offline land sales 1n each county. The results of this model
speaification are summanzed below:

Mean Prices - Index Mode!

Number of | Unadjusted | Adjusted
sales sales price | sales price
L Online sales 88 i $1 19301— $104.735
Offline sales 297 $101,591 $105,907
 Online difference % -$1,172
Online percent difference LM%
prvolue for difference p = 0849

Again, the results indicated that properties with electnc
teansmussion lines do not sell ar a significant discount 1o
otherwise similar propertics without electnc transmussion
lines. In this model speaficanon, the difference is -1.11%,
which is lower than the -2.44% from the categoncal model
specification. Differences this small do not reach any
acceptable level of statstical significance.

[n sum, these rwo analyses, which involve several hundred
sales of rural land in vanous locauons across central
Wisconsin, indicate that the sales prices and marker values
of properties with electric rransmussion lines have not been
significantly dinunished due to the presence of these lines.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Our analysis was based on the entire parcel or tract size,
mncluding the area encumbered by the transmission line

Another perspective would be to atmbure the entire loss to
the encumbrance oF the casement area, Calculauon of the
extent of the encumbrance can be accomplished by first
determining an average easement arez. Dara on 79 online
sales properties indicated thar the average easement width
was 139.9 teet. Data on 88 online sales pzopertics indicated
an average casement length of 1,187.5 feet for a total
casement size of approximately 3.8 acres. Further, data on
the 88 online sales properties indicated an average size of
62.84 acres.” The average unadusted pnce per acre for the
online sales was approximately $1,898.49 per acre ($119,301
= 62.84 acres). Applying the entire estimated loss from the
eategoncal model of $2,588 to just the approximate average
value of casement area (3.8 acres < $1,928 or $7.233.25)
mdicates an encumbrance or loss to just the casement area
6F 35.8%. Using the estimated loss from the index model of |
$1,172 indicates an encumbrance factor of 16.2%. Both of
these factors assume no loss to the remainder.

Lastly, another consideration involves the placement of the
easement across the tract. Four location categornes were
used: middle, edge, clipping and diagonal,

An edge pattern (Figure A) would be associared with
cusements along a road or highway while a clipping
(Figure B) would generally be along the highway bur
would cross a small pornion of the property. The clipping
and edge patterns occurred in 60% (53 of the 88) of the
online sales used in the statisucal analysis. The middle
pattern (Figure C) occurs when the easement 15 close to or
in the middle of the property but not on a diagonal. This
occurred in 31% of the online sales. The diagonal pattern
(Figure D) crosses over from one-third to near the middle
of the property. This pattern was least frequent, at 9% of
the toral online sales used 1n the analysis.

Prelmunary regression models, simélar to the caregoncal
maodel desenbed above, were used to esumare online and
offhne pnce differences depending on these easement
locanons. The results indicated that online sales in the maddie
patteen had an average adjusted price difference of -3.8%.
The diagonal patteon was sssociaied with 4 diffcrence of
-2.1%. The edge/clipping pattern sales had no loss,

SUMMARY

The analyses presented here investgated the extent o which
rural land values i Wisconsin have been adversely impacted by
the presence of high-voltage electaic transmission lines.

The general finding was that there were small (1.11%s to 2.44%)

The hanger average sire for online compared to oftline sales properies waul)
account for a higher unadpusted sales poec. Stansncal adwstmants oxpluns

the sl b the 4 §and adgussad aveoge sakos poces o
34 RiIGHT Or Way NOVEMBER/DECEMAIR 2010 e T sy . 8of59
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Figure A - Edge Position

discounts that could be attabutable to the presence of the lines
snd the encumbrance of the propestics by the easements. Neither

4 f h®

of these small differences were statistically significant

Nonetheless, these findiags are consistent with previous findings,
which indicated relatively small or non-existent differences. While
priot studies had focused primasily on residential propertics in
urban settings, previous stucies of farmland and recreational land
found ro impact on propesty values. Fusthermare, the extent to
which the easement area was encumbered and/or differences in
impact due to the position of the easement and transmission lines,
weze found to be insignificant. In this regard, the encumbmnce
Figure B - Clipping factors were found to range from 16.0% to 35.3%, assuming no
L ——— — damages to the remainder. Middle and diagonal fine positions
across the property were found to account for overall price
reducoons of 3.84% to 2.11% based on preliminary analyses. The
patterns referred to as edge or clipping were not found to result in
any price differences

L

|
|
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High-Voltage Transmission
Lines and Rural, Weslern
Real Estate Values

by James A. Chalmers, Phl)

here is considerable interest across the northern Rocky Mountain/
Intermountain Weslt region in new sources of electrical generation and in addi-
tions to the transmission grid necessary to get that electricity to its ultimate
market. Despite the extensive professional literature on the impact of high-
voltage transmission lines (HVTL) on real estate values, there is no literature that
addresses HVTL impact in the context of the mix of land uses that characterize
this portion of the country. —
This study pursues u case study approach using a combination of techniques,
including paired sales and sales comparison analyses.' Results are reported for

useful generalizations across property types.

The case study approach presented also addresses an important
methodological gap in the professional literature. Statistical analysis of large
numbers of property sales is the definitive approach to answering the question

summarized for oach : of whether there is a well-defined, consistent effect of transmission lines on
PW"? type, and the | property values. As discussed in the next section, the literature concludes that,
conditions that make in terms of statistical significance, the effects are usually nonexistent or small,
propertios """‘"’"’" ‘But, this simply means that there is no consistent relationship in the data, Tt

o transmisslon line does not rule out the possibility that some individual properties are significantly
.""‘P“"""""m‘"’ affected, nor does il provide any insight into the conditions shared by those
At the most general - individual properties that make them vulnerable to transmission line impact.
lovel, the dominant This study, through the analysis of case studies, allows generalizations 10 be

- °°'""°""°"‘ M made about impact, but also identifies the exceplions Lo thes neralizations
Ing any ""P"" are .. and the particular conditions apparently responsible for the exceptions.

. use, property size,

m _The Appraisal Journal, Winter 2012

and the avaliabllity of -
substitutes.

1. Tnis resesrch was currlod out under contract W NorthWestern Energy during March 2010-Decomber 2011
This orticle is @ summary of findings In the research ropoert, Jammes. A. Chalmers, Final Rwpart: High Vottage
Transmission Lines and Montana Real Estale Vialues (January 12, 2012), which |s avallable upon requast from
NorthWestam Enargy by contacting cat.asay@northwestern.com,

... High:¥ollage Transiissian. Unes and Rural, Western Real Estate,;/gun;ssg
0
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This article begins with o very brief overview
of the extensive national literature on the subject of
the impacts HVTL have on real estate values. Then
the discussion addresses in more detatl studies that
appear to have relevance to rural environments
similar to those that characterize the western United
States. Finally, some of the unique characteristics of
the weslern mountain states are compared to other
areas that previously have been studied, Based
on these observations, the overall approach and
procedures followed in this study are outlined.

Literature Review
Beginning in the late 1960s, there has been in excess
of 100 jes that in one way or o or aldress

the effect of HV'TL on real estate vulues, and several

recent publications review the literature in detail,
The interested reader is referred to a 2000 article
by Chalmers and Voorvaart? a recently published
review by Jackson and Pitts,* and u review prepared
by Thomaus Priestly for the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality.*
“The conclusions reached in these reviews indicate
that multiple regression analysis is {ncreasingly
Ized as the most relinble technique to investigate
whether HVTL systematically impact property values

and, if'50, to what extent. The resulis of these studies
can be generally summarized as follows:

* Over time, there is a consistent pattern, with about
halfof the studies finding negative property value
effects and half finding none.

» When effects on value have been found, they tend
to be small; almost always less than 10% and usu-
nlly in the range of 3% to 6%,

+ Where cffcets on value are found, they decline
rapidly os distance from the lines increases and
usnally disappear at about 200 to 300 feet.

* Two of the siudies investigated behavior of the

effect over time and found that, if there were
eflects, they tended to dissipate over time as well.

The relatively smull cffects on property value
attributed to the proximity of HVTL in the published
literature do not mean that the dircction of the
effect of transmission lines on property values is
not negative. The general interpretation is that,
even though transinission line Issues have been
a prominent concern in most of the communities
studied, and even though the direction of effect on
real estate value is generally negative, their presence
Is apparently not given sufficient weight by buyers.
and sellers of real estate to have had any consistent,

. material effect on market value,

The studies referenced above, and the
overwhelming majority of the studies performed
1o date, analyze the effect of HVTL on improved
residential properties in urban or suburban settings.
The published studies in the professional liternture
that address the effect of HVTL on raw land are
quite limited?__* -

“Brown published an article in 1976° that used
paired sales analysis to look at sales of furm parcels
from 136 acres to 350 acres in size in southcastern
Saskatchewan. lle found no negative influence of
number of towers or the presence of HVTL relative
to otherwise similar parcels without HVTL. Rigdon
published a study in 19917 in which he used multiple
regression unalysis to analyze the effect of a 136 kV
line on recreational parcels ranging from 10 to
160 acres in size rquette County, Michigan.
Bascd on 46 sales in the period from 1986 to 1961,
hie concluded there were no land value effects
associated with proximity to the HVTL.

Finally, Juckson recently published an analysis of
sales of rural Tand parcels in Wisconsin.® He studied
the sule of 88 properties in Wisconsin, oceurring over
the period 2002—-2008, that were encumbered by o
transmission line easement. The properties averaged
50 ncres In size, Local appraisers then selected
unafTected property sales that were otherwise similar
to the affected properties. ‘The analysis controlled for

2. James A. Crgdmers and Frank A. Yoorvaart, “1igh Yoltage Tmnamission Lines: Proaimity, Vibility, and Encumbmnce Effecs.” e Anpeatsa! Jouma

(Summer 2000). 227-245,

3. Thomas 0. Jackson and Jenn!fer Pitts, *The Effect of Boctric ansmission Lines on Praporty Vises: A Literature Renvdew,” Journal of Real Estate Literature

18, no, 2(2010); 229259,

4, Thames Poestly Fanambsion Unes and froperty Vekaes: Roview of ihe Hosearch and Summaty of dey Finoings (report pranared for the Monlana

Deparimont of Environmenta Quality, Juy 2009).

wory a¥foul to obtain and svaluate.

o

Thomas X *Bhectric Tr

High-VoRuge Tansmission Lines and Rural, Western Rea! Estate Values

bk, 3134, Priestly referencas five researc’ rporty that may howe some relevanca, but they do not sppear i the professionel Litesatum g are

Dedn 1. A. Brown, “The Effect o Powor Line Structures and Easements on Farm Land Yives,” gre of Wy (Decomber 1975/ Jancary 1976} 3334
Glonn 1. Rigdon. “138 %V Tranamission Lines and the Value of Recreational Land,” Right of ey (December 1991): 519,
Lines: I8 There a0 fmpact oo Rud Land Vaues 7 Aigne of Way (\ovembar/Decombaer 2010): 3238,
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11 of 59

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS

2111



Volume 3F

Comments and Responses

14820

Reprinted with permission from The Appraisal Journal (2012, Winter)
©2012 by the Appralsal Institute, Chicago, Ilincis. A Rights Reserved.

time, location, mix of land classification (agricultural,
wooded, open, wetland), whether the purchaser was
a government agency, and whether the properly was
transitioning to a higher usc. His results indicate a
small (1.1% to 2.4%), but statistically Insignificant,
éffect for The sale ol properties crossed by HVTL
relative to uncrossed properties. When the sales
were grouped by location of the line on the property,
propertics with edge locations showed no effect, while
“properties crossed by the line showed a small price
cilect of -2.1% to —3.4%.
=~ Bascd on these studies, there are several
important considerations that influence the need for,
and the approach to, this study. First, contrary to the
cornmonly expressed, but unsubstantiated opinion
that there must be a significant effect of HVTL on real
estate values, the professional literature makes it clear
that one cannot start from a presumption of cffect.
That is not to say that there cannot be an effect, but
rather that assertion of an effect must be grounded in
market data specific to the circumstances in question.
Second, if there is an effect of HVTL on real estate
values, one would expeet raw land values to be more
sensitive than improved property values and there has
been very little research to date on land value effects.?
Finally, review of the literature shows a complete
void of study in the northern Rocky Mountain states.
In the context of the western mountain states,
the predominant fand uses affected are large
acreage, nnimproved land tracts with some mix of

“agricultural, residential, and recreational highest
and bestuses as opposed to improved, small lot,
residential properties, Existing research is Jargely
silent on possible value effects on these types of
properties. Their distinguishing characteristics
relative to those examined in previous studies
include the following:

* Land value is a much larger proportion of total
property value.

» Natural features and amenities may be a more
significant deferminant of overall property value,

* Western viewsheds are often more susceptible to
visual intrusion than those of urban residential
subdivisions.

* Recreational value is oflen a comnponent of the
overall value of both agricultural and residential
properties,

* Buyers of these properties presumably have dif-
ferent criteria for their purchases, depending on
the type of property purchased.

The bottom line is that the national literature
provides generalizations that provide a useful
starting point, but it has little to say about conditions
specific to the western context. Qur approach to
filling that void is outlined in the next section,

Study Approach

The essence of any approach to studying the effect
of HVTL on real estate values is to identify existing
HVTL, identify sales of properties crossed by or near
the HVTL, and then analyze the sale price relative
to otherwise similar properties not affected by the
HVTL. The approach followed here takes advantage
of the fact that beginning in the early 1980s, 500 kV
lines were constructed from Montana Power's Colstrip
power plants in eastern Montana to a location in cen-
tral Montana where they connected to another 500
kV line built by the Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA). These BPA lines then continue west to a sub-
station near the Idaho border with the total distance
from the Colstrip origination being 588 miles. An addi-
tional BPA 500 KV line segment runs 54 miles back to
the northeast In total, these lines cross 15 Montana
counties that are broadly representative of western
terrain and land uses. The route of the lines along
thelr distance of over 640 miles is shown in Figure 1,

Procedures
The general approach of the study was to identify
and examine all arm’s-length transactions that had

occurred {n 2000-2010 and involved properties
within 500 feet of the approximate centerline of the

500 kV lines.' There were eight steps in the general”
approach to the study:

1. Identify all real estate parcels within +/- 500 feet
of the centerline of the 500 kV lines.

2. Aggregate identified parcels into common property
ownerships,

9. I HVTL are a material locational detriment to value, It prasumably would be cantallzed into the value of the land, not the | . Fee
nuummawmmmmmofmmmmmnmlmm.mnomnwummauonmwm.mm.mwwm

up 88 2 6% effect on the value of the imy d residential

y and might be difficu to identify In the data.,

10. Both the 500Inmlmmohlrmooﬂnenanmm'y.mmometMmlndy,immthnmmmtmnmmmmcmdom
dentify. In fact, the study began by looking ot all transactions from 1990 of later, but the number of transactions was unmanageably lange so the
criterion was revised. The criteda ulimately used peovided o reprosentative, yot still menagoable, number of sales.

-]’ho Appralsal Journal, Winter 2012
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Figure 1 Route of 500 kV Transmission Lines across Montana

3. Retain a local title company to research public
records and capture all significant recorded
documents with respect o the identified ownerships.

4. If the recorded documents suggest a transfer of
ownership occurred in 2000 or later, capture the
chain of title for the property.

5. Review the recorded documents associated with
the chain of title and identify those transactions
that appear to be arm’s-length transactions."

6i. Inspect the properties involved in these arm'’s-
length transactions.

7. Contact the parties to these ransaclions and
confirm as many ol the details of the transactions
as possible, including price, buyer and seller
motivation, and role played by the 500 KV lines
in the sale, if any.”

8, Assuming a sale price can be determined for
the transaction, research comparable sales for
the same land uses and determine whether
the market evidence appears to be consistent
with the interview evidence with respect to
transmission line impact,”

Assuminga transaction was a legitiimate arm's-length
sale and that the sale price was determined, this
process was then documented in what was called
a “Sale Analysis Report” The Sale Analysis Reports
were typically five to eight pages in length; the reports
described the subject property and the location of the
500 kV lines relative to the property; summarized the
interviews of parties o the transaction; identified
comparison sales unaffected by the transmission
lines; discussed each comparison sale; adjusted each

11. For es, family ra 18, and Changes in the form of ownership were the most common excepltions.,

12. Moatans Is one of fourtzan noncisclosurs states, so interviews of the purties 10 the transaction were nocessary (o astablish the tarms of the sale,

13, It would not be pr 10 do # compiete retrospective apy i since most of the transactions, especialy on the eastern half of the line, Iivolved
large farm and/or ranch propertios, A il spprainal woull requite consideration of water rights; fencing: condition of improvements, If any; woed Issues:
threatened and endangerod species (ssues; e, Therafore, we Initialy refled on the Interviews with the buye's and sallers and then looked at whither
market data on 8 prico/ocrn basis for the land classes iwohvec for that area was consistont with the interview results.

The Appraisal Journal, Winter 2012 m
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comparison sale for murket conditions and for land-
class mix ou the property; and drew conclusions with
respect to the impact of the transmission lines on the
subject by comnparing value per acre by land class to
the unaffected comparison properties. In some cases,
it was possible to interview participants and get useful
insights into a transaction, but the sale price conld not
be determined. This made it fmpossible to complete
a Sale Analysis Report; but, an “Interview Summary
Report” was prepared instead.

Finally, there were cases were no information
was available beyond that provided by the public
record search, and therefore, no report was possible.
These properties were inspected, but attempts to make

contact with any of the parties to the transaction and to”

obtain any third-party information were unsuccessful,

The procedures described resulted in the
identification of 1,151 parcels, representing
approximately 708 ownerships. The subsequent
chain of title rescarch on these ownemﬁlps identified
a total of 74 cases where there appeared to be an
arm's-length transaction occurring in 20002010, Of
these transactions, there was sufficient information
1o prepare 37 Sale Analysis Reports and 12 Interview
Summary Reports; in 25 cases it was nol possible to
complete a report becanse parties to the transactions
could not be contacted.

The procedure described was followed for
the sale of individual properties. There were
several cases, however, where the unit of analysis
was a subdivision, not an individual sale. The
first occurred at the Aspen Valley Ranches (AVR)
subdivision in Jefferson County, and several more
occurred along the Clark Fork River in Sanders
Couunty. The procedures followed in these cases are
described below.

The AVR subdivision is a 156-lot rural subdivision
that was platted in 1985, The 500 KV lincs poss
through the middle of the subdivision, und the right-
of-way easement encumbers 26 of the lots. There
are a suflicient number of sales at AVR to support
statistical analysis, butadditional data collection and
analysis are still in progress and will be reported at
a later date.

The second area of subdivision analyses was
in Sanders County, where the Clark Fork Valley

14, Proparty type Is gerorally synomymoun wish highast and bast use,

serves both as a highly scenic locale for recreational
subdivisions as well as a transportation and utility
corridor with three HVTL passing through much
of the valley. Although the subdivisions had some
commonulities, the real potential for research lay
in comparing the experience of lots within a given
subdivision thut were affected by the HHVTL with lots
in the same subdivision that were not (or at least
less) affected. A total of 12 residential subdivisions
were identified of which 7 had suflicient sales to
be included as case studies. For each of these, the
timelrame of the analysis was extended back to their
original platting dates,

The research of individual sale transactions
combined with the subdivision analyses of the
Sanders County developments resulled in a total of
56 case studfes, which were then grouped into one
ol seven property types:'

1. Production Agricultural Lands

2. Agricultural Lands with Recreational Tuflucnce

3. Agricultural Lands with High Amenity Recreation
and Natural Features

4. Rural Residential Subdivisions—Lot Size Less
than 5 Acres

5. Rural Residential Subdivisions—Lot Size 5 Acres
or Greater

6. Large Acreage Rural Residential Tracts

7. Rural Recreational Tracts/Cabin Sites

The following sections of this article address each
of the property types individually.

Findings

Production Agricultural Lands

Atolal of 19 transactions were identified that involved

Production Agricultural Lands. The results of these

Investigations are summarized in Table 1. The largest

number of these transactions occurred in locations

where the 500 kV lines pass through the farm and

ranch country ol central and eastern Montana. Eight’

of the transactions were over 1,000 acres, with the
remainder 640 acres or fewer. About half of the
properties consisted entirely, or predominantly, of
native range, while the others are a mix of range and
cropland or predominantly cropland.'

15, In the few cases where there wis irrigated land, the rrigation xystoms were not i d by tower ) ons, Tower | could, by , signaficanly
alfect centor-pivot and whockling krigation systems.
.‘l’hoAppnIsal Journal, Winter2012 = High-Nollage Fransmission Lines and Rural, Wester Real mu:falugsse
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Data was generally available on these
transactions, and a total of 15 Sale Analysis Reparts
were prepared along with 4 Interview Summary
Reports. Important conclusions drvawn from those
analyses are as follows:

* The interviews with individuals involved in these
transiclons untformly asserted that there was no
influence of the 500 kV lines on the price at which
the property sold.
The Sale Analysis Reports were uniform in their
conelusion that there was no market eviden
support a claim of adverse effect of the transmis-
sion lines on sale price.
» The dominant considerations motivating the
behavior of the buyers were the variety of fac-
tors influencing the productivity and operating
costs of the property. Asscrmblage also played a
very important role, especlully when the smaller
cropland properties became available,
In general, negative comments with respect to
the lines tended to regard them as a *nuisance,”
with the nuisance factor more significant to farm
operations than li ons. o
Nuisance complaints mentioned in interviews
included the following:
— The HVTL corridor provides an unauthorized
access route for trespassers. =t

— [tility vehicles tear up farm and ranch roads
when they are wel.

— Trailers, gates, etc. near the lines pick up an
electric charge.

— The lines and towers attract lightning strikes,
which can are to the ground and start HTes amd

injure livestock.

— The utility access roads ure a source of weed
introduction.

— Towers and guy lines are a nuisance to farm
around. '

— The transmission lines, towers, and guy lines
present an aviation hazard.
e

Interestingly, there was no indication ol'adjustment
to the sale price for the extent of the encumbrance
of the property by the transinission line easement.
The implication is that the ownér at the time of
construction gets compensated for the easement
by the utility, but does not have lo make a
corresponding ndjustment in the subsequent sale

High-Voltage Transmission Lings and Rural, Western Real Estate Values

of the property. Presumably this is because the
overall agricultural productivity of the property is
not affected by the transmission lines,

Agricultural Lands with Recreational Influence
There were four transactions in the study that
involved agricultural properties that, because of
their location and nutural amenity features, are
recreationally influenced. They are all large acre-
age properlies, ranging from about 3,000 to 7,900
acres and are predominantly comprised of native
range. In two cases, the Yellowstone River is the
principal umenity in question. In the third trans-
action, the property is located at the easternmost
edge of the Crazy Mountain foothills in Wheatland
County. The property in the fourth transaction has
a small amount of Bitterroot River frontage and is
a well-known elk wintering range. Table 2 presents
information on each of these transactions.

The conclusions from the analyses of these
transactions include the following:

* The interviews on the two large Yellowstone River
properties indicate no adverse effects on price
from the 500 KV lines, In fact, one of the buyers
saw a major enhancement to his property from
river bank stabilization designed to protect tower
foolings. 'I'his is a good example of the Kind of
site-specific issues that need to be considered
when analyzing a particular property and that
can importantly influence the effect on value of
the transmission lines.,

The seller of the Wheatland County parcel attrib-
uted significant market resistance and ultimately
a reduced sale price due to th lines,
Interviews with other parties familiar with the
transaction agree that the transmission lines may
have been a negative factor, but the property had
other, more significant problems including, most
fmportantly, that it was priced well above market
and that the entry to the property was very clul-
tered and unattractive. This was complicated
further by the fact that the market was generally
aware that the seller was under linanclal duress.
Although much smaller at 3,000 acres, the buyer
ofthe Missoula County property said the location
of the 500 kV lines across the northern part of the
ranch had no effect on his purchase decision.
The conservation easement allows the buyer
to develop six residential lots on the Bitterroot
River, and the buyer said that if the 500 KV lines

=, ___ The Appraisal Journal, Winter 2012 m
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had impacted these building sites, his purchase larger the likely reduction in the buyer pool. Since
decision would definitely have been affected. This all properties studied here had a relatively small
reinforces the point that, despite the recreational/ recrcational influence, the influence on the buyer
residential interest, the size of the property is criti- pool appears to have been correspondingly small.
cal in determining the likelihood of impact. Size « For this property lype, the lurger the property
docs not eliminate the possibility of effect; it just and the smaller the recrcational influence, the
makes it increasingly unlikely. less likely are negative price effects and extended

+ The Sale Analysis Reports on three of these prop- marketing periods.

erties and the Interview Summury Report on the

fourth found no indication of adversc effectofthe  Agricultural Lands ::QW
transmission lines on sale price. and Naﬂ{ﬂlf}ﬁﬁ"

« Even though there is recreational influence here, The previous property type, Agricultural with
recreational use is small (and largely speculative) Recreational Influence, represents properties
relative to agricultural use. The current use is still where, because of some combination of location

production agriculture, which tends to define the set and amenity, there is recreational influence but the
of property attributes most relevant to themarket.  agricultural use continues to dominate. The prop-

« Size of the property is critical. Al four properties
arelarge (greater than 3,000 acres), which dilutes
the overall impact of the HVTL on recreational
use. If there is contemplated recreational use, the
prolability of there being a conflict with views of
the transmission lines in the siting of residential
improvements goes down rapidly as the size of
the property increases.

* As soon as there is some recreational influence,
the transmission lines are likely to result in some
reduction in the size of the potentinlly interested
buyer pool. The larger the recreational influence, the

Table 2 Agricultural Lands with Recreational Influence

erly type Agricultural Lands with High Amenity
Recreation and Natural Features represents the case
where these two influences begin to even out; or,
in some cases, the recreational use may even come
to dominate. This property type somelimes may be
referred to as recreational ranchor trophy ranch, and
the recreational amenity or natural feature(s) will
frequently be the defining feature of the property.
Examples inightinclude a property with frontage on
u famous Montana river or a property with important
historic attributes.

Crop
Native Lands Evidence

Transaction Range and/or Supporting

Reference Acres Lands  Other Report Price Effect
1 Yellowstone 3,863 76% 24% Sale no

Tx 1 Analysis
2 Yellowstone 7,943 85% 15% Sale no

m™e Analysis
3  Wheatland 4,380 93% 7% Sale no

Trx 4 Analysls

4 Missoula 3,000 995% 0.5% Interview no
Trx 22 Summary

Comments

Buyer commented that river

bank stabilization undertaken to
protect HVTL tower provides major
benefit to his property; but stated,
“Transmission lines are a hazard for
aerial applicators.”

Buyer sald HVTL are a hazard when
flying his holicopter. No other effect on
operations or purchase,

HVTL probably thinned the buyer pool,
but property suffered from several
other, more serlous [ssues at time of
sale.

Given specific location of the HVTL
on the property, no effect on the
transaction,

High-Voiage Transmission Lines and Rural, Western Real Estate Volues
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The three transactions shoswn in‘Table 3 represent
properties of this type. The first transaction involved
the purchase of 332 acres south of Townsend in
Broadwater County with over two miles of Missouri
River frontage. The second involved the purchase
in Powell County of two parcels totaling about 1,200
acres with mountain views and Little Blackfoot River
{frontage. The third was a very large tansaction in
southern Powell County which involved the transfer
of approximately 50,000 deeded acres together with
nearly 30,000 acres of public land leases,

Sale Analysis Reports were prepared for two
of the three properties and an Interview Summary
Report was completed for the third. The conclusions
based on these transactions are as follows:

* The Broadwater County property sold in 2006, and
there was flicting interview evidence on the
effect of the 500 ines on the transaction.. The

e s i o ST U0
markel data, however, was consistent with the

* In summary, the probability of HVTL effects on
these properties is low because:

— The properties tend to be large.

— The properties tend to have unique ina-
tions of nqnn\‘alrfﬂ;gr_esm“;:.k?ng
them scarce with few substitutes.

— There are so many other property attributes
important to their buyers that the transmission
line effects become diluted,

* There do not appear to have been any transmission
line effects in the three transactions studied here.

Rural Resldential Subdivisions—Lot Size Less
Than 5 Acres*"
The Tourth property type encountered along the
500 kV lines was Rural Residential Subdivisions— Lot
Size Less Than 5 Acres. There were two properties of
this type that sold in the Town of Colstrip in Rosebud

County and then multiple transactions were studied
in four subdivisions in Sanders County. Table 4
identifies these transactions. The conclusions from
these transactions are as follows:

interview of the individual that had operated the

“property for 30 years and is a real estate broker.
He indicated no effect of the trunsmission lines
on the 2006 sale price or marketing period.

* The smaller of the two Powell County transactions
was analyzed, and there is no evidence s St-
ing adverse effect of the mm;l?::he
purchase by the current owner.

* The sheer size and complexity of the larger Powell
Counly transaction swamps any transmission
line effects. The brokemmsaid the
500 KV lines were notan issue in the sale,

e ————————————

* There was no sale price or absorption effeet on
the two Colstrip transactions. Parties W both
transactions indicated that the housing market
there was very tight and that the transmission
lines were nova T

* The four Sanders Connty small lot subdivisions
demonstrate the conditions where property values
are most vulnerable:

Table 3 Agricultural Lands with High Amenity Recreation and Natural Features

Crop Evidence
Native Lands Supporting
Transaction Range and/or Price
Reference Acres Lands  Other Report Effect Comments
1 Broadwater 332 15% B5% Sale no Conflicting Interview evidence, but
Trx 65 ’ Analysis market evidence is consistent with
interviewee Indicating no effect of
HVTL on price.
2 Powell 1,171 81% 19% Sale no Purchase not affected by HVTL.
Tx 13 Analysis
3 Powell 50,000 65% 35% Interview no HVTL had no effect on transaction
Trx 18 Summary according to selling broker.

