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Volume 3H

Communication Log Numbers 14844 - 14919

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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Volume 3H Comments and Responses

DEARBORN & MOSS PLLC.

Attorneys at Law

March 25, 2013

Mark Korsness
Project Manager

Re:  Impact on High Performance Dressage Horses —
Segment F and Towers F/15 and F/16

Dear Mr. Korsness:

We represent Regina and Brian Agren, owners of a 5.8 acre property at !

) _ . The Agrens reside on the property with their son Isaac. More
importantly for the purposes of this letter, Regina owns and operates Alpha Riding Academy, a
facility for the training and boarding of dressage horses from their start through high
14844-1 |performance and a woman-owned small business. High performance dressage horses are
athletes in which their owners have made a significant investment. The needs of a training
facility for such athletes are entirely unlike barns which board pleasure horses or properties on
which livestock is pastured. Quality care, fitness, complete focus, suppleness, and relaxation are
all required for safety and success.

The Agrens’ concern is a fairly narrow one, but one which is not addressed in the DEIS' despite
its volume. It is one with grave consequences not only for the success of Regina’s business and
livelihood, but also for the safety and success of the equestrians Regina teaches — the impact of
construction and operation of the transmission lines and Towers F/15 and F/16 on the training
14844-2 Jand performance of the high performance horses and on the children’s training program. After
reviewing the DEIS, we have concluded that Alpha Riding Academy would not be able to
function adjacent to BPA’s transmission lines and towers. The DEIS does not disclose or
analyze this impact. At the conclusion of this letter we present several options for resolving this
dilemma.

Because the DEIS fails to analyze impacts on high performance dressage horses, we include in

14844-3 | 5ur comments a very brief overview and history of classical dressage, the purposes of the United

! Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, November, 2012.

2183 Sunset Ave. SW
Seattle, Washington 98116 —
Phone: (206) 923-0816 Fax: (206) 923-0814
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14844-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.

14844-2 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. The proposed right-of-way in this
area has been relocated about 400 feet to the north of the Agren's property line
so as not to be adjacent to the Agren's property.

14844-3 Comment noted.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2605



Volume 3H

Comments and Responses

14844-3

14844-4

14844-5

14844-6
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14844-4 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14495-1.
14844-5 Comment noted.

14844-6 Comment noted.
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14844-6

14844-7

14844-8
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14844-7 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14495-1.

14844-8 Comment noted.
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14844-8
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14844-8
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14844-8
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14844-8

14844-9
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14844-9 Comment noted.
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14844-9

14844-10
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14844-10 Comment noted.
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14844-11
14844-12
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14844-11 Comment noted.

14844-12 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1.
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14844-12

14844-13

14844-14

14844-15

14844-16
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14844-13

14844-14

14844-15

Please see the response to Comment 14495-1.

Corona is a very weak source of audible noise. The proposed line is designed to
meet applicable noise limits and levels of audible noise are further reduced with
distance. In fair weather, the corona noise may not be noticeable at all and
dressage events would unlikely be performed during foul weather when corona
noise would be most perceptible. Noise from a transmission line is relatively
constant, tending to meld into other constant background noise. It does not tend
to be the type of unpredictable noise for which concern has been expressed.

Studies show that hearing acuity does not necessarily translate to behavioral
responses. For example, the behavior of partially domesticated and wild
reindeer is not reported to be affected even when confined within 5 meter by
400 meter pens near high voltage transmission lines. Results regarding
electromagnetic fields and noise led these investigators to conclude that the
disturbance from power line construction and operation is negligible (Reimers et
al., 2007; Flydal et al., 2009).

Horses have not been a species of interest to scientists conducting EMF research.
As described in Appendix G, however, research on a variety of other
experimental, farm, and wild animals has not identified adverse effects in any of
these diverse species, which would be expected to apply to horses as well. The
substantial body of research on wild and domestic animals is informative for all
large mammals and does not indicate any risk. A veterinary survey of livestock
owners of horses, hogs, sheep and cattle living near a 765-kV line that produced
higher fields than the proposed line did not identify any health or behavior issues
of concern (Amstutz and Miller 1980).

Horses in dressage training are to be stabled in indoor stalls, and audible noise
from any source will be substantially attenuated by the horse barn.

Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. The proposed right-of-way in this
area has been relocated about 400 feet to the north of the Agren's property.

Daytime construction activities are excluded from noise limits, however, BPA
chose to evaluate these noise impacts and included this information in Chapter 9,
Noise, and Appendices F and F1. Table 9-3, Construction Equipment Noise Levels
by Distance from Construction Site, notes that at 400 feet (about the distance to
the stallion barn), the dBA would generally be 71 which is similar to a gas
lawnmower at 100 feet. Due to the temporary nature of construction activity,
BPA determined that the noise impact would be low to moderate.

If BPA decides to build this project, BPA would work closely with the Agren's to
determine an appropriate time to construct in this area as to minimize impacts to
training schedules.

See also the response to Comment 14844-14 regarding noise during operation of
the transmission line.
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14844-17

14844-18

14844-19
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14844-16 Comment noted.

14844-17 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. The proposed right-of-way in this
area has been relocated about 400 feet to the north of the Agren's property.

Daytime construction activities are excluded from noise limits, however, BPA
chose to evaluate these noise impacts and included this information in Chapter 9,
Noise, and Appendix F. Table 9-3, Construction Equipment Noise Levels by
Distance from Construction Site, notes that at 400 feet (about the distance to the
stallion barn), the dBA would generally be 71 which is similar to a gas lawnmower
at 100 feet. Due to the temporary nature of construction activity, BPA
determined that the noise impact would be low to moderate.

If BPA decides to build this project, BPA would work closely with the Agren's to
determine an appropriate time to construct in this area as to minimize impacts to
training schedules.

14844-18 Please see the response to Comment 14844-17.

14844-19 Please see the responses to Comments 14587-1 and 14844-14.
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14844-19

14844-20

14844-21

14844-22

14844-23

14844-24

14844-25
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14844-20

14844-21

14844-22

14844-23

14844-24

14844-25

Dust, insects, and seeds can cause corona, however, typically it requires a buildup
of particles to reach a noise level that is noticeable. For the conductors to reach
a buildup of particles a significant period of dry weather is needed. During the
spring, in particular, the area of the proposed line typically does not experience
significant periods of dry weather. Wet weather would wash dust, insects and
seeds off of the conductors.

Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14 through 14844-20.

The perception by a horse of a shock should not be significantly affected by being
shod (having metal horse shoes). The relatively small amount of metal, the
location of the horseshoe between animal hoof and ground, and the intimate
contact between horseshoe and the horse’s hoof all combine such that no
increased perception of shock by the horse would be expected from wearing
metal horseshoes.

The possibility of a nuisance shock when contacting a metal object near, or on
the right-of-way, is related to the size of the metal object, its grounding, the size
and proximity of nearby grounded objects, and also the size and grounding of the
entity contacting the metal object. Although horseshoes are metal objects, they
are not the large metal objects, e.g., a vehicle, being considered in the discussion
of nuisance shocks in the EIS (due to the size, location, and use of horseshoes).

Please also see the response to Comment 14328-6.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-2. There will now be a buffer of land
between the Agrens' property and the proposed right-of-way where tree clearing
would not be required.

Please see the responses to Comments 14495-1 and 14844-2.

Comment noted. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14844-25

14844-26

14844-27

14844-28
14844-29
14844-30
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14844-26 Please see the response to Comment 14464-4.

14844-27 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1. BPA did study this suggestion
along with other routing options that would avoid the area around Castle
Rock. Segment F and the two additional substations (Baxter Creek and Casey
Road) were developed, in part, to respond to numerous comments asking BPA to
develop a route that moved east more quickly and crossed more land managed
for timber rather than private homes. Segment F still impacts private land,
homes, streams, and habitat. These impacts, and others, have been described in
the Draft EIS.

In response to comments requesting the line be moved even farther north and
east, BPA explored various possible routes. Segment F crosses the I-5 corridor
outside the city limits of Castle Rock using mostly vacant lots but passes near
some homes. Crossing farther north and then coming down the east side of I-5
would avoid the city’s existing or planned service area, but would make the
transmission line longer, add at least one Toutle River crossing, and would impact
a different set of existing homeowners. To avoid most of the homes in the
Castle Rock area altogether, the proposed line would need to be located north of
Silver Lake. Section 4.7.2.4, Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake,
Washington, explains why this route (sometimes referred to by the public as the
“gray line”) was considered but eliminated from detailed study.

14844-28 Please see the response to Comment 14844-27.
14844-29 Please see the response to Comment 14110-1.

14844-30 Comment noted.
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14844-31

14844-32

14844-33

14844-34

14844

Joseph Berto February 1, 1013

Mark Korsnes
Project manager
I-5 Corridor reinforcement project

Dear Mr. Korsnes,

It has come to my attention that the BPA is considering placing high voltage power lines in close
proximity to the professional Alpha Riding Academy. Tam very concerned about this placement and the
negative effect it will have on Ms. Agrens ability to continue her performance horse training business.
The Alpha Riding Academy is not your typical riding school. Ms. Agren has devoted herself to teaching
and training horses to a level that is not attainable through conventional methods. Ms. Agren has
developed a program that has its roots in classical riding and uses methods that go back centuries. Her
school of riding is one of the few that has the ability to teach this kind of riding because of the special
attention that she has devoted to its working conditions. Her teaching requires a whispered connection
to the horse. It is based on a carefully cultivated communication that only comes about from many
hours of very advanced one-on-one attention. The end result is a magical horse that seemingly follows a
command by thought alone.

It is inconceivable that this type of training will be able to continue with the noise and distraction that
high-tension power lines produce. The constant hum and damp weather snapping would completely
distract the horse from achieving the desired union with the trainer, and in the end render the lessons as
useless. In addition this distraction would also have a profoundly negative effect on her being able to
teach others to ride horses properly, since an unskilled rider cannot be taught properly on a nervous
horse.

I'am an expert in this field; I work closely with Morgado Lusitano, a facility in Lisbon Portugal and also
operate a horse training facility in Medford, Oregon. I can tell you, with complete certainty, that the
proposed placement of high-tension power lines will ruin Ms. Agrens ability to conduct her business.
Ms. Agren’s teaching is highly specialized; she is one of only a half dozen trainers of her caliber
working in the USA. Although I have the utmost respect for her skills, I would need to reconsider
having my horses continued training there. The time and effort to achieve positive results in the
distracted environment that the power lines will cause is dangerous to myself as a rider and to my horses
expected progression.

I believe you should reconsider the placement of these towers or compensate Ms. Agren so that she can
relocate her facility.

Sincerely,

Joseph Berto

17 of 54
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14844-31

14844-32

14844-33

14844-34

Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
Please see the response to Comment 14844-14.
Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2635



Volume 3H

Comments and Responses

14844-35

14844-36

14844-37

14844-38

14844-39

14844-40

14844

Kathleen F. Carroll, M.A., Ph.D., CCC-A

Mark Korsness February 15, 2013
PBA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Dear Mr. Korsness,

The current BPA expansion route will impact many of us in the horse community by
forcing the closure of Alpha Riding Academy. I currently have two high valued, highly
trained performance horses residing on the property. I spent several years and a small
fortune searching the northwest looking for a great barn and an outstanding classical
dressage trainer for my horses.

Dressage is sometimes thought off as ballet on horseback as it requires both athletic
development and harmonious rhythm from horse and rider. The most important factor
when looking for a dressage barn is to find a quiet, stress free environment to develop the
soft, flowing, suppleness and strength required for correct dressage. With my training as
an audiologist and neurophysiology specialist, I can testify that all herd animals have
extraordinary hearing that allows them to hear frequencies and decibel ranges far beyond
the human range. In the wild, this “early warning system” hearing keeps them alive. Is it
any wonder that horses run away from noise? Anyone who has ever ridden a horse
knows they are reactive to “unseen and unheard” factors. Obviously, electric line
crackles, snaps, buzzing,, will be very stressful to my horses and others as they cannot get
away from the noise... they cannot escape it, but will still spook, whirl, or bolt possibly
hurting themselves, their riders, or other people in the area. Even if not being ridden, my
horses react to noise in their stalls, bolting and spooking when startled.

My horses currently compete successfully at advanced USDF National Levels with
Regina Agren riding. In order to do this, they require the very best in care, and the ability
to learn in a safe, relaxed environment, and the very best skilled riding. The Alpha
Riding Academy barn has a large FEI size regulation indoor arena that is a must in this
area. In addition, there is excellent footing and drainage that is unique to a riverbed
location, and very important to maintain the healthy feathering on my Friesian horses.
Regina has spent her life working with the finest trainers in the world to develop into the
trainer she is today. I have worked with several internationally known trainers/riders,
Regina ranks as one of the best I have ever know. However, | can’t imagine how my
horses” training can continue during BPA construction, or when impacted by the noise
generated by the electrical lines. There is not another Alpha Riding Academy within 250
miles — I know, I looked! I am at a complete loss to know what I will do if this line goes
in as currently planned.

Obviously, I would have to move my horses effectively ending their training and

competitive careers. They are too highly trained to just go “anywhere”. There are no
other trainer/riders competent to ride them. I would be concerned that the horses might

18 of 54
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14844-35 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

14844-36 Please see the response to Comment 14844-14.

14844-37 Comment noted.

14844-38 Comment noted.

14844-39 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14 and 14884-17.