18. Analysis of the Sanders County subdivisions wan a substantinl resoarch undertaking and required considerable documentation to fuly assess the
procechures foliownd and the findings, It is only possible to provide o very brief summarny of results here, The interented reidet is refermed to Chalmers,
Final Report: High Voltnge Transmizslon Lines and Montana Real Estato Volues avadable from NotthWesterr Erorgy.

-The Appraisal Journal, Winter 2022 High-Voitage Transmission Lines and Rural, Western Real &uw.%
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— The lots are small implying little flexibility in the purchase price effect of doubling the lot size as

siting improvements. a measure of impact would be significant

— Theuse is exclusively residential, i.e., no related « In Panorama Estates, the implied listing price
rural uses such as livestock, farm or hay plots, discount is on the order of 30% which aligns with
pasture, exclusive hunting or fishing access, etc. ie extent to which The lots are encumbered.

— The lots are relatively homogeneous so there * Absorption_effects were evident at Panorama
are substitutes sﬁmm except Estates, with marketing time doubled for affected

for the transmission lines. Another way of lots relative to unafTected lots. Slish Shores was

saying this is that the transmission lines are a_ interesting in that it was hugely successful, selling

conspicuous differentintor of the lots. oul 44 lots in two years, Nevertheless, the 8 lots

e ) closest to the transmission lines took an average

+ Cove View Estates had the clcarefn price effect of 10 months to sell, while the other 36 lots sold in

where the lot adj::cenl to the lines sold for = uvcm@fﬂn{h}. Cove View and Waterfront

.MEMCT‘S' of the same size Estates had a much smaller number of lots and
immediately next to it. there was no absorption effect.

+ In the Salish Shores Subdivision, the lines pass over « In general, with these smaller lots, encumbrance

two lots which sold at o us unadTected .
was more of an issue because of H'ﬁ‘ng constraints,
ots, Netof the easement area, however, the two lots

— as was adjacency, although it was surprising that no
are from 50% to 100% larger thaxn the other lots in i O Shongh —

brbedit proximity effects on sale price were found beyond
the subdivision. From the Jevelopers perspective

the adjacent lgts. Proximity did impact marketing
the loss is proportional to the extra land required time at Salish Shores and at Pano Eastates,
1o sell thesc lots at the same price. From a market

perspective, buyers would not likely be willingto | ‘l:e“’o":'"""‘:z‘n;"d"‘e:"“:";“““ "m:vd ‘““{:‘“"
pay doubleTor o 1.2 acre lot relative to a .6 acre AITIRS EERLOI T X W SO e AT

101, 50 directly applying the size allowance would butin thc‘m?rc d:s;;cs:ﬁ mnr::el:r;odny itcould
oversiate the purchase price effect. Nevertheless, D A MR P DT IO,

Table 4 Rural Residentlal Subdivisions—Lot Size Less Than 5 Acres

Evidence
Evidence Supporting
Lot Size Supporting  Absorption
SubD/Lot# (acres) Report Price Effect Effect Comments )

1 Rosebud 0.240 Sale no no Buyer concerned with health effects and
Trx 2 Analysis radio reception Interference.

2 Rosebud 0.248 Interview no no Broker commented that housing IS so
Trx 3 Summary tight In Colstrip that HVTL have no impact

on value.

3  Panorama approx  SubD yes Evidence of price effects Is sketchy; but
Estates 1.0 Stugy < absorption period for encumbered lots Is
(Sanders Cty) 3t least 2 Umes that for unencumbered

lots.

4 Cove View approx  SubD yess. no Lot-abutting HVTL sold for 50% less than
Estates 3.0 Study e adjacent two lots of about the same size.
{Sanders Cty) No absorption effect.

5 Waterfront 1510 SubD no no Sold out 11 riverfront Iots in one year; no
Estates 3.5 Stugy evidence of price or absorption effects.
(Sanders Cty) : )

6 Sallsh Shores  approx  SubD yes yes The two encumbered |ots are about twice
¥1 1.0 Study O the size (net of the easement) of the
(Sanders Cty) other lots and sold at the same price,

Lots closest to the line sold more slowly.

High-Voltage Transmission Lines and Rural, Westem Real Estate.Nalues. _ . _The Appraisal Journal, Winter 2012 E
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Rural Residential Subdivisions—Lot Size interviews attribute a considerable discount to
5 Acres or Greater the sale price due to the lines. 'The Sale Analysis
Te analysis of Rural Residential Subdivisions-Lot Report concludes that the price effect may be on
Size 5 Acres or Greater is based on three proper- the order of 209 Lo 25%. It also appears that there
ties in rural subdivisions south of Missoula and on was an extended markeiing period.
three Sanders County Subdivisions. Each of these is * Two of the three Sanders Counly subdivisions
identificd in Table 5. showed sale price effects, and one showed an

Although the property type s the same here, the udverse effect on marketing time,
study methodology varied across the two locations, « Brown's Estates, the first of the Sanders County
The Missoula area propertics were studied using o} ivigiong iy a 54-lot subdivision with most of
comparable unaffected sales as summarized in the lots between 5 and 10 acres in size. [t has open
Sale Analysis Reports, The three Sanders County — pgpericted views of a 550-foot wide corvidor
subdivisions were _sludied with & combination of containing the 500 kV line and two 250 kV lines.
paired sales, interviews, and absorption studies. The adjacent lots have clearly suffered both a sale

The conclusions based on these transactions price effect of 95% to 30% and, al a minimum, a
are as follows: doubling of the marketing time relutive (o nonad-
* The two Missoula subdivisions provide a good jacent]ols. Thisis pretty much a worst case, where
example of how the visual intrusion of the the lots are relatively small, the use is primarily
lines can be highly variable depending on site- residential, there are good substitutes with much
specilic considerations. The 1ois are of similar less influence from the Tines, and e Nnes domii-

size (+/- 10 acres), but af Evans Ridge they pass nate the landscape in their immediate vicinity,

below the subdivision at the base of an elevated * Riverside Estales is another Sanders County
knob and the developer of the subdivision had Subdivision that sold out very quickly in2001. There
only the vaguest recollection that they were even are two very similar lots, each 9.5 ucres in size but

there. At Avery Acres on the other hand, the lot one has 3.4 acres encumbered by the 500 kV line
and the lines are on the same grade, and broker

Yable 5§ Rural Reslidential Subdivision—Lot Size 5 Acres or Greater

Evidence
Evidence Supporting
Lot Size Supporting Absorption
SubD/Lot# (acres) Report Price Effect  Effect Comments
1 Evans Ridge 812 & Sale no no No indication of HVTL Impacting price.
lots 7 &8 7.65 Analysis
Missoula .
T 14 & 15 s N
2 Avery Acres 10.78 Sale -yes Lyess ) Evidence indicating 20% to 25% price
lot1 Analysis SR effect on 10-acre |ot,
Missoula
Trx 20
3 Missoula approx Sale no no Buyer apparently secured a favorable
Trx 58 30.0 Analysis price; but no evidence suggesting it
was related to the HVTL.
s
4 Brown's approx SubD wf%s Lots abutting the HYTL had at least
Estates 5.0 Study 2 times the absorption period and sold
{Sanders Cty) for 25% to 30% less.
5  Riverside approx  SubD  yegs no Lots fully discounted for extent of the
Estates 10.0 Study encumbrance,
(Sanders Cty)
6  EkPark approx SubD no no No indication of HVTL Impacting price,
Estates 5.0 Study
(Sanders Cty)
_Thn.Appnbnl Journal, Winter 2012 ___High:Voltage Trensmission Lines and Bural, Westen Real Estateyilpsg
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easement and ils sale price was fully discounted in
the same proportion as it was encumbered.

+ The third Sanders County subdivision studied was
Elk Park Estates. No sales data was available but
the developer was adamant thal there were no

discounts for the lols closes! ta the transmission
Tines and there was no absorption effect evident
in the timing of the Griginal lot sales.

e Rural Residential Tracts

1ere are four properties that are Large Acreage Rural
Residential Tracts; these are identified in Table 6.
They range in size from 60 acres to 501 acres with
a residential use that can be either seasonul or year
around. A distinguishing feature of these properties
is that they represent a broader set of uses often
including some farming, livestock grazing, horse
p ground, eflc. 1er, even though they
may have been carved out of larger holdings, they tend
to be one-of-a-kind properties with no subdivision
feel. Of the four property transactions identified in the
Study, Sale Analysis Reports were able to be prepared
for three and an Interview Summary Report was able
to be prepared for the fourth.

The conclusions for these transactions include

the following:

* These properties are much less vulnerable to
transmission line effects than the smaller lot resi-
dential subdivisions for three principal reasons:
— The properties are larger, providing more

fexibility in building site Tocation.

— The intended uses are more diverse, with resi-
dential use still important but considerations
relevant o other rural property uses playing

an TNoFmAT Tote—

Table 6 Large Acreage Rural Residential Tracts

— The properties have their own unigue char-
acleristics with no immediate supply of close
substitutes not affected by HY'TL. To the extent
there are substitutes, the transinission lines are
not likely to be the principal differentiator.

That being said, the properties are of a scale
where the transmission lines are still a conspicuous
attribule of the tract, and there is likely to be some

thinning of the potential buyer pool as a result.

For the four sales researched hel-e,—l';owcvcr, the
transmission lines do not appear to have affected
either the sale price or the marketing period.

Rural Recreational Tracts/Cabin Sites

Rural Recreation ‘Tracls/Cabin Sites are distinguished
from the Luarge Acreage Rural Residential Tracts by
the fact that their primary orientation is recreation
not residential. They are more common in the
western counties and frequently are small inholdings
within national forests.

Access is often seasonal and the tracts are
typically densely timbered. Many remain unimproved
although some have modest cabin type residential
improvements. Utilities may or may not be available
1o these tracts,

Table 7 identifies the 14 transactions involving
properties of this type that were close o, or crossed by,
the 500 kV lines. These pmrperﬂm ranged in size from
{6 acres to 197 acres, Sale Analysis Reports were able to
be prepared for 10 of the 14 properties, with Interview
Summary Reports for the four remaining properties.

The conclusions from these transactions are
as follows:

* Buyer criteria are quite different for these tracts
than for rural residential property and generally
are less sensitive Lo transmission line effects. The

Evidence Evidence
Supporting  Supporting
Transaction Price Absorption
Reference Acres  Report Effect " Effect Comments
1 Stlllwater 60 Sale no no No effect on purchase decision or use of the
Trx 14 Analysis property.
2 Broadwater 591 Sale no no No market evidence of HVTL effects.
Tx 21 Analysls .
3 Broadwater 160 Sale no no Has oriented bullt Improvements so as to
Trx 32 Analysis face away from the lIines. HVTL did not impact
purchase decision.
4 Jefferson 143 Interview  no no Based on seller interview only,
T2 Summary

High-Voltage Trausmission Lines and Rural, Westiemn Real Estate Volues
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buyers are less focused on year-round residential
use and more focused on seasonsl recreational
use, often related to Gocess to public lands for
purposes of exploration, hunting, and fishing,

* The effect of the lines will depend on the location
of the lines relative to access routes and the loca-
tion of potential building sites. Given the size of
many of these tracts and the screening effect of
topography aud tree cover, the effects of the lines
omn tie site may not be significant.

* The unique recreationul churacter of the site will

————

frequently dominate considerations relative to the
transmission lines. This will olten relate to hunt-
ing or access to public lands for other recreational
purposes. Some of these inholding tracts provide
exclusive access to vast areas of National Forest
land, and in this context, the transmission lines
may be an insignificant consideration.

+ Adverse sale price effects may have oceurred in 2
of the 14 transactions, but the evidence is far from
conclusive. In the remaining 12 transactions, both
interview results and sale price analysis indicate

+ Substitutes. The availability of otherwise com-
parable substitutes is a third factor affecting the
vulnerability of a property to transmission line
cffects, If there are alternative properties very
similar to the subject except for the transmission
line, there can be significant price and absorption
effects. On the other hand, if a property is rela-
tively unique and the transmission lines are but
one of several differentiating fuctors, the property
is less vulnerable to price and absorption effects,

As summarized earlier, there has been extensive
research on the effects of high-voltage transmission
lines on improved resid . However,
the locations and development patterns of the areas
previously studied are so different from the rural
West that it is difficult to determine how much
applicability they have in the West. In particular, it
has been uncertain how the recreational influence
on agricultural lands and residential properties
would influence their valnerability to transmission

line effects, The suspicion was that this would

increase their sensitivity,

no elfect of the 500 kY line on the price at which
these transactions occurred,

Summary

This article summarizes findings from analysis
of 49 individual transactions plus the analysis of
7 residential subdivisions ers County. The

properties studied stretch over 640 miles of Montana
countryside and represent a wide range of terrain,
charucter, and land use. When trying to generalize
about the considerations that stand out when
cousidering the potential cffect of transmission lines
on these properties, three issues are dominant.

+ Use. The more heavily oriented the property is

toward residentin]_use, the more vulnerable itis

to transmission line impacl. Properties oriented
more toward purely recreationul use are much
less vulnerable to HVTL impact, and properties
with pure agricultural use show no price effects
of ransmission lines whatsoever.

+ Size. The lurger the property, the less vulnerable
it is to ransmission line impact Larger proper-
ties have a greater likelihood that the location
of the lines will not interfere with the use of the
property; or, if they do interfere, that there are
siting alternatives for dwelling or recreational
improvements, which can mitigate the impacts.

Surprisingly, this seems not to be the case, When
moving from residential subdivisions to large acreage
rural residential tracts and rural recreational tracts/
cabin sites, three significant things chnnge@
the range of uses is broadening, the properties are
getting larger, and the properties tend to have their
own unique combination of attributes, i.c., there are
fewer close substitites. Whenever the intended nuse of
the property goes beyond pure residential, additional
property altributes become relevant (horse pasture,
access to hunting or fishing, all season access, specific
viewsheds, etc.), which can outweigh the influence
of the transmission M@c properties are
getting larger, which red e extent of influcnce
of the transmission lines, the transmission
lines become one of man atiating factors as
opposed to the dominant differentiating factor as is
the case in some residenal subdivisions,

In the case of agricultural lands, the situation is
a little different; but again, the effects of increasing
recreational influence are not what might be
expected. In this case, the starting point is production
agricultural property whose value is anallected
By The Tnes. Wittirmodest levels of recreational
influence added, there is some speculative interest
beyond agricultural use that may be influenced by
the transmission lines, but the basic agricultural
characteristics of the property continue to dominate

-IhoApmhauourmﬂ. Winter2012 _ _ Hih-Voitage Tmasmission Lines and Rural, Westem Real Estate ¥alugss
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which are indifferent to the lines. As we get to
agricultural lands with high amenity recreation
and natural features, the combination of very large
size and the importance of the amenity and natural
features reduce the probability that the lines will
have a material effect on value.

Parl of whal may seem surprising or counter-
intuitive to many is explained by psychologists as
the g When transmission lines are
discussed in the abstract as an attribute of property
with some recreational nse, it will almost universally
be a negative factor. But the effect on a transaction
(price and marketing time) will depend on the full
set of positive and negative attributes of a property.
As a property transitions from either pure agriculture
or pure residential, and assumes some recreational
use, the number of relevant attributes increase that
muy have the effect of diluting the transmission line
effect. This will be reinforced if the average size of
the properties is increasing as well,

The second unanticipated result was the relative
unimportance of the extent to which a property is
encumbered by a transmission line casement. It
would appear, for example, in the case of agrienltural
property that the purchase of the eascment is a
windfall benefit of sorfs to the current owner, who
willnot have to make any discount in sale price for
i Gasement if the praperty (s sold.__

Finally, over the past several years, multiple
regression analysis has become the dominant
methodology applied to the question of transmission
line impact on real estate values. And indeed, if
the objective is to determine whether there is a
generalizable, statistically significant relationship
between transmission lines and real estate value,
multiple regression overa large munberofobservations
is unguestionably the definitive methodology. But,
it must be recognized that the result is essentially

question. The absence of an effect in this context can
be misinterpreted to mean that transmission line
impact Is 4 nonissue. On the contrary, transmission
lines may be a big problem under certain specific
circanstances, but those circumstances are sufficiently
“rare hatihey o not show up in the statistical analysis.

~ Further, the statistical analysis does not help identify

those circumstances where transmission lines may
have an impact.

The research reported here is certainly consistent
witlt the findings in the published literature that
property value effects cannot be presumed and are
generally Infrequent. On the other hand, the current
research reminds us that transmission lines can
create significant price and absorption effects and
provides guidance In identifying circumstances

where these effects are most likely to oceur.

James A. Chalmers, PhD, has a PhD in economics
from the University of Michigan and is a certified
general real estate appraiser in the states of Arizona
and Connecticut, From 1990-2002, he led the real
estate damages practice at Coopers & Lybrand and,
after ts merger, at PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC),
Since retiring from PwC in 2002, he continues to
consult in the area of real estate damages as the
principal of Chalmers & Associates, LLC, located in
Billings, Montana. Over his career, he has been a
frequent contributor to the professional literature.
Contact: Jameschalmers@ven.com

The author would like to acknowledge the significant
contributions of the following professionals to this
study: Bruce M. Burger {Land Dec:slon Resources,

LLC, Billings, MT); David Thomas, MAI (Thomas
Appraisal Services, Lewistown, MT);

Frank A. Voorvaart, PhD (EconLit, LLC, Phoenix, AZ):
and Samantha Matlack-Folkman (Stewart Title of

an average. It addresses the question of whether Bozeman, MT.)
there is a consistent effect between the variables in
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Web Connections
Internet resources suggested by the Y. T. and Louise Lee Lum Library
AGAlert, The Weekly Newspaper for California Agriculture
hupslueww.agalert.com/story/?id=1054
Electric Power Research Institute
hutp:/imy.epricom
Electric Transmission Line Construction Standards and Policies, [llinois Department of Agriculture
hitp:/howw.agrstate.l.us/Environment/LandWater/electrictransmissionlineconstructionstds.pdf
Enviromnental Impacts of Transmission Lines, Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
http://psc.wi.gov/thelibrary/publications/electric/electric10.pdf
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission—"Transmission Line Siting
hitp/fwww fere.gov/industries/electric/indus-act/siting. asp
U.S. Department of Energy
hitp/www.energy.gov
U.S. Energy Information Administration
http/rwww.eia.gov/
High-Vorage Transmission Lines and Rural, Western Real Estate Values . ______The Appralsal Journal, Winter 2012 E
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High-Voltage
Transmission Lines:
Proximity, Visibility, and
Encumbrance Effects

by James A. Chalmers, PhD), and Frank A. Voorvaart, PhD

here wilt be a‘significant expansion of the 545-kV transmission grid In
New England over the next decade; this has raised issues on the potential effects
of transmission lines on the value of nearby properties.' As will bie reviewed
briefly, the professional literature on the impact of high-voltage transmission
lines (HHVTLs) on residential real estate values is extensive. While the literature
creates a relevant foundation for addressing the polential effects of new 345-
kV transmission lines on property values, the current research is designed to
investigate three outstanding issues.
ﬁgmqgggg{hg,yxc_m;p redssomesvhatdated, O the most important studies
(those that examined large numbers of sales using statistical procedures), only one
study analyzes dati from a period subsequent to 2000.% Since attitudes, behaviors,
and their reflection in the market can change over time, it is important to have
weontemporary cvidencd on the quesTion orpossibIe property value effcets. 3
giecond; the construction thatmotivatesthis study isspecific o 545-kV.lines
(which are mostly ond30-footsteel poles), while the historical research has no
such focus and only occasionally has dealt with this corridor configuration.
hird, a carefpl analysis has to look;at therinteraction of three interreloted
variables=proximity; visibility, and the extent to-which anudjoining. property,
is.actually enoumbered by ,then:ansn_}'issiqn line right-of-way-easement. Since
proximity and encumbrance are highly correlated, the effects of one could be

1. This resoarch was caried out under contract to Norheast Utiitias ovor the pericd Aprl 2008-October 2008
Hghwvoltage tansmission finas curry cutronts of 138 klovots (V) up to 765 KV soo Energly Information
Administeation, “The LS, Electric Power Industry Infrastructure; Functions and Components,” in The Changieyt
Structure of the Electric Power industry 2000: An Update (Washinglen, DC: U.S. Departmant of Enargy, 2000),
malablo 01 htipy// www.sie.coe gov/cneal/electriaty/eni_stru_update/chaptor3 ntmd

2. These suudies will be referancod and summarized in the next scction

— High-Volage Transmission Lines: Proximity, Visipility, and Encumbrance £fects.

by the

FEATURES

N>

casomont. A mltiple
regression model Is usod
1o test whether the sale
prices aro affected by
liu‘ploth,towu

+ visibliity, or property

. the proximity and visibil

% g
10 be statistically signifi-.

‘cant. The only varlablo

that appears to have any
systematic effect Is the
encumbranco varlable;
however, Its magnitude
Is generally small.

The Appralsal Journal, Summer. 2009 2@9 —
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attributed to the other if both are not adequately
necounted for. Similarly, the effects of visibility and
proximity must be considered in tandem if the effect
of each is to be properly measured.
In the course of this research, three additional
questions were investigated: (1) drehigher-valued
propertics more yulnerable o 1IVELReffectsr than
lower-valued properties? (2) are properties in gen-
eral ynore, vulnerable Lo HVT . effectssin e down
housing market? and (3) since much of the proposed
expansion of the grid will tuke place in existing util-
ity corridors, how can tha ingremental effectof these
expansions be measured?

Summary of the Literature

Methodology

Reliable evidence of the effect of HVTLs on the value
of adjacent or nearby residential property must rely on
actual, arm’s-length sqles of property thatlicin close

"mlqggw‘ggg@ngMesc sales are then com-

pared to othepselerted IransSactions VoI Ing pioper
lex located outsideof the poteritial area af influencer
The three most common approaches for performing
this comparison are paired data analysis, retrospective
appraisal, and multiple regression analysis.

Paired Data Analysis. The paired data approach
attemplts to match the characteristics of a subject
property sold within a claimed area of impact (the
subjectarea) with individual sales of similar proper-
lies sold outside the claimed area of impact (the con-
trol area). The issues here center on the availability
of sales and the ability to identify sales that can be
considered a match to the subject property.*

Retrospective Appraisal Based on Control Proper-
tics. The retrospective appraisal approach recognizes
that a perfect match is unlikely and relies on standard
residentinl appraisal sales comparison methodology.
A subject property is selected that has been sold, and
it is then appraised retrospectively, i.e., at the date
of its historical sale. The appraised value based on
control area comparables can then be compared to
the actual sale price to see if the HVTL had any effect
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on the sale price of the subject property. This is obvi-
ously an improvement over the paired data analysis,
but still suffers from the fact that, as discussed later,
the effects under investigation are likely to be small,
and may well be within the error range of standurd
appraisal methodology.

Multiple Regression Analysis of Large Numbers of
Subject and Control Area Sales, The third approuch,
multiple regression analysis, uses siatistical tools to
try to isolate the effects of the HVTL from all of the
other determinants of value. This is only possible
with a relatively lurge number of subject area and
control arca sales. If the sales, property, and neigh-
borhood data exist to carry out this approach, it is
ideally suited to identifying the independent effect
of the transmission line, holding the other value-
determining factors constant.® In addition, it is the
least subjective of the three potential approaches
and is the only approach to give explicit measures
of reliability, which helps the user determine what
weight to give the resulls.

Conclusions from the Literature
While thesliterature:on:thescffect of* [IVTLs on
property values is extensivegitis ofuneven quality,
ranging from ancedotal reportsito large, rigorously”
conducted statistical studies; Several hundred ar-
ticles were reviewed as part of the current study,
and thirty-cight had direct relevance to cither the
methodological or empirical questions at issue here.
These are referenced in footnotes or in the Additional
Reading section at the end of this article.

‘Oyer the past Awenty-five years; the literature
has tncreasingly recognized multiple regression
analysis.as the most reliable techniijueto investigate
whether HVTLs impact property values and, if so, to
quantify the effect. As mentioned, multiple regres-
sion has the significant advantage of not relying on
the subjective judgment of the appraiser. Rather, it
represcnts an objective reflection of the data together
with measures ol reliability that attach o the results,
A large number of studies have been undertaken
since the 1980s using large datsbases and statistical

3. Analysis of trencs, days on market, or lumover rates can be suggestive of the existence of eifects, but o not uselul In quantifying the magnitude of
the uffect. Surveys of markot participonts can eiso be instructive as to haw these offocts are perceved, but are no subiatitule for anadysia of how these

effocts actualy manitest thomsolves in the market.
4. The peoblem wit”: this approach is evident by a review of

parison sale 1o which no adjustments are made.

thal app

Is; despite beat elforts to find comparables, 1t in very rane 10 see a com

!'J. Foe 0 gonetal discussion of 1he methodological Issues assocated with mustioke negression, see Thomas 0. Jackson, *Eviucting Envronmeatisl Stigma
1 with Multiple Segression Analysis,” The Agprafeal Journai (Fall 2005): 363369,
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tools to investigate the effect of transmission lines
on property values. §ixteenso

hegpreoftheprofessionatliteraturcand ureavidels
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These general conclusions have characterized the
appraisal and economic literature throughout the
last lwenty-five years, and there do not appear to

“quoted ang The  be any new or different trends in the research, It is
results of these studies can be generally summarized WMWALMM';MQM\M
ns follows:

Lvelgetromagnetic fiold (FM Ky cxposure wiire b
! i soft-refepunced-SwvedislEstudg=o
"es; One of the questions, therefore, is the apparent
inconsistency between these statistical results and
the intensity of opposition thut new transmission

+ Over time, there is a consistent pattern with
about half of the studies finding negative prop-
erty value effects and half finding none.

* When cffcets have been found, they tend to be
small; almostalyviys Jessthan40%and.asually
dndhic rangeofS%=0%S

« Where effects are found, theylecay-rapidlyas
distangce 1o the lines increases aud-usually. dis-
appeacalabout200-featto300 eety(61 meters
to 91 melers).

*"I'wo studies investigating the behavior of the of-
fect over time find that, where there are effects,
they,tendedstodissipatosoyer-time

* There does ohuyeheenanychange
tn the reaction of markets to high-voltage trans-

offecied-hystrelines? Like the statistical analyses
of sales, the results of these survey studies are quite
consistent with one another. Their findings can be

mission line proximily afeptheESUISOIWOR  summarized as follows:
widelyppub sz SWE S Gl e e studics -
wereprellmlFily Felsated 10027 A'highproportiomof the residenissverenwire of

the lines at the time of purchase.

mmmmnnmmmnnﬁ.nm'mmummuumMMmAm
Ustical Analyss,” New Zealood Valuers Joumal (June 1995k 35-38; Peter F, Colwell, *Power Lines and Land Vislies,” ocrnaf of Real Estate Research
s.m.usommmur-urzmsmmww.mwmwmmmmummw:
The Apprasal Journal (October 1979): 490-409; J, R. Cowgor, Steven C. Botiomiier, and James M, Canil, “Transmission Line impect ca Acsidertint
Property Values: A Study of Thee Pacific Nocthwast Metropolitan Areas.” Fight of Way [Septambor/Octoder 1096) 13-17; Franco's Des Rosiers,
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University of Toronto, Jamuary 2000) 5. W. Hamiron an¢ Cameron Carruthers, *The Effects of Transmissicn Lines on Property Vithues In Residentiol
Anas® (Unh y of Britizh C i, Vi Agril 1903); Stanioy W. Hamilton and Gregory M. Schwann, 0o High Voitage Electric Transmission
Lines Affoct Prapecty Value?® Land Ecanomies 71, no, 4 (Novombder 1905 4306-444; Patrice C. lgnetrd unc Thomas Priesticy, A Seatitical Anatysis of

Line frmp on Mwmmmmmmumwmmm,mm;m
. Kinnard, Jr., Mary Bath Gechier, and Jake W. Del ottie, Post-1992 Evk of EMF Iy on Nearty Property Volues (Nevoda) (Storrs, C1;
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mw.x..mcasM.wmmm,'mmdnmmmmm-muModmwm
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+ Between onehalfand three-fourthsof the respon-
dents have negative feelings about the lines.

* The negative feelings center on fear of heulth
ellects, aesthetics, and property-value.effects.

+ Of those who have negative feelings about the
lines, the vastmajority {67%-80%b) réport thiat
the purehase decisionand theprice they offered
Lo pay were not affectéd by the lines”

In summary, the relatively small effects on
property value attributed to HYTL proximity in the
literature does not mean that the direction of the ef-
fect of transmission lines on property values is not
negative. The general interpretation is that, even
though transmission line issues have been a promi-
nent concern in most of the communities studied,
and even though the direction of efTect on real estate
value is generally negative,the presence of transmis-
sion lines is apparently-not-given-suflicicnt-weight
‘by:buyers-and-sellers-of realestme to huveliad any
consistent, material effecton property.values,

Connecticut and Massachusetts 2008
Case Study

Study Area Selection

Given the anticipated expansion of the 345-kV trans-
mission grid in New England over the next decade,
this study focused on Connecticut and Mussachu-
setts. The objective was to find m%

Tnd sburhuh pesidentifl developments dlor mﬂ
ing 345-kV corridors ‘where the cilects of the lines
could be studied. The study called for at least 10 years
of sales d(ﬂn"(l!)ﬂ&%(ﬂ) The criteria for study area
selection were (1) the existing transmission corridor
had to contain a 345-kV line, preferably on 1350-foot
steel poles; (2) the line had to have been built by 1997;
and (3) the development patterns along the corridor
had to produce a sufficient number of sales to make
statistical analysis feasible.

Based upon a combination of field inspection,
review of aerial photography, and review of maps
of the existing electric transmission grid, nine areas
were selected for the study.” Table 1 describes the
location, configuration of transmission lines, and
number of records for each area for the 10-year

9. Whon this resoarch began, the number of sales that occurred In cach aea ovor the 10year poriod was ur

ireis could be agpregated In the final analysis,
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period analyzed in this study; maps of the specific
locations are shown in the Appendix 1.

Database Development

Once the study areas had been selected, local ap-
praisers were relaiued to assist in the data collec-
tion process.'” A download from the Warren Group
identified all sales within a set of street addresses that
had been developed to describe an area that upproxi-
mated 2,000 feel on either side of the transmission
line corridor. Using this information, appraisers col-
lected the assessors’ record and the multiple listing
service (MLS) “sold record” for each of the transac-
tions in the data scl. A sales database containing the
information shown in Table 2 was then populated
for each sale transaction.

Next, the sales database record for each property
was returned to the appraisers together with a hard
copy of the assessors’ record and the MLS sheet. The
appraisers were then asked to visit each property and
record its location coordinates with a GPS device at
the street curb opposite the front door. When obtain-
ing the location information, they were also asked
to verify the data entry o the sales database and to
opine as to whether, in their judgment, the sale ap-
peared to be an arm's-length transaction.

Next, the appraisers recorded the extent to which
" the transmission line structures were visible from
the property.' For each property, the appraisers
were given an aerinl photograph that showed and
labeled all structures in the vicinity of the property.
Since the ficld observations were taken in July and
Augusl, it was important for the appraisers to know
where structures might potentially be seen. Stand-
ing at the street curb, they made three observations
and took photos of each; one froin the right edge ol
the property, one from the lelt edge of the property,
and one from the point on the street curb opposite
the front door. These views were then coded for up
Lo three of the most visible structures (or structure
combinations) [rom each of the three locations.”
Visibility was rated as follows:

+ Highly Visible-At least one arm holding a con-
ductor is fully visible and not obscured by trees
or folinge.

It was iputed that some of the

10. Race Appraisal Servicos, LLC, was rétained for the four Massachusetts study areas, Oles & Jerrarm, Inc,, for Ihe three westemn Connecticut areas. anc
Archambsauft & Murry Appralsal Group for the two north centriel Connecticut aras.

11, Structures would lncluce steel polos, stoed lattice towers, and wood M frame towers.

12. In Instancas where o 345XV structure was cotiocidod wih o 115KV line or another 345KV fino, visiillity ratirgs to both structures were recordea,

@_ﬂn Appralsal Journal, Summer 2009
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Table 1 Study Area Locatlons and Transmission Line Configurations
Total
Transmission Line Records
Area Location Configuration Considered

Study Area 1
Subarea 1.1 Located in Ludlow, Hampton County, 345KV line supported by steel poles 71
(South-Central MA)  MA, approx. 5 miles east of 1-291 and and 115-kV line supported by H-frame

bordered by I-90 to the north. structures,
Subarea 1.2 Located on the CT and MA border In 345KV line supported by steel poles 35
(South-Central MA) East Longmeadow, Hampton County, and 115-kV line supported by H-frame

MA, approx. 7 miles east of -91. structures,
Subares 1.3 Located In Bloomfield, Hartford County,  345-kV line supported by steel poles 80
(North-Central CT) CT, approx. 3.5 miles west of 1-95 and and 115-kV line supported by H-frame

east of CT 189. structures,
Subarea 1.4 Located in Windsor and Bloomfield, 345-kV line supported by steel poles 445
(North-Central CT) Hartford County, CT, immediately west and 115-kV line supported by Hframe

of 191 and north of CT 218, structures.
Study Area 2
Subarea 2.1 Located In New Mliford, Litchfield 3454V line supported by H-frame 77
(West CT) County, CT, approx. 13 miles north of structures and 1154V line suppaorted

1-84 along Route 202. by Hframe structures,
Subarea 2.2 Located In New Milford, Litchfield 345-kV line supported by steel poles. 85
(West CT) County, CT, approx. 10 milles north of

1-84 along Route 202,
Subarea 2.3 Located In Brookfield, Litchfield County,  345-kV line supported by steel poles. 237
(West CT) MA, approx. 5 miles north of -84 along

Route 202,
Study Area 3 Located in Stoughton, Norfolk County Two 345KV lines supported by steel 206
(East MA) approx. 4 miles south of 193 and east lattice towers,

of State Hwy 138,
Study Area 4 Located in Randolph, Norfolk County Two 345KV lines supported by stee! 418
(East MA) approx. 4 miles south of |23 and east lattice towers.

of State Hwy 24.
All Areas 1,654

+ Somewhat Visible-Some portion of the structure
i5 visible independent of trees or foliage, but not
a full arm holding a conductor.

* Barely Visible-The entire structure is mostly ob-
scured by trees or foliage, but can be recognized,
especially in winter.

Given that the appraisers knew where to look,
the ratings reflect the distinction between Barely

Visible and not visible as they would be recorded
in the winter. That is not an issue with the first two
categories as the structure elements are visible ln-
dependent of trees or foliage. A larger issue is that
visibility is being measured as of the summer 02008
und not as of the date of the sale transaction. Thus,
visibility of the structures is being underestimated,
especially for sales early in the study period." An-
other issue is the visibility of the conductors them-

13. Perhapn a forestry PhD candidate could develop & helifvt and consity folisge model that could be used to make wisibity adjustments over tinw,

. High-Valtage Transmisston Lings: Proximity, Yisiblity, aad Encumbrange Effects. .
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Table 2 Sale and Property Characteristic Data

Varlable Description

Sale Price Transaction sale price

Liveable Area Liveable area In square feet

Lot Size Lot size In acres

A/C Value of 1 if property has central A/C; zero otherwlse

Age {at the time 07 sale) Age of property at time of transaction (sale year minus year built)

Total Bathrooms Sum of full, half, and three-fourths baths (full = 1; half = 0.5; three-fourths = 0.75)

Basement Area Basement area in square feet

Deck-Small Value of 1 if the property's deck size Is less than or equal to the median deck size
of the area; zero otherwise

Deck-Large Value of 1 |f the property's deck size Is greater than the median deck size of the
area; zero otherwise

Garage-Small Value of 1 if the property's garage size Is less than or equal to the median garage
size of the area; zero otherwlse

GarageLarge Value of 1 if the property's garage slze is greater than the median garage size of
the area; zero otherwise

Patio-Small Value of 1 if the property's patio size Is less than or equal to the median patio
size of the area; zero otherwise

Patio-Large Value of 1 If the property's patio size is greater than the median patio size of the
area; zero otherwise

Porch-Small Value of 1 if the property's porch size is less than or equal to the median porch
size of the area; zero otherwise

Porch-Large Value of 1 if the property's porch size is greater than the median porch size of the
arca; zero otherwise

Sale Year 1999 Value of 1 If transaction occurred in 1999; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2000 Value of 1 if transaction occurred in 2000; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2001 Value of 1 if transaction occurred in 2001; zero otherwlse

Sate Year 2002 Value of 1 If transaction occurred In 2002; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2003 Value of 1 if transaction occurred in 2003; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2004 Value of 1 If transaction occurred in 2004; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2005 Value of 1 if transaction occurred In 2005; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2006 Value of 1 if transaction occurred in 2006; zero otherwise

Sale Year 2007 Value of 1 If transaction occurred In 2007; zero otherwise

Subarea 1.1 Value of 1 If property Is located In Subarea 1.1; zero otherwise

Subarea 1.2 Value of 1 if property is located in Subarea 1.2; zero otherwise

Subarea 1.3 Value of 1 if property Is located in Subarea 1.3; zero otherwise

Subarea 2.1 Value of 1 if property Is located in Subarea 2.1; zero otherwise

Subarea 2.2 Value of 1 if property is located In Subarea 2.2; zero otherwise

selves. Itwas observed that conductors were seldom
noticeable without a structure or structures being
visible and that structure visibility was the defining
characteristic of the visibility of the conductor/struc-
ture combination.

The linal field task carried out by the appraisers
was to review assessor maps for all properties ndja-
cent to the transmission line corridor to determine
if each property was encumbered with an easement
associated with the HVTL, If so, the size of the en-
cumbrance was estimated from assessor maps.

Once the field data had been collected, the final
step was to construct the proximity and visibility
variables to be used in the anulysis. Since the loca-

L% The Appralsal Journal, Summer 2009 _

tion coordinates of all the structures were known,
the distance could be calculated from the street
curb opposite the front door of ¢ach property to any
structure coded as visible by the appraisers. The
perpendicular distance was also calculated, from the
street curb opposite the front door to the centerline of
the transmission line corridor. Using all the collected
information, six variables were constructed designed
to test for proximity, visibility, end encumbrance
effects: Continuous Distance; Zone 0-75 Meters;
Zone 75*-150 Meters; Number of Structures Visible;
Weighted Number of Structures Visible; and Encum-
brance, Table 3 describes these six variables,

___High-Yohage Transmission Lines: Proximity, Visibility, and Blwmbranceg;(elﬁs
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Aggregation of the Data as onc of the parties to the sale, or (2) only a single

Based on the data on geographic proximity, sale
prices, and sale prices per square foot, the nine ini-
tial arcas were aggregated to four large study areas,
Study Area 1 (A1) is an aggregated area consisting of
the two South-Central Massachusetts areas (Subar-
eas 1.1 and 1.2) and the two North-Central Connecti-
cut areas (Subarcas 1.5 and 1.4). Study Area 2 (A2)
is an aggregated area consisting of the three West
Connecticut arcas (Subareas 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3). The
two East Massachusetts areas continue 1o be treated
independently as Study Area 5 (A3) and Study Area
4 (A4), respectively, due to the significant difference
in their sale price per square foot and the practical
consideration that both have large enough numbers
of sales to support independent analysis.

The total number of sale transactions considered
for cach of the four areas is shown in Table 4. Of the
initial 1,654 records, 508 records were discarded be-
cause they did notineet the arm's-length criterion in
the opinion of the appraisers (or the sale transactions
could not be confirmed). The two most common
reasons given were (1) an institution was identified

Table 3 HVTL Varlables

party was indentified in the transaction. There were
also sales in which the buying and selling parties
had the sume last names or cases where the reported
consideration was zero. For 38 transactions, the ap-
praisers were not able to complete all required data
ficlds for the analysis, the ransaclion appeared to be
a duplicate transaction, or the transaction was oth-
erwise sufliciently unrepresentative of the general
study arca as to be discarded."

Finally, a relatively small number (22) of ad-
ditional sales were eliminated o improve the fit of
the regression model. A base model was estimated
for each area and observations with residuals of
more than + 2.5 standard deviations were excluded
from subsequent regression runs, Overall, this filter
improved the fit of the regression models by several
percentage points, but only eliminated 1.7% of the
usable transactions. The residual filter did nol impact
the sign of the estimated coefficients, but generally
improved the significance of the studied variables, ie.,
if an estimated coefficient was negative and border-
line significant before applying the residual filter, it

Variable
Continuous Distance

Description

Shortest distance from the street curb opposite the front door of the property to

the centerline of the transmission line

Zone 0-75 Meters

Value of 1 If the property is less than or equal to 75 meters away from the center-

line of the transmission line; zero otherwlse

Zone 75'-150 Meters

Value of 1 [f the property is greater than 75 or less than or equal to 150 meters

away from the centerline of the transmission line; zero otherwise

Number of Structures Visible

Weighted Number of Structures
Visible

Encumbrance

Number of unique structures visible from the property

Sum of the numeric value of the rating assigned to each tower visible from the
property; Highly Visible = 4, Somewnhat Visible = 2, Barely Visible = 1

Square feet encumbeared by the easement

Table 4 Number of Records Considered

Total Records Considered

Less Non-Arm's-Length Transactions
Less Incomplete, Duplicate, or Otherwise
Not Usable Transactions

Less Qutliers Fiitered by Residual Filter
Transactions Used in Regresslon Models

Study Area
Al A2 A3 A4 Total
631 399 206 418 1,654
142 37 48 81 308
8 12 1 17 38
6 6 4 6 22
475 344 153 314 1,286

14, Ninae transactions weee eaciuded that were not representative of the general study arcas. For example, we cacluded a transaction with a sale price of
$800,000 In a neighborhood with average home values ©f$192,611, a property {which sold twico during our study time poriod) that contained a 130

acre lake, and a property that appoarod to bo a lot sale caly

High-Yoltage Transmission Lines: Proximity, ¥/sibility, and Encumbrance Effects __The Apprahﬂ)oumal,.sﬂmmm,zmmss
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stayed negative, but typically became more significant
after applying the residual filter. Appendix 2 contains
descriptive statistics ol the four Study Areas.

The Base Model

Before working with the transmission line-related
variables, a base model was estimated for each of
the four study areas; the results are shown in Table
5. Various functional formats were explored during
the model specification stage. Based upon guidance
provided in the published literature and an evalua-
tion of alternative specifications, the natural log of
the sale price was used as the dependent variable.
Three of the independent variables (Liveable Area,
Lot Size, and Basement Area) were also entered as
natural logs to allow for a nonlinear response of the
sale price to increases in size.

Data for the total number of bedrooms was avail-
able, but it was not included in the model because it
did not add statistical explanatory power after liveable
area and number of bathrooms were accounted for.
Data on square feet of finished basement was available
for most sales, but it also did not add any explanatory
power once tolal basement size was in the model, so
it was dropped as well."* For deck, garage, and porch
square footage, the dummy variables of small and
large were used, depending on whether the feature
was above or below the median size.' A regional
home price deflator was not used to adjust sale prices,
since there were plenly of observations and the annual
dummy variable for year of sale (1998 is the excluded
year) seeed more reliable. Finally, dummy variables
were included for the subarcas that were aggregaled
to form Study Area 1 (A1) and Study Area 2 (A2)."7

Overall, the base models have very good ex-
planatory power; the independent variables are

Volume 3F
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generally statistically significant with the anticipated
sign and are of reasonable magnitudes.' Table 6
provides a sample interpretation of the regression
coellicients for A2,"

Testing for the Effects of Proximity, Visibility,
and Encumbrance

Table 7 shows the frequency distribution and the
summary statislics of the key transmission line-re-
lated variables in the sules database. As expected,
encumbered properties are slightly larger than the
unencumbered properties.

tof-the 1;286 sules, over 100 propertics arc'”
«Withip 75 metersotanexisting S45-kV Fansmission’
- line, 78 propertiesareencumbered with an easemeiit -
wasposialed will-the transmiasionHa c:any 627 arey
~of properties from which one or.more transmission. -
—dinestructures can boseert;

Tables 8 and ¥ summarize the results when the
transmission line variables are added to the base
model for each of the four study arcas. There are
two basic approaches to testing for proximity effects:
(1) distance as a categorical variable representing
distance zones, and (2) distance measured as a con-
tinuous variable. Both approaches are investigated,
with distance zones shown in ‘Table 8 and continuous
distance shown in Tuble 9. The tables are structured
so that distance is examined first by itsell (Model 1),
the encumbrance variable is then added (Model 2),
and then two visibility variables are considered—-the
number of structures visible (Model 3) and the num-
ber of structures visible weighted by the degree of
visibility (Model 4).*°

Proximity. Tables 8 and 9 are striking in that there is
no systematic effect of proximity to the transmission

15. Care must be exerclsad here not to misinterpeet the effect of the varlables in the base model, Because mary of the varables are highly cocrelated (0.,

number of bed ), the

may not bo shie to sort out the independent effect of nuch, The conlficlents

Fveable ana, numoder of bath

on the ncuced virdables must, Mm.bem«uelod'u w;mt affect of the included varlables and any excluded, highly correlated visrablo(s),
16. Since for & signifcant number of transactions, the propertes did not have o garage, dock. and/or porch, thesa varfabies exhibit a skewed distribution
with most of the transactions conterod around the '0” vaiue (1.e., these variables do not foliow a normad distriiution). Therefore, to address the non
normal distriution of the varables these varables were entored as categorical vardabées (dummy variables), For a categorical variable, one category
must be left out of the regression, ind the cotficlents on the included categories measure the effect on saie price relative to the excluded category.
F«Nma.m.-mmmum.mm&awmmmMOonolhmaw.dodgma/mm.
17. The excluced subsrea for Study Aven 1 was Sudarea 1.4; for Study Ares 2, it was Subama 2.3,

18, Given that the depandunt varable is In natural logs, the Interpretation of the coelfici

‘s on the independent variabies Is as (oliows: (1) the coofficient

of an urtransformed continuous varleble (0.g., rumber of tath

3} appeoas

e p tage change In sale orice due 10 4 oneunit change i

momunvmvuhbh:(Zlnnnomnadammmwmwmhtmulnmwnmovzlucoflhcmmw
In nrmd(szmccoomcmzul-mmmodmhnusmmwmmmmwmhsuaw\eomnludwmmu

transformed varabie.
19, Proporty ch “stics wore

o that appr

the medion values for Study Area 2.

20, Without sdditona! research, the welghts attached 1o the three categonos of visiility are necessarlly subjective. The results shown In the tables am
based on 1 4:2:1 scheme, 1.0, highly visiblo carries twice the weight of somewnat visible, which his twice the weiht of barely visitie. Other schomas

were thed, but the rosults wore largedy unaffocted.
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Table 5 Base Model Estimation Results
Study Area
Variable Al A2 A3 A4
Constant 09,3205+ 9,0552%* 9.7858%+ 9.5877%*
(51.3163) (41.2176) (33.2529) (53.7302)
InLiveable Aroa (in sq. ft.) 0.3018** 0.3700%* 0.3149%+ 0,3032%*
(11.9133) (11.9432) (7.6257) (11.8995)
InLot Size (in acres) 0.0569** 0.0174 0.0523%+ 0.0389++
(4,1087) {0.9404) (2.2025) (2.0536)
A/C (yes/no) ~0.0012 0.0505¢%* 0.0433* 0.0211
(=0.0773) {2.7320) (1.7767) (1.6144)
Age -0.0033%* ~0,0000% * ~0.0049** ~0.0017++
(-9.2045) {-3.0085) (~5.1140) (~6.0633)
Total Bathrooms 0.0681** 0.0307++ 0.0180 0.07624+
(5.9799) (2.5000) (0.9160) (6.5439)
InBasement Area (In sq. ft.) 0.0139%» 0.0313++ 0.0126** 0.01594+
{5.2651) (4.8848) (4.0452) {5.1089)
Deck-Small 0.0160 0.0150 -0.0101 0.0145
(11576} {0.7761) (~0.4087) (1.0105)
Decklarge 0.0127 0.0248 0.0561%* 0.0454+
(1.0065) {1.2731) (2.1352) (3.0625)
Garage-Small 0.0738** 0.1211°%+ 0.0224 0.0528%+
(4.9800) {4.1899) (1.0559) (3.8013)
Garage-Large 0.1154% 0.1445¢%+ 0.0832¢* 0.0460%*
(7.2675) {4.7379) (3.3965) (2.8108)
Porch-Small 0.0332¢+ 0.0389¢%+ 0.0120 0.0163
{2.6389) (1.9962) (0.6302) (1.1652)
Porch-Large 0.0429%+ 0.0186 0.0222 0.0236
{3.2400) (0.9402) (1.0357) (1.5621)
Sale Yoar 1999 0.0647** 0.0884++ 0.0898++ 0,1312++
(2.7723) (2.2858) (2.9167) (5.4847)
Sale Year 2000 0.1355%* 0.2206%+ 0.3423+ 0.2746%*
(5.5220) (5.5944) (9.3656) (9.3996)
Sale Year 2001 0.2293%* 0,3085** 0.5027++ 0.,4011%+
(8.8978) (7.8390) (14.0765) (14.7889)
Sale Year 2002 0.2924%+ 0.4285%+ 0,5883%+ 0.5603%*
(12.7420) {11.4544) {18.0932) (23.1608)
Sale Year 2003 0.3676%* 0.4953%+ 0.7308%* 0.6712%*
(15.7658) {14,1213) (22.1995) (27.7454)
Sale Year 2004 0.5122* 0.62534+ 0.7797*+ 0.7600%*
(21.5832) (18.4644) (22.7246) (32.8114)
Sale Year 2005 0.6244% 0.7255%* 0.8802%= 0.8589%+
(28,3895) (20.6101) (26.6213) (34.9250)
Sale Year 2006 0.7059%* 0.7261%* 0.8612+* 0.7998%*
(30.4294) {20.1332) (26.1725) (31.2761)
Sale Year 2007 0.6968*~ 0.7147%* 0.7850%* 0.7522%*
(29.1600) {18.0000) (22.4262) (26.6658)
Subarea 1.1 0.0910%+
(4.4589)
Subarea 1.2 0.2110%*
(9.34186)
Subarea 1.3 -0.0062
(~0.3908)
Subarea 2.1 —0.1789*+
(-8.8005)
Subamea 2.2 ~0.1773%+
(~6.8976)
Adjusted R-Squared 88.25% 87.85% 93.52% 92.16%
Mean Sale Price $172,786 $208,740 $227,927 $258,249
Included Observations 475 344 153 314
1Statistics provided in parentheses,
*  Indicates varioble is significant at the 90% level,
** Indcates vartnble s signicant ot the 95% level,
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Table 6 Sample Calculation of Estimated Sale Price for Study Area 2 (A2)
Natural Log

Varlable Assumed Value  Transformed Values  Estimated Coefficient Estimated Effect
Constant 1 9,05516 9.05516
InLiveable Area (in sq. ft.) 2,000 7.6009 0.37005 2.81269
InLot Size (in acres) 0.75 0.2877 0.01742 -0.00501
A/C (yes/no) 1 0.05048 0.05048
Age 35 -0.00092 -0.03234
Total Bathrooms 25 0.03969 0.09922
InBasement Area {in sq. ft.) 1,000 6.9078 0.03126 0.21595
Deck-Small 1 0.01504 0.01504
Deck-Large 0 0.02480 0
Garage-Smail 1 0.12108 0.12108
Garage-Largo 0 0.14448 0
Porch-Small 1 0.03894 0.03894
Porch-large 0 0.01855 0
Study Area 2.1 0 0.17888 0
Study Area 2.2 0 0.17732 0
Sale Year 1999 0 0.08843 0
Sale Year 2000 0 0.229860 0
Sale Year 2001 1 0.30849 ' 0.30849
Sale Year 2002 0 0.42848 0
Sale Year 2003 0 0.49534 0
Sale Year 2004 0 0.62529 0
Sale Year 2005 0 0.72548 0
Sale Year 2006 0 0.72609 0
Sale Year 2007 0 0.71470 0
Estimated Natural Log Transformed Value (Sum of Effects) 12.67969
Estimated Value $321,159
Table 7 Summary of Transmisslon Line Variables

Study Area
AL A2 A3 A4

Distance Zones
Zone 0-75 Meters

Number of Properties 43 7 20 41

Median Distance 62 62 v 53 50
Zone 75*-150 Meters

Number of Properties 63 65 20 55
Median Distance 97 118 103 104
Greater than 150 Meters

Number of Properties 369 272 113 218

Median Distance 343 371 294 304
Continuous Distance

Number of Properties 475 344 153 314

Median Distance 275 286 237 228
Encumbrance

Number of Properties Encumbered 29 32 7 10

Median Sq. Ft. Encumbered 8,527 11,825 7,601 5,707

Median Lot Size of

Encumbered Properties 0.50 0.99 0.35 0.33

Median Lot Size of

Unencumbered Properties 0.40 0.923 0.21 0.28
Number of Properties with Transmission Structure(s) Visible

1 Structure Visible 87 69 10 51

2 Structures Visible 71 24 30 61

3 Structures Visible 23 8 13 29

4 Structures Visible 3] 0 14 15

More than 4 Structures Visible 2 0 13 1
@ _The Appralsal Journal, Summer 2009 _High-Voltage Transmission Lines: Praximity, Visiblity, and Encumbrance %eg'tsse
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Table 8 Zone Distance Model
Study Area
Al A2 A3 A4
Model 1: Distance Zone Model
Zone 0-75 Meters -0.0226 -0.0874 0.0131 -0.0055
(-1.2734) (-1.6429) (0.5278) (0.3159)
Zone 75°-150 Meters 0.0041 0.0388* 0.0069 0.0237
(0.2768) (-1.9251) (0.2443) (1.5212)
Model 2: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance
Zone 0-75 Meters 0.0179 0.0539 0.0306 0.0050
(-0.8638) (-1.0068)  (1.0550) (0.2711)
Zone 75°-150 Meters 0.0056 0.0012 0.0064 0.0257
(0.3666) {0.0492) (0.2280) (1.6495)
Encumbrance -0.0012 0.0113** .0.0061 0.0073+%
(-0.4387) (-3.1867) (-1.1684) (-1.7323)
Model 3: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance &
Number of Structures Visible
Zone 0-75 Meters -0.0283 0.0697 0.0151 0.0019
(-1.1314) (-1.2515) (0.4562) (-0.0832)
Zone 75'-150 Meters -0.0034 0.0122 -0.0033 0.0206
(-0.1776) (-0.4561) (-0.1120) (1.1312)
Encumbrance 0.0014 0.0113++  .0.0073 -0.0078+
(-0.5065) (-3,.1996)  (-1,3663) (-1.8018)
Number of Structures Visible 0.0055 0.0139 0.0069 0.0038
(0.7434) (1.0312) (0.9784) (0.5519)
Model 4: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance &
Weighted Number of Structures Visible
Zone 0-75 Meters -0.0170 -0.0681 0.0218 0.0011
(-0.6796) (-1.2174) (0.6204) (0.0479)
Zone 75°-150 Meters 0.0062 0.0117 0.0023 0.0231
(0.3355) (-0.4224) (0.0792) (1.3250)
Encumbrance -0.0012 0.0114+*  -0.0068 -0.0076*
. (0.4281) (-3.2124) (-1.2424) (-1.76086)
Welghted Number of Structures Visible -0.0001 0.0034 0.0009 0.00086
(0.0621) (0.8760) (0.4443) (0.3291)
t-Statistics peovided ko parenthases; pvak Bable from authars upon request.
. Ingi rlitle I significant at the DO% Jevel,

** lndicates varisble i significant at the B5% jevel.

line corridor on sale price. The only exception is A2
in the continuous distance specification. In Models
1, 3, and 4, the distance variable is negative for A2
and statistically significant at cither the 95% or 90%
level, However, further analysis reveals that the dis-
lance variable of Model 1 becomnes insignificant once
encumbrance is accounted for (in Table 9, see Model
2 for A2). Further, even though both Models 3 and 4
show a significant distance effect, Model 3 also shows
an unexpected positive effect of structure visibility.
A possible interpretation is that although encum-
brance clearly has a negative effect, the combina-
lion of greater dislance and more structures visible
may imply long views and the positive value of the

High-Voltage Transmission Lines: Proximity, Visibiity, and Encumbrance Effects _ ____The Appraisal Journal, Summer 2009 ma —
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long views may outweigh any negative effects of the
HVTLs, The only other remaining distance variable
with a statistically significant value-Zone 75*-150
Meters in Model 1 for A2 (Table 8) ~ulso becomes in-
significant once encumbrance is added to the model
(Zone 75'~150 Meters in Model 2 for A2).

Encumbrance. The only variable that appears to
have any kind of systematic effect is the encumbrance
variable, which for A2 and A4 is of the expected sign
in both the Zone Distance and Continuous Distunce
models and is statistically significant at either the
90% or 95% level. However its magnitude is generally
small. For example, for A2 the reported coefficient on
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Table 9 Continuous Distance Model
Study Area
Al A2 A3 A4
Model 1: Distance Zone Model
Continuous Distance 0.0008 0.0351+* -0.0116 -0.0034
(0.1030) (2,7181) (-0.9393) (-0.4711)
Model 2: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance
Continuous Distance -0.0031 0.0157 -0.0214 -0.0091
(0.3772) (1.0921) (-1.5094) (-1.1699)
Encumbrance 0.0027 £0.0009** -0.0071 -0.0087**
(-1.0350) (-2.9613) {-1.3956) (-2.0392)
Mode! 3: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance &
Number of Structures Visible
Continuous Distance -0.0016 0.0327+ -0.0153 0.0057
(-0.1378)  (1.8681) (-0.8046) (-0.5704)
Encumbrance -0,0028 0.0101** -0.0075 -0.0090**
(-1.0475) (-3.0395) (-1.4443) (-2.0834)
Number of Structures Visible 0.0014 0.0240* 0.0038 0.0036
(0.1875) (1.6896) (0.4749) {0.5332)
Model 4: Distance Zone Model & Encumbrance &
Weighted Number of Structures Visible
Continuous Distance -0.0085 0.0293* -0.0220 0.0078
(0.7440) (1.7083) (-1.1501) (-0.7928)
Encumbrance -0.0025 -0.0104** .0.0070 -0.0088++
{(-0.9308) (3.1019) (-1..3383) (-2.0471)
Weighted Number of Structures Visible -0.0014 0.0057 -0.0001 0.0004
(-0.6843)  (1.4415) (-0.0500) {0.2160)

Aot !
el 0 P

palucs wallable fom auihonm upon reqaest.
riable i signif ot the S0% jevel,
** |ncicatos vadable is significant &t the S5% level.

the encumbrance variable in Continuous Distance
Model 2 (Table 9) implies an effect of approximately
$3,000 for a property with 12,000 square feet encum-
bered and a sale price of $300,000.'

Visibility. With respect to the impact of visibility of
the transmission tower, the resuits did not indicate
any systematic impact with respect o sign or magni-
tude.” As previously discussed, the only time when
the visibility variable was statistically significant, the
sign of the coeflicient was positive.