14844-40 Please see the response to Comment 14844-14.
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14844-40

14844-41

14844-42
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14844-41 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

14844-42 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-43

14844-44

14844-45

14844-46

14844-47

14844

February 21, 2013

From: Anna Dunlap

Re:  BPA Proposed High Voltage Line near
Alpha Riding Academy

To:  Mark Korsness
Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Ten years ago, in 2003, I hired Regina Agren of Alpha Riding Academy to come to
Corvallis, Oregon to teach a group of Dressage riders. [ organize 3 to 5 very successful
two day clinics with Regina each year. As an instructor, Regina continues to seek out
trainers for herself, consults with world renowned instructors and Olympic riders. Not all
of us can have such opportunities. This makes Alpha Riding Academy an invaluable
resource in the Pacific Northwest. Regina teaches Classical Dressage, a time honored
riding technique as emulated in the Olympics. She also teaches holistic nutrition, horse-
rider fitness and wellbeing, how to tap into the horses nature for optimum results. In an
age of modern “get there quick fixes”, the historical centuries old techniques must be
kept alive. Alpha Riding Academy and Regina Agren serve that purpose. Many of us
travel with our horses to her facility in Castle Rock, WA for private lessons and clinics
she has organized with internationally respected instructors.

I am concerned to hear that BPA will be putting high voltage electrical lines near her
establishment. Our horses are very fit and trained to listen to the slightest adjustment of
the riders’ body. They are trained to be incredibly attentive. Horses are pray animals. No
mater the centuries of domestication, the instinct remains: “flee or be eaten”. This means
horses are hard wired to be sensitive to their surroundings, especially the unknown threat.
[ have personally ridden under 500kv lines and experienced first hand my horses’
distraught reactions to the hum and crackle of the lines over head.

Of concern is what will happen when we bring our fit, highly trained horses to the
Academy? Many horses have never been exposed to the crackle and hum of high voltage
power lines. Another concern is the perceived dangers of the electromagnetic field of
high voltage powered lines and the effect that has on the Academy’s clientele. It would

be devastating for us in Corvallis if we could no longer take our horses to the Academy.
For this reason, I urge you to consider Regina’s concerns for her business and for those of
us who count on the Academy.

Respectfully,

Anna Dunlap

20 of 54
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14844-43

14844-44

14844-45

14844-46

14844-47

Comment noted.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-14.
Please see the response to Comment 14844-14.
Please see the response to Comment 14328-6.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-48

14844-49

14844-50

14844

JANE D. EPPERSON

December 14, 2012

BPA

On behalf of Regina Agren and Alpha Riding Academy

Dear BPA,

I have been asked to write a letter to you on behalf of Regina Agren and Apha Riding Academy. My name is Jane
Epperson, and | have known Regina for almost 20 years. She is one of the premier dressage trainers in the Pacific
Northwest.

Over the years, | have had numerous horses in training with Regina, most recently my 13 year old show horse,
Prescription. Prescription, whom | sold earlier this year, spent the last two years that | owned him with Regina. He was
valued at over $100,000. He was worth that much money because of his talent and the excellent training he received
from Regina.

My horse, Prescription, is indicative of the caliber of horses that Regina has in her barn. She trains exclusively dressage
horses and dressage people are very picky about their care and training. | feel fairly sure that, should the BPA decide to
put power lines along the frontage of Regina’s property, she will lose many, if not all, of her dressage horses in training.
I, myself, would have to take my horse out of her barn, if he was still in training there, if power lines were to be installed.

Many of Regina’s clients are from Portland, OR which is an hour and a half drive from Regina’s barn. We are all willing to
commute that far because Regina is the only trainer in the whole Pacific Northwest with her talents for dressage
training. There are numerous trainers in the Portland area and we, as clients, could use any number of them to train our
horses. However, we choose to drive one and a half hours to Regina’s because she is so good and because she takes
such good care of our horses.

I think it is unspeakable that the BPA is considering doing something that will create a situation for Regina that will put
her in a position to jeopardize the well being of the horses in her care and will probably destroy the business that she
has spent many years developing.

Pleas ider your decision to put power lines along Regina’s property. | believe it will probably destro her
14844-51 e reconsider y put power g Reg property ieve it will probably destroy

business.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jane D, Epperson
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14844-48 Comment noted.
14844-49 Comment noted.
14844-50 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
14844-51 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-52

14844-53

14844-54

14844-55

14844-56

14844-57

14844-58

14844

February 12, 2013

Mark Korsness
BPA Transmission Services Project Manager

Dear Mr. Korsness:

| am writing to express my objection to BPA's plans to place a high voltage electrical power
transmission line adjacent to the Alpha Riding Academy property in Castle Rock, Washington.

I am a dressage rider and horse owner in Seattle; | regularly haul my young horse to Castle
Rock to ride and train with Regina Agren of Alpha Riding Academy for several days at a time.
Should an HV transmission line and tower be placed near Regina’s property, | will regretfully no
longer come to Castle Rock with my horse.

I have personal experience with the effect of HV transmission lines on horses here in King
County. Leaving aside the evidence of human and animal health risks associated with high
power lines, the strong electro-magnetic field created by the power lines makes dressage
training impossible. Dressage is based on teaching a prey animal to be relaxed, focused, and
confident performance horse. The constant hum of lines and the powerful static electricity
shocks impact the health and temperament of our sensitive animals and pose a real risk to rider
and handler safety.

Ending my dressage training relationship with Regina Agren will mean an end to my economic
contribution, however small, to the community of Castle Rock. | regularly spend money at
hotels, restaurants, feed stores, and gas stations in the area during my training trips.

Further, and more personally, | will be saddened to end my training with Regina. It is difficult
enough to find a quality dressage trainer -- to find one who has attained the level of national
accomplishment that Regina has attained is rare indeed. It will be a great loss for me and my
young horse.

| respectfully request that BPA reconsider the placement of these high voltage transmission
lines in Castle Rock, Washington. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your proposal.

Regards,

Lori Fleming
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14844-52

14844-53

14844-54

14844-55

14844-56

14844-57

14844-58

Comment noted.
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, and
14844-22.

Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
Comment noted.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-59 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

14844-60 Comment noted.

14844-61 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.
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14844-61

14844-62

14844-63
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14844-62 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-63 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844

Alison Moss

Subject: FW: Power line Issue

From: "Don Holthofer"

To: "brian regina"

Sent: Friday, February 1, 2013 8:31:55 PM
Subject: Power line Issue

Mark Korsness
PBA I-5 corridor reinforcement project

I'am writing you in regards to the proposed placement of power lines to close to a cultural asset that will be
14844-64 7 :
put in jeopardy by theses line.
The Alpha Riding Academy is a cultural asset with a history of conserving an art form that has been practiced
for hundreds of years. This art is being challenged on many fronts: high land cost, taxes, zoning, and even
14844-65 | power line interference. During World War 1l even General Paton, in the middle of fighting a war, recognized
the importance of preserving this art form. He used war assets and staff to ensure the survival and
preservation of a school and breed of horse even during a war.

14844-66 I The interference of these power lines will create an unendurable environment due to the corona noise that
crackles and snaps whenever the transmission lines are wet, getting shocked by static electric air. These all
create health concerns from stress on the horses including weight loss, ulcers, colic. Safety of riders trying to
14844-67 | ride horses in this environment will result in horses that are, on edge - spooking, rearing, and bolting. Safety
of both horse and rider will be compromised to a point that it will mean the end of the Alpha Riding Academy.

If General Paton could see the importance for preserving this art during a time of war, | hope we have the
14844-68 foresight in our present age to recognize this opportunity to preserve the skill knowledge and abilities that
exist at the Alpha Riding Academy. | strongly urge you to locate these power lines as far as possible from this

14844-69 I cultural asset.

Regards,

Donald & Pamela Holthofer
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14844-64 Comment noted.
14844-65 Comment noted.

14844-66 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-67 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-68 Comment noted.

14844-69 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-70

14844-71

14844-72

14844-73

14844-74

14844-75

14844

12/31/2012
To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is for support of Regina and Brian Agren, for their horse training facility “Alpha Riding
Academy” located at

I have been a witnessed to the development of their property from bare ground to becoming the
premier training facility in Cowlitz County. No other facility (boarding or training) has the amenities that
Alpha Riding Academy has.

Over the years starting in the spring of 2002, | have boarded/trained four of my National Level/World
Level show ponies (hackney/Shetland crosses) at the facility. It gives me piece of mind when at the
facility that they are calm and quiet. Great care is taken to see that the stalls, pens connected to the
stall and all pastures are kept at a very high standard of quality to keep all animals safe.

| have lived in Cowlitz County all my life and have boarded and used other facilities, but of all the
facilities Alpha Riding Academy, | have made the most strides in the advancement to training my ponies.

I have tried a few stables in the area many times that have power lines running through the property
and | can tell you from my own personal experience my ponies are nervous and they do not settle in as
they do at Alpha Riding Academy. This even includes my National Level Show Pony, who holds the title
of 2012 Pinto Pony Pleasure Driving & Ideal Pinto Pony Driving in the United States.

The topic is a controversial in people, let alone in animals about living next to power lines. What | have
noticed in the past when moisture is in the air (we have a lot of moisture) the power lines give off a
“buzz” and | think that my pony in general can’t really pinpoint where the noise is coming from and from
that is why they are nervous and don’t settle in. The continuing of the “buzz” to me is like a dripping
water faucet or nails on a chalk board. Not something | like.

Long-term nobody knows what the true effects of these electrical currents are to people, let alone
animals.

Until it can be proven to me that it doesn’t cause significant health loss and significant illness because of
the electrical currents | will be wary of them.

Please be cautious when building the power line and look at the loss of income to Regina Agren, who
has worked hard for many years building a great facility in Cowlitz County. It will be a great loss if the
power lines are built next to the Agren’s property.

Sincerely

7 p 7
/Dun RN A 5NN

Brenda Karnoski
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14844-70 Comment noted.
14844-71 Comment noted.
14844-72 Comment noted.

14844-73 Please see the responses to Comments 14587-1, 14844-14, 14844-20, and 14844-
23.

14844-74 Please see the response to Comment 14332-1.

14844-75 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.
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14844-76

14844-77

14844-78

14844-79

14844-80

14844

February 22, 2013

Bonneville Power Association

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is in support of Regina and Brian Agren/Alpha Rididng Academy and their property located at

I have been a client of Regina Agren/Alpha Riding Academy for over fifteen years. Several years before
the property in Castle Rock was obtained and the facility built. In the years since the construction of
this facility, | have enjoyed the option of sending my horse to Castle Rock for expert dressage training
knowing the barn was safe and my horse would be in a calm, comfortable environment.

It has been distressing to hear that the BPA will be placing high voltage power lines adjacent to this
property. Not only am I distressed for Regina, Brian and Isaac Agren’s health, their business and their
property value but | would be very distressed sending my horse to a facility with power lines within sight
and earshot.

The nature of our equestrienne discipline (dressage) requires already sensitive (by nature) horses be
trained to an even heightened level of sensitivity and strength over time to be able to perform a variety
of highly schooled movements. This is a gradual process that takes many years to complete requiring
some horses to be in training with the professional for several months at a time and sometimes several
years.

Horses living in an altered environment such as one being so close to high voltage power lines and the
noise and static electricity they create would be v.ery distressing to these sensitive horses. Problems
from colic to lameness could arise chronically. Horses would become frightened by the noise or
bothered by the electricity in the air causing confusion and flight. This behavior would also lead to a
disruption in their system which could lead to a variety of illnesses the most dangerous resulting in colic.
Horses trying to flee (run) from these effects could injure themselves in stalls and turnout. Most
importantly, this sort of disruption could be a huge risk to human life. Riding sensitive horses who may
unpredictably launch into full flight mode anywhere on the property would become a liability to the
property owners. Many owners, like myself, may choose not to have subject their horses to such an
environment. Asyou could imagine, this would be devastating for their business.
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14844-76 Comment noted.
14844-77 Comment noted.
14844-78 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-79 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-80 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
14844-23, and 14844-56.
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14844

14844-81 I I sincerely hope the Bonneville Power Association will take this information into account and move the
lines to another location. It would be a tragedy for this family to lose the use of their property and have

14844-82 |to shutter their business. Regina Agren is a very successful and skilled trainer. It would be a significant
loss to the local dressage community to lose access to her expertise.

Thank you for your consideration,

Liz Lawson-Weber
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14844-81 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

14844-82 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.
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14844-83

14844-84

14844-85

14844-86

14844-87

14844-88

14844

To whom it may concern,

| would like to introduce myself; | am a licensed equine property appraiser with the American
Equine Appraisers Association. | also am a long time student of Alpha Riding Academy in Castle
Rock, Washington. | have grave concerns with the knowledge of the BPA high voltage lines being
considered to run next to this establishment.

If | was hired to appraise any the these horses | would have to say that the horses affiliated with
this program are of considerable value, they are very highly tuned, very highly trained and can be
equated to Olympic level horses, a majority of these horses are bred from Olympic horses and
are the top examples of their respectable breeds, many are imported from Europe to achieve the
highest standard of the discipline they were bred for and they are being trained in which is the art
of Dressage. Dressage is an art in itself and the training of dressage has been passed down
through the centuries originating from the Greeks, it takes years of training and care which in
human form can be equated to ballet.

My personal experience with Alpha Riding Academy helps me train my horse and condition my
horse for rated shows judged by top equestrian judges and Olympiads. To achieve this level
these horses are kept in pristine shape, At Alpha Riding Academy they are looked after with a
holistic approach, which covers all aspects of the horses well being. They are fed a special diet to
bring out the best enrichment for them; they are nurtured physically with body massages,
chiropractics, acupuncture, physiotherapy with the use of herbology and so forth.