Other Hypotheses Tested

Two other hypotheses were offered that can be ex-
amined with the data collected in this study. Firsy,
it was suggested that property values would be
particularly vulnerable to HVTL effects in a down
market. Second, it was suggested that higher-valued

21, Thu coeftcient of ~0.0039 can be Intorpr 2sthe p

change in sale price (0.25 ~ $30,.00/120).

properties wonld be more vulnerable to HVTL effecls
than lower-valued properties.

tago changp (l.o., pproximately ~0.01%) of a 1%
suming a sale price of $300.000 and an encumbrmnce of 12,000 squane feet, o 1.sguare-foot change In er &

‘Effect in Market Doyvnturn. Looking back at the

coeflicients on the sale year variables for 2006 and
2007 in Table 5, theymarket downturnappears io have

_affected the four study amgq-qdll@‘diffef@hﬂy.ﬁ;udy
Area 1 still experienced a significant increase in real

estate values in 2006 and experienced a slight drop
in 2007, Study Area 2 properties leveled off in 2005
with only a nominal change between 2005 and 2006
and a small drop in 2007. However, the two areas
south of Boston, Study Areas 3 and 4, clearly peaked
in 2005 with significant drops in values between
2005 and 2007,

Therefore, the study Investigated whether there
was any evidence thatsproperty:values were.more.,
sensitive tp HVT'L effects in 2006 and 2007 for-Study

fore, as
toa-$0.25

ge In encumb
wou't

22. Thoory would suggest that the distance and visibli'ty vorlables shoulc be entered multiplicatively Implying the efect of cact depends on the value of

the othor, This was trieo tut had no affoct on the resulls.
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Areas (Ad)and Study Aren 45 (A4) ey thevareas:
.p\mchxxgerienocd significant marketsoftening: The
lsypulhesls was that the effect of the encumbrance,
proximity, and visibility variables would be more
pronounced in these two years of falling market
values. This was tested by adding interaction terms
for sale years 2006 and 2007 with each of the trans-
mission line variables shown in Table 9.2
The encumbrance variable and the encum-
brance interaction term were both negative for A3,
but not statistically significant. Since there were
only two encumbered properties that sold in 2006
and 2007 in A3, no reliability can be attached to
these results; the same situation existed for A4. The
encumbrance variable stayed significant at the 95%
level (similar in magnitude as in Table 9). However,
the interaction term testing for the down-market ef-
fect was insignificant and since there was only one
encumbered property transacted in the 2006-2007
period, no reliability can be attached to this resnlt ei-
ther. The remaining coefMicients on the transmission
line variables and the interaction variables were not
significant at any conventional level of significance.
Thus, there is no evidence here to support the hy-
pothesis of greater vulnerability of values to HVTL
cffects in a down market, but it has to be recognized
that the number of observations on the key transmis-
sion line variables is small for just two sale years and
more observations over a longer period would yield
a more definitive result

l@'gg!s;’nﬁﬂl&hef—"’nliiedil?rbpﬁme& The second
hypothesis often suggested is that higher-valued
properties would be more vulnerable to transmis-
sion line effects than lower-valued properties. To
investigate this, all of the models shown in ‘Tables
8 and 9 were reestimated based on observations
that fell above the median sale price in their sales
year. The results showed the same pattern of lack of
statistical significance for the HVTL variables as in
Tables 8 and 9; this supports the conclusion that the
higher-valued properties show no greater sensitivity
to HV'TL variables than lower-valued properties.
Finally, since almost all of the anticipated 345-kV
line construction that motivated this study will take
place in existing transmission corridors, a couple of

14820

questions remnln-ﬂrst,’i'rit possible tospy anything
-al)uﬁuh 3, _gt{qc of aoomdoxwpde?s,
Second, nnﬁ Hps relatéd sitpossible that there
Would be short-term proxim i;mdmmnﬂecip
.bu& thm these would dissipate oyer time?** The first
question does not seein relevant here. Since all of the
sales studied here are in the vicinity of the corridor
configuration that will exist after the upgrade, and
since there are no proximity or visibility effects, it is
hard to see how there could be upgrade effects,
This study, however, does not eliminate the pos-

sibility that the wpgrade=mightinduceshort1erin

veffccrsumvonld dissipatcovertinm The data rep-
resent situations where the existing HVTL corridor
has *beenyn=place:for:sometima, so, it can be said
with some confidence that there are no permanent
property value effects of the corridor due to prox-
imity or visibility. However, this does not rule out a
temporary effect. Therefore, a useful complement
to this study might look at the history of a corridor
over a period thatincludes a pre-upgrade period, an
announcement and construction period, and then a
post-upgrade period.

Conclusions

The research reported here investigates the effect of
existing 545-kV transmission lines in Connecticut
and Massachusetts on the value of properties sold
over the period 1998-2007. Extra care has been taken
in thereseaeh o acconntforgnumbrance; proxims,
ity and visibility €fecis There are obvious relation-
ships among the three variables, and if each is not
considered, the elfects of one could be mistakenly
attributed to another. In particular, encumbrance
effects could be mistakenly interpreted as proximity
effects if both are not considered.

In the four study areas examined heregthercisnoy
evidenec ot systemalc effectsof either proXimity or 4
Wisthility of 3457V transmission lineson residential 3
mmwvmumwm@mrwmwﬂ
{limeeasement onadjoining properties does appim-t&
Ve a consisTent negative effect on Ve, althiough,,

sihestatistical significance with which itis ieasured:

variés.The hypothesis that property values are more
syulnerable W transmission line; effects-in a down
mn.rkq,:plso is. cnnsxdmd -although no eviqlcnoe

23. moowmumwwmiscmmmlbcweumtmmm:ummmlsuthonmnmnmmclmmmrolmmmheuhofm
two distance zones; therafore, the hypothesis was only tested on the continuous distance mode!,

24.Cotwel {1990) In & study in lilinois based on data from the 19704 fings small proximity affects, but slso finds that the otfocts dissipated over the 10

or p0 yoars of salos that he studiad. The 1 live I questl

. had boen in place for several years prior 1o the study periad, Most on

point is the study by lgneld (1991), which finds small mm\y eflects following an upgrade, but that the efocts dsappoarcd after 4-5 yoors,

S ——
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Supports. tat-proposition that' there ate greater ef- g

fects in a down market, the number of observations
in the relevant period is small. Finally, the hypothesis
that higher;valued properties are more vulnerable to
ransmission line effects is considered; again, the data
provides no=support for;that bypothesis. =
The professional literature cited, combined with
the results reported here, support the position that a
prgpumpuon of material negative ‘effécts ‘of HVTLs
on property: values: s not warrantedsAn opinion
supporting HVTLs effcts would have to be based on
market data particwlar to the situation in question and
could not be presumed or based on casual, anecdotal
observationslkis faip to presume that the direction of
the-effect-ywould in most circhmstances e fiegative,
-but the existence of it ¢ measureable-cffect and the
zmnmuqufaud; an effect can only bédefermined
by qmpy'iml analysis of ctunl market transactionis. *
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Appendix 2
Descriptive Statistics by Study Area
Study Area
Property Characteristic Al A2 A3 A4
Liveable Area (in sq. ft.)
Mean 1,386.54 1,696.32 1,205.18 1,448.93
Median 1,288.00 1,500.00 1,144.00 1,346.00
Standard Deviation 363.98 678.62 307.85 478.05
Lot Size (in acres)
Mean 0.4787 1.0542 0.2684 0.2936
Median 0.4140 0.9300 0.2180 0.2778
Standard Deviation 0.3978 0.9518 0.1476 0.1113
A/C :
Percent of Properties with A/C 25.05% 24.42% 23.53% 35.35% i
Age
Mean 34.20 37.24 50.07 . 46.78 "
Median 31.00 34.00 52.00 45.00 i
Standard Deviation 15.29 3.36 12.23 25.39 |
' Total Bathroom's |
i Mean 1.83 1.99 1.36 161
‘ Median 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.50 :
Standard Deviation 0.56 0.76 0.55 0.71 i
Basement (in sq. ft.) \
, Mean 793.85 975.87 384.40 867.82 I
: Median 802.00 943.00 0.00 864.00
" Standard Deviation 378.18 403.66 466.59 394,58
Deck (In sq. ft.)
Number of Properties with Deck 295.00 240.00 43.00 178.00
Mean 204.53 312.21 219.33 168.74
Median 168.00 264.00 210.00 144,00
Standard Deviation 123.23 206.93 118.45 116.41
Garage (In sq. ft.)
Number of Properties with Garage 393.00 316.00 53.00 170.00
Mean 452.67 470.23 335.72 440.16
Median 484.00 506.00 275.00 511.50
Standard Deviation 136.07 174.18 121.24 136.03
Porch (In sq. ft.)
Number of Properties with Porch 225.00 152.00 87.00 176.00
Mean 138.12 166,141 128.86 128.98
Median 102.00 134.00 144,00 120.00
Standard Deviation 120.68 152.40 78.16 91.49
Hfgh-Volage Transmissfan Lines: Prodimity, Visibility, and Encuinbrance Effects -.The Appralsal Journal, Summar.zoosﬂg
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Is a property eligible for FHA if there are
overhead or high voltage power lines nearby?

The appraiser must indicate whether the dwelling or related property improvements is located within the
casement serving a high-voltage transmission line, radio/TV transmission tower, cell phone tower,
microwave relay dish or tower, or satellite dish (radio, TV cable, ctc).

1) If the dwelling or related property improvement is located within such an casement, the lender must
obtain a letter from the owner or operator of the tower indicating that the dwelling and its related
property improvements are not-locatéd within the TOWers (erigineered) fall distance in-order to waive.,
this requirement.

2) If the dwelling and related property improvements are located outside the casement, the property is
considered eligible and no further action is necessary. The appraiser, however, is instructed to note and
comment on thecffect on marketability resulting from'the proximity to such site hazards and nuisances.

Handbook 4150.2, Section 2-2(J)

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?
sre=/program_offices/administration/hudclips/handbooks/hsgh/4150.2

REFERENCE

Handbook 4150.2, Scction 2-2(J)

REFERRAL LOCATION

DISCLAIMER

DISCLAIMER: All policy information contained in this knowledge base article is based upon the
referenced HUD policy document. Any lending or insuring decisions should adhere to the specific
information contained in that underlying policy document,

46 of 58
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A, UNACCEPTABLE SITES

FHA guidelines require that a site be rejected if the
property being appraised is subject to hazards,
environmental contaminants, noxious odors, offensive sights
or excessive noises to the point of endangering the physical
improvements or affecting the livability of the property,
its marketability or the health and safety of its occupants.
Rejection may also be appropriate if the future economic
life of the property is shortened by obvious and compelling
pressure to a higher use, making a long-term mortgage
impractical.

These considerations for rejection apply on a case-by-case
basis, taking into account the needs and desires of the
purchaser. For example, a site should not be considered
unacceptable simply because it abuts a commercial use; some
commercial uses may not appeal to a specific market segment
while other commercial uses may.

If the-condition is clearly a health and safety violation,
reject the appraisal and return it to the lender. If there
is any doubt as to the severity, report the condition and
submit the completed report. The lender must clear the
condition and may require an inspection or reiect the
property. For those conditions that cannot be repaired,
such as site factors, the appraised value is based upon the
existing conditions.

B, TOPOGRAPHY

There are special hazards caused by unique topography. For
example, denuded slopes, soil erosion and landslides often
adversely affect the marketability of hillside areas. When
evaluating the site, consider earth and mud slides from
adjoining properties, falling rocks and avalanches. These
occurrences are associated with steep grades and must be
considered in the site analysis.

c. SUBSIDENCE
Danger of subsidence is a special hazard that may be
encountered under a variety of circumstances:

o where buildings are constructed on uncontrolled fill or
unsuitable soil containing foreign matter such as
organic material

) where the subsoil is unstable and subject to slippage
or expansion

In mining areas, consider the depth or extent of mining
operations and the site of operating or abandoned shafts or
tunnels to determine if the danger is imminent, probable or
negligible.

2-6

4150.2, CHG-1
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hundred or dollars per thousand of assessed value. In
the addendum to the VC, state the assessment, real
estate tax liability and tax year. State the assessed
market value of the subject property in the addenda.

> If there is no method to relate the assessment to
nmarket value, such as new construction where
reasonable assessment may not exist, mark the
assessed market value response as "N/ A".
2. Special Assessment
A special assessment can be calculated in two ways:
o the same way as real estate taxes, or
o on a pro-rated basis
Determine how the special assessment is calculated and
report the special assessment liability on the URAR.
> If the property dbes not have special assessment,
mark the URAR "N/A".

TFor example: An organization that services a community
creates an annual operating budget. Fach property
becomes liable for its percentage of that budget based
on the percentage of front feet their property has
compared to the total amount of front feet as a special
assessment in this community.

w252 SEECEA-NEIGHBORIOOD, HAZARDS,AND. NULSANGES v,
Physical conditions in some neighborhoods are hazardous to the
personal health and safety of residents and may endanger physical
improvements. These conditions include unusual topography,
subsidence, flood zones, unstable soils, traffic hazards and
various types of grossly offensive nuisances.
When reporting the appraisal, consider site hazards and
nuisances.
> If site hazards exist and cannot be corrected but do not meet
the level of unacceptability, the appraisal must be based upon
the current state.
2-5 6/99

4150.2, CHG-1

> If the hazard and/or nuisance endangers the health and safety

of the occupants or the marketability of the property, mark

"YES" in VC-1 and return the unfinished appraisal to the

lender.
(2-2) The lender, who is ultimately responsible for rejecting the
site, relies on the appraiser's site analysis to make this
determination. Guidelines for determining site acceptability
follow. The appraiser is required to note only those readily

" observable conditions.
48 of 59
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ownership rates, vacancies and the marketing time of
dwellings in a neighborhood help the appraiser determine the
strength of market demand and the extent of supply.

K. SMALL COMMUNITY MARXET PREFERENCES

A small town may have its own set of standards in
architectural design, livability, style of mechanical
equipment, lot size, placement of structures, nature of
street improvements and in all features of the physical
property and environment. Judge each in light of local
standards and preferences.

L. OUTLYING SITES AND ISOLATED SITES

The segment of the market interested im purchasing homes in
these sites compares the advantages and disadvantages of
other outlying or isolated locations.

M. STUDY OF FUTURE UTILITY
The study of future utility is typically covered in the
appralser's Highest and Best Use Analysis and includes:

o selecting possible uses

o rejecting uses that are obviously lower or higher than
the most probable use

o analyzing differing motives of those buyers

The study of the future uses and utility of a particular
property win lead the appraiser to the property's Highest
and Best Use,

N. CONSIDERATION OF GENERAL TAXES AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
When estimating value, account for general taxes and special
assessments:

2-4

4150.2,

o General real estate taxes related Lo specific sites are
a recurring periodic expense in the ownership of
taxable real property and must be accounted for in the
value estimate.

o Special assessments of various types are fregquently an
additional expense of
ownership

and must similarly be accounted for in the value estimate.

Determine the relative effect of the real estate tax and/or
special assessment's burden on the desirability of the site.
Enter this information on the URAR.

1, Assessment

The real estate tax liability is computed by
multiplying the assessed value by the tax/ millage
rate, which is typically expressed in dollars per

49 of 59
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7.. Character of Neighborhood Structures

The appraiser must carefully analyze Lhe age, quality,
obsolescence and appropriateness of typical properties
in a neighborhood. Take into account the attitude of
the user group as well as the alternative choices
available to the specific market under consideralLion,.
This must be noted on the URAR and its effect must be
quantified in the valuation analysis.

F. COMMUNITY SERVICES

Comrunity services include commercial, civic and social
cenlers. For a neighborhood to remain stable and retain a
high degree of desirability, it should be adequately served
by elementary and secondary schools, neignhborhood shopping
centers, churches, playgrounds, parks, community nalls,
libraries, hospitals and theaters. A lack of services in
the community should be noted and quantified in the
valuation analysis. The appraiser must note a change in
these services and quantify the effect on value.

G. TRANSPORTATION

Ready access Lo places of employment, shopping, civic
centers, social centers and adjacent neighborhoods is a
requisite of neighborhood stability. The appraiser must
take into consideration the transportation requirements of
the typical family and quantify the effect on value.

2-3 6/99

4150.2, CHG-1

H. UTILITIES AND SERVICES

(2-1)

2150

The appraiser must consider these utilities and neichborhood
services: police and fire protectlon, telephone services,
electricity, natural gas, garbage disposal, street lighting,
water supply, sewage disposal, drainage, street improvements
and maintenance. Public services and utilities can affect
value and must be quantified. A lack of these services
should be noted and quantified in the valuation analysis.

I. NEIGHBRORHOOD CHANGE CONSIDERATIONS

As time passes, desirability changes residential areas in
any location. Therefore, give special consideration to the
following:

o infiltration of commercial, industrial or nonconforming
use

o positive and negative effect on value of gentrification

o changes in the mobility of people (employment shifts)

o weakly enforced zoning regulation or covenants

Je. MARKETABILITY

The demand for home ownership in a neighborhood is directly
related to the marketability of the homes in the
neighborhood or in competitive neighborhcods. Home

500159
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characteristics or that a proposed or partially built-
up neighborhocod wil! develop in a desirable manner.
Protective easements and covenants should be superior
to any mortgage and should be binding to all parties
and all persons claiming under them. These must be
noted on the URAR and its effect must be quantified in
the Valuation Analysis.

3. Inharmonious Land Uses

The appraiser must identify all inharmonious land uses
in a neighborhood that affect value. Clearly define
the current and long-term effect that inharmonious uses
will have on the market value and the economic life of
the subject property. If inharmonious land use
represents a scrious detriment to either the health or
safety of the occupants or to the economic security of
the property, clearly note safety of the occupants or

2-2

4150.2,

to the economic security of the property, clearly note
this on the VC and URAR. Recommend that the property be
rejected by the Lender.

4. Natural Physical Features

The appraiser must consider favorable and underlying
topography and site features, including pleasing views,
wood lots, broad vistas and climatic advantages.
Streets that are laid out with proper regard to
drainage, land contours and traffic flow show gocd
design and increase the desirability of the
neighborhood. This must be noted on the URAR and its
effect must be quantified in the valuation analysis.

5. Attractiveness of Neighborhood Buildings

The overall appeal of a neighborhoed is strengthened if
the buildings in a neighborhood harmonize with each
other and their physical surroundings. A pleasing
variety that results in harmoniously blended properties
is desirable but not mandatory. The age of the
structure is not in itself an important consideration;
however, the maintenance of the structure over time has
an important impact. Consider the amount of
rehabilitation that has taken place or is taking place
in a neighborhood. This must be noted on the URAR and
its effect must be quantified in the valuation
analysis.

6. Neighborhood Character

Mopility and ecconomic growth can alter neighborhood
patterns. Shopping, recreation, places of worship,
schools and places of employment should be easily
accessible. This must be noted on the URAR and its
effect must be quantified in the valuation analysis.

51 of 59
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placed. Digging of footing and placement of re-bar is not
considered permanent.

Under Construction - From the first placement of concrete
(permanent material) to 100% completion. Finalized and
ready to occupy.
Existing - 100% complete and has occupancy permit.
2-1 6/99
4150.2, CHG-1
(2-1) Existing
less than one year - Appraisal performed less than one year
since receipt of final occupancy permit issued. For model
homes, age begins with issuing of permit to use as a model.
For any home less than 2 years old, list month and year
completed in the age box on the URAR.
D. ECONOMIC TRENDS
The appraiser must give consideration to, and include in the
value analysis, the economic trends of a neighborhood and
the general area, including:
o price and wage levels (the purchasing power of
conmunity occupants)
o employment characteristics
o the current supply and demand for residential
dwellings, including projects under construction
o taxation levels
o building costs
o population changes
o activity of real estate sales market and mortgage
interest rates
E. LAND USE RESTRICTIONS
Site analysis determines the effects of actual and potential
neighborhood land use on the subject site. The following
factors form patterns for present and future land uses:
1. Zoning
The appraiser should consider the effect on the value
of appropriate and well-drawn zoning ordinances. Land-
use controls that receive public approval and are
strictly enforcec protect residential sites from
adverse influences that diminish the desirability of
sites. This must be noted on the URAR, and its effect
must be quantified in the valuation analysis.
2. Protective Easement/Covenants
Properly drawn protective covenants have proven more
effective than zoning regulations in providing
protection from adverse environmental influcnces. When
combined with proper zoning ordinances, these covenants
provide the maximum legal protection to ensure that a
developed residential area will maintain desirable
520f59 .
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2 SITE ANALYSIS
2-0 INTRODUCTION
This Chapter addresses the site reguirements for FHA-insured
mortgages. Before the valuation process can begin, subject
properties must meet specific site reguirements. The appraisal
process is the lender's tool for determining if a property meets
the minimum reguirements and eligibility standards for a FHA-
insured mortgage. In addition, these standards provide a context
for the appraiser in performing the physical inspection of the
property.
2-1 SITE REQUIREMENTS
The purpose of site analysis is to identify the various site
characteristics that affect the marketability and the value of
the subject property. ©Site analysis requires the following:
[} determining the desirability and utility of the site
o determining the degree and extent to which the site, because
of external influences, shares in the market for comparable
and competitive sites in the community
o] forecasting the likely changes at the site because of
justifiable future trends
o appraising the current situation and knowledge of the
various trends that could affect the valuation of the real 2
property
The principal of change is fundamental to appraising real estate
and to properly analyzing a site. Value is created and modified
by economic, social and governmental changes that occur outside
the property. Evaluate the direction of these trends and
determine thelir effect, if any, on the current value of the
subject property.
A. NEIGHBORHOOD DEFINITION
The appraiser must clearly define the boundaries - north,
south, east and west - of the subject neighborhood. By
defining the neighborhood, the appraiser can extract
pertinent information on which to base valuation
conclusions.
B. COMPETITIVE SITES
Sites are competitive when they are improved with, or
appropriate for, residential properties that are similar in
accommodations and sales price or rental range for similar
residents or prospective occupants., Compare features of the
subject site with the same features of competitive sites
within the community. An acceptable sitc must be related to
the needs of the prospective occupants and to the
alternatives available to them in other competitive
locations.
C. DEFINITIONS - CONSTRUCTION STATUS
Proposed - No concrete or permanent material has been
53 of 59
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(also known as Runway Protection Zones) at civil
airports or within Clear Zones at military airfields
are ineligible for home mortgage insurance.

Properties located in Accident Potential Zone I at
military airfields may be eligible for FHA insurance
provided that the property is compatible with
Department of Defense guidelines. For more
information, see 24 CFR 51.303(b).

If new or proposed construction lies within these
zones, mark "YES" In VC-1.

2. Existing Construction
Existing dwellings more than one year old are eligible
for FHA mortgage insurance 1f the prospective purchaser
acknowledges awareness that the property is located in
a Runway Clear Zone/Clear Zone. The lender will
furnish this disclosure form to the

€/99

4150.2 CHG-1

(2-2)

buyer. For a sample of the buyer's acknowledgment
certification, see HUD Handbook 4150.1, REV-1, Chapters
4-26 (a) and (b).

> Note whether the property is in a Clear %ona and
condition the appraisal on the buyer's
acknowledgment.

I. PROXIMITY TO HIGH PRESSdRE GAS

A dwelling or related property improvement near high-
pressure gas, liquid petroleum pipelines or other volatile
and explosive products - both above ground and subsurface
must be located outside of the outer boundary of the
pipeline easement.

> If the property is less than ten feet away, mark "YES"

in VC-1.

2154

J. OVERHEAD HIGH-VOLTAGE TRANSMISSION LINES

No dwelling or related property improvement may be located
within the engineering (designed) fall distance of any pole,
tower or support structure of a high-voltage transmission
line, radio/TV transmission tower, microwave relay dish or
tower or satellite dish ({(radio, TV cable, etc.). For field
analysis, the appraiser may use tower height as the fall
distance.

For the purpose of this Handbook, a Kigh-Voltage Electric
Transmission Line is a power line that carries high voltage
between a generating plant and a substation. These lines
are usually 60 Kilovolts (kV) and greater, and are
considered hazardous. Lines with capacity of 12-60 kV and
above are considered high voltage for the purpose of this

) ., SAofsg-
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Handbook. HiIgh voltage lines do not include local
distribution and service lines.

Low voltage power lines are distribution lines that commonly
supply power to housing developments and similar facilities.
These lines are usually 12 kV or less and are considered to
be a minimum hazard. These lines may not pass directly over
any structure, including pools, on the property being
insured by HUD,

> 1If the property is within the unacceptable distance,
PYES" in VC-1.

K. SMOKE, FUMES, OFFENSIVE NOISES AND ODORS

Excessive smoke, fog, chemical fumes, noxious odors,
stagnant ponds or marshes, poor surface drainage and
excessive dampness arc hazardous to the health of
neighborhood occupants and adversely affect the market value
of the subject property.

If these conditions threaten the health and safety of
the occcupants or the marketability of the property, mark
"YES" in VC-1. 1f, however, the extent of the hazard is
not dangerous, account for its effect in the valuation
of the property.

Include other factors that may affect valuation such as
offensive odors and unsightly neighborhood features such
as stables or kennels.

2-10
4150.2,CHG~1

L. FLOOD HAZARD AREAS

Designation of Special Flood Hazard Areas

{2-2) The
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) determines
Special Flood Hazard Areas nationwide, (SFHA). FEMA 1ssucs
Flood Hazard Boundary Maps to designate these areas in a
community. A special flood hazard may be designated as Zone
A, AO, AH, Al1-30, AE, A99, VO or V1-30, VE or V.

o Only those properties within zones 'A' and 'V' require
flood insurance.

o Zones 'B' or 'C' do not reguire flood insurance because
FEMA designates only zones 'A' and 'V as "Special Flood
Hazard Areas."

An appraisal report with a positive indication in a Special
Flood Hazard Arca (SFHA) activates a commitment regquirement
for flood insurance coverage. The appraiser must guantify
the effect on value, if any, for properties within a
designated flood map.

A lender shall reject a property in any of these
circumstances:
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o if the property is subject to frequently recurring
flooding

o if there is any potential hazard to life or safety

o if escape to higher ground would not be feasible during
severe flooding conditions

FEMA Maps
For copies of FEMA's Flood Hazard Boundary Maps and Flood
Insurance Rate Maps, contact:

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
“EMA Map Service Center

P.0. Box 1038

Jessup, MD 20794-1038

Phone: 1-800-358-9616

Fax: 1-800-358-%9620

Eligibility of Properties for FHA Insurance

The lender is responsible for determining the eligibility of
properties in Flood Zones, and relies on the appraiser's
notation on the URAR.

1. New and Proposed Construction

If any part of the property improvements essential to
the property value and subject to flood damage are
located within the 100-year flocdplain, then the entire
property, improved and otherwise, is ineligible for FHA
mortgage insurance unless a Letter of Map Amendment
(LOMA) or a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) is submitted
with the case for endorsement. Proposed construction
where improvements are located, or to be located,
within a designated Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) is
ineligible for FHA insurance. This is true regardless
of whether the property is covered or will be covered
by flood insurance unless the lender can furnish
evidence of a LOMA, a LOMR or evidence that the
property is not in a SFHA.

2-11
6/99
4150.2, CHG-1

(2-2) For existing properties located in a SFHA, make the
appropriate notation in the URAR.

> If the proposed improvements are located in a SFHA
and there is no LOMA or LOMR mark "YES" in VC-1 and
return the unfinished appraisal to the lender until
these documents are retrieved.

24 Existing Construction

Market attitude and acceptance determine the
eligibility of existing properties located in a
designated SFHA. Flood insurance is required for
properties accepted for mortgage insurance in a FEMA-
designated SFHA.

- 56 0f 58 _
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3. Condominium

"he Homeowners Association is responsible for
maintaining flood insurance on the project as a whole,
not each individual unit. The appraiser must verify
the location of a condominium in the floodplain and
make the correct notation in the URAR.

M. STATIONARY STORAGE TANKS
Stationary Storage tanks containing flammable or explosive

material pose potentlial hazards to housing, including
hazards from fire anc explosions.

> If the property is within 300 feet of a stationary,
storage tank containing more than 1000 gallons of
flammable or explosive material, the site is ineligible.
Mark "YES" in VC-1 and return the unfinished appraisal

to the lender.

6/99 2-12
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March 12, 2013

On behalf of all landowners impacted by Bonneville Power Administration,
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, we request that:

2158

1.

2.

10.

The project must minimize the impact on private property by not bisecting private land.

The corridor must follow property lines, running along the inside edges of land parcels.
The corridor should be sited so that no trees will be taken from the adjoining property
owner’s land.

Wherever possible, the corridor must be sited on Department of Natural Resources land
instead of private land.

On any land parcels that share boundaries with Department of Natural Resources land,
lines and towers must be moved into DNR land so not to impact adjacent private land.
The corridor should be sited so that no trees will be taken from the adjoining property

owner's land.

Fish and wildlife habitat must be protected by following Washington State Forest
Practices Act guidelines.

Water sources, both above and below ground cannot be adversely affected.

Property owners who lose real estate and property rights to this project must be paid full
retail value.

Owners of agricultural and forest land should be paid for any present and future losscs
they may incur.

Loss of viewshed can have cconomic impact on property value and that loss must be
fairly compensated.

BPA must comply with landowners” requests by offering natural alternatives to herbicide
spraying.

S8 0f59 -
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Resnnnses \/nlhhime 3F
et 14820 —

11. Due to questionable property lines, land surveyors must be provided to landowners who
have lines and towers on or near their properties.

12. Upon landowner’s request, BPA will reimburse the cost of biologists and foresters, each
having a minimum 4-year degree and 5 ycars work experience in their respective fields.

13. BPA must pay a stipend of $5,000 to each landowner toward expenses incurred as a
result of responding to this proposed project.