To bring high voltage equipment next to this stable would null and void all the time and
considerable expense put into theses animals, they are not categorized as livestock per-se but as
highly valued show animals. If this plan is to go ahead, it would be of necessity for you to help
relocate Alpha Riding Academy or it would force the clientele of this exemplary establishment to
have to look for an equivalent facility which is far and few between, maybe north to Seattle and
south to Portland, Oregon.

These horses are highly sensitive and they are susceptible to the various factors affecting both
internal and external environment and this is of utmost importance to achieve the top levels. In
order to achieve this capacity of the horse, the emotional stability, the lifestyle, nutritional balance,
exercise, and training is of utmost importance. These horses have an acute awareness of their
surroundings and the effect of the capacity and high levels of your equipment would make them
seriously reverse in all aspects of their performance. What you are proposing is not of any value
or benefit to the residents of Washington State and maybe the route you choose should at least
affect the residents of the state that gets all the benefits from this project.

| hope you will take this into account for your assessment and decision in conclusion of the plan.

Respectfully yours
Christine J..Maylone
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14844-83 Comment noted.
14844-84 Comment noted.
14844-85 Comment noted.
14844-86 Please see the response to Comment 14464-4.

14844-87 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-88 Please see the response to Comment 14494-2.
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14844-89

14844-90

14844-91

14844-92

14844-93

14844-94

14844-95

14844-96

14844

February 20, 2013

Mark Korsness Bonneville Power Authority
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Dear Sir:

For the past seventy-five years | have been a consumer of your services. This is my first letter to
you. Since the age of seven | have been involved in the horse world. It is this involvement that
brought me to my present residence in Toutle Washington. | wanted to train with Regina Agren
at her Alpha Riding Academy in Castle Rock. | have done so with some success in the dressage
arena due in large poart to Regina’s instruction.

Regina is a nationally recognized dressage rider and holds clinics throughout the northwest.
She also hosts local and international trainers at her barn in Castle Rock, bringing business into
the local community. This operation arose and continues through the sweat equity of this
family. No “Romney funds” here.

The current property with its improvements offers turnout, trails, and an Olympic size indoor
arena. This comprehensive facility focuses on holistic treatment for the wellbeing of the horse
thus insuring high performance of both horse and rider.

The construction of high voltage lines so close to this horse property will have a negative
impact on Alpha Riding Academy and local businesses. Owners of high performance dressage
horses want the best for their investment. The aura of power lines that humans can hear
and feel are magnified by the heightened senses of horses that can hear and feel far better
than we. The horses four feet clad in steel shoes are more likely to be shocked than we in our
Icomposite soled footwear. Owners have a negative view of close proximity to high voltage
towers. This will lessen their willingness to have their horses at Alpha Riding Academy. One
of the barns that | managed (a sixty stall facility with jumping and dressage horses) was
placed 1200 feet from similar towers. Boarders and trainers often voiced concern about the
voltage. We were careful to have turnouts only on the side opposite the towers. Undeniably
the perception that the towers and their load will bother horses exists.

The Agren’s concerns are valid. If the proposed route is implemented, they must be

compensated for the expenses inherent in relocating and reestablishing their business on a
more appropriate piece of land.

Sin, '
Dl 044 %

Dolores Morgan, MSW/

30 of 54

2660

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14844-89 Comment noted.
14844-90 Comment noted.
14844-91 Comment noted.
14844-92 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-93 Please see the responses to Comment 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-20,
14844-22, and 14844-23.

14844-94 Please see the response to Comment 14844-22.
14844-95 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-96 Please see the response to Comment 14464-4.
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14844-97

14844-98

14844-99

14844-100

14844-101

14844-102
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14844-97 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
14844-98 Comment noted.

14844-99 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-100 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-101 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23. Construction would be temporary for a few days at a time until
the towers are built and the line strung. Maintenance is also temporary
depending on if something is needed at the tower. Since the towers are located
in a field north of the Agren property, vegetation maintenance is limited.

14844-102 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.
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14844-102 |

14844-103
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14844-103 Please see the response to Comment 14464-4.
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February 5, 2013

TO: Mark Korsness

RE: BPA I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

To whom it may concern;

| would like to express my concern for the plans that the Bonneville Power Administration has to put
high voltage lines near Regina Agren’s dressage training barn in which my horse is stabled. The
placement of these lines will not only affect the health of my horse and my horse trainer but will
ultimately force a business to shut down resulting in loss of revenue to a community.

14844-104

Dressage is a sport that focuses on training of the horse to develop the horse’s athletic ability and
willingness to work making him calm, supple and attentive to his rider. Dressage is conducted in a quiet
environment to promote relaxation and concentration (similar to golf and libraries). Unpredictable
14844-105 | noises and energy can result in tension, startling and poor behavior which is not only a danger to the
rider but also to the horse. The type of horses that excel in this discipline are specifically bred high
performance horses that are very sensitive and reactive to their environment. Highly trained athletes
who are competitive on a national level often are valued at well over $100,000.00. These horses are
NOT standard pasture horses. High EMF, hissing or popping power lines will not only make my horse
nervous and anxious but will make her dangerous for me to ride. | have not sacrificed both time and
money to own a horse that | cannot compete or safely ride due to the environment that she would be
forced to live in if the BPA installs the lines.

14844-106

Regina Agren is an extremely talented and accomplished trainer in our sport of dressage, a rarity for the
Pacific Northwest. She has trained top ranking US dressage horses and has competed on a national
14844-107 | level. If the BPA moves forward with installing the lines next to her property she will be forced to close
her business and relocate most likely out of the Pacific NW due to the cost of purchasing and rebuilding
her property in the Portland — Seattle market areas.

Sincerely,

J 4 :
%&‘ <
Kimperly Ransdel
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14844-104 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-105 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-106 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-107 Please see the response to Comment 14464-4.
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Breeder of PRE. Andalusian Horses
Moonstruclc Mcac]ows

February 12, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration

RE: Affected property at 5490 Westside Hwy, Castle Rock, WA 98611, known as Alpha Riding Academy
To Whom It May Concern,

14844-108 |' Wes recently informed that property noted above may soon be overshadowed with monstrous electrical
transmission lines.

Having owned, bred and ridden horses for over 45 years, | am intimately aware of the affects of noise, electrical
current and static electricity on the training and handling of these large sensitive creatures. When a rider is
beginning the training process with a skittish 1000+ Ib. young horse, quiet and tranquility are two major factors in
making the first handling and rides, safe and successful, for both the animal and rider. A small sound at an
inopportune moment, such as a “pop” or “crackle” from high voltage electrical transmission lines, could launch a
rider into a disastrous, even fatal situation.

14844-109 | We often enclose our horses within electrified fencing, which sensitizes them to electrical currents. We see horses
standing several yards away from an electrified fence, because they don’t like to be anywhere near it.

| have personally had horses that won’t cross through a gate, with an insulated electrical cable running under the
ground, because their metal shoes, which are nailed to their feet, conduct even the smallest amount of stray
electricity. They are so highly sensitive to this that several horses banded at this open gate and would not cross.
One horse became ill because she would not even cross over this area to get to water for over 3 days. This proves
that electricity, even in small amounts, can keep a horse from satisfying its most primal needs of food and water.
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14844-108 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.

14844-109 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.
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14844-110
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14844-110 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.
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14844-111

14844-12

14844-13
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14844-11 Comment noted.

14844-12 Comment noted.

14844-13 Comment noted.
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14844-113

14844-114

14844-115

14844-116
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14844-114 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
14844-115 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6.

14844-116 Comment noted.
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14844-117

14844-118

2676 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14844-117 Please see the response to Comment 14844-56.

14844-118 Please see the response to Comment 14508-5.
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2678 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14844-119 Please see the response to Comment 14328-6.
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14844-120

14844-121

14844-122

14844-123

14844

DEARBORN & MOSS pL.L.C.

Attorneys at Law

March 25, 2013

Steven W. Manlow
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch

Re: NWS-2011-346 Impact on High Performance Dressage Horses —
Segment F and Towers F/15 and F/16

Dear Mr. Manlow:

We represent Regina and Brian Agren, owners of a 5.8 acre property at

) _ 1 The Agrens reside on the property with their son Isaac. More
importantly for the purposes of this letter, Regina owns and operates Alpha Riding Academy, a
facility for the training and boarding of dressage horses from their start through high
performance and a woman-owned small business. High performance dressage horses are
athletes in which their owners have made a significant investment. The needs of a training
facility for such athletes are entirely unlike barns which board pleasure horses or properties on
which livestock is pastured. Quality care, fitness, complete focus, suppleness, and relaxation are
all required for success.

“ 29

Tn this letter, we offer comments on three topics: (1) the adequacy of BPA’s DEIS'; (2) impacts
on the aquatic environment; and (3) whether BPA’s Preferred Alternative is in the public
interest.

DEIS

BPA prepared a DEIS which analyzes 4 main alternatives as well as 3 variations of each
alternative. Tt is publicly taking the position that, not only has it not yet made a final route
decision, it not yet decided whether to proceed with the project at all. Therefore, we were a bit
surprised to receive notice that it has submitted a JARPA for its Central Option 1. The
application seems premature at best.

Our first concern is that the DEIS fails to analyze impacts on dressage horses intended for high
performance — whether they are green or highly trained. Its only acknowledgment of horses is a
mention in passing that horseback riding is a form of recreation.

Our concern focuses on the impacts of; a northern portion of Segment F and Towers F/15 and
F/16. The enclosed aerial photograph™ shows the location of Alpha Riding Academy in relation

! Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, November, 2012.
% DEIS, Appendix C-d, Segment Sheet 03.

2183 Sunset Ave. SW 45 of 54
Seattle, Washington 98116
Phone: (206) 923-0816 Fax: (206) 923-0814
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14844-120 Please see the response to Comment 14844-1.
14844-121 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.

14844-122 The JARPA form submitted to the USACE in November 2012 was a preliminary
JARPA submittal. The preliminary JARPA is intended to provide estimates of
impacts to Waters of the U.S. and to facilitate public comment on the 404 permit
process. A revised JARPA will be submitted following wetland and stream
delineations, final impact analysis, and mitigation planning.

14844-123 Please see the response to Comment 14844-2.
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14844-124

14844-125

14844-126
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14844-124 Please see the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

14844-125 BPA's Preferred Alternative was identified after analyzing impacts to all the
resources present within the project area. Aquatic resources were one of the
many resources considered by BPA in an effort to balance impacts and identify
the Preferred Alternative.

14844-126 Comment noted.
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14844-127 Between the Draft and Final EIS, wetlands and streams were surveyed in the field
along the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 16, Wetlands, has been updated with
this additional information.
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14844-127

14844-128

14844-129
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14844-128 Comment noted.

14844-129 Please see the responses to Comments 14495-1, 14884-2, and 14884-56.
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14844-130

14844-131

14844-132

14844-133

2696 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14844-130

14844-131

14844-132

14844-133

Please see the response to Comment 14587-1. The Final EIS has been updated
with more relevant weather data across the project area.

See also the responses to Comments 14844-14, 14844-17, 14844-20, 14844-22,
and 14844-23.

Please see the response to Comment 14844-22.
Please see the responses to Comments 14495-1 and 14844-2.

BPA's Preferred Alternative is routed outside of the current city limits of Castle
Rock but is within the urban growth and water systems service area. More
information about the city's urban growth and water systems service area has
been added to Section 5.1.2.1 Urban/Suburban, and Section 27.26.2, Washington
Local Plans and Programs. Although homes cannot be built in BPA's right-of-way,
water, sewer, natural gas and other utilities can be permitted to cross the right-
of-way.

BPA understands that the property between F/14 and F/15 has not been platted
and remains for sale. BPA would negotiate directly with the property owner of
record for an easement across this property at the time of easement

acquisition. Section 24.4, Economic Productivity, acknowledges the project's
potential long-term impacts on economic productivity in the region. It recognizes
the possibility that some areas could be excluded from future urban
development.

Construction impacts from the proposed transmission line through this area
would be intermittent, temporary and short-term, and contained mostly at the
tower sites and mostly along an existing road. If urban development occurs in
the future in the urban growth and water services area, the densities would be
high (6000 square feet average lot size according to the City of Castle Rock). The
Agren property is surrounded to the east, north, and west by large tracts of
undeveloped land in the water systems service area. If this land was to be
developed, which is preferred by Castle Rock, housing construction impacts
would be on-going, potentially for quite some time until all lots were

developed.
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14844-136
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14844-134  Please see the response to Comment 14844-27.
14844-135 Please see the response to Comment 14110-1.

14844-136  Please see the responses to Comments 14495-1 and 14793-12.
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14844-137

14844-138

14844-139

14844-140
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14844-137

14844-138

14844-139

14844-140

Comment noted. The difference in level of impact to landowners along portions
of the route alternatives adjacent to existing transmission line rights-of-way as
compared to portions of route alternatives in new rights-of-way is reflected in
Section 5.2 of the EIS. See also the response to Comment 14291-3 regarding the
topic of property assessments and local tax revenues.

Please see the response to Comment 14638-4 concerning the reasons why
potential routes farther north and east were considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS. BPA believes these reasons are a sufficient basis for
eliminating this alternative from detailed study. See also the response to
Comment 14793-12 concerning BPA's public involvement activities for this
project.

Please see the response to Comment 14110-1.

Please see the response to Comment 14793-12. BPA did hold a public meeting in
August 2010 to present new project information.
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14844-141

14844-142

14844-143
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14844-141 Segment F and the two additional substations (Baxter Creek and Casey Road)
were developed, in part, to respond to numerous comments asking BPA to
develop a route that moved east more quickly and crossed more land managed
for timber rather than private homes. Segment F still impacts private land,
homes, streams, and habitat. These impacts, and others, have been described in
the Draft EIS.

14844-142  Please see the response to Comment 14495-1.

14844-143 Comment noted.
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14846-1 Comment noted.
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14847-1

14847-2

14847

A BETTER WAY FOR BPA, HELEN BURNS, KENT BURNS, TRISTAN COLCORD, JOSEPH COLLINS ETAL,
HOWARD L COOK, RICHARD A DAVIS, CHARLIE DOMBLEWSKI, MARY DUNN, SANDRA FERNEDING, ALICE
M GIESE, MARIE FRANCE GRENIER, ROGER GRIGGS, CARLA HAMMER, SHERRY JOY, TREVOR LEVANEN,
MAURA QUILLI

03/25/2013

A Better Way for BPA [address]

April 28,2012

Bonneville Power Administration has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock,
Washington and Troutdale, Oregon. The least expensive alternative and the one with the least impact
on working forests, wildlife and recreational land would be to use the West Alternative where BPA
already has towers and lines. All of the other alternatives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150
foot wide swath through the countryside of Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would
require new crossings of the Nolth Fork and East Fork of the Lewis River and invade private and public
forest land. Owners of working forests would suffer a permanent, ongoing loss of the right to grow trees
on and adjacent to any new easement.

¢ Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned West
Alternative, an existing corridor that has been transmitting power for 70 years with a record of
reliability, stability and security. BPA would need to acquire an estimated 122 acres of land along the
EDGES of this existing corridor. In contrast, any other alternative would consume up to an estimated J
,291 acres, cutting THROUGH new private and public land with many new river and stream crossings in
areas that are home to threatened and endangered species.

® Cost: According to BPA's estimate, up to 90 million more dollars will be spent to build on any route
other than the West Alternative.

* Scenic Values: The East Fork and North Fork of the Lewis River would both suffer from any of the
proposed new routes. Silver Star Mountain, Tarbell Trail, Hantwick Trail and Bell Mountain Trail are
examples of popular hiking, biking and horseback riding destinations that would be adversely affected.

In the coming weeks BPA will be releasing its Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We ask that you
help us in protecting the working forests and recreational lands of Clark and Cowlitz counties by
attending and speaking at an upcoming BPA Open House meeting and to comment during the Public
Comment Period. We ask that you tell BPA to choose the route that would consume the least amount of
acreage, the West Alternative. Any additional involvement by your organization to protect the scenic
and recreational lands, working forests, and wildlife habitat of southwest Washington would be deeply
appreciated.
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14847-1 Comment noted.

14847-2 Comment noted.
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14848-1

14848-2

14848-3

Comment noted.

The EIS summarizes the distribution of special-status species in Section 18.1.4,
Special-Status Species and in Table 18-2, Special-Status Wildlife Species with the
Potential to Occur in the Study Area. Bald eagle is reported present for all action
alternatives. Impacts on bald eagle are identified as moderate for the Central
Alternative because bald eagle are listed as sensitive by WDFW but impacts are
not expected to contribute to a need for federal relisting. The conservation
status of bald eagle is identified as secure at both the state and federal

levels. Merlin was not identified as present in any of the action alternative study
areas by WDFW (Priority Habitat and Species Digital Data. Data compiled in
2014. Obtained August 21, 2014, from agency website
http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/maps_data/). Assuming the commenter
is referring to Cope's giant salamander, that species is documented as present in
the West, Central, and Crossover alternatives and for all associated

options. Impacts on Cope's giant salamander are discussed in Section 18.2,
Environmental Consequences, for all action alternatives.

The EIS summarizes distribution of special-status fish species in Section 19.1,
Special-Status Species. Segment 30 would cross the East Fork Lewis River at
stream crossing 30-3. Table 19-1 and Map 19-1C indicate that this crossing is
used by Lower Columbia steelhead and river lamprey. NOAA Fisheries
designated these reaches as critical habitat for Lower Columbia

steelhead. Spawning and rearing use is noted. Table D-1 in Appendix K indicates
production of adult salmon and steelhead is in the 50th percentile among all
anadromous fish-bearing streams crossed by transmission line corridors.

The EIS summarizes impacts to fish resources in Section 19.2, Environmental
Consequences. Table B-1 in Appendix K indicates that riparian vegetation at this
crossing currently provides moderate large woody debris recruitment

potential. Because the stream is wide (~50 ft), the ability of riparian vegetation
to fully block solar radiation to the stream is limited. Development of riparian
function is limited by Lucia Falls Road, which is about 25 to 50 feet from the
streambank within the transmission line corridor. Overall, impacts would not be
as great as if the stream were narrower and without a road in the riparian
buffer. Therefore, impacts from clearing of vegetation would be low as noted in
Table B-1.

14848-4 Comment noted.
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14049

1-5 Cosder Remnforeament

Lam writing to you about the BPA 1-5 Corrider Reinforeeent Project. Many citizens have talked
to BPA and asked thom to use the Nortcastenn route option, [1he Northeastem route oplion (Jan 18,
14849-1 | 2012, map 1} ] The Northeastem route aption has less nmpact on citizens and citiss. There are many
known factors in BPA's own sticy which indicate that tha cantral alternative route opticn 1s an
unfavaradle and poor route

Impact on Public Interest.

1. Unsteble conditions for the central altemative route line,

A Mudslides {p. 14-1A. 14-1A2, and 14.3).
Much of the central line around Castls Rock and Cowlitz County is on unstable around stecper
than 4°,

14849-2 B. Lnstable ground (map 14-1A).

The land botween state Rovle 411 and the Cowlitz River is Mount Saint Helens river spoils with
round unsteble-shifly and dusty sand. The BPA map shows sail ¢rosion hazard 25 "severe” over
most of the propysed rautc from Casey Road o south Cowlitz County.

C. Floodiog of the Cowlitz River south of the Toutie River.

Castle rock has a flood history and has built a flood protection dvks on the east side of the viver Lo
14849-3 protect the city. It would be against BPA policy mud a high nsk te put a line on the proposed
cenfral altemative route option on the west side of the nver where a risk of flooding (at F/I5 &
F{16) anto sandy river sporls exists.

I Widlife (p 271,272, &273)
A, Sensitive spocies at Ssgment F-rowers F/15 & F/16.

a. Red legwed frop.
In a small water inlet (a naturally ocewrming cut off ssction of the Cowlitz River), which
supports the unigue habitat of the red legged frog,

14849-4 b. Disregard-inzentional act by BPA ar dald eagle habitat (p. 27 3 &p. 27.5).

c. Disrepard of breeding season and feeding of young hald cagles.

d. Disregard for safety of bald eagles whils foraging, nesting, and perching.

¢. Disrupton and loss of habitat during bald sagle breeding sszson cinsed by EMF,

Buld eagles are (vach year) 2unting, =nd feeding their yousg from carly spring until fall at this location

15
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14849-1 Please see the response to Comment 14443-1 regarding the elimination of
potential routes in Oregon from detailed study in the EIS. Section 4.7.2.4,
Northeastern Alternative, North of Silver Lake, Washington, explains why
potential routes farther east were considered but eliminated from detailed study.
BPA believes that the reasons provided in the EIS for eliminating these
alternatives sufficiently explain their elimination.

14849-2 Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14737-1.

14849-3 As stated in Section 15.2.2.1, Construction, towers, substations, and access roads
would be sited to avoid floodplains as much as possible. Where unavoidable,
towers constructed in a floodplain would be designed to allow water flow around
the tower legs. Also, the volume of the tower footings relative to the volume of
floodplain storage would be inconsequential given that towers would only be
placed in floodplains that are too large to span.

14849-4 Table 18-2, Special-Status Wildlife Species that Occur in the Study Area, lists
those special-status species with the potential to occur along the action
alternatives (based on preferred habitat) and identifies those that are
documented to occur within a 2-mile-wide corridor in the study area based on
information in the databases listed in the Sources footnote of the table.

Section 18.2.8, Recommended Mitigation Measures, recognizes the need to
avoid construction activities near active nests during the breeding season. A
measure is also included to install appropriate bird flight diverters on overhead
ground wire or fiber optic line in areas of high risk for bird collisions.

Electric and magnetic fields and their impacts are discussed in Chapter 8, Electric
and Magnetic Fields.
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14849-6

14849-7

14849-8

14849-9

14849-10
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14849-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14171-5, 14291-3, and 14642-2.
14849-6 Comment noted.
14849-7 Please see the response to Comment 14322-1.

14849-8 Please see the response to Comment 14674-1. See also Chapter 6, Recreation,
which describes the potential impacts of the project on recreational resources
and Chapter 7, Visual Resources, which describes the potential impacts on views.

14849-9 See Section 6.2.2, Impacts Common to Action Alternatives, for a discussion of
impacts to fishing. Fishing activities are considered compatible with transmission
line rights-of-way. During the construction phase of the project there would be
temporary, low-to-moderate impacts on fishing activities in areas where line
crossings require temporary closures for vegetation removal, wire stringing and
other project-related actions. During operation and maintenance of the project,
while there would be infrequent (twice yearly) maintenance inspections of the
line, these would not cause permanent impacts to fishing activities.

Regarding personal aircraft use, all towers constructed in the vicinity of river
crossings would be marked with FAA approved lighting, lines would be strung
with marker balls, and all project elements would be subject to and consistent
with FAA regulations related to aircraft use of approved airspace in the vicinity.

14849-10 At its closest point, the Preferred Alternative is over 8 miles away from the Kelso
airport and at the Cowlitz River crossing over 12 river miles away. Per FAA
requirements, the project design would be reviewed for towers over 200 feet to
see if markers need to be placed on the towers or the conductors. In certain
situations, BPA, with or without FAA guidance, may elect to place markers on the
conductors or towers for low flying aircraft. Presently, towers at the Cowlitz
River crossing are no higher than 175 feet. This could change as project design
becomes more refined.

To ensure compatibility with existing airspace and use by military or other
aircraft, all towers over 200 feet constructed in the vicinity of river crossings
would be marked with FAA approved lighting, lines would be strung with marker
balls, and all project elements would be subject to and consistent with FAA
regulations related to aircraft use of approved airspace in the vicinity.
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14049

The proposed central alivmative line is not n BPA's best interest due to alf that was stated above,
The preposed lins would permanently stunt Castle Rocks growth, This central altemative would prevent
e "Higher & Better” uss of land around Castle Rock, leaving an unfavorable result for all, The woal
should b to mininize the negative impyct on citizens of Cowlitz and Clark cousties.

14849-11

Ta our elected slate officials , Gavenor. and fiederal officials. Please reopen the SCOPING The
prefemred central altemative option line is ncar 173 homes whereas the northeastern 1oufe aptiow is near
16 homes. By using a route (e cenfral altecnative option) that wipes out the higher value and bost land-
14849-12 | wuse, & pemmanent burden is placed on taxpayers in onr county and starz. £t has keen stated many times hal
cven though the nortleasiem route would be cstimared Lo cost 10% mare than the centeal altemative
voute, proceeding with a lite on the central altemative route weuld result w a grealer negative coonomic
impact.

Thank vou

Sue Sahara ,:’ 5) g! g _

199
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14849-11 Comment noted.

14849-12 Please see the response to Comment 14472-3 concerning how BPA identified its
Preferred Alternative, and the response to Comment 14800-5 regarding re-
opening the EIS scoping period.
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14850-1

14850-2

14850
[-5 Corridor Remforcement Project
Environmental Impacts on BPA'S “preferred” Central Alternative versus West Alternative

Building this new corridor would consume 1500 acres of rural land creating an 80 mile long permanent clear-
cut. As stated in Chapter 19.2.5 of the DEIS, “Riparian vegetation would be cleared at 68 forested crossings of
fish-bearing streams... Among the action alternatives, this would be the greatest number of forested crossings...
impacts to loss of shade function would be high. Most crossings (46) would also occur where t(he existing
riparian vegetation provides high large woody debris recruitment potential, impacts to loss of large woody debris
function would be high. This is the greatest number of high rparan [unction impacts among the other
alternatives because of the greater number of forested crossings and because riparian vegetation at these
crossings provide relatively greater shade and large woody debris function.” In contrast, Chapter 19.2.4 of the
DEIS states “...the West Altenative...crosses floodplains that arc already greatly affected by existing 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.”

BPA must reexamine its choice of a preferred alternative. Based on its own data as shown above, the
riparian impacts on the Central Alternative would be HIGH, whereas these impacts to the West
Alternative wouald be LOW.

Vi I, Crossover and East Alternatives

In Chapter 7 of the DEIS, figures 7-1 through 7-9 show pairs of photographs of the existing transmission
corridor at various locations. The first of each pair is bow the site appears now. The second is a simulation of
how it would appear with an additional power line. This is a good demonstration showing that not much changes
when power lines are added to an existing transmission corridor. Now let’s take a look at what BPA seems 1o
think the visual effects would be on the other altematives. Figure 7-10 is of a restroom at Lake Mcrwin on the
Central and Crossover Alternatives. Figure 7-11 shows a clearing and a muddy road on the East Alternative,
That is all! Where are the before and after shots of views toward Mt. Saint Helens, Tum Tam Mountain, Silver
Star Mountain, Mount Adams and Mouat Hood that would be ruined by a new corridor? Where are the before
and after shots of the 68 forested fish-beaning river and stream crossings where the riparian zones are
permancntly destroyed by ugly 150 foot wide clear-cuts to the shorcline? Obviously, BPA made no scrious cffort
to compare visual impacts between their four alternatives.