Thank you,

The board of A Better Way for BPA

A Better Way for BPA
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From: noreply @bpa gov

Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2013 508 PM

Subject: 14821 BPA IS Comment Submission Canfirmation
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Thank you for submitting your comments on the Bonneville Power Administration’s draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. All comments submitted between November 13,
2013 and noon on March 25, 2013 will be responded to in the final EIS, which is expected in 2014,

A copy of your information, as submitted using our online form, is included below for your records. If you
provided vour contact information and submitied a question we can answer at this time, vou will reccive n
response. Your contact information will also be added to our project mailing list. All comments including

names will be processed and then posted on BPA's website at www bpa gov/goto j-5

Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Julie K Ainsworth-Taylor
Organization: Bricklin & Newman
E-muail:

Phone:

Address:

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

Comment:

Bonneville Power Administration: On behalfof’ A Better Way for BPA, a coalition of rural property owners in
14821-1 [Cowlitz and Clark Counties, I submit the attached comments in regards to the I-5 Corridor Reinforeement

Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2012, If you should have any problems in

opening this attachment or questions about its content, please do not hesitate to contact me

Attachment
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14821-1 Thank you for your comments.
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n"mm & Seattle Office: Spokane Office: Contacy:

Reply to: Seattle Office
March 28, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Comdor Reinforcement Project
PO Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

Email: 1-5@bpa.gov

RE: Commentson the November 2012 Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project - Dyrland Comments

Bonneville Power Administration:

I write on behalf of A Better Way for BPA and its members 1o provide comments on the Draft
Environment Impact Statement for the I-5 Comdor Reinforcement Project (DEIS) in regard to
wetland impacts. Thank you providing the opporfunity for the members of the communities
impacted by this proposed project to comment.

A Better Way for BPA 1s a coalition of rural property owners in Cowlitz County and Clark
County working together to address concerns over the construction of the Bonneville Power
Administration’s (BPA) proposed [-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project in southwest Washington.
A Better Way for BPA is concerned about the impacts - economical, envirenmental, and
aesthetical - that this proposed transnussion line will have in their communities. A Better Way
for BPA that, upon a more thorough review, BPA will realize that there are reasonable
alternatives that will result in the maintenance of a healthy and diverse environment in the
southwestern Washington communities of A Better Way for BPA’s members.

Given the sigmficance of the [-5 Corridor Reinforcement project to the communities it would
impact, A Better Way for BPA retained the services of Richard Dyrland, a resource analysis and
supervisory hydrologist. Mr. Dyrland’s comments are attached.

While Mr. Dyrland’s letter speaks for itself. A Better Way for BPA must emphasize a few key
points. As A Better Way for BPA pointed out in their own comments as to the Troutdale
Aquifer, Mr. Dyrland similar denotes the nsk that comes with this project due to toxic
contarmnants.  Risk to water, fish, and the public, according to Mr. Dyrland. are analyzed in a
“light and basically inadequate™ manner, Mr. Dyrland further points out the nisk related to
geological hazards given the presence of landslide and earthquake activity along transmission

Fagedol3
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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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Bonneville Power Administration — 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
March 28, 2013
Page 2

routes, Based on his thoughtful review of the DEIS, Mr, Dyrland sets forth various
recommendations to correct the deficiencies he discovered.

BPA should carefully review Mr. Dyrland’s analysis and recommendations. As with all of the
inadequacies and deficiencies being raised to BPA, this information is essential to understanding
the impacts the project will have and will allow the decision-maker and the public to be fully
informed prior to making a final determination on the routing alternative.  BPA must proceed to
prepare a Supplemental DEIS to ensure that this information is fully disclosed and fully
analyzed,

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Very truly vours,

BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP

David A. Bricklin
Julie K. Ainsworth-Taylor
Attomeys for A Better Way for BPA

Enclosure

cc: Client
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14822-4

14522

March 22, 2013

TO: BPA

Here’s what we know-

It’s the 217 century, yet you are still trying to apply mid 20" century concepts. We now know how
devastating human impact and so called progress is to our environment. Yet, you somehow have failed
to grasp the fact that we have to stop environmental destruction. We have the ability and technological
tools to create innovative solutions and problem solve through new approaches, but you have chosen to
take the easiest way out. Your preferred eastern route is just that, the easiest choice. It's not the
harder correct choice, just the easiest one for you.

For some reason our federal government has created an agency that seemingly reports to no one and
has the authority to write its own limited and flawed report, review its own report, and approve its own
report. Obviously, this extreme amount of latitude has corrupted your ability to choose the harder
correct path for problem solving. With that amount of autonomous power, you should be leading us
toward innovative yet tougher long term solutions, rather than following old policies and design
concepts that have proven to be severely lacking in creating a harmonious balance with our
environment,

The electrical needs of California are driving your claim that this transmission line is needed. People
there really don’t care about how much of the environment here is destroyed or permanently impacted,
all so that they can cool off with AC in the summertime. They don’t even want to know where their
power is coming from. They just want to be able to walk over to the wall, flip a switch, and have a light
come on. Most people don’t even need AC. | know this, because | lived in southern California for five
years and lived quite comfortably without ever turning it on. ACis a luxury that marketing and
commercialism has everyone convinced that they cannot live without. We certainly don’t need it in the
Pacific Northwest {except in poorly designed public and commercial structures), Better design, smarter
living choices, alternative energy, etc. can solve any problems regionally without building this
transmission line. Most people won’t make those decisions on their own, They have to be led to the
smarter solutions, That should be part of your mantra. Instead, you are ignoring any of these
possibilities in your 20 century assumptions and 20" century calculations utilized in the attempt to
quantify the need for this line.

Your report has failed to evaluate the entire scope. Why? Because technically it's not required,
However, that is no excuse for BPA not to do so. Here are a few places where you have faltered:

1. You have chosen a route that will result in substantially higher development and construction
costs with no physical justification for doing so. To say this is poor business decision making is
an understatement.

1of3
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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.
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14822-11

14822

2. You have chosen a route that will result in substantially higher long term maintenance costs. To
say this is poor business decision making is an understatement.

3. You have chosen a route that will result in permanent negative impacts to business
opportunities resulting from eco-tourism and equestrian tourism, etc,. There was no
coordination with local entities regarding future plans for regional trail systems and there was
no attempt to quantify the impacts. To say this is poor business decision making is an
understatement.

4. You have chosen a route that permanently increases our environmental footprint rather than
reducing it. For instance, your report fails to quantify the number and quality of wetlands that
will be impacted. You own staff has stated that is because you literally don’t know, yet you are
confident that the Army Corp will give you any needed permits. Considering that the Corp has
an extremely poor reputation for timely cooperation in this region, that statement is quite bold,
especially without knowing anything about quality or quantity. Unless, of course, you have
already made special “arrangements” with them. It still amazes me how you have created an
EIS that doesn’t come close to adequately addressing the “E”.

5. While your industry claims that there is no proof of detrimental physical effects due to EMT, you
have erred on the side of caution and chosen a route with a lower percentage of exposure,
probably from concern of future lawsuits. Now, here is the million dollar question. If EMT is
detrimental to humans, why is it OK for us to expose native flora, fauna, ecosystems, etc. to the
same impacts? I'm sure science will prove that if it's bad for us, it's pretty much bad for the rest
of the environment.

6. Your math is creative at the least. I'm told that the number of property owners whose land,
outside of your existing easement, who would be impacted is approx. 100. Not the thousands
that you claim. However, the number of property owners along your chosen eastern route is
350-400.

7. Permanent loss of land for any potential future revenue for property owners, Yet, they get to
continue paying property taxes on the easement. What can be said, other than the phrase
“cruel and usual governmental punishment”, Also, you have failed to estimate the future
economic loses, both to the individuals and with regard to tax revenue.

8. The property values along your chosen eastern route will be severely impacted, obviously in a
negative fashion. You have failed to approximate these in terms of tax revenue loses, as well as
the shift of tax burden to other properties in the county.

Here's what | think-

| think you need to stand back for a moment. You have chosen a route that in the short and long term
costs more (which means ultimately the consumer will be paying more}, unnecessarily permanently
decimates the ecosystems of numerous acres, unnecessarily negatively impacts substantially more
property values, unnecessarily reduces known future revenue streams, unnecessarily negatively impacts
the long term local economy, and in all probability you have already cut behind closed doors deals with

203
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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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both the Army Corp and the largest commercial property owners. Wow....that's quite a preliminary list.
Shall 1 keep going? If you were my consultant, | would have already fired you,

| think you chose the eastern route and twisted the facts for justification, because it quiets the most
voices. It certainly isn’t the best choice. | also think that the politicians literally don‘t care. Their only
concern is getting re-elected and there are fewer votes to lose along the eastern route than there are
along your existing easement.

There are only two correct choices. The best choice is not to build the line at all and take all the money
that would have been invested both short and long term and innovatively resolve energy issues on a
regional basis. Thatis an extremely viable option that has not even begun to be thoroughly explored.

The second best choice is to locate the line in your existing easement. That would minimize the budget
and minimize impacts to the environment, economy, and private property. That physical area has
already been permanently blighted, ecosystems destroyed, and property values reduced due to our
human impact. The best option for all new development is to go back and redevelop where we have
already destroyed the native environment.

Your preference for the eastern route is an unbelievable abuse of authority and absolute failure to act
responsibly and intelligently. The blame for that rests squarely with you. The 20" century began with
the industrial age and ended with the information age. Wouldn't it be wonderful if we could now enter
into an age of enlightenment. Part of the invocation at the West Point Chapel goes like this: “Make us
choose the harder right instead of the easier wrong, and never to be content with a half-truth when the
whole truth can be won.” That should be everyone’s mantra, especially yours,

With all due unearned respect,

Cheryl Manford
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March 25, 2013
Mr. Steve Manlow and Bonneville Power Administration:

I am a part owner in a commercial farm, Keatley Cowlitz Farm L.L.C., located in Castle Rock, Washington and
will be impacted by The 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project (Permit Applicant’s Name: Bonneville Power
Administration, Reference Number: NWS-2011-346). 1 am currently not working on the farm but have plans to
return to build a home on this farm in the near future. The best building sites on the farm are at the highest point
- crown of the ridge - in a cleared portion currently used for agriculture and your proposed location for towers
and line overpass. This preferred central alternative option 1 route has a negative impact to me, my family and
our plans for the future.

A question: Why did BPA choose this segment in the - . .- 4 tolocate towers and line
that passes over the city of Castle Rock's urban growth area? 'ﬂns is no( necessary; especially now that the
preferred substation site, Casey Road, is located miles north with a more direct path existing east across a less
congested Cowlitz River Valley in one tangent, avoiding the populated area immediately in and around Castle
Rock. The beginning 3.5 miles due east of the substation/switchyvard is mostly (over 70%) public land which
does not pay annual property tax, These state trust lands have lower economic value than private lands because
public timber cannot participate in Free Trade (i.¢. export markets) and generally have higher administration
costs, Please refer to the map, of this one mile wide cormidor, submitted to BPA on September 3, 2010, crossing
the Cowlitz Valley east of the proposed Casey Road Substation to Interstate S, well north of the populated area
at Castle Rock.

14823
My request to BPA is to please reopen the scoping process to now fully evaluate this proposed route segment.
This is one of several routes that would be better public policy than the preferred altemative and have much less
impact 1o residents.
Thank vou for this opportunity to comment on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project.

Sincerely,

Darla Gilman

Ce: Steve Manlow, Army Corps of Engincers: Governor, Jay Inslee; LS. Senator, Patty Murray; US.
Senator, Mania Cantwell; Congresswoman, Jaime Herrera-Beutler
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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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From: noreply @bpa gov
Sent: Sunday, March 24, 2013 10:23 PM
Subject: 14824 BPA 15 Commaent Submission Confirmation

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

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

Sincerely,
Bonneville Power Administration

Name: Rodney L Smith
Organization:

E-mail:

Phone:

Address:

Group type: Private citizen
Please ADD me to the mailing list.

Comment:

Mr. Mark Korsness, Project Manager [-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 9250 Portland, OR 97207 RE: Bonneville Power Administration 1-5 Comidor Reinforcement Project
Draft EIS Comments Dear Mr, Korsness: My name is Rod Smith and [ have property on Vinemaple Road along
the “P-Line"” section of BPA's “Central Alternative™, your preferred route for the “I-5 Comdor Reinforcement
Project”. | have many concerns about this project and how it will affect my family, my property and my way of’
life. We are considering building a new home on our property. That will not happen if' this project is built as
currently configured. [ am worried about the electromagnetic field (EMF) this project will create and the impact
it will have on humans, wildlife and the general environment. | am worried I might be put at risk with such a
powerful electric current so close to our property. What guarantees can BPA offer us to ensure there will be no
problems if this project is built? Many of us are also concerned about the long term exposure to EMF. Some
studies blame EMF for an increased nisk of childhood cancer. What concrete steps will BPA take to make sure
these risks are minimized? If EMF is safe, why wasn't the existing route, BPA's right of way, selected as the
preferred route for this project? My wife has an ¢lectronic nerve stimulator. How will you ensure this project
will not have any impact on her? Vinemaple Road is really nothing more than a dirt/gravel road that neighbors
pooled their funds together to pay to have paved, If BPA decides to access our roads and properties we want to
make sure BPA improves Vinemaple Road so it is left in a better condition than it was found. Heavy equipment
and trucks will surcly cause damage. It is only fair that BPA spend some money on infrastructure iff BPA is

]
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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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going 10 use our private roads and driveways. Our neighborhood is beside state Department of Natural
Resources land. The state ereated fish and wildlife bufTers in place as part of the Oceanspray Timber Sale,
which was completed i 2010, BPA now proposes to destroy that buffer and build these transmission lines
practically right on top of some of the homes in our neighborhood. T would like to see BPA find a route that 18
not in such a sensitive ecological area. BPA needs to do a complete wildlife inventory of this area. Trout swim
in this fork of North Lacamas Creek: we also have Bald Eagles and many other migratory birds, bats, deer.
salamanders, cougar, bears and a wide variety of other unique wildlife and plants. We want to make sure BPA
spares no expense in protecting these sensitive arcas if this configuration i1s chosen. Studies should be conducted
which evaluate the danger the transmission lines and lattice towers will have on raptors and bats, Security is
also an important issue for us. What steps will BPA be taking to ensure the general public has minimal access to
the new transmission comidor? And what programs has BPA created to “hold harmless™ property owners whose
property or access becomes the focus of a lawsuit by a party injured by BPA infrastructure? Landowners should
not be held responsible for anything that happens that might injure somebody il it"s related to this project. With
a unified voice, our neighborhood opposes the proposed location of this portion of this project. 1 have attached a
review of the Drafi Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); we make comments specifically on BPA's
findings, and we offer alternatives that will cause far less damage to the environment of the Vinemaple Road
neighborhood. Please take all of our comments seriously. We are confident that if you read them and research
our conclusions, vou will realize the present configuration of the “P-Line™ is catastrophic from an
environmental standpoint. You will also sce that we are presenting an altemative that does far less
environmental damage and has far less impact on human beings. Thank vou for vour consideration. Rod Smith

Attaschment

Page 2 of 34
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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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Mr. Mark Korsness, Project Manager
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 9250

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Bonneville Power Administration I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft EIS Comments
Dear Mr. Korsness:

We are a group of homeowners who live adjacent to the "P Line" which has been selected by
your agency as the preferred alternative for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. We offer
the following comments:

CONCERNS ABOUT THE PROCESS:

As you know, the "P Line" alternative was added in 2010 after the official public scoping period
had closed in 2009. We were told on numerous occasions by BPA personnel that although our
comments® were being submitted after the scoping period ended, they would be treated as if
they were submitted during the official scoping period (which of course had closed prior to the
addition of this alternative).

A careful examination of the Draft EIS does not show any instances where our specific
comments in regards to environmental impacts of the location of the "P Line" within
approximately 3000 linear feet of the Riparian Management Zone (RMZ) and Wetland
Management Zones (WMZ) of the North Fork of Lacamas Creek, adjacent to our properties
were addressed.

Since our comments on this critical environmental issue do not seem to be addressed in the
Draft EIS, we are concerned that our comments were not even evaluated. We also question
whether we have been treated fairly and equitably in this process considering that the
alternative that most impacts us was added after the close of the official scoping period. We
believe your agency has made an error in locating a portion of the "P Line" adjacent to our
properties and this alignment will result in significant impacts to water quality and wildlife, We
have previously submitted most of the information contained herein. We are submitting these
comments again as "official" comments to the Draft EIS.

THE “P LINE”: LOCATION

The "P Line" adjacent to our property is located along the western boundary of the Department
of Natural Resources (DNR) ownership in Section 25, Township 3 North, Range 3 East,
Willamette Meridian. The enclosed Exhibit "A" shows proposed towers P/22, P/23 and P/24
along that boundary.

' Comment submitted to BPA by Bolton Minister dated May 26, 2011

Page 3 of 34
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In 2009 and 2010 the DNR logged a portion of its property in that section under the file name
"Oceanspray Timber Sale #84262". Enclosed (as Attachment #1) is a copy of the State SEPA
document for that timber sale. According to that document, the DNR conducted a detailed
study of the property to make sure that any logging conformed to the Washington State Forest
Practices Act (Chapter 76.09RCW). As a result of the study, DNR developed a Forest Practices
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that conformed to the Act. DNR determined that the easterly
branch of the North Fork of Lacamas Creek adjacent to our property was a "Type 3 Water"(the
State's definition of a "Type 3 Water" is enclosed as Attachment #2). The creek is classified as
"Type 3 Water" because it provides a significant habitat for fish and wildlife, and is highly
significant for protection of downstream water quality.

We have personally observed the presence of cutthroat trout and salamanders in the creek
have seen many black tailed deer, black bear, bald eagles, osprey, owls and blue heron in and
around this section of Lacamas Creek. The DNR, following the requirements of the Forest
Practices Act, established Riparian Management Zones (RMZ) and Wetland Management Zones
(WMZ) which range between 175 and 190 feet wide per side for the Type 3 Streams to protect
water quality, provide corridors for wildlife and maintain a habitat for fish and amphibians (see
Mitigation Measures Attachment #1 SEPA document). These RMZ and WMZ were not logged or
disturbed in any way during the Oceanspray timber sale (see Exhibit "A").

The alignment of the proposed "P Line" is almost entirely within the riparian and wetland
management zones of this "Type 3" stream along approximately 3,000 linear feet of the
western boundary of Section 25 and Section 24 to the north. This alternative would result in
the clearing of native vegetation, logging mature trees, and building towers in this riparian and
wetland management zone which would be in direct conflict with the Washington State Forest
Practices Act and the Forest Practices Act Conservation Plan (HCP) that was established for the
Oceanspray Timber Sale. Conducting these activities would significantly impact an ecosystem
that was specifically protected by the State of Washington when they logged this area. The
problem with this proposal is that the alignment of the “P Line” goes up the creek corridor
rather than simply crossing the creek. Not only will this alternative destroy the local eco-
system, it will also seriously impact the downstream water quality by increasing turbidity,
spreading noxious weeds and invasive species, raising stream temperatures and adding
pollutants to the stream system through the use of herbicides that will be used to control
vegetation under the transmission lines.

DEIS RESPONSES:
The Draft EIS addresses the impacts of the disturbance of these sensitive areas in several
chapters.

CHAPTER 5-FISH:

This chapter addresses the long term impacts to streams. Section 5.3.15.1 states: "There will be
long-term impacts to streams temperature caused by continued vegetation removal

Page 4 of 34
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maintaining less shade and woody debris." The section also states that elevated temperatures
will have high impacts on fish and amphibians.

Comment: The alignment of the "P Line" adjacent to our properties would require the removal
of over 10 acres of native vegetation from the RMZ and WMZ zones of the North Fork of
Lacamas Creek. This would have a significant impact on local fish and wildlife, particularly
amphibians.

Section 5.3.15.2 states: "Adherence to stream buffers would minimize impacts on fish".
Comment: The design of the "P Line" DOES NOT adhere to the avoidance of impacts to stream
buffers. The current design would wipe out 10 acres of prime riparian and wetland
management buffers.

Section 5.3.15.3 — Impacts Unique to the Central Alternative: This section addresses forested
stream crossings and impacts on fish bearing streams for shade and increased temperature.

Comment: This section only addresses the impacts of stream crossings but does not address
the construction of the transmission line corridor straight up a stream corridor. The impacts
associated with stream crossings would likely be significantly less than the impacts associated
with construction up an entire stream corridor.

Chapter 15-Surface Water

In section 15.1.4 of this chapter, it states that portions of Lacamas Creek are 303(d) listed for
elevated levels of fecal coliform and low levels of dissolved oxygen and pH. The Washington
Department of Ecology began studying water quality in the Lacamas Creek drainage in February
of 2011; this study is ongoing. Publication number 11-030102 summarizes the findings to date.
Sample site #6 is located in Camp Bonneville downstream of this portion of the North Fork of
Lacamas Creek. The study shows that Lacamas Creek, approximately a half mile upstream of
sample site #6, is 303(d) listed for elevated levels of dissolved oxygen and pH, elevated
temperature and elevated fecal coliform.

Comment: If the "P Line" is constructed in its current location, directly upstream of sample site
#6, the removal of over 10 acres of vegetation and woody debris from the riparian buffer zone
will impact water quality in this 303(d) stream by elevating water temperature, increasing
sediment loading and potentially exacerbating other water quality concerns such as low
dissolved oxygen and high fecal coliform.

Section 15.22.2.1 — Construction: This section addresses the impacts to fish bearing streams by
removal of vegetation and road construction.

Comment: Proposed access roads to construct and service towers P/22 and P/23 would require
four (4) road crossings of Type 3 streams (see Exhibit "A"). These access roads would be built in
Section 25, entirely within the RMZ and WMZ zones of the Type 3 streams, requiring additional
clearing and logging. This would increase turbidity in the stream during construction. As these
road crossings will be permanent they will have long-term, highly negative impacts on water
quality and the riparian corridor of these Type 3 fish bearing streams.
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The private driveway and private Vinemaple road were not constructed to support heavy
construction equipment and would require BPA to completely reconstruct these private
accesses.

Section 15.2.8 — Recommended Mitigation Measures: This section lists mitigation measures.
One of the mitigation measures stated is: "Avoid or minimize clearing riparian vegetation where
possible, especially where it may affect a 303(d) listed water".

Comment: The proposed alignment of the "P-Line” DOES NOT avoid or minimize clearing of
riparian vegetation along the North Fork of Lacamas Creek which flows directly into a 303(d)
listed water.

Another mitigation measure listed in this section recommends minimization of herbicide
applications adjacent to streams.

Comment: We have been told by BPA officials that herbicides cannot be sprayed within the
riparian zones. If this is true, this section of the "P Line" would require long term hand removal
of more than ten (10) acres of vegetation in the RMZ and WMZ zones along over 1/2 mile of
transmission lines.

Chapter 16-Wetlands

Section 16.2.2.1 — Construction: This section states: Towers and roads would be located to
avoid wetlands as much as possible, Clearing trees and shrubs from medium-or high-quality
forested and scrub/shrub wetlands and wetland buffers along right-of-way and new access
roads also would be a long term, high impact. Conversion of medium- or high-quality wetlands
and buffers to low- or medium-quality would remove habitat, alter hydrology through a
decrease in evapotranspiration or increase in direct precipitation onto soils, increase soil and
water temperatures from lack of shading, and possibly introduce weed species. Dense
vegetation common in scrub/shrub wetlands, offering cover, breeding habitat, and foraging
opportunities would be lost or modified. Vegetation removal would also cause impacts to
species diversity and richness and continuity with adjacent habitat.

Comment: The "P line" location along the west line of Section 25 would be built over the RMZ
and WMZ zones of the North Fork of Lacamas Creek. Along this Type 3 stream, there are many
pockets of forested wetlands associated with the stream. There is also a large pond that was
manmade that is partially on Craig Shigeno’s property and partially on DNR land. The proposed
transmission line would be built right over the top of this pond, The pond has been there for
over 35 years and shows up as a wetland on the National Wetland Inventory Maps (See Exhibit
“D”). The clearing and construction of the transmission corridor would have a significant impact
on the functions and values of these wetlands. Tower P/23 is proposed to be built within the
wetland buffer just south of the pond. The proposed access road to maintain the tower would
also be built within the wetland and the associated wetland buffer. The pond is home to fish
and amphibians. The overhanging vegetation provides shade and cover to these species. The
pond is frequently visited by many migratory birds. Ducks mate and hatch young in the
vegetation around the pond. Clearing the vegetation within the wetland buffer will raise water
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temperatures, impact water quality, and destroy breeding and foraging opportunities for all of
these species. The presence of the transmission corridor will have a permanent, highly negative
impact on this ecosystem. The transmission lines and towers will create a hazard for migratory
birds including, osprey, blue herons, owls and bald eagles flying into and out of this pond.

The access roads to towers P/23 and P/24 would be built partially within the forested wetlands
and partially within the RMZ and WMZ zones associated with the Type 3 streams. The four (4)
stream crossings would permanently impact the streams and associated wetlands. Water
quality in the streams and wetlands would be impacted during construction and long after
construction is complete by the loss of riparian vegetation and the runoff from the access
roads.

Chapter 17-Vegetation

Section 7.2.2 states: that removal of vegetation in forested wetlands opens up those areas to
non-native invasive plant species and the establishment of noxious weeds.

Comment: The removal of 10 acres of native vegetation in the forested wetlands and Riparian
Management zones along the north fork of Lacamas Creek between towers P/21, P/22, P/23
and P/24 would open up those areas to non-native invasive species and noxious weeds.

Chapter 18-Wildlife

South of Rawson Road in Section 23 and 24 the “P Line” bisects a designated Washington State
Department of Wildlife snag rich area. The area is known as “North Fork Lacamas Snags”, a
snag rich area for nesting raptors.

Comment: The “P Line” would clear 3 acres of this snag rich area. The Draft EIS lists this as a
“high impact”. This is discussed in chapter 18 under sections 18.1.2.6 and 18.2.5.2 tables 18-5
and 18-6 and shown on map 18-D.

APPENDIX A — DNR LANDS ANALYSIS
Section_A.2.4.2 Best Practices: This section recommends best practices to accomplish the
following objectives concerning the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project:

e Protect water quality and avoid sediment loading into water bodies.

* Protect sensitive areas and reduce ecosystem impacts.

e Maintain natural channels, natural stream flow and maintain passage for aquatic

organisms.

Comment: The proposed alignment of the “P Line” from tower P/21 through tower P/24 is in
direct conflict with these objectives and fails to implement any of these identified best
management practices.

CAMP BONNEVILLE IMPACTS:

This branch of Lacamas Creek flows directly into Camp Bonneville to the south. Enclosed (as
Attachment #3) is a “Site Description” of Camp Bonneville. This is Section 2 of an
environmental review that was performed for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District
under Contract No.DACA87-00-D-0038, Task Order #17. Section 2.2.11 lists threatened and
endangered species and Federal and State species of concern in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. If these
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species exist in Camp Bonneville which is /% mile to the south, it is logical to assume that these
species exist partially or wholly along this branch of Lacamas Creek and could be impacted by
the project. Even if the species are not found within the impact area, those species that exist
within the boundaries of Camp Bonneville could be indirectly affected by any upstream
deterioration of water quality caused by this project.

Camp Bonneville is currently undergoing an extensive environmental clean-up as a Superfund
site. The lead agency in this project is the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE). Any
further water quality degradation caused by this BPA project will further aggravate DOE efforts
to clean up the Camp Bonneville site.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE CURRENT “P LINE” ALIGNMENT:
We would like BPA to consider three re-alignment alternatives for the “P Line” that would be
far less damaging to the ecosystem on the northern forks of Lacamas Creek.

We have prepared Exhibits “B” and “C” for your consideration which shows two potential
realignment options.

The first option, as shown in orange on Exhibit “B” and “C", was actually proposed by the DNR
in their comments dated May 10, 2011. As shown in attachment #4 as highlighted, this
alignment would head north from tower P/27 across DNR land in Section 25, T3N, R3E, and Ek
Family Trust timberland in the south half of Section 24 and Longview Timber LLC land in the
north % of Section 24, then would turn west along the south line of Section 13 on DNR land and
intersect the original “P Line” alignment between towers P/17 and P/18. This alignment would
for the most part appear to cross streams at or near right angles which would minimize buffer
impacts,

There is, however, a Type 5 stream that appears to lie beneath the proposed alignment of this
alternative for a short distance. Type 5 streams tend to only have seasonal flow and do not
support fish. There is also a potential wetland on a Type 4 stream in the SW % of the NE % of
Section 24 along this alignment that shows up on the National Wetlands Inventory mapping
(see Exhibit “D”, National Wetlands Inventory map). While the towers could be located outside
of the wetlands and buffers, the transmission lines would still pass over the wetlands.
Vegetation clearing under the transmission lines could have a negative impact on those
wetlands. Those impacts would, however, be far less damaging than the stream and wetland
impacts along the Type 3 stream along the current alignment of the “P Line “on the west lines
of Sections 24 and 25 as discussed previously, This alignment would also avoid impacts to the
WDFW designated snag rich area known as the “North Fork Lacamas Snags” in the area of
tower P/20.