BPA must do a complete and honest analysis of the visual impacts on all alternatives.

Sincerely,

Doy Fichany

Ray Richards
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14850-1 Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14492-3.

14850-2 Please see the response to Comment 14171-10 for further explanation of the
methodology used in the visual assessment.
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14851-1

14851
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project March 20, 2013

Wetlands and Double-Circuiting on the West Alternative

Three main points:
1. Wetiands are already impacted on the West Alternative.
2. Double-circuiting would result in no net loss of wetlands.
3. BPA has neglected to study how it can build a new 500-kv line on its existing right-of-way
with no significant impact on wetlands.

Chapter 16.2.4 reads: "All forested wetlands within new and existing transmission line right-
of-way and where crossed by access roads would be cleared. About 54 acres of forested
wetlands would be cleared within new and existing right-of-way...”

Chapter 16, page 13 (16-13) of the DEIS states: "Fill for tower footings and access roads
would also be placed in 25 acres of forested and non-forested wetlands ... including along the
Coweeman, Lewis, and East Fork Lewls rlvers, and Salmon and Lacamas creeks®

There is no mention of double-circuiting to minimize impact to these wetlands. BPA should be
planning for double-circuiting at all these locations, removing old towers and footings, and de-
commissioning unneeded access roads. Wetlands should be restored wherever towers or roads
are decommissioned. However, the only place where double-circuiting is proposed is in Chapter
4.2.1 for route segments 40 and 46 northwest of Camas.

Chapter 3-6: "If existing lines are removed, the entire structure or tower footing would only be
removed if the footing interfered with placement of the new tower.” This shows that BPA has made
no effort to study how impacts to wetlands of the West Alternative could be avoided or mitigated by
removing tower footings and restoring wetland function.

Conclusion: Double-circuiting would result in zero long-term net loss of wetlands since towers
would be replaced, not added, on the existing corridor. Existing access roads would either be
used or decommissioned and replaced. The footprint of the project on these wetlands would be
no more than it is how. BPA has made no serious study of how to use its existing corridor with
minimal impact to wetlands. BPA has chosen a prafarred alternative without adequate study of

its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. BPA must perform a complete study of double-
circuiting and triple-circuiting on the West Alternative to minimize damage and prevent any

long term loss of these wetlands. BPA must also request a permit from the US Army Corps of
Engineers to build on the West Alternative using the best possible methods to protect its wetlands.

Sincerely,

Ray Richards

101
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14851-1 Please see the response to Comment 14460-1.
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14852-1

14852-2

14852-3

14852-4

14252

Saturday, February 23, 2013
Congresswoman Jaime Herrera Beutter
re: BPA

Your Aid Deputy District Director, Shari Hildreth, attended the Clark County Farm
Forestry Association (CCFFA) Annual meeting Friday, February 22, 2013, in Battle
Ground, Wa. She spoke on your behalf regarding the BPA “proposed” power line. After
the meeting | was able to talk to her for a few minutes and she suggested | write you a
note regarding my position concerning an easement access on the south portion of my
Family Tree Farm.

In reviewing the data that was provided by Paul Brachvogel, General Council for Cowlitz
County Commissioners, | believe that BPA has the option to lease land subject to power
line R/W.

Because Tree Farming is a fong term business for producing income. Any land lost to
production is lost income and should be fairly compensated for. Also Family Tree Farms
are planned for current and future generations. Compensation should extend through
the life of the BPA power ling, at which time the land should revert back to the Tree
Farm.

My position is to negotiate a lease with BPA to adequately compensate myss!f and heirs
for the loss of highly productive tree growing land.

Any help you can provide would be greatly appreciated. | have taken the liberty of
enclosing the Memorandum from Paul Brachvogel dated 11/10/2010 and a copy of my
propose negotiating points with BPA

Please note that | have used a conservative per acre yield of 35 MBF whereas expected
yield is closer to 40+MBA. The numbers will be refined at the time of negotiations with
BPA.

Thank you,

Sincerely

9 5 A
ettt /// /5;2’/‘ (/‘*’/i"fff)

Richard D. Easter

1of&
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14852-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.

14852-2 If BPA decides to build this project, it would acquire perpetual easements for the
proposed transmission project. Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.

14852-3 Comment noted.

14852-4 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.
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Memorandum
To: Board Member Ketchum
From:  Paul Brachvogel, General Council
Date.  November 10, 2010
RE: Constituent [nquiry of BPA Authonity

Issue:

You stated you had & constituent “who has asked [vou] to track down the Federal Law
enabling BPA 10 acquire land to enable them to fulfill their mission.” This memo intends to
respond to this inquiry.

Short Answer;

BPA’S authority to acquire real property is but one part of its broad authonty and duties
delegated by congress. The follewing offers some statuiory context in which this authonty is
excreised.

The answer 1s cuted in 16 ULS.C A, § 838, which states: "“Subject to the provisions of
section 838¢ of this title the Administrator may purchase or lease or otherwise acquire and hold
such real and personal property in the name of the United States as he deems necessary or
appropriate 0 carey out his duties pursuant w0 law.”  Section £38¢ authorizes condemnarion with
certain limizations imposed by Congress.

Background / Context of Citation:

BPA s a federal agency within the Department of Dnergy created by Congress in 1937
original’y 1o market low-cost hvdroelectic power generated by the Federal Columbia River
Power System, a series of dams along the Columbia River in C fregor and Washington; 16 LSS C.
¥ 832-832m  Congress has since expanded BPA's mandate to include marketing authority over

*1inless spocificaliv authorzed by Act of Congress, the Administeator shafl nes expead fuads made available ander
thiz chirprer, other than funds specificaliy uppropriated ny the Congress for auch purpose, to acqurte &ny uperating
transmission faciliny by condemnation” Frovicded, Thar this provision shzll not restrie: the acquisition of the nghe o
cross such a fcility by condemnanon

Pame™* 3 US C.

2ol
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14852-5 Comment noted.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2731



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

nearly 2il the clecteic power generated by federal faciliies in the Pacific Nonhwest; 16 L.S.C.§
838f As part of its markeling responsibilities, BPA s charged wath oversight of the massive,
federal, high-voltage transmission system, compnsing approximately 80% of the buik
transmission ¢apacity in the Pucific Northwest, psed to deliver power generated af i federally
owned and operated facility, teimed "federal power.” and non-federal POWEr 10 1ls customers,
such as the Distriet; 16 T7.8.C. ¢ 838b

BPA'S operanons are govemed lorgely by tour satutes. the Pacitic Northwest Electnce
Power Plamng and Conservation Act of 1980, 16 1,50 ¥ 3349-839h {"Northwest Power Act"l:

ST votaptee e Peleal Y1 [ [ BRSNS TR TS & i U7 ca S L LI S, SRS

14852-5

1" Tranzrssion Act"). the Pacific Northwest Consumer Power Preference Actof 1964, 16 US.C
§ 837-837h ("Preference Acl"); and the RBomneville Project Act of 1927, 16 U.S.C, § 832.832m
1"Project Act™s. These starutes sxclusively antherze ©and require) P A to engage in  viniery of
At statory Gucines

The Northwest Power Act grants BPA the night and duty, with oversight from the Federal
Energy Reymlarory Commission (TERC), to set its rates for clectric power at a level snfficient to
meet 1t costs and 1o repay the federal debt incurred i huilding the projects melnded in te

fedural L cinmbia fver Powa SastemLT The Drinsission Swsremn Act sequires thar P

ce s S S ol the el st Boner S s v e the Gty e estadiiah cues sl

Talt cu b rerr men it ravissy

The Adminissrater shall establish, and perodically review and revise, cares for rhe sale and disposstion of
eleciic energy and capacity and for the transmission of non-Federal power. Such rates shall be established and,
#5 approgriate, revised to recover, in acoordance with seand busiitess principles. the costs assocated with the
acquisition, comservaion, and tansmission of electric fower, ncluding the amortizaton of the Federal
nvestment i the Federal Columbia River Pinver System {including irmgation costs required to he repaid out of
pwer Tevcoues) over a reasomabic penod of years and the other costs and expenses incwred by the
Adminisbarer purseant Lo this chapter and other provisiens of lew Such rates shall be established in accordance
with sections 9 and 10 of the Federal Columbia River Transmission System Act (16 [ S.C. RI8) 16 USC
838y and 338h], section 5 of the Flood Comtrol Act of 1944 {1618 €. 8255], and the provisieas of this chaper

CASURC § 83%a)( 1 Yemphasis added)

See aisn, 16 U ST § 838g 33%4), (Pacific Nonhwest Federsl Transmisson Act) which is consstent with the
Nosthwes) Power Act vesting rate making under (he preview of the Admimswrator. “Schedules of 1ates and
charges for the wle. including dissositions 1o Foderal agencics, of all elecaric power made avawliable to the
Admimistrator shali become effective upon confirmation and approval thereof by the Secretary of Energy.
Such rate schedules may be modified from tine o fime by the Secrecary of Energy, acting by and throngh the
Admimstrawe, sujeet 1o cenfirmation and approval by e Secrerary of Fnergy, and shall he fixed and
estahlished

3ors
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7 14352
Negotiating Points with BPA
It is important that it’s established that 2 Family Tree Farms goal is to make money not
only lor the current tree cyele but also for future tree cycles. The loss of income caused
by the removall of property from the Tree Farm must be compensated for,
Therefore only negotiations must consider adequate compensation that the Tree Farm
recovers all loss income from the removal of land used to grow nmber.
Points to consider:
L he purpose of a Family Tree Farm 15 to provide income for the Familyv- short
erm and Long term.
44 The Famnly Tree Farm provides definite benetits to seciety
a) A stable Farest cover.
b Clean water, as a stable forest acts as a sump and filter for ram and
snowfall.
¢} The majority of Family Tree Farms provide a longer growing cyeie than
industrial or state Tree Farms: generally S0-60 vears.
dj Cuts on Family Tree Farms are generally small: less than 70 acres,
14852-6 3 The Family Tree Farm is an investment made with no expected cash return for at

least 30 wvears; which would be a commercial thinning with a final cut in 40-60

years
4. The Famity Tree Farm Business Plan 1s based on a continued repeating of the tree
cycele to provide for financing the operation and cash flow, with cash return 10 the
Famidy
5 ‘Therefore: anv land taken away (rom the planning must have sufficient

compensation to maintam the required income streant. I BPA wants to place a
High Voltage Power t.ine through Troe Farm Property 11 1s expected that the
project income stream should not be interrupted

Exgmple:

If the Tree cycle 18 SO years and the yrekl is 35 MBF per acre at the time of harvest and
timber prices average $900,00 / MBF (an adjustment for inflation based on CPI). The per
acre value would be $31.500.00 [ess cost of planting. maintenance and harvest estimated
at 40%. The net return would be $18,60¢.00/acre or $372.00/acre per year based on a 50)
year cygle,

NOTE The above is just an example to consider how to reach an equitable
compensation amount,

lSufS
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14852-6 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.
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14852-6

Other considerations:

Mg

Right of tree tarmer to cross RYW 1o access hissher property.

[f danger frees were removed outside of YW to protect Power Lines or
{owers the ‘I'ree Farmer must be reimbursed (or the future value of the
remaoved trees. Any roads across the Tree Farm lands to service Power
Lines and R/W will be mamlained by BPA or contractors. [f BPA Tree
Farmer ooty use roads ther BPA and the Teee Tanner shall acree to a
road mamlenance agreement

Crates and Eovks shall provide tor 2 (twaon focks joined logether. one lor the

B T U T T o P S I X oo Tl ale

Any roads constracted shall be the responsibitity of requiring party, but
shared use shall comply with item 2 above.

Urisis 1t HINME SN :‘_f'\l ] 'l:’(-\ % ol :"._ r-_l._‘\_'.l it} !1'.< T?l".: F [F Y | :”I\I ‘|' Al

and added i the annual Ieise pas resnt

14352

%015
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14855-1

14855-2

14855-3

14855

Congresswoman [aime Hervera Beutler

March 10, 2013
Dear Representative Herrera Beutler,

We, the undersigned Small Forest Landowners write on behalf of our tamily of four
gencrations in the tree farming business. 1tis with pride thal we speak up in
defense of not just our forest as a viable business that produces income for our-
selves, but also as tax-paying contributors to Clark County’s remarkable and unique
value of renewable natural resources of forest, fish and wildlife.

BPA’s I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project’s high-voltage power line that BPA is
planning in our “neck of the woods” threatens with permanent impact - beyond the
financial aspects, The attached paper is cur constructive review of our position on
Bonneville Power Administration’s chosen “Central” routing on or near aur
"Dunegan Mountain" and “Boody” Tree Farms.

Hnfortunately as is well known, trees and power lines are incompatible. We were
and are, therefore, opposed to BPA's Central Alternative routing, however, we offer
some helpful adjustments if it is imposed. Twa highlight issues covered in our
positions are:

In summary for our Dunegan Mountain Tree Farm, we feel that BPA’s
easement for Line Segment 18 should not be moved north to the property
line of this tree farm because we are already sacrificing considerable revenue
to an existing half-mile fong and 175 foal wide power [ine easement plus its
undefined Border Zone that hisects our tree farm, and to the preservation of
Mature Forest wildlife habitat,

In summary for our Boody Tree Farm bordering Line Segment 28 and
marked by BPA to provide road access to at least 4 towers, our highest
priority is the prolection of the Boody Creek Watershed and the viability of
our Tree Farms.

Other priority issues are:

1. Lstablish site for 28/12 and change access road location.

2. Establish site for 28/13 and change access road location.

3. Propose relocations of access roads to 28/11, 28/14, and 28/15

4, Arrange easements to entire proposed road system from public pavement to
towers 28/11,28/12, 28/13, 28/14, and 28/15 for Witter/Revesz.
Arrange a property line survey.
Safety concerns must be planned for, including plans te contral trespass,
intrusion, and vandalism. Gated year-round gravel roads are required.
Ongoing review of the success of safety plans is to be part of the process.

o n
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14855-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
14855-2 Comment noted.

14855-3 Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.
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14855

7. Memoranda of agreement or the equivalent will be essential to assure
coordination of all phases on a continuing basis on our property.

8. Obsolete one-time easement purchases for forest land must be replaced by
realistic lease agreements reflecting future incomes foregone as well as
ongoing and ad-hoc real costs incurred,

We appeal to you for support of protecting our family’s and Clark County's forests.
14855-4 |Thank you for your past constructive role for protecting natural resources, the
people who care for them and our property rights to do so.

7 4 g
F ol el e v 4 TLE
bl ST A W WD \ & {. L;{ L€

Patricia Lee Witter

Phane: . e-mail: 9
— - 'l
s 77'7 ﬁ?/zhu-y © i ; R 4
Sl Ny ) v s

R

Jane M. Revesz and Peter T. Revesz

Phone: , e-mail:
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14855-4 Comment noted.
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14855-5

14855-6

14855-7

14855-8

14855

I. OVERVIEW

The Comments below address our family’s forest properties impacted by the BPA1-5
Corridor Reinforcement Project shown on FIGURT 1, a BPA map of the Central Alternative.
The map identifies two separalte tree farms owned by our 4-generation tree farm family.
The first tree farm, which we call “Dunegan Mountain Tree Farm”, is lacated approximately
50 feet north of the proposed easement for Corridor SEGMENT 18 in the vicinity of Tower
18/29 to Tower 18/31. The second family tree farm, which we call “Boody Tree Farm”,
borders the easement of SEGMENT 28 in the vicinity of Tower 28/11 to Tower 28/15. We
will first state our general position regarding preservation of each of these tree farms from
unnecessary barm by SEGMENT 18 and/or 28, followed by more detailed comments and
Figures regarding each tree farm in [L WITTER/REVESZ FAMILY TREE FARMS: A
DUNEGAN MOUNTAIN TREE FARM AND B. BOODY TREE FARM .

We have always tried to operate our tree farm holdings as a sustainable business while
protecting the creeks, ponds, wetlands and native species on our land. This approach is
becoming more difficuit these days with fluctuating market conditions, a scarcity of saw
mills, arbitrary vacating of shared-use access roads and increased regulation by various
levels of government. Now BPA proposes to impact our family business in ways Lhai will
have not only new current cosls (o us but unforeseeable as well as foreseeable impacts
throughout future years. Our 60 years of experience with PacifiCorp's Yale-Merwin
easement on our Dunegan Meuntain Tree Farm has taught us that big power companies
can not be expected to treat Small Forest Landowners with common business ethics,
fairness, honesty nor reciprocity. This forces us into continuous monitoring and
supervision of their activities on our properties, and as necessary, legal action. We must be
alert to poorly trained employees, inexperienced supervisors, unsupervised contractors
and subcontractors. We incur heavy loss of time and costs on general damage prevention,
remedies to damaged roads, left-open gates, ignored long-agreed mutual control and use nf
access; we found unsupervised operators sinking big machinerv deep inte our wetiands
alter being warned against operating in there; they drench our acres with powerful
herbicides and widen their clearcuts outside their powerline easements.

Another serious concern for timber growers is the industry-wide recognized fact that 2 150
foot wide ROW - 75 feet on each side of Lhe center line to the edge of timber—is not an
adequate operational distance from 180-200 foot tall timber. The Control Zone regulated
by BPA on cach side of it's actual  150-foot ROW easement through forested terrain is
stated as an additional up-to 200 feet of timher land on which Danger Trees may not be
grown. {See ATTACHMENT A, Excerpt from Kirk Naylor, acifiCorp Comment to BPA, and

40f14
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14855-5 Comment noted.

14855-6 For private timber landowners whose land the project would cross, if BPA decides
to build the project, it would acquire timber through easement negotiations.
These timber landowners would have an opportunity to negotiate compensation
with BPA.

14855-7 Comment noted.

14855-8 Please see the responses to Comments 14566-9 and 14665-14.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2745



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

2746 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

This page intentionally left blank.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2747



Volume 3H

Comments and Responses

14855-8

14855-9

14855

ATTACHMENT B, a diagram introducing the concept of Wire Zone and Border Zone*
corresponding to ROW and Control Zone, respectively.)

Compensating the landowner outside the 150 foot ROW is an unresolved and oflen ignored
issue, Since growing tall timber on rich Site Class 2 soil is the purpose of our business, this
means that BPA may be putting us out of the forestry business along an up-to 550-foot
wide swath -- (200 feet + 150 feet + 200 feet) of forestry - the only business we are legally
allowed on our Forest Tier 1 properties. It is our understanding thal this operational,
safety and costissoe is currently being researched for a reasonable resolution.

This leads us to an overriding concern: compensation to the owner of Forestland which is
crossed by a powerline is far below his/her ongoing costs caused by the presence of the
powerline. Decades of experience has taught us that the powerline company makes a low
one-time payment for the ROW Wire Zone acreage on which timber trees can never again
be grawn. The powerline company makes no payment whatsoever when it physically
and/or financiaily prevents the growing of timber in the Border Zone and added Access
road acreage. The land owner must continue to pay taxes on land in both Wire Zones and
Border Zones on which timber will no longer be grown (but whose only use under current
regulation is to grow timber). In our experience, the powerline company pays not a cent
for road maintenance orroad access or road construction but tears up our light-footprint
forest roads with their heavy equipment and if forced to, pays for repairs. The presence of
a powerline opens timberland to vandalism, intrusion, tree rustling and garbage dumping
but all the associated costs fall on the landowner. In other words, the private timberland
awner is forced to bear much of the cost of praviding the public with "cheap” electric
power, In fairness, the timberland owner should be ahle to Jease his land {both Wire Zone
and Border Zone) to the power company for an annual payment which approximates the
value of the timber-growing foregone. The power company should assume responsihility
for access to their towers through construction or reconstruction of year-round maintained
roads and cooperate with the landowners to solve problems of vandalism, theft and misuse
of the land, and an establishment of practical procedures for scheduled and ad-hoc
compensation.

Farestry is a dynamic business. It depends on the initial and ongoing assumptions of cost
and revenue, market conditions that are only partly predictable, such as maintenance costs,
which are normally forecast. The unpredictable variahles range from natural climate
changes, variable demand far timber, cost of energy, security, property taxes, technological,
legal and regulatory changes, etc.

These variables call for continuing and increasing monitoring, changing technological and
procedural coordination among all of us impacted by and responsible for managerial and
aperational problem-solving. We need instruments of forward planning, coordination and
mutuai interaction. Such instruments of communication, management, and decision-

6of 14
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14855-9 Comment noted.
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148559 |

14855-10

14855-11

14855-12

14855

making call for documents like contracts, Memoranda Of Agreement, ete. As mentioned
before, one-time easement terms are inadequate and impractical. The terms of such
interactions will, of necessity extend beyond the EiS process, the subsequent design,
acquisition and implementation phases, and into the on-going madus operandi. BPA and
DNR, Weyerhaeuser and others have spent several years and developed mutual reciprocal
cost and other agreements prior to the DEIS, We, as “Small Businesses in Forest
Landownership” must insist on our share of opportunities to adjust our management plans,
do our analyses, consult with our experts, accountants, attorneys on an on-going basis, not
to mention revising our family’s ownership plans and last wills and testaments to reflect
the advent of BPA power lines.

A: DUNEGAN MOUNTAIN TREE FARM: A summary of our position regarding our
Dunegan Mountain Tree Farm is thal the segment of Line 18 from Towers 18/29 to 18/31
should not be moved north toward our south property line because our tree farm is already
harmed enough by being bisected by PacifiCorp's Yale-Merwin powerline. Also, moving
Line 18 north would put our forest stands along our south line further into the Control
Zone tor Line 18 which would destroy this tree farm's long-term balance hetween
sustainable forestry with small clear cuts, and maintenance of habitat corridors. This tree
farm contains one of the few stands of Mature Forest shown on any BPA map so BPA's
easement should not encroach on this stand. (The map with the Mature Forest can be found
in the BPA DEIS, Chapter 17, Map 17-1C.} Other local residents have already commented
that the wetland conditions at the proposed site for Tower 18/28 and 18/29 would
indicate that Line 18 should be moved further south in this area, not north toward our tree
farm. Conclusion: Line 18 between Towers 18/29 and 18/31 should not be moved further
north. Maore details to support this position are contained in section |LWITTER/REVESZ.
FAMILY TREE FARMS. A: DUNEGAN MOUNTAIN TREE FARM.

B: BOODY TREE FARM: Here, a bricf summary of our position regarding the location of
Towers 28/11 to 28/14 on or near our east property line is that these towers and their
access roads must be placed so as to minimize harm to the important wetland corridor
comprised of Boody Creek, the ponds on Boody Creek and the wetlands surrounding these
boedies of water, EVEN IF THIS MEANS MOVING A TOWER ONTO OUR LAND, we will insist
on protecting the integrity of this remarkable wetland corridor. We are also very
concerned about the placement ofaccess roads so as not to unnecessarily fragmenl our
tree farm which, as with the Dunegan Mountain Tree Farm, we manage for a balance
hetween sustained forestry and habitat preservarion. More details to support this position
are contained in section IL WITTER/REVESZ FAMILY TREE FARMS, B: BOODY TREE
FARM.

7of 14
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14855-10 Comment noted.
14855-11 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14855-12 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.
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14855

READERS PLEASE NOTE: ADVICE TO SMALL FOREST LANDOWNERS WHO ARE
IMPACTED BY POWERLINE COMPANIES AND THEIR HIGH CAPACITY TRANSMISSION
LINES: A valuable reference that we used in preparing these comments is a list of relevant
considerations and issues in dealing with utility companies. It is the document approved
by the Clark County Farm Forestry Association and the Cowlitz County Farm Forestry
Assaciation. The title is Considerations for Valuing Timber Land for Powerline Right-of-
Way. It was submitted to the BPA comments section for the [-5 Corridor Reinforcement
Project on July 30, 2011, This document is included here as ATTACIHIMENT C.

14855-13

*Utility Vegetation Management Final Report; March 2004, FERC. 11.S. Government. (N
Utility Consulting, L1.C.
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14855-13 Comment noted.
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14855-14

14855-15

14855-16 |

14855-17

14855-18
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14855-14 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.

14855-15 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.

14855-16 Please see the response to Comment 14725-11.

14855-17 Mitigation measures proposed or recommended to address the commenter's
concerns are listed in Table 3-2, and Section 5.2.8, Recommended Mitigation
Measures.

14855-18 Please see the response to Comment 14724-13. Through the negotiation

process, BPA would work with the landowner to address unique considerations
associated with acquiring easement rights across their property.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2755



Volume 3H

Comments and Responses

14855-19

14855

ATTACHMENT A

EXCERPT FROM COMMENT TO BPA
by Kirk Naylor, PacifiCorp, dated June 13, 2011

“On May 11, 2011, BPA 2nd Mason, Bruce & Girard (MB&G, consuitants to BPA) presented
resuits of these studies to the TCC. During discussion the TCC was informed that the BPA
proposed study area boundary an PacifiCorp Property was based on a 150-foot transmission
right-of-way (ROW) pius up to 200 feet of potential additional clearing to a “backline” on each
side of the ROW. This clearing-to-backline was represented to the TCC as BPA's standard
practice to ensure all potential hazard trees within reach of the line would be removed.
Vegetation weuld be allowed to re-grow in the in the 200-foot zone beyond either side of the
ROW, as long as trees did not reach a height that would threaten the transmission line. This
initially could result in a 550-foot wide clearing afong the entire length of the selected
transmission line route (not necessarily atl on PacifiCorp WHMP lands).”

10 0of 14
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14855-19 Cutting to a “Full Safe Backline” is not one of BPA’s preferred options for danger
tree control. 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. 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.
Healthy, stable trees outside the easement that exhibit no potential hazard to the
transmission line would not be cut.
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14855-20 See Chapter 3, Sections 3.11, Vegetation Clearing, and 3.15, Maintenance, for
discussions about BPA vegetation management. BPA would use an integrated
vegetation management strategy guided by its Transmission System Vegetation
Management Program EIS. BPA is familiar with the wire zone - border zone
method of right-of-way management and is evaluating how it can integrate some
of the concepts into its existing vegetation management program given its
present and future maintenance budget.
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14855-21

14855-22

14855-23

14855

ATTACHMENT C

Considerations for Valuing Timber Land Taken for Powerline
Right-of-Way

1. Initial Requirements:

a. Pay for the bare land value - independent appraisal based for highest and
best use. Tand varies by soil productivity (site class), slopefaspeet, annual
precipitation, tocation from populated areas, etc.

b. Pay for younger trees based on present worth of value at maturity

(forester’s appraisal).

l'or mature timber pay based on the cruised vulue. Give at least one vear

notice so the landowner can log instead if they wish.

d. Build and maintain roads to DNR standards so trucks and equipment can
use them. If the DNR rules change, BPA needs to follow the new rules.