The second option, as shown in green on Exhibit "B” and “C”, would, in our opinion, be a better
option to reduce impacts to the Lacamas Creek watershed. That option would head north
between Towers P/29 and P/30 along the west lines of Section 30 and 19 of T3N, R4E on DNR
land and then head west along the south line of Section 13 of T3N, R3E on DNR land and
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intersect the original “P Line” alignment between towers P/17 and P/18. This alignment would
cross DNR land in Section 30 and then go along the west boundary of DNR land in Section 19
and along the south boundary of DNR land in Section 13 of T3N, R3E. This alignment would
cross several smaller streams at or near right angles. The stream classifications are mostly Type
4 and 5 streams with much narrower riparian buffer widths than the Type 3 streams along the
west line of Sections 24 and 25. Type 4 Stream standard buffer widths are 65 feet. Type 5
Stream standard buffer widths are 15 feet (see Attachment #2). This option would not cross
any known wetlands. This option would have far less impacts to the Lacamas Creek ecosystem
than the original “P Line” alignment or the first option discussed previously, This option would
also avoid any impacts to the “North Fork Lacamas Snags Area”.

This option would follow the boundaries of DNR land except for the south mile, where it bisects
DNR land. It however would eliminate about a mile of the original “P Line” that bisects DNR
land on an angle. The option would be entirely on public land.

A third option would be to realign the corridor to the original “32 Line”. That option would
locate the transmission corridor high up on a ridge and would have minimal impact, if any, on
the Lacamas Creek drainage.

We are many neighbors, and we are speaking with one voice when we urge you to consider and

specifically respond to these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for BPA’s
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project.

Sincerely,

Vinemaple,Ro ghbors

4 ’ ’
: 2 CSla f Merdito —
Bolton C. Minister Lola Mynister

April Minister/Smith
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FOREST PRACTICES ACTIVITY MAP

SALE NAME: OCEANSPRAY COUNTY(S): CLARK
APPLICATION #: 30-084262 TOWNSHIP(S): TO3RO3E, TO3RO4E
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ATTACHMENT #1 =

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF

&% Natural Resources CARING FOR

Your natural resources
Peter Goldmark — Commissioner of Public Lands
MEMORANDUM
Apnl 30, 2009 File No. 09-043001
TO: Clark County, Planning Director Environmental Coordinator, DOE
Gary Bell / A. Friez, DFW Gretchen Kaehler / Morgan Lee, DAHP
E. Holman / S. Brummer / L. Renan, DFW  Dept of Revenue
Labor & Industries Parks & Recreation
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society Clark County Natural Resources Council
Friends of the Columbia Gorge Clark County ESA Program
The Columbian Cowlitz Indian Tribe
Yakima Indian Tribe Lauren Goldberg, Columbia River Keeper

Jean Tackett / Steve Hartsell, DNR
FROM: Elizabeth I. O'Neal, SEPA Center
SUBJECT: SEFPA LEAD AGENCY & MITIGATED DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE

This is to advise you that pursuant to WAC 197-11-900 (922 through 948), the Department of Natural
Resources has determined that it is Lead Agency for the following:

Oceanspray Timber Sale #84262 and Forest Practice Application #2919484 Is a variable retention harvest
of 110 acres in two units riparian management zone thinning of 15 acres and wetland management zone
thinning of 8 acres, with 5,368 feet of optional road construction, 7,784 feet of pre-haul maintenance, and
3,968 feet of road abandonment, Located in Section 31, Township 03 North, Range 04 East and Sections
25 and 26, Township 03 North, Range 03 East, W.M., Clark County.

Information about this proposal including the Threshold Determination, SEPA Checklist and Forest Practice
Application can be viewed on DNR’s website at:

http://www.dor.wa.gov/ResearchScience/sepa/Pages/Home.aspx
Pursuant to WAC 332-4]-504, this proposal was filed in the department’s SEPA Center at the Natural

Resources Building, , on April 30, 2009.
We will consider comments on this proposed DNS received by 4:30 p.m. on May 14, 2009. Comments should

be submitted to the SEPA Center at,
for distribution to the responsible official. Please include the file pumber listed above on all comments.

Equal Opportunity Employer
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF Canng for
Natural Resources your natural resources
Peter Goldmark - Cammivtoner of Public Lands now and forever

MITIGATED DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE

Description of proposal: Oceanspray Timber Sale, Agreement No, 30-084262 and Forest
Practices Application No. 2919484, This is a variable retention harvest of 110 acres in 2 units,
riparian management zone thinning of 15 acres, and wetland management zone thinning of 8
acres, with 5,368 fect of optional road construction, 7,784 feet of required pre-haul maintenance,
and 3,968 feet of road abandonment.

Description of mitigation: The following mitigation measures will be implemented with this proposal:

% Riparian Management Zones (RMZ) are between 175 feet and 190 feet wide on type 3 streams
and a minimum 100-foot RMZ along type 4 streams have been retained to protect water quality,
provide comdors for wildlife, and maintain habitat for fish and amphibians.

» Wetland Management Zones (WMZ) averaging 175 feet wide on wetlands greater than 1-acre

and 100’ wide on wetlands less than 1-acre and greater than .25-acre have been retained to

protect water quality, provide corridors for wildlife, and maintain habitat for fish and
amphibians.

Within the RMZ and WMZ thinnings there will be 2 mmimum of 5 enhancement trees per acre

created to contribute toward the down woody debris and snag component.

Wildlife tree and snag recruitment will be accomplished by retaining a nunimum of 8 trees per

acre, consisting of conifer and hardwood species.

The most current design and construction techniques will be used for road construction and

maintenance operations to minimize impacts on water quality.

Rock pit L-1020 Quarry will be expanded and 16 trees will be removed. A 0.5 acre leave tree

island has been recognized in the souther end of the historic Latte Timber Sale (Unit 2) and

consists of 44 trees to mitigate for the loss of 16 leave trees.

Neighborhood outreach conducted to solicit input on proposal.

Avoided road construction through forested wetland by designating harvestable area as a leave

tree area to avoid unwanted erosion and hydrological disruption of this sensitive habitat type.

wh NN Y

vvY

Proponent: Department of N Resources

Location of proposal: Sections 31, Township 3 North, Range 4 East, W.M., Sections 25 and
26, Township 3 North, Range 3 East, W.M., approximately 8 miles by road, north of
Camas, off the L-1020 road systems in Clark County, Washington.

Lead agency: Department of Natural Resources

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant
adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required
under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). This decision was made after review of a completed
environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This information is
available to the public on request.
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FOREST PRACTICES ACTIVITY MAP
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TIMBER SALE MAP
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Article VII. - Streams, Creeks, Rivers, Lakes and Other Surface Water

ATTACHMENT #2°

Arlington, Washington, Code of Ordinances >> Title 20 - ZONING >> Chapter 20.88 -
ENVIRONMENTALLY CRITICAL AREAS >> Article VII. - Streams, Creeks, Rivers. Lakes and Other

Surface Water >>

I Article VIL - Streams, Creeks, Rivers, Lakes and Other Surface Water

<U98.700 - Chasmicavon
2080710 - Determnaton of boundary

0,88 720 - Alowed actvews,
2058 730 - Requwwments

<0.85,740 - Mesgeson
| 20.88.700 - Classification.

The Gty hereby adopts the stream classification system of the state, as specified in WAC 222-16-020
and 030, as may be amended. Briefly, these are as follows (see WAC 222-18-020 and 030 for complete

definitions of types):

2)

3

http://library. municode.com/HTML/16199/level3/TIT20Z0 CH20.88ENCRAR ARTVIL..,

“Type 1 water” means all the waters, within their ordinary high-water mark, as inventoried as
“shorelines of the state® under Chapter 90,58 RCW and the rules promuigated pursuant to
Chapter 80.58 RCW, but not inciuding those waters' associated wellands as defined in Chapter
80.58 RCW.

“Type 2 water” shall mean segments of nalural waters that are not classified as type 1 water and
have a substantial fish, wildlife, or human use. These are segments of natural waters and
periodically inundated areas of their associated wetlands, which:

(A)

®)

()

(0)

Are diveried for domastic use by more than one hundred residential or camping units or by

a public accommodation fadility licensed by the state to serve more than one hundred

persons, where such diversion is determined by the Washington State department of

ecology to ba a valid appropriation of water and the only practical water source for such

users. Such waters shall be considered 1o be type 2 water upstream from the point of such

diversion for one thousand five hundred feet or until the drainage area is reduced by fifty

percent, whichaver is loss,;

Are within a federal, state, local, or private campground having more than thirty camping

units: Provided, that the water shall not be considered to enter a campground until it

reaches the boundary of the park lands available for public use and comes within one

hundrod feet of a camping unit, trail or other park improvement;

Are used by substantial numbers of anadromous or resident game fish for spawning,

rearing or migration, Waters having the following charactedistics are presumed 10 have

highly significant fish populations:

m Stream segments having a defined channel twanty feat or greater in widih batween
the ordinary high-water marks and having a gradient of less than four parcent.

(i)  Lokes, ponds, or impoundments having a surface area of one acre or greater at
seasonal low waler, or

Are used by salmonids for off-channe! habital. These areas aro oritical 1o the maintenance

of optimum survival of juvenile salmonids. This habitat shall be identified based on the

0] The site must be connected 10 & stream bearing salmonids and accessible during
some period of the year; and

() The off-channel water must be accessible to juvenile salmonids through drainage
with less than a five percent gradient.

"Type 3 water" shall mean segments of natural waters that are not classified as type 1 or 2 water
and have a significant fish, wildlife, or human use. These are segments of natural waters and
periodically inundated areas of their associated wetlands which:

(A)

B)

Are diverted for domestic use by more than ten residential or camping units or by a public
mmmwwnmmmmmmmm

10 be type 3 water upstream from the point of such diversion for one thousand five hundred
feet or until the drainage area is reduced by fity percent, whichever is less;

Are used by significant numbers of anadromous fish for spawning, rearing or migration.
mmmmmmmnmmnmw
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(0} Stream sagments having a defined channe! of five feet or greater in width batween
the ordinary high-water marks; and having a gradient of less than twelve percent
and not upstream of a falis of more than ten vertical feet.

1} Ponds or impoundments having a surface area of less than one acre at seasonal
low water and having an outlet to an anadromous fish stream.

(C)  Are used by significant numbers of resident game fish. Waters with the following
characteristics are presumed 1o have significant resident game fish use:

(0] mmum-mdmamuumhmm

the ordinary high-water marks; and a summer low flow greater than three tenths
cubic feat per second; and a gradient of less than tweive percent.

(i)  Ponds or impoundments having a surface area greater than five lenths acre at
seasonal low water; or

(D)  Are highly significant for protection of downstream water quality. Tributaries which
mMMMMMoﬂMMbnw1w2mnwﬂbh
for one thousand five hundred foel from their confluenca with the type 1 or 2
water or until their drainage area is less than fifty percent of their drainage area at the point
of confluence, whichever is less.

or 3, and for the purpose of protecting water quality downstream are classified as type 4 water
upstraam untll the channel width bacomes less than two feel in width between the ordinary high-
water marks, Their significance lies in their influence on water quality downstream in type 1, 2,
and 3 waters. These may be perennial or intermittent.

(5) "Type 5 water” shall be applied to all natural waters not classified as type 1, 2, 3 or 4; including

sireams with or without well-definod channels, areas of perennial or infermittent seepage, ponds,
natural sinks and drainageways having short periods of sprng or storm runoff

(6) “Type & water” means constructed vegetaled swales and ditches that are designed and installed

for the exprass purpose of periodically moving siorm waler.

{Ord. 1309 § Spart), 2003).
| 20.88.710 - Determination of boundary.

The planning manager, relying on delineation by a licensed engineer or other comparable expert, shall

datermine the boundary of the creek, stream, river, lake, or other surface water. For ravines with banks greater
than ten feet in depth the boundary shall be contiguous with the top of the bank. Where there is no ravine or the
bank is less than ten feet In depth, the boundary shall be conliguous with the ordinary high water mark.

(Ord. 1309 § Spart), 2063).

| 20.88.720 - Allowed activities.

Except where regulated by other sections of this or any other title or law (e.g., see Articie |V of this

chapler, Fish and Wildlife Consarvation Areas), the following uses shall bo allowed within stroams, creeks,
rivers, lakes, and other surface waters when the requirements of Section 20,88.730 (Streams, Creeks, Rivers,
Lakes and Other Surface Water—Requirements) have been met and mitigation adequata to alleviate any other
impacts has been proposed:

(1)  Those activities allowed under Section 20.88.220 (General Provisions—Allowed Activities),
(2)  Brdges and other crossings for public and private rights-ot-way.

(Ord. 1308 § S(part), 2003).
| 20.88.730 - Requirements.

(a)

®)

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16199/level3/TIT20Z0O CH20.88ENCRAR ARTVII...

To retain the natural functions of streams and stream comridors, and uniess modified by Article IV (Fish
and Wildlife Habitat), the streamside buffers listed in Table 20.88-11: Non-ESA Stream Buffer Width
shall be maintained on both sides of the environmentally critical area. All existing native vegetation within
these buffers shall be preserved, (Note also that buffer averaging may be allowed pursuant to Section
20.88.320 (General Provisions—Buffar Width Averaging.)
To protect the natural functions and aesthetic qualities of a stream and stream buffer, a detailed
lemporary erosion control plan that identifies the specific mitigating measures 1o ba implemented during
construction to protect the water from erosion, siltation, landslides and hazardous construction matarials
shall be required. The city of Arfington shall review and approve the plan with the appropriste stats,
federal and tribal agencies, and any adjacent jurisdiction,

Table 20.88-11: Non-ESA Stream Buffer Width
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Stream Type Standard Buffer

115 feat
115 feet
100 feet
65 feet
15 feet
None

W[ W |-

(e)  The applicant shall dedicate to the city an exclusive environmentally critical area aasement for the
protection of creeks, streams, rivers, lakes, or other surface water aver the environmentally critical area
and a buffer consistent with the standards listed in subsection (a).

(Ord. 1392 § 15, 2006; Ord. 1309 § S(part), 2003).

| 20.88.740 - Mitigation.

(a) In order to avoid significant environmental impacts for those activities aliowed pursuant to Seclion
20.88.720 (Streams, Creeks Rivers, Lakes and Other Surface Water—Allowed Activities), the applicant
for a land use or development permit may consider performing the following actions, listed in order of

. What is considered adequate mitigation will depend on the nature and magnitude of the
potential impact.

{1}  On-site environmentally critical area restoration/improvement—Restoration or improvement in
functional value of degraded on-site waterways and/or their buffers at 8 two is (o one ratio (two
square feet for every one square foot impacted).

(2) On-site ECA/creation—Creation of on-site waterways and their buffers at a two is to one ratio
(two square feet for every one square foot impacted),

(3) On-site ECA buffer restoration—Restoration or improvement in functional value of degraded on-
site waterway buffers at a ratio of six is to one.

(b) All ECA restoration, creation and/or enhancement projects required pursuant to this chapter either as a
mmuummdmwmmwmamnmmdm
conformance to the requirements of Section 20,88.380 (Mitigation Plan Requirements).

(Grd. 1308 § &part), 2003).

http://library. municode.com/HTML/16199/level3/TIT20Z0 CH20.88ENCRAR ARTVIL.. 5/15/2011
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ATTACHMENT #3

SECTION 2

SITE DESCRIPTION
2.1 FACILITY INFORMATION

Project Name: Camp Bonneville Military Reservation

Project Manager:  Mr, Eric Waehling, Base Environmental Coordinator

2.2 SITE DESCRIPTION
2.2.1 Site Location

2.2.1.1 The 3,840-acre Camp Bonneville site is located northeast of Vancouver,
Washington, in the southeastern region of Clark County (Figure 2.1). The property is
approximately five miles from Vancouver, Washington and approximately seven miles
north of the Columbia River. Camp Bonneville is located along the western foothills of
the Cascade Mountain Range, with Camp Hill and Little Elkhorn Mountain to the
northwest, Munsell Hill to the west, and Little Baldy Mountain to the south,

2.2.1.2 Vehicular access to Camp Bonneville is restricted to a single entrance. The
entrance 1s located on . and enters the site from the west at the Camp
Killpack cantonment. The entrance is gated and monitored by the facilities managers.

2.2.2 Climate

2.2.2.1 The Camp Bonneville area has mild, wet winters and moderately warm, dry
summers. January is the coldest month, with an average temperature of approximately 38
degrees Fahrenheit (°F). July and August are the warmest months, with an average
temperature of approximately 69°F. Typically, only 26 days a year experience
temperatures below freezing, and 7 days have temperatures above 90°F.

2.2.2.2 Precipitation in the area is typically caused by the passage of low-pressure
zones along a path from the north Pacific Ocean eastward during the winter and spring.
The rainy season usually begins in late-September to mid-October and continues through
March or April. An average of 154 days a year have measurable amounts of rainfall,
with an average annual precipitation of approximately 47 inches. Annual snowfall in the
Vancouver area averages about 8.4 inches. The average snow depth is typically only 2 or
3 inches, with continuous snow cover lasting one to three days at a time (USACE, 1999).

2-
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threatened and endangered species on Camp Bonneville (USACE, I997).“82fal_)le 2.1
summarizes this information, as well as information on likely habitats for cach species.

TABLE 2.1
LIST OF STATE AND FEDERALLY LISTED THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES LIKELY TO OCCUR ON THE CAMP BONNEVILLE SITE*

: Likely Habitat and

Name Status Ooditreiics
Bald Eagle Federal Threatened Species | Occasional visitor
(Haliacetus through arca
leucocephalus)
Northern Spotted Federal Endangered; State | Throughout site
Owl (Strix Endangered
occidentalis)

*Based on Summary of Agency Corespondence provided in USACE  Final  Archives
Search Report, 1997

2.2.11.2 Table 2.2 includes Federal Species of Concern, Federal Candidate Species,
and Washington State Monitored Species. A Federal Species of Concern includes those
species that were formerly classified as candidate species by the USFWS prior to 1997.
A large number of candidate species were delisted in 1997 and reclassified as Species of
Concern. Species of Concern are not formally “listed” species. However, these species
are considered to be rare and are an important indicator of overall habitat quality of a
particular area. The greater the number and diversity of these Federal Species of Concern,
as well as their respective populations, reflects positively on the quality and viability of
the habitat.

2.2.11.2 Table 2.2 includes Federal Species of Concern, Federal Candidate Species,
and Washington State Monitored Species. A Federal Species of Concern includes those
species that were formerly classified as candidate species by the USFWS prior to 1997.
A large number of candidate species were delisted in 1997 and reclassified as Species of
Concern. Species of Concern are not formally “listed™ species. However, these species
are considered to be rare and are an important indicator of overall habitat quality of a
particular area. The greater the number and diversity of these Federal Species of Concern,
as well as their respective populations, reflects positively on the quality and viability of
the habitat.

2.3 PROPOSED FUTURE LAND USE

2.3.1 The Camp Bonneville closure presents Clark County with the opportunity to
transform property allocated as surplus by the BRAC process into publicly available
lands that will provide the community with significant educational, environmental, and
recreational benefits.

O x x Page 25 at}é
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FEDERAL AND STATE SPECIES OF CONCERN LIKELY TO OCCUR ON THE
CAMP BONNEVILLE SITE*

Name Status Likely Habitat and Occurrence
Bull Trout (Salvelinus Federal Candidate Species Lacamas Creek and tributaries
confluents) (Buck Creek, David Creek)
Northwestern Pond Turtle Federal Species of Concern Riparian areas along Lacamas
(Clemmys marmorata Creek; Lacamas Creek
marmorata)

Larch Mountain Salamander
(Plethodon larselli)

Federal Species of Concern

Wooded areas; Lacamas Creek

Cascades Frog (Rana cascadae)

Federal Species of Concern

Lacamas Creek and tributaries
(Buck Creek, David Creek)

Spotted Frog (Rana pretiosa)

Federal Candidate Species

Lacamas Creek and tributaries
(Buck Creek, David Creck)

Pacific Western Big-Eared Bat
(Corynorhinus (Plecotus)
townsendii townsendii)

Federal Species of Concern

Riparian areas; wooded arcas

Long-eared myotis (Myotis
evotis)

Federal Species of Concern

Riparian areas; wooded areas

Long-legged myotis (Myotis Federal Species of Concern Riparian areas; wooded areas
volans)

Northern Goshwak (Accipter Federal Species of Concern Throughout site

gentilis)

Olive-sided flycatcher Federal Species of Concern Throughout sile; riparian arcas

(Contopus borealis)

Clackamas corydalis (Corydalis
aquae-gelidae)

Federal Species of Concern

Riparian arcas along crecks

Tailed frog (Ascaphus truei)

Federal Species of Concern,

Moist habitats, wetlands, riparian

State Monitored Species areas, creeks
Cope's Giant Salamander State Monitored Species Moist habitats; wetlands, riparian
(Dicamptodon copei) areas, creeks
Cascade Torrent Salamander State Monitored Species Moist habitats; wetlands, riparian
(Rhyacotriton cascadae) areas, crecks

*Based on Summary of Agency Correspondence provided in USACE Final Archives Search Report, 1997

2.3.1 Camp Bonneville Local Redevelopment Authority

2.3.1.1 The Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) is responsible for determining
cost-effectiveness and feasibility of the land reuse plans for Camp Bonneville. In 1995,
the Clark County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), as a board of the LRA,
appointed a five member Reuse Planning Committee (RPC) to oversee the reuse planning

29
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Section 1

ATTACHMENT #4

Subsection il

Segment P could be re-routed to avoid directly overtopping
adjacent homes without significant additional negative trust
land bifurcation impacts to those already incurred by P.
Consider turning north at proposed tower site P/27 instead of
at P/24, and turning westward onto the trust land boundary
at proposed tower site P/18.

Name: STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES , LEONARD S YOUNG
Organization:

Attachments: NONE

Comment:

May 10, 2011

Mr. Mark Korsness

Project Manager, |-5 Corridor Reinforcement

Bonneville Power Administration

PO Box 9250 Portland, OR 97207

Dear Mr. Korsness:

This letter is to update Washington State Department of Natural Resources' (DNR) NEPA scoping
comments (dated Dec. 10, 2009) in light of additional information BPA has made available to the public,
such as removal and addition of proposed line segments. The enclosed document reiterates previously
raised issues where applicable as well as new issues; it is intended to provide a quick reference to BPA
regarding issues needing consideration throughout the development and implementation of the |-5
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement, The concerns listed in the enclosure are referenced to
the original comments submitted by DNR dated December 10, 2009 whenever the issue originated from
those comments.

Sincerely,
Leonard Young
Department Supervisor

ENCLOSURE

Washington DNR Updated Scoping Comments
BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Page 27 of 34
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1) DNR appreciates BPA’s willingness to propose new line segments, and remove others, in response to
issues raised by DNR as well as members of the public. However, we believe additional work is required
to ensure that a reasonable range of alternatives are analyzed in the project EIS.

a) No alternative other than the existing right-of-way appears to substantially avoid conflict with
DNR state trust land management mandates, or adequately mitigates, minimizes and avoids
disproportionate impacts to DNR managed state trust lands.

Two items require additional consideration relative to the existing right-of-way in order to be
responsive to DNR and public issues raised in scoping:

b)

d)

i)
ii)

A full analysis of the Non-Wires Screening Report recommendations is essential to
establishing a reasonable range of alternatives that are responsive to the issues.

In addition and in concert, analyze the extent to which the project's purpose and need
could be achieved by replacing conductors and insulators on existing tower structures,
within the existing right-of-way, with second-generation high temperature
superconductors (G2 HTC) that allow far greater power transmission capacity and far
lower line loss.

Clearly develop and identify objectives in consultation with DNR to ensure the analyses of an
adequate range of impacts and alternatives and future expansion plans. (Young, 12-1009, p.2)
Give equal consideration to federal Department of Defense lands, USDA Forest Service lands,
county lands, e.g., Camp Bonneville, and Pacific Power and Light Lands in consideration of the
expense of near-term and long-term impacts to trust land management and environmental
stewardship on DNR managed state trust lands. (Young, 12-10-09, p.2) For example, routes
through Camp Bonneville would straighten out segment P and cause significantly less severance
to DNR managed trust lands.

i)

ii)

DNR has previously requested consideration of a route to the east of DNR's Yacolt Block,
along the DNR boundary shared with the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, which would
avoid bifurcating DNR managed trust lands. Subsequently, a group of citizens proposed
a "gray line" route that would follow a similar path. BPA's rationale in the February,
2011 project update document are insufficient to eliminate these route proposals from
further study. The portion of the "gray line" proposal that would affect the Siouxon
Block of trust lands located east of Yale Lake would incur negative impacts for federally
listed spotted owls and their associated habitat. This should be avoided by a routing
alternative that turns west at the southern Siouxon boundary and crosses the Lewis
River at or just east of Yale Dam.

Segment K has been proposed to replace Segments 11, 20, and 21 from early versions of
publicly released routing alternative maps, in an effort to avoid PacifiCorp lands. This
choice, in turn, has a negative bifurcation impact on DNR managed state trust lands to
north of the Lewis River Road. Additional impacts to homes around Yale would be
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Incurred as well. The environmental, social and economic impacts of this decision have
yet to be vetted publicly and should be included in the draft EIS analysis.

e) Analyze and compare the costs of crossing state lands versus federal lands given the October 23,
2008 MOD between multiple federal agencies that expedite the siting and construction of
qualified electric transmission infrastructure on federal lands. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments,
p.9, 12-10-09)

f) Consider route (s) that avoid habitat identified specifically for or linked to threatened and
endangered species.

g) The Lacamas Prairie Natural Area was designated by the Commissioner of Public Lands to
conserve populations of both federal- and state-listed endangered, threatened, and sensitive
species, as well as wet prairie and oak woodland habitats that are rare within Washington State,
and DNR is near closing on the purchase of the core area. BPA should avoid siting within areas
identified as natural areas by the DNR. Proposed line segments 36, 40, and 46 (vicinity of T2N
R3E, Sections 18, 20, 39, 50, and 52) cross through approximately 3.5 miles within the approved
Lacamas Prairie Natural Area boundary. Construction of the proposed line segments could have
direct impacts on these species’ populations and high-quality habitats. A large portion of the
proposed segments are located within the Lacamas Creek floodplain and associated wetlands
that are included in the natural area design. Most of the species and habitats within the natural
area are dependent on specific hydrological conditions and would be very sensitive to
hydrological changes that may result from construction of new powerline segments. The
federally listed Lomatium bradshawii that occurs within the natural area boundary is a wetland
species dependent on sufficient water resources and has a fairly narrow hydrological regime
tolerance. In addition, access road development and use may further alter hydrology and would
present a vector for non-native invasive species that threaten the species and habitats. For
additional information, contact the DNR Natural Areas Program.

h) Consider route(s) that avoid transecting the Larch (Yacolt) block and the Yacolt Burn Recreation
Area. Define impacts to current and planned DNR- provided recreation opportunities in the
Larch (Yacolt) block, as outlined in the Yacolt Burn Recreation Plan. Include a cost projection for
re-creating the Yacolt Burn Recreation Plan's implementation schedule to account for BPA's
impacts to recreation. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, pp.10, 11, 12-10-09)

i) Segments O and 30 are unrespansive to this issue and should therefore be eliminated
from consideration.,

ii) Segment P could be re-routed to avoid directly overtopping adjacent homes without
significant additional negative trust land bifurcation impacts to those already incurred
by P. Consider turning north at proposed tower site P/27 instead of at P/24, and turning
westward onto the trust land boundary at proposed tower site P/18.

i) Consider route(s) that avoid DNR managed trust land transfer parcels or which are identified in
potential land transactions.

i) A trust parcel in T2N, R3E, Section 16 under segment 43 (directly east of Vancouver) has
been identified as a potential school site for the Camas School District which could be
bifurcated by the power line.

i) Consider route(s) that avoid forest riparian conservation easements held by the state, i.e., DNR
currently holds a conservation easement in TO7N, RO1W, Section 4 lying within the segment 9
route that was purchased 12/23/08 at a value of 5118,878.63.

k) Consider route(s) that avoid lands that have medium to high wind power potential, e.g., areas
with 6.5 m/s and greater wind speeds at 80m as shown on maps at
windpoweringamerica.gov/images/windmaps/wa 80m.jpg) or as designated to have wind power
potential by DNR based on site-specific information. The transmission line should be located in
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order to supply power from sources such as wind while not eliminating the best possible lands
for harnessing wind.

1) Consider route(s) that avoid genetically selected tree areas (Genetic Reserves). (DNR NEPA
Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.17). There is currently one genetic reserve lying very close to
route 30 in T4N, R3E, Sec.23.

2) BPA has added the Casey Roads Substation Site as possibly being located on state trust lands. This
may require the sale of state land. The substation proposal requires detailed information for evaluation
such as the exact location, the size, impacts outside the area, access to the substation, and others. For
substation locations that may affect DNR managed trust lands, the EIS should identify and analyze:;

a) Unauthorized public access opportunities and resource damage issues.

b) Land Transactions: easement vs. fee ownership transfer,

¢) Consistency with DNR's Road Maintenance and Abandonment Plan (RMAP) for access routes
that could potentially be utilized by BPA.

d) Storm water management of potential sites.

3) Disclose the potential environmental, economic and other impacts to DNR managed state lands as
well as impacts to all non-federal lands related to DNR's regulatory and other programs, i.e., Geology
and Earth Resources, Forest Practices, and Fire Protection. (Young, 12-10-09, p.2; DNR NEPA Scoping
Comments, 12-10-09, pp.8,9)

a) Develop and propose mitigation measures for DNR-managed lands that minimize potential
short-term and long-term environmental, economic and social impacts of the alternatives
through project design and development similar to those agreed upon with King County and
documented in the Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line Project Record of Decision dated July
21, 2003, (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.10),

4) Analyze the impacts of the |-5 Corridor Options on the threatened and endangered species that are

currently covered under DNR's Incidental Take Permit (ITP) (#PRT-812521 USFWS) and (#1168 NMFS)

and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). (Also please refer to Mitigation Item 20 later in these comments.)

a) Analyze whether BPA's proposed transmission line use will limit DNR's ability to protect the

threatened and endangered species as envisioned in the ITP and HCP and seek DNR's input
during any Endangered Species Action consultation between BPA and the National Marine
Fisheries Service or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service for any project effects that have
the potential to put DNR at risk of noncompliance with its ITP and HCP. b) Include the analysis of
impacts on threatened and endangerad species for those species that may be adversely affected
by the |-5 Corridor Options (and include a draft of the Biological Assessment or Biological
Opinion prepared pursuant to ESA consultation in the FEIS) and that are also covered by DNR's
ITP and HCP in separate sections of the EIS to enable an efficient analytical structure for
assessing project impacts on state owned lands.