¢. Clearly mark the edges of the right-of-way.

o

Ongoing Reguirements:

-

&

‘vl

[.ease option, if not sold for highest and best use. Pay an annual lease payment for
the lost opportunity to grow timber. This would be on a per acre basis and
based on the average growth rate of 700 b/acre/year with a stumpage value of
$300/MbF, This would be $350/acre/yvear initially and would be adjusted for
inllation based on the producer price index. The above is an example actual
numberss are specific for cach site in consultation with a forester.
Note: There are significant diflerences between the small timber owner
and state or federal land and the large industrial timber owner regarding
the value of timber. Thus, values {rom state, federal, or large industrial
timber owners are not useful in valuing the timber for small timber
owners. Two primary differences are that smali timber owners may wait
until the market price is attractive and may export their wood. However,
the growth rate will be site and specie specific.

A number of other issues surface with power lines generally involving trespass.
The BPA needs to put in adequate gates (refer to BPA documents on stockyard
gales; this is a starting point depending upon trespass issues) and maintain them,
let it be generally known that this is private Jand and trespassers will be
prosecuted with the BPA paying these costs. Provide frequent signage indicating
land is private and no trespassing allowed. A mutually agreed upon standard for
managing and controlling the short and long-term impacts of unauthorized public
use of the right-of-way needs to be determined.

There needs to be an agreed upon standard for roads including: inspection and
maintenance schedules. reporting requirements. maintenance standards, and road
construction. reconstruction. and abandonment standards as well as the cost
sharing. Landshide potential for roads needs (o be assessed. Road grades would
vary depending on the land slide potential. Roads would be rocked where needed

12 of 14
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14855-21

14855-22

14855-23

Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.

Chapter 5 discusses potential impacts from unauthorized access. Table 3-2 lists
mitigation measures that are part of the project that would minimize these
impacts, including gates. Section 5.2.8, Recommended Mitigation Measures, lists
additional measures, including working with landowners to minimize these
impacts.

BPA has reviewed the existing road systems that could provide access to the
proposed new transmission line, and identified the roads that would be needed.
If BPA decides to build the I-5 Project and based on existing conditions and
proposed use, BPA will work with the underlying landowner and negotiate the
right to use, improve, or reconstruct the roads as needed. After construction,
BPA will leave these roads in as good or better condition. BPA has conducted a
geotechnical reconnaissance of the project and identified areas of concern for
slope stability. Additional geotechnical work is planned.
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14855-23

14855-24

14855-25

14855-26

14855-27

14855-28

14855-29

6.

9.

10,

14855

for dust abatement, stability, load bearing and scasons of use. BPA has road
design sheets thal may be used in conjunction with DNR standards for building
and maintaining roads.

The Aceess Roads reguired for each Power Line Tower - trom a public road 10

the tower — need special, individual contracts between the BPA and the private

landowners. These roads may be for exclusive BPA use only. or they may shared

with one or more landowners in & chain of land parcels. They may be shared with

muitiple ownerships on branched roads. Whatever the configuration of cach road

system, the specitics must be negotiated with all impacted owners. The issues

include:

¢ Mutual planning and coordination of road use,

*  Agreed-on responsibility for maintenance timing and quality control,

*  Assessment of damages - man-made,

¢ Procedures for notilying all owners and users of road availability or blockage

* Procedures for coordinating sceurity - policing security gates. muitiple locks
and kcys among owners and users. between owners. contractors.
subcontractors and regulatory personnel (refer to BPA road design spec).

BI’A needs to prevent any spreading of weeds during construction and afterwards.
BPA needs o comply with all noxious weeds rules county. state, and federal. The
BPA integrated pest management plan should be approved by the landowner.

Native wildlife and plants needs to continue to have good habitat. Perhaps low
growing shrubs could be placed by streums to maintain reasonable water
lemperatures. A plan for promoting the growth of low growing. native plants
nceds 10 be agreed upon.

The term of the lease should be for the lifc of the powerline.

The lease is for a singie use by the BPA and not for any other utility.
Compensation needs to be made for any other land that is taken out of timber
production or cncumbered because the location of the powerline (i.c. causes land
to be inoperable or increases harvest costs) or additional BPA roads - a severance
right-of-way.

. Even if the adjacent land is not within the powerline right-of-way, its value will

be reduced and an evaluation of the just compensation is necessary,

- Any additional property taxes over the amount for timberland will be paid

annually to the county by the BPA.

. The agreement needs to be signed “under threal of condemnation tor the public

good.” Refer o IRS Publication 544 or an accountant for tax implications.
Wording in our agreements “lawtully seized and possessed of the Jands and
premiscs aforesuid,”

. BPA’s contractor assumes all risks of damage 1o the property or injury to the

contractor i connection with construction and maintenance of the powerline.
Landowner will not be liable for any claims.

. Fire protection will be provided by the contractor during construction and

construction will be suspended. if considercd necessary. The landowner and BPA

13 of 14
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14855-24

14855-25
14855-26

14855-27

14855-28

14855-29

BPA wants to ensure that we have adequate access to each structure on this
project. Through the negotiation process, BPA would work with the landowner
to address unique considerations associated with acquiring easement rights
across their property.

Please see the response to Comment 14566-6.

Section 17.2.8, Recommended Mitigation Measures, lists mitigation measures
identified to limit removal and minimize disturbance to sensitive habitats. These
include routing the transmission lines to minimize the length of stream cleared
and avoiding or minimizing clearing of riparian and floodplain vegetation where
possible.

Section 17.2.2.2, Operation and Maintenance, states that low-growing vegetation
would be allowed to persist; thus lower-growing streamside vegetation would
remain along stream banks. Moreover, depending on the height of conductors
over riparian areas, BPA may be able to manage vegetation to greater heights
than the standard 4-foot height, returning some of the riparian habitat value to
the right-of-way.

Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.

BPA is a federal agency within the United States Department of Energy. The
United States is responsible for damage or injury caused by a negligent act or
omission of a BPA employee to the extent allowed by the Federal Tort Claims Act,
28 USC 2671.

Fire protection is described in Section 10.2.2.1, Construction and Section
10.2.2.2, Maintenance. For construction, BPA and its contractors would develop
site-specific safety plans that would include a section on fire safety. These
sections would include specifics from safety plans developed by the underlying
landowner. During maintenance, BPA would follow all fire safety requirements
that may be in place by large public or private landowners. Maintenance will
typically schedule work in drier climates earlier in the season to minimize fire
potential. Depending on location and time of year, work practices such as cutting
or crushing vegetation, lifting vehicle frames, or not dragging poles through dry
grass, can be altered to minimize potential fire hazards. All maintenance vehicles
are equipped with firefighting kits.
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14855-29

3

14855-30

14855-31

14855-32

14855-33

14855

will determine a mutually agreeable fire prevention and suppression plan lor both
the construction phase and the operation and maintenance of the BPA powerline.

16. Any damage to agriculturai land (fences. crops, trmigation) during construction.
reconstruction, or maintepance of the lines shall be repaired or paid for by BPA,

17. BPA needs 1o notify the landowner. whenever they will be coming on vour fand
for maintenance. Agreement on the notification protocols for maintenance. repair
and reconstruclion activities.

I8, The owner and successors have the right to use the fand for ali purposes not
inconsistent with the BPA’s use. The owner has the right to freely cross and if
possiblc. use the land for normal agricultural purposes. The owner may access
timber on both sides of the powerline. pull logs underncath and use the roads to
haul logs.

19, If danger trees were removed outside of the right-of-way to protect transmission
lines or the towers the landowner must be reimbursed for the trees hased on their
present worth of value at maturity,

20. The value of the land for future purposes is being Jost. Some examples are
hunting leases, recreational uses, and carbon credits.

21. Any construction permit with the BPA or its contractor needs to also include
items listed in this outline such as use of roads, access, maintenance rock, pay for
damages, and cash deposit. You don’t need to accept their proposed construction
permit.

cument approved by Clark County Farm Forestry Association and Cowlitz County

1 Forestry Association and submitted as comments to the BPA 1-5 Corridor

wforcement Project by Roberl Zumstein. Chairman of the Farm Forestry Task Force,
30, 201 L.
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14855-30

14855-31

14855-32

14855-33

BPA's easements states, "the United States shall repair or make compensation
only for damage caused by the United States that is not incidental to the exercise
of any of the above said rights and which results from and during construction,
reconstruction, removal, or maintenance activities associated with the purposes
of this Agreement on and adjacent to the Transmission Easement Area and
Access Easement Area. Payment for such damage shall be made on the basis of a
damage estimate approved by the United States." BPA has a landowner
notification process for all planned activities. In the event of an emergency, BPA
will notify the landowner as soon as reasonably possible after correcting the
emergency situation. The easement also includes the following language, "the
Grantor agrees that prior to undertaking any activity (including, but not limited
to, building a structure, placing any manmade item, planting, digging, earth-
moving, burning, piling or storing materials) within the Transmission Easement
Area, the Grantor agrees to contact the Grantee to seek a determination from
Grantee as to whether the proposed activity is safe and compatible with
Grantee’s use, and does not interfere with Grantee’s current or future

needs. The Grantor will not proceed with any proposed activity within the
Transmission Easement Area without written consent from Grantee."

For new transmission line easements, BPA would compensate landowners for the
rights to cut danger trees based on the fair market value of the danger trees at
the time the trees are identified. For existing transmission line easements, the
basis for compensation for danger trees removed outside the right-of-way would
be in accordance with the terms and conditions documented in the easement.

Please see the responses to Comments 14566-9 and 14724-30. Hunting and
other recreational uses are not incompatible with transmission line rights-of-way.
BPA is not aware of any federal or state programs yet developed for managing
different types of land use for sequestration and carbon credit. Section 22.2.3,
Tree Sequestration Reduction, has been added to recognize the potential for
reduced carbon storage.

BPA recognizes that carbon sequestration would be lost with the permanent
removal of vegetation for this project. While tall-growing trees would be
removed on the right-of-way and some additional vegetation in the form of
danger trees adjacent to the right-of-way, BPA would also be required to provide
compensatory mitigation for impacts to wetlands, streams, and riparian areas.
The vegetation provided through this mitigation would provide some
sequestration although would likely not replace the full sequestration that may
be lost through clearing.

Through the negotiation process, BPA would work with the landowner to address
unique considerations associated with acquiring easement rights or permits
across their property.
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14856-1 Comment noted.
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14857-1

14857-2
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14857-1 Comment noted.

14857-2 BPA confirmed that the comment had been received. The comment has been
posted on the project website and included in the comment record.
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14858-1
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14858-1 Comment noted.
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14858 _petition b

Please submit the following comment on the I-5 Comidor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administration has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock,
Washington and Trouldale, Oregon. The least expensive allemative and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the environment would be to use the West Altemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the other alternatives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 foot wide swath
through miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would invade private
land, restrict landowner rights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also harm rivers,
streams, wetlands, fish and wildlife. BPA tells us there is enough room on its existing night-of-way for this
project. We say BPA should use this existing comidor, the West Altemative. It just makes the most sense!

Volume 3H

e BPA already owns the easement righls to The West Alternative and has been transmitting power on it
for 70 years with a record of reliability, stability and security.

e Placing the new line on this exisling corridor is the least expensive route and would be the best use
of ralepayers’ money,

e There is minimal impacl to private landowners from building the new line on the West Alternative
where lowers and lines already exist.

@ Using this existing right-of-way would prevent an unnecessary invasion through two counties,
consuming hundreds of acres of private land.

We, the undersigned, ask BPA to not violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA to use our ratepayer dollars
wisely and efficiently by placing the new line on its existing right-of-way, the West Altemative, where it has
had lines and towers for the past 70 yvears.

Name Address Date
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14656, _plt‘»?

Please subnt the following comment on the 1-5 Comidor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Admimstation has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line between Caste Rock,
Washington and Trouldule. Oregon. The least expensive allemative and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the em imonment would be (o use (he West Alternative where BPA already has lowers
and lines. All of the other alteralives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 fool wide swath
Mrough miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz countics. All of these rural roules would invade privale
land. restrict landowner 1ights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also harm rivers,
sticams, wellands. fish and wildlife. BPA tells us there is enough room on its existing right-of-way for this
project. We sav BPA should use this existing corridor, (he West Alternative. I just makes the most sense!

® DBPA alicady owns the easement rights to The West Altemalive and has been ransmilling power on it
for 70 vears willi a record of reliability, stability and security

e Placing the new line on (his existiog corridor is the least expensive route and would be the best use

of ralepayers’ muney.

e There is minimal impact to private landowners fiom building the new line on the West Altemalive

where towers and lines already exist.

e Using this existing right-ol-way would prevenl an unnecessary invasion through hwo counties,

consuming hundreds ol ncres of private land.

We, the undersigned. ask BPA to not violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA Lo use our ralepayer dollars
wisely and efliciently by placing (he new line on its existing right-of-way, the West Altemalive, where it has

had lines and towers Tor the pasl 7 years,

Address Date
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14856
Please submuit e [ollowing conunent on the 1-5 Corndor Reinforcement Project: w

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bouneville Power Aduinistiation has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock.
Washington and Trouldale. Oregon. The least expensive altemative and the one with the least impacl on
Tandowper righis and the environment would be 1o use (he West Allemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the otler alternatives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 foot wide swath
Uueugh miles of countryside i Clark and Cowlilz counties. All of these rural routes would invade private
land. restrict landovwner rights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also hann rivers,
strcams. wellands. fish and wildlile. BPA tells us there is enough room on ils existing right-of-way lor this
project. We say BPA should use this existing cormidor, the West Allemative. It just makes the must sense!

e DBPA alicadv owus e easement tights (o The West Altemaltive and has been transmilling power on it
for 70 years with a recond of relrabiliy, stability and securily.

o  Placing the new line on this existing corridor is (e least expensive rovte and would be the best use
of ralepayess’ money.

a There is nunimal impact to private landowners from building the new line on the West Alternalive
where towers and lines already exisl.