5) Work with DNR to determine and confirm state-ownership of aquatic lands; Analyze the impacts on
cultural, historic and archaeclogical resources on all aguatic crossings, preferably in conjunction with
consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; Identify impacted DNR
aquatic licenses, leases, easements and sales; and calculate lost revenue to the state over the next fifty
years. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, pp. 11,12, December 10,2009.)

6) Consider impacts to land that is subject to forest riparian conservation easements and provide
compensation and/or mitigation for the loss of conservation capacity intended by these easements
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impacted by the transmission line. Obtain consent from DNR on impacted easements prior to obtaining
an easement from the landowner. (Young, 12-10-09, p.3; DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.13)
(SEE item 1.k. of this document)

7) Analyze and avoid negative impacts to the current use or reasonably foreseeable future development
of any communication site, e.g., existing sites include DNR's Larch Mountain site in T3N, RAE, Sec. 27,
SW1/4, NE1/4 and the Casey Road site in TION, R2W, Sec.18, SE1/4. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments,
p.7,9, 12-10-09)

8) Analyze impacts to the local economy caused by impacts to the timber industry and recreation. (DNR
NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.9)
a) Analyze and avoid impacts to the potential future revenue from biomass production, carbon
credits and development rights on DNR managed state trust lands. (DNR NEPA Scoping
Comments, 12-10-09, p.7)

8) Analyze the effects, restrictions and other threats (negative easements) of BPA's proposed corridors

on DNR trust management activities that occur outside of BPA's right-of-way and prevent DNR from fully
managing state lands. (ODNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.6)

a) Define restrictions on current and reasonably foreseeable DNR managed state land activities
outside the BPA right-of-way, particularly where the corridor will disallow, limit or increase the
cost of timber harvest, timber hauling, wind power production, solar energy development,
communication sites and recreation use or eliminate the potential for a special land
management option. (ONR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.9)

b) Develop and model an estimation of the amount and location of current danger trees that
would require removal, Identify areas outside of the normal R/W corridor width that would
require low-growing vegetation to be maintained and include within the transmission line
corridor. This would include areas with trees upslope of the line, diseased areas, areas with
undesirable species, and other existing conditions that will be considered a hazard or concern
once the transmission line is built.

10} Clearly identify the vegetation management activities that will occur within and outside the right-of-
way per BPA's May 2000 Transmission System Vegetation Management Program Final EIS (DOE/EIS-
0285) and supplements including those near any DNR-managed natural area or water body where State
Owned Aquatic Lands are located. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, pp.10,12, 12-10-09)

11) Quantify and analyze the economic impact on long term trust revenue where the corridor will
disallow, limit or increase the cost of timber harvest and timber hauling, or managing for other special
forest preducts or agricultural land uses. This should include a mitigation and compensation plan in
coordination with DNR for the life of the project. a) Determine the effects on DNR's timber harvest from
the removal of lands by each Watershed Analysis Unit (WAU). Work with DNR using DNR's timber
harvest madeling software to arrive at these impacts. This includes assessing hydrologic modeling for
rain on snow related procedures and potential future DNR harvest limitations due to new corridors. DNR
will supply the data. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, p. 10, 12-10-09)

12) Describe and analyze the cumulative impacts that may result from unauthorized use and damage to
state lands and public resources, e.g., garbage dumping, trail building, ORV use, vandalism and theft,
Prepare a sample survey on a given portion of existing power line representative of DNR ownership on
the proposed |-5 project and prepare a quantitative prediction of unauthorized use and the cumulative
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impacts that may result. Include costs to repair or mitigate predicted damage. (DNR NEPA Scoping
Comments, p.11, 12-10-09)

13) Address the potential for geologic hazards (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, pp. 13-15):

a)
b)

c)

d)

Identify landslide hazards using DNR's GIS Statewide Landslide database and then create a site-
specific geologic map.

Identify unstable slopes using DNR's Shalstab model or through landforms in the Landslide
Hazard Zonation projects where available data exists.

Identify slope hazards associated with slope modification or vegetation removal at construction
areas. d) Identify seismic shaking potential on the Lacamas Lake Fault as well as movement
potential.

Reconsider corridor locations in moderate to high liquefaction sensitive areas by using GIS
modeling to identify the |east sensitive lands.

14) Define impacts to established research plots and propose measures to mitigate impacts. Potential
plots of concern in addition to those for genetic reserves identified in 1)n) above are listed in DNR NEPA
Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.17. Mitigation

15) Develop mitigation such as a Statewide Memorandum of Agreement with DNR that addresses
existing encumbrances on state land and management of existing, proposed and future corridors such
as the |I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project to reduce environmental damage, assures state forest land
productivity and ensures appropriate compensation to the legal beneficiaries of state trust lands when
lands are used by BPA. Use this broader agreement to form the basis for easements and to establish a
Maintenance and Operations Agreement for the I-5 Corridor project. (Young, 12-10-02, p.3) The
Statewide Memorandum of Agreement should include the following items:

a)

a)

b)

Road design, construction, improvement, maintenance and abandonment best management
practices and, separately, develop BPA Road Standards. Road standards should mimic DNR
standards, or BPA should accept DNR standards that are acceptable and in accordance with
Forest Practices Rules;

Managing low growing native vegetation;

Identification of adequate crossings for equipment required for hi-lead logging including towers
and shovels and wind power related equipment.

Unauthorized uses that damage lands and public resources;

Removal of danger trees outside the right-of-way and other right-of-way corridor expansions
w/o adequate compensation to the state (Also see DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09,
p.9); and

Conflicts with the state's long-term forest management obligations and in some cases
contractual obligations of the DNR's federally approved HCP.

Commit to meet the intent of the Forest Practices Act and Rules within BPA's ownership or
easement corridars. Evaluating alternatives that mitigate impacts to riparian areas and
threatened and endangered species throughout the construction phase and during future
maintenance of the project will minimize the need for identifying additional mitigation under
SEPA. (Young, 12-10-09, p.3,4; DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.16) The project
should incorporate the following considerations, impact analysis and mitigation:

Agree to implement the 2002 agreement between DNR and BPA regarding forest practices or
Agree to work with the underlying and neighboring landowners to obtain Forest Practices
Applications and comply with the Forest Practices Act and rules. Notification should be done
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either via coordination at annual meetings or in writing. This should also include maps of
activities identifying where work along the line segment will be.

Evaluate the project alternatives based on the impacts they will have on threatened and
endangered fish species, and water quality concerns.

Limit the impacts to potentially unstable slopes as defined in WAC 222-16-050(1)(d)(i).
Conduct an environmental analysis of the impacts to unstable slopes, riparian function and
water quality for all stream crossings that will be impacted. Provide a mitigation plan for the
project to specifically guide the removal and manipulation of vegetation near stream crossings
not limited to topping of trees or leaving riparian vegetation where adequate conductor
clearance is anticipated.

Minimize vegetation and ground disturbance during construction adjacent to streams.
Emphasize native vegetation that will provide for riparian function. Where trees must be
removed, consider replacing existing tree species within the corridor with a native species that
will provide forest vegetation both within and adjacent to the corridor for riparian function
while limiting the hazards to the lines and providing reliable service to the customer,

Work with landowners(s) in identifying and adhering to any prescriptions/requirements within
the Upper Coweeman Watershed Analysis area.

Agree to apply only pesticides that are registered for forest use, follow the label requirements
and adhere to the Forest Practices Rules relating to pesticide use.

17) Agreement from BPA, in writing or via some other form of agreement, that its actions and those of
its contractors will comply with Chapter 76.04 RCW Forest Protection and Chapter 332.24 WAC Forest
Protection. (Young, 12-10-09, p.4; DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, p.16, 12-10-09)

a)
b)

c)

Work with DNR to mitigate concerns of increased fire susceptibility and safety concerns and
limitations they place on firefighting efforts. (Young, 12-10-09, p.4)

Take responsibility for extreme fire hazard abatement related to falling of danger trees and
follow state extreme fire hazard abatement laws. (Young, 12-10-09, p.4)

Reimburse DNR Resource Protection for the full cost of suppressing any wildfires occurring on
the BPA right-of-way or as a result of BPA operations in the area, regardless of cause. (DNR
NEPA Scoping Comments, p.16, 12-10-09)

18) Identify and map all existing and new roads on state lands that BPA will use and construct, and agree
to meet DNR standards for road construction and maintenance. This should include
analysis/coordination with developed RMAP plans. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, 12-10-09, p.9)

19) Ensure protection to species and special habitats while providing mitigation equal to that required
by DNR's Habitat Conservation Plan that will be necessary as a result of:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

h)

Fragmenting of habitat by corridors and roads;

Introducing noxious and invasive weeds;

Impacting water quality;

Increasing slides on unstable slopes;

Creating or failing to remove fish barriers;

Inviting unregulated public use,

Generally providing a lesser standard of environmental protection, (Young, 12- 10-09, p.3; DNR
NEPA Scoping Comments, p.9, 12-10-09); and

Threats to cultural resources or significant local Tribal areas.
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20) Develop mitigation measures to address impacts on endangered and threatened species on state
lands and that are covered by DNR's ITP and HCP.

a)

b)

c)

Incorporate any conservation measures or aspects of the proposal that are relied upon to
support informal or formal consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service and the US
Fish and Wildlife Service (Federal Services) under the Endangered Species Act and obtain input
during consultation from DNR for any project effects that relate to any species covered by DNR's
ITP and HCP on state lands (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, pp.10, 12-10-09):

Develop a mitigation plan for new construction and establish a mitigation account for future
habitat restoration that may be needed if BPA's proposal results in the removal of Permit Lands
(as defined in DNR's ITP) from coverage along the proposed corridors and their buffers or
otherwise affects DNR's ability to comply with its ITP and HCP due to impacts associated with
BPA's transmission line construction or ongoing operation and maintenance.

Develop a mitigation plan in coordination with the Federal Services and DNR that reflects
commitments DNR has made in its ITP and requires BPA to incorporate additional measures
needed to address project effects to maintain DNR's compliance with its TP as it relates to BPA's
intended use of Permit Lands (as defined in DNR's ITP).

21) Follow the DNR/BPA Appraisal MOU. (DNR NEPA Scoping Comments, p.11, 12-10-09.) DFD
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ALLISON O'BRIEN, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND
COMPLIANCE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

03/25/2013

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

[Address]

Electronically Filed
March 25, 2013

Nancy Wittpenn

Project Environmental Lead
Bonneville Power Administration
[Address]

Dear Ms., Wittpenn:

On February 26, 2013, the U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) submitted a letter to you
stating that we had no comments to offer regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
14825-1 |for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. Following our submission, the comment deadline was
extended by Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to March 25, 2013, This letter supersedes the letter
dated February 26, 2013.

Section 6(f}(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) act grants protections to more than
42,000 projects in the United States. Administered by the National Park Service (NPS), the protected
parks and outdoor recreation areas are owned and operated by local, state, and tribal agencies.
Conversion of a protected site to other than outdoor recreation use requires mitigation that includes
acquisition of new park land that is of equivalent fair market value and recreation utility. Conversions
must be approved by the NPS prior to impact and require compliance with other applicable federal laws
including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA).

14825-2 Similar protections are also granted to local parks through other programs administered by the NPS,
including the Federal Lands to Parks {FLP) program and the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery
Program (UPARR).

Of the recreation sites BPA has identified with the potential to be impacted by this project, the following
are protected by the NPS:

Washington:

Yacolt Burn State Forest
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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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Lower Washougal River
Greenway Moulton Falls Park
Riverside Park
Oregon:
Marine Drive Trail
There may be additional sites not identified by BPA specifically as recreation sites that are protected by
the LWCF. This project impacts a number of regional terrestrial and riparian trail corridors where the
NPS has invested in water access sites, land acquisitions, and trailheads. The Department recommends
that BPA work closely with the NPS to coordinate the NEPA and NHPA processes once BPA determines
which parks will potentially be impacted. At that point,

14825-2 |NPS will closely review the proposal to ensure all potentially impacted LWCF sites have been identified.
LWCF is administered in partnership with a Governor designated state agency. In the state of Oregon
the contact is:

Tim Wood - Director [Address]
In Washington, the contact is:
Kaleen Cottingham - Director [Address]
The NPS Partnership Programs contact for Washington and Oregon is:
Heather Ramsay LWCF & UPARR Project Manager [Address] [Phone]
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS. If you have any questions, please
contact me at [Phone].
Sincerely,
Allison O'Brien
Regional Environmental Officer
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After losing your battle with Weyerhauser about the current chosen route, | know this route through my
14826-1 |property will be the DNLY option. We all know there are other options, including using land you already own,
or extending the poles that already exist.

You hide behind MY government to bully your way into private lives to undermine any progress in sustainable
resources that also provide power, Stating costs as compared to a currently unproven wind power just
muddies the water (no pun intended).

14826-2

Please consider some forward thinking support of all sources of power generation and cooperate with other
agencies who don't have the protection of a government still lodged in the past.

Poge 12
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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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BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement DEIS comment form
Received: 03/25/2013 3:46 PM
Name: Barbara K. Byker
Address:
We have cleared this property of Scotch Broom & increased the variety of wildlife over the last
12 years,
14826-3 Your proposed route through my property is wasteful & senseless. In order to access your
power poles on the South end of my land, your plans show using % mi of my personal driveway
(unpaved) and the full length of my 67 acres of farm land down the middle.
Not only are you closer on Riverdell Rd, but it is paved.
14826-4 |Single minded, greedy and insensitive to residential property owners,
Bullies!!
Page20f2
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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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prowd paasl, promising fulure

CLARK COUNTY
WAL

MINGTON

March 21, 2013

Bill Drummond, Administrator
Bonneville Power Administration

Steven Manlow, Project Manager
U, S. Army Corps of Engineers

Subject: Clark County’s official comments regarding the draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project,

Dear Mr. Drummond and Mr, Manlow,

Please accept this as Clark County's formal response regarding the accuracy and
appropriatencss of Bonneville Power Administration’s analysis of impacts resulling from
the proposed 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. We hope you find these comments about
the drafl EIS useful to the process and helpful in determining the best outcome for our
14827-1 community,

An environmental impact statement is designed to provide thorough and complete
information to decision-makers and the community, We believe the draft will benefit from
the addition of information in several sections.

We have formatted this document to follow the Table of Contents in Volume | & 2,
focusing on Central Alternative Option | as BPA's “preferred alternative.” We reiterate
that for a document this long and a project this complex, it would have been valuable to
have more time to review each section. Also, we were disappointed by your decision this
month not to meet with major stakeholders regarding your drafi EIS and preferred
alternative. We feel this was a missed opportunity for BPA to hear comments directly from
stakeholders and the community it is proposing to permanently alter with this project.

14827-2

1300 Frankiin Street = PO, Box 5000 » Vancouver, WA 98664-5000 + cel: [360) 397-2232 » fax: [360] 197-6058 » www clark.wa goy

.
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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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14827-4

14827-5

14827-6

14827

Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action and Chapter 2: Facility Siting, Route
Segments, and Action Alternatives

A critical component of any NEPA document is a clearly defined Purpose and Need
statement. We do not find one here, Without a clear purpose, it is difficult for BPA to
demonstrate why a certain alternative should be chosen. It is critical that Clark County
residents are persuaded that there is a local need for this project and you will see the
current skepticism reflected in our comments. Throughout the NEPA process, we have
spent a great deal of time struggling to understand whether this project is actually locally
driven or is more about regional capacity-building for BPA and this power will just be
moving through our communities. Now, citizens of Southwest Washington are convinced
they are being asked to bear the entire burden of this project without receiving much, if
any, of the benefit,

We want to comment on the two chapters together as they are, in our opinion, inextricably
linked. The draft EIS tries unsuccessfully to split them, leaving the reader struggling to
understand the differences between BPA's internal siting processes and the public scoping
process for the project. We found the sections in chapters 1 and 2 confusing, often with
overlapping information or referencing information (studies and processes) without enough
detail, backup or description.

Purpose & Need

Comment: Given the importance of this chapter, we find it curious that there is only one
table, figure or appendix to help paint a clear explanation of the purpose and need for the
project.

Request: If BPA is certain local load growth is driving the need for this project, we think it
would be beneficial to show that in a simple, clear way. Please add a table or chart
showing where the power goes and where the load growth is in our local area.

Comment: BPA's documentation of August 2010 says that 80 percent of power flowing
on the new line will be used locally.

Request: Please explain where the other 20 percent will go. This information would be
useful for those who decide who should bear the inevitable impacts of this project.

Comment: The draft EIS includes no discussion about how the recession has impacted the
need for this project. The discussion would be more complete with detailed information
about specific power users. BPA approaches this in Chapter 4.7.4 regarding the closing of
Reynolds Aluminum in Longview, Wash. but stops short of including any detail about the
closure’s impact on transmission capacity.

2220
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14827-3

14827-4

14827-5

14827-6

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.

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.

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.

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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14827-6 | Request: Please provide this information.

14827-7

14827-8

14827-9

14827-10

14827-11

14827-12

Comment: BPA cites many “Firm Transmission™ requests for service as a critical reason
to add capacity, but BPA does not say who is making the requests or where they are,

Request: Please provide this information.

Comment:; The draft EIS states the Project Coordination process included agencies
sharing study results.

Request: Please make these results available as part of the final EIS.

Comment: The work BPA did on the non-wires study seems inconsistent with BPA's
conclusions that this project is of immediate necessity. The study found implementing non-
wires strategies could conservatively delay the need for two to six years.

Request: We ask the BPA whether this project is of immediate importance given the non-
wires study and national economic downturn.

Overall, we find the Purpose and Need section to be confusing and inadequately supported
for a project that could have such a permanent impact to the natural and human
environments.

Scoping

For almost four years, citizens in Clark County have been watching and participating in the
process leading up to selection of a preferred alternative for BPA's proposed 1-5 Corridor
Reinforcement Project. During this time, many citizens have faced uncertainty about the
future of their property. While we have appreciated our relationships with BPA staff, we
also think the NEPA process has been inadequate and inconsistent. Specifically, we are
pleased BPA honored our request to become a cooperating agency under the provisions of
the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations, but have been frustrated by BPA's
decision not to form a citizens” advisory committee for the project. This panel could have
worked directly with BPA to bring local input and perhaps buy-ofl to the proposal. BPA's
decision not to form this committee is just one example of an insufficient process and what
we think is the absence of reasoned decision-making.

Also, we found it difficult to understand BPA's inconsistent reasoning for not studying
other reasonable alternative routes such as the “Pear] Alternatives” or the “grey-line.” In
January 2012, Project Manager Mark Korsness wrote, “developing a new route (grey-line)
would...add 1.5 to 2 years to the EIS schedule because (BPA) would need to further
develop and analyze this route for inclusion in the draft EIS." We find this reasoning
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14827-7

14827-8

14827-9

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/Customerlnvolvement/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

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
guestions 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 12/22/20009.

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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14827-12

14827-13

14827-14

14827-15

14827-16

14827-17

14827

flawed because BPA summarized scoping for the project in February 2010 and formally
added six more route segments in August 2010, a period of only five months. In our
estimation, when BPA needed or wanted to add route segments, it could be done quickly.

The magnitude of potential adverse impacts to our community was evident at the first
scoping meeting. More than 500 concerned citizens were at rural Amboy Middle School
on Oct. 27, 2009 to learn about the project and comment on the scope of the EIS.

Despite this obvious widespread community interest, BPA did not extend the comment
period for the scoping after the addition of the six new route segments, Citizens affected by
the new segments never had a chance to formally comment on the scoping of the project.

Comment: Regarding the draft EIS scoping discussion, we had difficulty following the
analysis through the document’s different sections. Scoping is discussed first in Chapter
1.6.1, but only after what we feel is an important yet vague discussion on BPA's 2008-10
NOS processes and other “planning studies” from 2006-07 found in chapters 1.1.2.3 and
1.1.3.

Request: Please clarify the differences berween the internal processes BPA uses for route
selection and the public scoping process in the final draft EIS. These processes and
studies, which we understand included consideration of the Pearl Alternatives, were
critical to the eventual decisions about scoping. We think these earlier BPA processes or
studies are not well linked to the scoping process description or section,

Comment: All the process and study leading up to the project scoping seem to focus on
load growth and new generation projects as the driving need for added capacity.

Request: Please explain why in section 1.7.1, BPA concludes that proposed generation
development is outside the scope of the project? This seems inconsistent or at least

confusing.

Comment: Given what BPA says it considers for route location in Chapter 2, the Pearl
Alternatives would have received a similar or more positive assessment for route selection
than the alternatives chosen for scoping.

Request: Please explain why BPA excludes any clear discussion of this.

Comment: The Pearl Alternatives are not mentioned specifically until Chapter 4.7, despite
being a major process element studied until the moment of public scoping. In Chapter 4.7,
the Pearl Alternatives are summarily dismissed for reasons inconsistent with the chosen
preferred alternative.
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14827-9

14827-10

14827-11

14827-12

14827-13

14827-14

14827-15

projected need date and will also pursue non-wires solutions as they become
feasible.

Please see the response to Comment 14329-7.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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14827-18

14827-19

14827-20

14827-21

14827

Request: Please explain why the Peal Alternatives are lefi out of any discussion in Chapter
2

Comment: In chapter 4.7.2.1, BPA admits the Pearl Alternatives would address the
transmission capacity issues the project secks to remedy. However, all 40 route segments
studied on the Oregon side of the river are then quickly dismissed.

Request: Explain how this is consistent with NEPA's requirement for careful consideration
of alternatives and reasoned decision-making.

Comment: Among the dismissed options was minimal discussion about the adequacy of
routes used by the former Trojan Nuclear Plant. BPA explains that the 230-kv lines on the
Trojan routes were reassigned to carry other power, but the agency stops short of
explaining why this existing route would not be capable of also carrying a 500-kv line.
This lack of explanation seems inconsistent with BPA's facility siting factors, specifically
the conclusion in Chapter 2 that states, “placing a new line next to the existing 230-ky
transmission line could be considered for the project.”

Request: Please provide more explanation than what is offered in section 4.7.2.6.

Comment: BPA's primary reason for administratively dropping the Pearl Altematives just
before scoping began is that “no existing BPA right-of-way was vacant and available for
any of the segments in the proposed Pearl Routes.”

Request: Despite dropping the Pearl Alternatives for lack of right-of-way, BPA's preferred
alternative, Ceniral Alternative Option 1, will require 2,123 acres of new easement,
resulting in 90 percent of the total route requiring new right-of-way. Please explain BPA's
highly inconsistent logic?

Comment: BPA’s second reason for not including any of the 40 Pearl routes in the
scoping process is that these routes “would require a new Columbia River crossing...with
much different conditions than the proposed crossing into Troutdale, Oregon.” BPA fails
to acknowledge there already is a S00ky crossing with those “different conditions™ at
Longview, leading to the Allston station. Seemingly, BPA could achieve such a crossing or
at least study its costs and impacts. Studying alternatives with only a singular river
crossing at Camas is inconsistent with NEPA principles, which require an agency to look
at a reasonable range of alternatives.

Request: Please explain how studying only one Columbia River crossing location, when
others are available, meets NEPA s requirement (o study a reasonable range of
aiternatives.
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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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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14827-22

14827-23

14827-24

14827-25

14827-26

14827

Comment: Studying alternatives that all lead through Camas seems inconsistent with
NEPA principles, which require an agency to look at a reasonable range of alternatives,

Request: Please explain how BPA's studying only routes through Camas, when others are
available, meets NEPA s requirement of studying a reasonable range of alternatives.

Comment: We find it troubling that section 1.6.3, Scoping Comment Summary, does not
include a mention of local jurisdictions’ or citizens’ requests for BPA to review alternative
routes through Oregon. We find this curious given the number of times we, as a board,
requested this of BPA. Similarly, in section 1.6.4, there is no mention of BPA
Administrator Steve Wright’s meeting with six Southwest Washington county
commissioners on in November 2010,

Request: Please include this information in the EIS.

Comment: BPA's documentation released in August 2010 states that, “between March
and September 2009, prior to the official scoping effort, we carefully examined" the Pearl
Alternatives.

Request: Please explain why, then, there is so little discussion about this examination in
the early sections of the draft EIS.

Comment: BPA staff often reasoned that reviewing other routes would “significantly
affect the project schedule.” This reasoning is undermined by the statement in section
1.1.2.2 that concludes redispatch measures and upgrades at BPA's Pear] Substation “could
delay the date a new line would need to be operational...by 2 to 6 years.” It seems BPA is
concluding it most likely will have plenty of time to look at other alternatives.

Request: Given the extended time the non-wires study gives BPA, please clarify whether
the agency has time to study other routes?

Comment: BPA justifies this project by saying, “growing power demands in this
metropolitan area are driving the need for this line.” Even if the statement were true,
BPA's decision to administratively drop the Pearl Alternatives from scoping remains
inequitable for Washingtonians. It means BPA ignored its own evidence that the largest
population base of the metropolitan area — Portland and Multnomah County — is driving
the need. Oregon (PGE) customers have the highest five-year load growth increases, with
17 percent for winter and 18 percent for summer. BPA charts show the greatest need for
future capacity is driven by Oregon users. Some studies show that the Pear] Alternatives
would impact fewer homes. A recent article pointed out that Portland and Multnomah
County are the fastest growing areas in Oregon.
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14827-20

14827-21

14827-22

14827-23

14827-24

14827-25

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.

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14677-6.

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.

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.

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

14827-27

14827-28

14827-29

14827

Request: If the need for added transmission capacity is driven by local load growth and
the majority of growth is driven by power users in Oregon, please explain how BPA
Justifies excluding study of any Oregon alternative as a reasonable range of alternatives in
its draft EIS. Also, please explain what census data BPA relies on for the draft EIS and
why.

Scoping Summary: We believe a complete discussion of the Pearl Alternatives was
knowingly and inappropriately left out of the public scoping process and excluded from
this draft EIS. In 2009, when BPA decided to move forward with the I-5 project after the
2008 NOS process, it feared too much opposition from Oregon landowners and elected
officials to keep those routes on the map. Mr. Wright stated in a letter following that
process that, “the basis for my decision is explained in more detail in Attachment A to this
letter.” Attachment A was entitled, “Agency Decision Framework Analysis — 2008
Network Open Season.” Section (b) of the matrix "Landowners" reads, *There would be
severe landowner challenges with 1-5 if we keep western (Oregon) route alternatives on the
table.”

We know that a short time later, outside of the public scoping process, Mr. Wright
administratively decided to take the Oregon routes off the table. We think that decision
was a critical flaw in the NEPA process. We, therefore, reaffirm our position that it was
improper for BPA to prematurely and administratively remove the Pearl Alternatives from
the scope of the EIS just months before the public was provided the opportunity to
participate and comment. These actions were arbitrary and capricious.

Chapter 3: Project Components and Construction, Operation, and Maintenance
Activities

Mitigation

The BPA’s proposed mitigation measures do not include details of implementation or how
its general statements and goals will be achieved. The draft EIS mitigation measures can be
characterized as general statements about doing as little harm as possible or compensating
people when BPA is legally required to. This is inadequate. In addition, there is no detail
about mitigation for lost numbers of endangered species and their habitats,

Comment: In Table 4-10 under “'socioeconomics,” BPA says the preferred alternative
would “cause long-term decreases in government revenues by diminishing the property tax
base, reducing future timber-related revenue from state trust lands, and decreasing future
revenue from taxes on private timber harvests ~ potential high impacts on Cowlitz or Clark
counties in some years." Despite this admission, the Chapter 3 table describing “mitigation
measures” does not include mention of BPA's plans to help local governments make up

lost revenue and prevent lower levels of service for citizens,
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14827-26

14827-27

14827-28

14827-29

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14443-1.
Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.

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

14827-31

14827-32

Request: Please explain how BPA will help local governments make up this lost revenue
leading to lower levels of service.

Comment: Section 3,12 Mitigation Measures exposes a lack of knowledge about
mitigation measures BPA could use to help our community deal with the permanent
impacts of this project. With only generalizations and no detailed Mitigation Action Plan,
local officials have no way of making informed decisions about route alternatives or
BPA’s intentions to properly compensate individuals and the community, Table 3-2 is
limited in detail and scope.

Request: Please notify Clark County about when BPA will work on a Mitigation Action
Plan and when local officials become involved in that process so they can properly
represent the needs of their constituents.

Chapter 4: Proposed Action and Alternatives

Comment: In Chapter 4.7.7, BPA concludes that, *For these cost, reliability and
environmental reasons, undergrounding the transmission line has been considered but
eliminated from detailed study in this EIS."” We strongly object to this conclusion. We
concur with our friends in Camas, and insist that within the city limits and urban growth
area, the only acceptable means by which additional transmission lines and facilities could
be routed is by underground transmission in accordance with adopted city ordinances.
Furthermore, we think BPA should study using routes that avoid Camas and go farther east
into unpopulated areas, crossing the Columbia River at Bonneville Dam,

Request: We ask BPA to reconsider the underground option and add “placing partions of
the 70-mile new line underground” to its listed Recommended Mitigation Measures in
Chapter 7.3.8, We also ask BPA to show the relative costs of underground cable segments
requested by Camas and their impact on the total project budget, and the impact to BPA as
it amortizes its financing of the project. In addition, we ask BPA to consider a route that
avoids Camas by going farther east, If BPA declines to do any of these, please explain

why.

Comment: In substation impacts Table 4-11, the word “unauthorized” recreation does not
seem appropriate. People are authorized to shoot and recreate on lands owned by the state.
Also, to say the Rock Creek area at the proposed Casey Road substation site has “low
scenic quality” is a purely subjective comment. People who live in or visit the area might
not agree with that assessment. Besides which, calling the scenic value low because of
adjacent transmission lines undermines statements throughout the draft EIS that downplay
the visual impacts of transmission lines.
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14827-30

14827-31

14827-32

Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.

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.

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

14827-34

14827-35

14827-36

14827

Request: We ask BPA to consult Washington Department of Natural Resources about
whether a majority of people are illegally recreating on state property in the Rock Creek
area.

Chapter 5: Land

Comment: In RCW 76.19 (1), the legislature finds and declares that: forest land resources
are among the most valuable in the state; that a viable forest products industry is of prime
importance to the state's economy; it is in the public interest for public and private
commercial forest lands to be managed consistent with sound policies of natural resource
protection; along with maintenance of a viable forest products industry, it is important to
afford protection to forest soils, fisheries, wildlife, water quantity and quality, air quality,
recreation and scenic beauty. Of land in the preferred alternative, 80 percent is forested and
most of it is owned by large entities such as Weyerhacuser, Longyiew Timber and
Washington State Department of Natural Resources.

Request: Clark County and the state of Washington prioritize maintaining forest land
resources as among the most valuable in the state. We ask that when BPA mitigates its
impacts on forest land, it recognize that state statute and county codes put a high value on
Jorest land.

Comment: One of the major reasons forest land resources are so highly valued is that they
are a renewable resource.

Request: Please clarify BPA s policies toward compensating landowners for loss
especially when the loss is ongoing revenue generated by a renewable resource. [t only
seems logical and equitable that BPA recognize future value when compensating land
owners.

Comment: Because 69 miles of the preferred alternative will require new right-of-way
easements, many land owners will be affected and asked to work with BPA on route
location.

Request: Please better explain BPA's process of working with individual land owners 1o
create the least impact on them by placing route segments on property lines, not bisecting
property where possible.

Chapter 7: Visual Resources

Comment: In Chapter 7, section 7.1.1.1, despite the preferred alternative having high
levels of all positive factors for scenic quality, BPA dismisses this fact using arbitrary
valuation tables, BPA continually refers to the scenic quality of the routes in Clark County
as “low” or “low-to-moderate,” We find BPA’s judgment about the scenic quality of our
county to be urban-centric. We think BPA’s methodology for determining impacts on
scenic quality is fundamentally flawed and arbitrary. The methodology that results in a
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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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14827-36

14827-37

14827-38

14827

“low-to-moderate” visual impact for a line that cuts between our largest population bases,
against a backdrop of the Cascade Mountains and across dozens of major rivers, streams
and wetlands needs additional explanation.

Request: We ask for time to review the methodology BPA used for determining visual
impact values, any scientific literature that supports it and its appropriate application in a
northwest environment.

Chapter 8: Electric and Magnetic Fields

Comment: Because so much remains unknown about the relationship between EMF and
human health, we think BPA should continue to support scientific studies on this issue,
The association between childhood leukemia and EMF remains controversial and we think
more studies in this area are needed.

Request: Please continue to study and share the results of those studies with the public
regarding the impacts of EMF on human health.

Chapter 10: Health and Safety

Comment: In Chapter 10, BPA identifies three hazardous waste sites along various
alternatives: 1) BPA's Ross Complex in the West Alternative; 2) International Paper
Company Mill and Solid Waste Site in the Central Alternative; and, 3) Reynolds Metals
Site in all alternatives. A brief description of each site is given.

For the International Paper Mill, BPA mentions the mill site and the landfill, but not the
Chelatchie Tank Farm. Under the section describing impacts to each specific alternative,
BPA suggests that impacts resulting from the Central Alternative crossing the paper mill
site would be “low.” First, BPA suggests that, “This location is likely not within areas
potentially contaminated by prior mill operations.” Then, BPA admits, “Available
information on the International Paper Company is limited and is archived in Ecology
records.” BPA then suggests the impacts would be low because, “the site would be
investigated further and would be mitigated if the Central Alternative is selected.”

Request: Please explain how BPA can say impacts would be low or the location of the
Central Alternative is not within potentially contaminated areas if they don't have reliable
information about the hazardous waste sites or have identified all waste sites in the
Chelatchie Prairie area. Also, please explain how BPA can suggest all three alternatives
have been thoroughly analyzed if records regarding the International Paper Company Mill
are "archived in Ecology" and have not been reviewed.
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14827-37 Comment noted.

14827-38 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-9 and 14775-2.
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14827-39

14827-40

14827-41

14827-42

14827

Chapter 11: Socioeconomics

We find this chapter woefully inadequate. Critical information is not included and studies
are not complete. We are unable to gain full understanding of how this project will impact
our community’s quality of life and our ability as a local government to provide critical
services on which our citizens rely.

Comment: Continuing to include so many route segments in the project places a hold on
thousands of acres in our county and leaves many residents concerned about the future of

their property.

Request: Please reconsider route segments in Oregon and remove as many Clark County
routes as possible from study se many Clark County landowners can make better-informed
decisions about the future of their property.

Comment: In tables 11-5 and 11-11, values are assigned for timber that would be cleared
from state trust and large industrial forest landowners, but no value is assigned to non-
industrial forest landowners. The methodology for how the agency arrived at these values
is not explained, The draft EIS assumes these values are a one-time project expense, when
in fact, permanently removing any area from the commercial forest land base is a
permanent annual loss to the local economy.

This is demonstrated with data from the Washington Forest Protective Association which
shows Clark County has slightly more than 202,000 acres of “working” forest land. In
Clark County, this forest land base annually generates 2,974 direct jobs and 7,267 total
jobs, translating into more than $342 million in annual wages. Based on Washington
Department of Revenue data, the area immediately within the 150-foot right-of-way along
the 39 miles of the Central Alternative would result in the loss of 253 jobs and $1.2 million
in annual lost wages. When expanded to include the acreage impacted by the NERC
Transmission Vegetation Management Program under R3.4.3 Category 3, the total job
wages lost would exceed $3.7 million.

The draft EIS does not mention “Lost Jobs" primarily because it assumes harvesting trees
for the right-of-way is a one-time event and not a sustainable resource. It fails to recognize
the generational nature of a forest managed for multiple yields, The same problem exists
when this assumption is applied for stumpage fees and excise taxes.

Request: The BPA needs to develop a methodology for accurately assessing the present net
and future net economic and social losses relating to all alternatives. The methodology
musi be recognized and accepted by all stakeholders impacted by the project. An unbiased
third party should have oversight authority regarding BPA s methodology.

Comment: While Section 11.2.2.4, Government Revenue, acknowledges, “The project
would cause long-term decreases in government revenue,” it fails to describe these losses

with any detail or how BPA will mitigate the losses. In Chapter 4 Table 4-10 under
11
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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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14827-42

14827-43

14827-44

14827-45

14827-46

14527

“socioeconomics,” BPA says the preferred alternative would “'cause long-term decreases in
government revenues by diminishing the property tax base...potential high impacts on
Cowlitz or Clark counties in some years." We expected a detailed analysis of this revenue
loss to be in the “Property Tax" section, but instead were disturbed to only find statements
such as “data are insufficient to determine...what the net effect on property tax collections
would be"” and *available data are insufficient to fully quantify the impacts.”

Request: For the final EIS, BPA should document potential long-term and permanent
financial impacts attributable to decreases in property value along each alternative.

Comment: BPA studies of private property sales adjacent 1o and near transmission lines
and away from transmission lines suggest a decline in sales value of at least 1-2 percentage
points. For a $250,000 property, that would mean a $2,500 to $5,000 loss in the sale price.
Despite this evidence, BPA states, “BPA would not pay compensation to owners of other
property, such as residences outside but near the right-of-way, if they should expenence a
decline in market value.”

Request: For the final EIS, please explain the reasoning behind the policy of not
recognizing and compensating property owners for this real value loss caused by BPA's
needed easement.

Comment: [n section 11.2.2.5 Property Values, BPA says the law “limits BPA to paying
compensation equal to the fair market value.” But it also states, “BPA would take into
consideration current economic conditions.”

Request: Please further explain BPA's policies about compensating property owners,
specifically how BPA takes current economic conditions into consideration. This
information is critical, given the decline in the housing market and values since BPA
proposed this project.

Comment: In section 11.2.2.5, BPA says “If, after good faith negotiations, BPA and a
landowner are unable to agree on terms of a purchase, BPA would ask the U.S.
Department of Justice to begin condemnation.”

Request: Please explain how the parties will determine who is qualified to decide what
"good faith negotiations " are. If a property owner disagrees, please explain the appeal
process.

Chapter 12: Transportation

Comment: The review of Chapter 12, Transportation, indicated a number of critical
questions are still unanswered. Specifically, the driveway and intersections where heavy
and oversized vehicles/equipment will intersect the county road system are not identified,
nor are the specific impacts at those locations. For example, the safety and delay times for

non-project traffic at those locations are not addressed. Additionally, the number and
12
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14827-43

14827-44

14827-45

14827-46

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

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 Ill 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).

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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14827-46

14827-47

14827

extent of oversized loads on narrow, windy, rural roads and resulting safety issues were not
addressed. The extent and frequency to which existing businesses and residents in the
project vicinity will encounter roadway and intersection closures, lane closures and detours
also were not defined.

Request: Please address the impacts on the county road system more specifically in the
final EIS.

Chapter 14: Geology and Soils

Comment: According to BPA’s analysis of soils and geological hazards along the
preferred alternative, most of the Central Alternative is within potentially landslide-
suscepltible terrain, and it crosses several mapped landslides. Through mitigation measures,
BPA will conduct site-specific geologic evaluation of potential landslides areas, and if they
cannot be avoided, site-specific designs will be developed.

BPA also acknowledges that impacts would be high where erosion occurs at road, tower or
substation construction and when clearing sites on soils with severe or very severe erosion-
hazard potential, or in areas of permanent soil compaction. Additionally, BPA
acknowledges that impacts would be moderate where erosion occurs at road, tower, or
substation construction and when clearing sites on soils with a moderate erosion-hazard
potential,

Along the preferred alternative, 596 acres are considered soils with severe or very severe
erosion hazard, 262 acres will become permanently compacted, and 30 acres are
considered soils with moderate erosion hazard. With mitigation measures, such as the
Washington Department of Ecology’s Best Management Practices for construction
stormwater pollution prevention, BPA suggests impacts of construction of the preferred
alternative would be low-to-moderate. In addition, BPA suggests erosion during operation
and maintenance would be low because temporary erosion control measures would be
maintained until vegetation reestablishes or permanent erosion control measures are in
place.

Previously, under Chapter 5 Land, BPA acknowledges that a majority of the preferred
alternative is currently forested, whether in production or not. The mitigation measures
above suggest BPA both will implement site-specific designs for towers and access roads
in areas of landslide potential and implement Best Management Practices for temporary
and permanent erosion control, BPA does not, however, address the permanent conversion
of forest vegetation on soils with geological hazards such as landslide potential or severe
erosion hazard.

Request: We ask that BPA analyze the long-term impacts of removing forest vegetation
from soils with severe erosion hazard and landslide susceptibility, and use effective

13
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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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14827-47

14827-48

14827-49

14827-50

14827

mitigation measures as prescribed by a qualified Geotechnical Engineer across the entire
length of the preferred alternative.

Chapter 15: Water

Comment: According to BPA, clearing of up to 1,000 acres results in less than a | percent
change in runoff and sediment delivery. BPA suggests this is a minimal or low impact on
water quality. However, this level of vegetation clearing and the new impervious surfaces
created for maintenance access roads and tower pads could be subject to Clark County’s
stormwater manual, as required by the county’s Phase I NPDES Municipal Stormwater
Permit. At a minimum, a detailed stormwater analysis would have to be done for the entire
corridor just to assess applicability with Clark County’s Stormwater Management Manual,

Request: Please explain how BPA intends to do a detailed stormwater analysis for the
corridor and how it will meet or exceed local standards.

Comment:; BPA suggests the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on water quality will
be small. BPA's recognition that the preferred alternative will have the greatest impact on
water quality and the highest number of new stream crossings (301) scems inconsistent
with that conclusion, BPA also recognizes the loss of 1,000 acres of forest habitat along
this alternative, which also does not support the “low impact” conclusion.

BPA fails to understand that conversions of forested habitats to invasive species-dominated
habitats, which are commonly found in transmission linc corridors, will have a substantial
cumulative impact on water quality, Regardless of BPA's analysis of potential impacts on
water quality, mitigation measures should ensure all BPA's development activities comply
with the Washington Department of Ecology’s most current stormwater management
manual. However, complying with the state stormwater manual may not address the
cumulative impacts on water quality that will result from clearing 1,000 acres of forest
land on the Central Alternative. In addition, BPA's selection of the Central Alternative will
result in a much greater loss of highly valued forest land.

Request: Will BPA comply with the Washington Department of Ecology's most current
stormwater manual and address this project's cumulative impacts on water quality? If not,
specifically, how will BPA meet or exceed local requirements?

Chapter 16: Wetlands
Comment: BPA's remote sensing approach 1o wetland delineation is not consistent with
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s 1987 Delineation Manual and the Western Mountains
and Valleys Regional Supplement. Wetlands are delineated by confirming hydrology,
hydric soils and hydrophytic vegetation. Because this information is absent, BPA has
neglected to accurately analyze the full range of impacts any alternative would have on
wetlands. All wetlands on the various routes must be delineated using methodologies
accepted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps), Washington State Department
14
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14827-49

14827-50

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.

Please see the response to Comment 14827-48.

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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of Ecology (Ecology), and Clark County Environmental Services before impacts of the
routes on wetland habitats are analyzed and added to the final Environmental Impact
Statement.

BPA says identifying and fully analyzing these impacts could mean the loss of 19-43 acres
of wetlands and the conversion of 83-123 wetland acres because of vegetation clearing.
BPA states it will, “Obtain all required permits with approved wetland delineations and
compensatory mitigation plans prior to construction, and implement required wetland
compensation in accordance with these plans and permits.”

It is unclear, however, whether BPA would be able to obtain a permit from Clark County
for the preferred altemative because, according to Title 40.450.010(B)(4):

d. The application of this chapter shall not be used to deny a development proposal
for a linear facility from a public agency or public utility, provided the agency
or utility meets the following criteria:

(1) There is no practical alternative to the proposed project with less impact on
the wetland and buffer arca; and

(2) The application of this chapter would unreasonably restrict the ability to
provide public utility services to the public.

Without accurate wetland delineations for all three alternatives, it is impossible to
determine whether the preferred alternative would result in the least impact on wetlands
and buffers, BPA's failure to clearly define the necessity of this project suggests that a
reasonable use exemption from Clark County might not be warranted. Denial of a wetland
permit might not unreasonably restrict BPA's ability to provide services to the public.

Request: Considering the absence of adequate wetland determinations, please explain
whether BPA will meet local standards and apply for permits from Clark County. If not,
specifically how will BPA meet or exceed local requirements?

Comment: If BPA resolves the many issues with its wetlands analysis and submits permit
applications and a compensatory mitigation plan, Clark County would seek wetland
mitigation commensurate with the impacts as defined by Clark County’s Wetland
Protection Ordinance and guidance provided by the Corps and Ecology in Wetland
Mitigation in Washington State - Part II: Developing Mitigation Plans. Mitigation for any
impacts to wetlands in Clark County should occur in Clark County, not elsewhere in the
region.

Request: Please explain whether BPA will work with Clark County on wetland mitigation
in accordance with the county's Wetland Protection Ordinance and mitigate impacts to
Clark County in Clark County. If BPA will not wark with Clark County on mitigation, how
will it meet or exceed local mitigation standards and where will the mitigation be?

15

2246

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3F

14827-51 Mitigation for project impacts to wetlands will follow the guidelines in Ecology's
Wetland Mitigation in Washington State - Part Il 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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Chapter 17: Vegetation

Comment: BPA’s draft EIS suggests that vegetation impacts of the Central Alternative
can be considered a low impact. This assessment is inaccurate as BPA failed to analyze the
impacts of permanently removing forested vegetation from more than 1,200 acres. Once
cleared, this land will be maintained by BPA with some other form of vegetation, making
it: more susceptible to noxious weeds; less desirable as wildlife habitat; more susceptible
to erosion; and, less visually appealing. Contrarily, if left for production, forests are
managed for timber harvest and replanted on a recurring basis. That way, the impacts of
timber harvest are temporary, not permanent.

Request: Please address this inaccuracy.

Chapter 18: Wildlife

Comment: Because the Central Altemative will have the greatest impact on all forest
vegetation types, it follows that impacts, such as fragmentation, on wildlife habitats also
will be greater. Chapter 15 discusses the impacts stream crossings will have on riparian
habitats. The overall number of crossings per alternative is similar. However, the forested
nature of the Central Alternative means its impact will have a more detrimental effect on
riparian habitats and the wildlife that depends on them.

Looking strictly at the impacts of vegetation clearing in riparian crossings, it is clear that
the Central Alternative will result in the greatest environmental impact. We suggest that
BPA should have a clear and concise Purpose and Need statement tied to the preferred
alternative in order 1o justify its selection,

According to Clark County's Habitat Conservation Ordinance (Title 40.440), impacts on
forested riparian zones have temporal impacts that are often difficult or impossible to
approve. Specifically, the ordinance has two simple approval criteria as shown in Title
40.440.020(A):2. Basic Criteria. Applicants proposing activities subject to this chapter
shall demonstrate that the activity:

a. Substantially maintains the level of habitat functions and values as characterized
and documented using best available science; and

b. Minimizes habitat disruption or alteration beyond the extent required to
undertake the proposal.

Removal of mature forests inherently means a change in the level of habitat function and
value, and no mitigation can replace the loss of mature conifers. As such, the ordinance is
clear with regards to projects proposed by a public entity, as seen in Title 40.440.020(B):

4. This chapter shall not be used to deny a development proposal from a public
agency or public utility, if:

16
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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.
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a. There is no practical alternative to the proposed project with less impact on the
habitat area;

b. The ability of the public agency or utility to provide services to the public would
be unreasonably restricted; and

¢. The application is approved through a Type Il process pursuant to Section
40.510.030, (Type 111 Processes). Fees are subject to the Type 111 Variance fee
schedule in Section 6.1 10A.010 (Development Fees).

Similar to the discussion provided under Chapter 16 Wetlands, BPA has not demonstrated
that there is no practical alternative to the proposed project with less impact on habitat
areas, In fact, BPA admits selecting the alternative with the most impact on habitat areas.
Also, lacking a clear Purpose and Need statement, BPA fails to make the case that in the
absence of the preferred alternative, its ability to provide public services would be
unreasonably restricted.

Request: Please clarify whether BPA will seek a habitat permit from Clark County. If not,
how will BPA meet or exceed local requirements?

Comment: If BPA resolves the many issues with the preferred alternative and impacts on
forested habitats, Clark County would seek habitat mitigation commensurate with the
impacts as defined by Clark County’s Habitat Conservation Ordinance and as defined by
any Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine
Fisheries Service or by any Hydraulic Project Approval issued by the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife. For any impact to habitats in Clark County, mitigation
should occur in Clark County, not in a nearby region.

Request: Please clarify whether BPA will mitigate habitat impacts in Clark Couniy. If no,
where will BPA mitigate?

Chapter 19: Fish

Comment: BPA recognizes the Preferred Alternative will result in: clearing forested
vegetation along two to three miles of fish-bearing streams; the highest number of new
stream crossings (301); and, the highest number of stream crossings with forested riparian
areas (49). BPA acknowledges the local impacts of sediment delivery would be high.
However, BPA also suggests the long-term changes or impacts on the watershed will be
low.

Request: Please explain this recurring inconsistency in many sections of the drafi EIS,
namely that BPA acknowledges impacts will be high, but states that overall, change or
effect on the resource will be low.

Comment: In Chapter 27, when discussing Section 7 Consultant for endangered species,
BPA suggests, “While none of the alternatives and options would cause a substantial risk
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14827-54

14827-55

14827-56

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.

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-1in 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.

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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to listed species, additional impacts will further degrade the state of ESA-listed species
from current levels.” BPA contradicts itself. On the one hand, it acknowledges that
removing two to three miles of forested vegetation along fish-bearing streams and a high
number of new stream crossings will result in high impacts from sediment delivery. On the
other hand, it says there is no substantial risk for listed species and impact on water quality
will be minimal or low.

Request: Please address this inconsistency in the EIS.

Comment: Through the process of Section 7 Consultant, BPA will be required to provide
mitigation for impacts on listed species. As described in chapters 16 and 18, for any
impacts to habitats in the county, mitigation should occur here, not in a nearby region.

Request: Please clarify whether BPA will mitigate its impacts in Clark County.

Chapter 25: Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Comment: BPA acknowledges in Chapter 25.2 that “an irretrievable loss of soil stability
and increased soil compaction and landslide potential would occur between construction
and vegetation.”

Request: Please explain specifically how BPA will mitigate for this impact.

Comment: In Chapter 25.3, BPA says, “Resulting wildlife losses from these permanent
alterations and during construction and operation of the project would represent an
irretrievable commitment of biological resources.”

Request: Please explain how this statement is consistent with the conclusions in Chapter 4
that say “Overall impact on the watershed functions will be low and also that impacis to
wildlife would be "low from habitat loss. "

Chapter 26: Cumulative Impacts
Comment: BPA has selected the Central Alternative as the preferred alternative despite its
higher level of cumulative impacts and harm to the natural environment,

Request: As discussed in the analysis of Chapter 1, Purpose & Need, Clark County feels
that BPA has not crafted a clear, concise Purpose and Need statement demonstrating that
selecting the Central Alternative as the preferred alternative was an appropriate decision.
Please address these issues before finalizing the draft EIS?

Chapter 27: Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements

Comment: Given the intentional destruction and irreversible commitment of resources this
project will cause, the Endangered Species Act consultation discussion in section 27.2
seems inconsistent and incomplete. Chapter 19.2.9 acknowledges this project would
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14827-57

14827-58

14827-59

14827-60

14827-61

Please see the response to Comment 14827-54.

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.

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).

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.

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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“reduce the production of affected fish species in these streams™ and Chapter 27.2 says that
“eight federally protected fish species could occur in the project area.” Along with these
admissions BPA states that “loss of riparian function would be greatest along the preferred
alternative.”

BPA then contradicts itself concluding that while the project will “degrade the state of
ESA-listed species,” there is no “substantial risk to listed species.” The conclusion seems
not only inconsistent, but unsubstantiated. BPA states that it is only now consulting with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries. No fish surveys have been done, and a Biological Assessment isn’t available to
“analyze the potential effects of the action on listed species and critical habitat,” BPA says,
Local jurisdictions and citizens cannot make informed judgments without this critical,
legally required information.

Request: Please explain how BPA will incorporate consultation documentation into the
Jinal EIS. Also please explain whether BPA will prepare a Biological Assessment so
USFWS and NOAA Fisheries can issue a Biological Opinion and possible Letter of
Concurrence for the project.

Comment: The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act requires
NOAA Fisheries to provide essential fish habitat conservation and enhancement
recommendations.

Request: Please explain when BPA will consult with NOAA Fisheries to ensure
appropriate mitigation measures are made public and part of the final EIS .

Chapter 28: Consistency with State Substantive Standards

Shoreline Master Program

Comment: Under its analysis of the Washington State Shoreline Master Program, BPA
lists little information about complying with Clark County's Shoreline Ordinance. BPA
also suggests the current Shoreline Master Program was adopted by Clark County in 1974,
However, Clark County adopted a new shoreline ordinance in July 2012, As such, BPA
has not adequately analyzed impacts of the transmission line alternatives on Shorelines of
the State through a majority of the preferred alternative, BPA will need to re-evaluate the
various alternatives and analyze impacts on shoreline environments for the final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Request: Please re-evaluate the various alternatives using the most current shorelines
ordinance.

Comment: The following Clark County code sections will be difficult for BPA to address
with the preferred alternative:
19
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14827-63

14827-64

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.

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.

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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*#40.460.510 General Shoreline Use and Development Regulations

B. Shoreline uses and developments shall fully mitigate for impacts and shall not cause
impacts that require remedial action or loss of shoreline ecological functions on the
subject property or other properties.”

Request: Please explain how BPA will meet the mitigation requirements of the Shoreline
Ordinance.

Comment: Regarding reasonable use provisions of the Habitat Conservation Ordinance
and Wetland Protection Ordinance, the Shoreline Ordinance states:

“40.460.530(1)(F)(1)

f. The reasonable use provisions in Chapter 40.440 do not apply to habital conservation
areas regulated under this Program,

40.460.530(1)9G)(1)

k. The reasonable use provisions in Chapter 40.450 do not apply to wetlands regulated
under this Program.”

As such, for any crossing of Shorelines of the State, impacis to wetlands or riparian
habitats within those shorelines will not be granted a reasonable use exception or public
interest exception, but would be required to meet the criteria for a Shoreline Variance as
described here:

“1. That the strict application of the bulk, dimensional or performance standards set
forth in this Program precludes, or significantly interferes with, reasonable use of
the property;

2. That the hardship described in subsection (A) of this section is specifically related
to the property, and is the result of unique conditions such as irregular lot shape,
size, or natural features and the application of this Program, and not, for
example, from deed restrictions or the applicant’s own actions;

3. That the design of the project is compatible with other authorized uses within the
area and with uses planned for the area under the Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan and this Program and will not cause adverse impacts to the
shoreline environment;

4, That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege not enjoyed by the
other properties in the area;

5. That the variance requested is the minimum necessary to afford relief; and
6. That the public interest will suffer no substantial detrimental effect.”
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14827-65 Please see the responses to 14827-54, 14827-63, and 14827-64.
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Request: Because BPA has not analyzed the various alternatives, we find it difficult to
determine if the preferred alternative could meet the criteria for a variance. Please explain
how BPA intends to do this analysis or apply for a variance.

Comment: According to the vegetation conservation components of Clark County's
Shoreline Master Program under Title 40.460.570:

“A. Existing vegetation within shoreline jurisdiction shall be retained in the ripanian area
closest to the water body but landward from the OHWM."”

B. Removal of native vegetation shall be avoided to the extent possible. Where removal of
native vegetation cannot be avoided, it shall be minimized to protect shoreline
ecological functions.

D. If vegetation removal cannot be avoided, it shall be minimized and then mitigated at a
minimum ratio of one to one (1:1), and shall result in no net loss of shorcline
ecological functions. Lost functions may be replaced by enhancing other functions;
provided, that no net loss in overall functions is demonstrated and habitat connectivity
is maintained. Mitigation shall be provided consistent with an approved mitigation
plan.

G. Vegetation that cannot be replaced or restored within twenty (20) years shall be
preserved.”

Request: BPA almost certainly will need to remove vegetation that cannot be replaced or
restored within 20 years. As such, any crossing of a Shoreline of the State where this is
necessary will mean the proposed project would be out of compliance with local or state
standards. Please address this concern.

Critical Areas Protection

Comment: Under its analysis of local critical arcas ordinances, BPA says: “BPA has
incorporated some of the standards and guidance from the CAOs in analyzing and
proposing mitigation for impacts on potentially critical areas, See Sections 14.2.8, 15.2.8,
16.2.8, 17.2.8, 18.2.8, and 19.2.8 for mitigation measures. BPA would use these measures
to meet or exceed critical area ordinance requirements to the extent practicable.”

Request: As discussed under the Wetlands and Wildlife chapters, BPA might not be able to
meet or exceed Clark County's Wetland Protection or Habitat Conservation Ordinances.
Some form of reasonable use exception will be required for both. Please explain BPA's
intent to apply to the county for some type of exception.

Noxious Weed Laws
Comment: Under its analysis of noxious weed control laws, BPA suggests: “Construction
and maintenance activities would create some risk of spreading undesirable plant species in
the project area in Cowlitz and Clark counties, Washington and Multnomah County,
Oregon.”
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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 Asafederal 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.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2259



Volume 3F

Comments and Responses

14827-68

14827-69

14827-70

14527

If privately or state-managed undesirable plant species are found or spread during project
construction or maintenance, BPA will coordinate with the state, county, and landowners
regarding their control or eradication (BPA 2000a),

Request: Mitigation measures should ensure agreements are drafted wherein BPA will
support noxious weed control for all state listed noxious weeds whose populations develop
or increase in the vicinity of the new transmission line. Please discuss whether BPA will
work with the county to make sure agreements to control noxious weeds are in place
before work begins.

Closing

The Board of County Commissioners” paramount duty is to maintain the high quality of
life and livability of its community. While we recognize the importance of a dependable
power grid and BPAs need for reliable transmission capacity, we will not allow that need
to slice through our sense of place and community without proper study and mitigation.
We stress: it is critical that Clark County residents are persuaded that there is a local need
for this project. We believe Chapter 1's explanation of that need is inadequate. In our
estimation, the citizens of Southwest Washington are being asked to bear most of the
burden for this project without receiving much of the benefit.

To be clear, we have enjoyed working with BPA's staff during the past four years. But our
appreciation does not preempt our conclusions about the draft Environmental Impact
Statement and NEPA process thus far. Both are inconsistent and inadequate.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

= T e O
ﬁb / ™

Steve Stuart Tom Micelke David Madore
Commissioner, Chair Commissioner Commissioner
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14827-69 Please see the response to Comment 14827-3.

14827-70 Comment noted.
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