® Using this existing right-ol-way would prevent an wwnecessary invasion through two counties,
consuming hundreds ol actes ol private land.

We. the undersigned, ask BPA 1o not violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA (o use our ralepaycr dollars
wisely and efficiently by placing the new line on its existing right-of-way, the West Allemative, where it has
Irad lines and towers for the past 70 vears.
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Please subnut the fullowing comment on the 1-5 Corndor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Admimstration has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line belween Castle Rock,
Washington and Troutdale, Qregon. The least expensive altemative and the one with the least impact on
lmdowner rights and the enmvironment would be Lo use lhe West Altemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of (he other aliernatives that BPA has proposed would cul a new 150 fool wide swath
thiough miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would invade pnvate
land. restrict landowner 1ights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also hann nvers,
stieams, wellands. fish and wildhile. BPA tells us Lhere 1s enough room on ils existing right-ol-way for this
project. We say BPA should use this existing cormdor, (he West Altemative. 1t just makes the most sensel

Comments and Responses

o BIA alicady owns the easement sights (o The West Altemative and has been transmilling power on il
for 70 y eaus with a recoid of reliability, stability and security.

e Placing the new line on this existing corridor is the least expensive route and would be the best use
ol ratepay ers’ money.

e There is nunimal impact to private landowners fiom building the nesw line on the West Allemative
where towers and lines already oxist

e Using this existing right-ol~way would prevent an unnecessary iovasion through two counties,
consuming humdreds of acres of private land.

We. the undersigned, ask BPA 1o nol violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA o use our ralepayer dollars
wisely and elficiently by placing the new line on ils existing right-of~way, the West Alternaltive, where it has
Iad lines and towers for the past 70 years.

Name Address Dale
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Please submit the following comment on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administralion has proposcd building a 5(0-kilovoll power line between Castle Rock.,
Washington and Troutdale, Oregon. ‘The least expensive alternative and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the environment would be (o use the West Allemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the other alternatives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 foot wide swath
threugh miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural roultes would invade private
land, restrict landowner nights and render sotme pareels uscless. These routes would also harm rivers,
streams, wetlands, [ish and wildlife BPA tells us there is enough room on ils existing right-of-way for this
project. We say BPA should use (his existing corridor, the West Alternative. It just makes the most sense!

e BPA already owns the easement rights to 'The West Altemative and has been Lransmilting power on it
for 70 years with a record of reliability, stabilily and securily,

e Placing the new line on this existing corridor is the least expensive route and would be the best use
of ratepayers' money

o There is minimal impact to private landowners from building the new line on the West Allemative
where towers and lines already exisl.

@ Using this existing righl-of-way would preven! an winecessary invasion through two counlies.
consuming hundreds of acres of private land,

We. the undersigned, ask BPA 1o not violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA 1o use our ralepayer dollars
wiscly and efliciently by placing the new line on ils existing right-of-way, the West Alternative, where it has
had lines and towers for the past 70 years.
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Please submit the following conunent on the 1-5 Corndor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administiation has proposed building a 500-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock,
Washington and Troutdale. Oregon. The least expensive alternative and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the envitonmenl would be 1o use the West Allemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the other altermnatives thal BPA has proposed would cul a new 150 foot wide swath
through miles ol countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would invade private
land. restrict landovwner rights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also harm rivers,
streams. wetlands, fish and wildlife. BPA tells us there is enough room on ils existing right-of-way for (his
project. We say BPA should use this exisling corridor, the Wesl Altemative. It just makes the most sense!

@ BPA already owus the casement rights to The West Altemative and has been transmilling power on it
for 70 yeurs with a record of reliability. stability and security.

e Placing the new line on this existing corridor is (he leasl expensive route and would be the best use
ol ratepavers' money.

e There is minimal impact to private landowners from building the nesy line on the West Alternative
where towers and lines already exist.

@ Using this exisling right-ol~way would prevent an unnecessary invasion through two countics,
consuming hundreds ol acres of privale land.

We. the undersigned, ask BPA 1o not violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA (o use our rafepayer dollars
wisely and efficiently by placing the new line on ils exisling right-of-way, the West Alternalive, where it has
had lines and towers for the past 70 years.

Name Address Dalc
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Please submit the following comment on the I-5 Corndor Reinforcement Project:

1 485&_9%

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administration has proposed building a 500-Kilovoll power line belween Caslle Rock,
Washington and Troutdale. Oregon. The leasl expensive alternative and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the cnvironment would be to use the West Altemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the other alternatives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 foot wide swath
through miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would invade private
land, restrict landowner rights and render some parcels useless. These routes would also harm rivers,
streams. wetlands. fish and wildlife. BPA tells us there is enough room on ils existing right-ol-way lor this
project. We sav BPA should use (his exisling corridor, the West Allemnalive. It just makes the most sense!

for 70 years with a record of reliability, stability and security.

of ralepayers’ money.

where towers and lines already exssi.

BPA already owus the easement rights to The West Alternalive and has been transmilting power on it
Placing the new line on this existing corridor is the least expensive route and would be (he best use
There is muinimal unpact to private landowners from building the new line on the West Altemalive

Using this existing nght-ol-way would prevent an unnecessary invaston through two counties,
consuming hundreds of actes of private land.

We. the undersigned, ask BPA to nol violate our landowner rights. We ask BPA 1o use our ralepayer dollars
wisely and efficiently by placing the new line on its existing right-of-way, the West Alteralive, where it has

had Iines and towers for the past 70 years,
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Please submit the lollowing comment on the I-5 Corridor Reinforcemenl Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administration has proposed building a 5(0-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock,
Washinglon and Troutdale, Oregon. The least expensive allernalive and the one with the least impact on
landowner rights and the cavironment would be 1o use the West Allemative where BPA already has towers
and Lines. All of the other alternalives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 foot wide swath
through miles ol countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties, All of (hese rural roules would invade privale
fand, restrict landowner rights and render some parcels useless, These routes would also harm nivers,
streams. wetlands. fish and wildlife. BPA fells us there s enough room on ils existing right-of-way for this
project. We say BPA should use this exisling corridor. the West Alternative. It just makes the most sensc!

o BIPA alrcady owns the cascmcent nights to The West Altlemative and has been transmitling pover on it
for 70 years with a record of reliability, stability and security.

® Placing the new line on this existing corridor is (he least expensive route and would be the best use
of ralepayers’ money.

o There is minimal impacl to private landowners from building the new line on the West Altemative
where towers and lines already exist.

@  Using this existing right-ol-way would prevent an unnecessary invasion through two counlies,
comsurming hundreds of acres of private land.

We. the undersigned, ash BPA (o nol violale our landowner righls, We ask BPA 1o use our ralepayer dollars
wisely and efTiciently by placing (he new line on its existing right-of-way, the West Aliemative, where it bas
had lines and towers for the past 70 vears.
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14853 _pearhion
Please submit the following comment on the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project:

BPA use your EXISTING right-of-way!

Bonneville Power Administration has proposed building a S00-kilovolt power line between Castle Rock,
Washington and Troutdale. Oregon. The least expensive aliernative and the onc with the least impact on
landowner rights and the environment would be to use the West Altemative where BPA already has towers
and lines. All of the other alternalives that BPA has proposed would cut a new 150 fool wide swath
through miles of countryside in Clark and Cowlitz counties. All of these rural routes would invade private
land, restrict landowner righls and rendes some parcels useless. These routes would also hamm nivers,
streams, wetlunds. fish and wildlife. BPA tells us there is enough room on ils exisling nght-of-way for this
project. We say BPA should use this existing comridor, the West Altemnalive. It just makes the most sense!

e BPA alreadv owns the easement rights to The West Altemative and has been transmitting power on il
for 70 vears wilh a record of reliability, stability and secunty.

® Placing the new line on this exisling corridor is the least expensive route and would be the best use
of ratepayers' money.

e There is minimal impact to private landowners [rom building the new line on the West Altemative
where towers and lines already exist.

e Using this exisling oght-of-way would prevent an unnecessary invasion through lwo counties,
consuming hundreds ol acres of private land.

We, the undersigned, ask BPA to not violate our landowner rights, We ask BPA to use our ralepayer dollars
wisely and efficiently by placing the new line on ils existing right-of-way. the West Altemative, where it has
had lines and towers for the past 70 years.
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14859-1

14859-2

14859-3

14859-4

iR B

Il. WITTER/REVESZ FAMILY TREE FARMS.
A: DUNEGAN MOUNTAIN TREE FARM and Line 18 as it impacts the

Witter/Revesz family tree farm comprising the SE quarter of Section

in the vicinity of Towers 18/29, 18/30, and 18/31. (Please note: additional
family names included in ownership of this tree farm: Brady, Von Hohenbalken and
Kahn.)

The attached aerial photo {Figure A1) shows the property line of our 160-acre tree farm in
the SE quarter of Section . The property boundaries are marked in red in
Figure Al. The existing PacifiCorp Yale-Merwin transmission line corridor is clearly visible
as it crosses our tree farm.

Our south property line is the % mile long line marked in red in Figure A1 between the
large clearcut on our neighbor to the south (bare land in the foreground of the photo Figure
AZ2) and our family’s sustained-yield timber stands to the north of the clear cut.  BPA’s
aerial map (Figure A3) shows that our south line is approximately 0-feet north of the north
edge of the 150-foot BPA Line 18 easement. Again, the existing PacifiCorp Yale-Merwin
transmission line corridor is clearly visible crossing our tree farm.

Our position is that our 160-acre family tree farm has for 60 years sacrificed a great deal to
the transmission of power in our region because the PaciliCorp Yale-Merwin transmission
line already bisects the property as shown in Figures Al and A2. To have a second
powerline impacting our tree farm is an unfair additional burden on this well-managed
small business.

As currently proposed, Line 18 of the Central Alternative would not locate the easement
{Wire Zone) itself on our tree farm but would impact an estimated 7.6 acres of our
timberland in the Border Zone.

it could get worse. The neighboring owner of the clear cut area to our south in Figure Al is
HASLINGER PROP LLC AND FRANCAR LLC and the owners include Tom Hoesly. As of this
writing, Tom Hoesly is requesting that the gap between the proposed easement and our
shared property line be eliminated by moving the easement north to “coincide with the
property line". If BPA does move the line thusly, the Border Zone would involve a further
restriction of 4.5 acres in our ability to grow timber trees of the species, age and height that
this growing site and our management plan call for, adding up to an estimated total 0f 12.1
acres of the Witter/Revesz property removed from forestry by Line 18.

T'o reiterate the point that forestry is constrained well outside the boundaries of the actual
easement, consider our experience with the PacifiCorp Yale-Merwin transmission line

1of19
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14859-1 Comment noted.
14859-2 Comment noted.
14859-3 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.
14859-4 Comment noted.
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14859-4

14859-5

1450d

which removes a 175-foot wide easement Wire Zone half a mile long (equaling 10.6 acres)
from forestry as easement for the existing line (buiit in the early 1950's) and one potential
additional line which may be built on that easement some day, PacifiCorp’s Vegetation
Control Department does indeed preclude cost-effective, long-rotation forestry on a Border
Zone swath where “Danger Trees” are increasingly being removed. So the industry-
recognized standard of 200 feet each side of the actual easement being controlled by the
needs of power transmission is gradually being imposed on this tree farm. On average, a
tree on our side of the PacifiCorp Wire Zone becomes a danger tree at age 27 in PacifiCorp's
eyes, which is just when such Douglas firs enter their most productive period of growth.
The Yale-Merwin transmission line takes up 10.6 acres of our forestland for Wire Zone and
24.4 acres for Border Zone for a total of 35.1 acres on this 160-acre tree farm that has
already been removed from growing prime timber, Is it fair to impact additional acreage
by moving BPA's Line 18 segment closer to, or onto, us?

Our south border, as illustrated in Figure A1, was subjected to tree blow-down when our
neighbors did a massive clear-cut. Our forest stand along that border is now pretty well
stabilized. If BPA moves the location of Line 18 further north in this Tower 18/29 - Tower
18/31 portion, our edge trees will be defined as Danger Trees and our sturdy edge stand
will have to be harvested early rather than in accordance with its planned long rotation,
(See Figure A3.)

Even though we are a small business, we have maintained continuous wildlife corridors,
small sized clearcuts and are growing long-rotation timber for harvests; in particular, we
have respected the stand of mature timber that follows the pre-pioneer Klickitat Trail. This
became the Protzman Road----the pioneer route to the Cresap Ferry, which serviced the
logging operations north of the Lewis River. This mature timber corridor contains several
identified Legacy Cedar Trees with ancient signs of cedar-bark stripping by local Native
Americans. Italso contains a Perennial Initiation Point where water flows north to the
Lewis River and south to Chelatchie Prairie, and is home to various wildlife species of note
such as salamanders, etc. General George McClellan is reported to have gone this way in
1853 while leading a survey party to find a railroad route across the Cascades. Chapter 17
of the DEIS describes this Mature Forest corridor and Vegetation Map 17 -1C in the DEIS
shows it. Also the aerial photos in Figures Al and A2 show this mature forest corridor,
Moving Line 18 fifty feet north to our south property line would, forever, remove more of
this Mature Forest habitat.

In summary, we feel that BPA's easement for Line 18 should not be moved north to the
property line of this tree farm because we are already sacrificing considerable revenue to
an existing 175 foot wide power line easement and its Border Zones, and to preserving
Mature Forest wildlife habitat.

2812
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14859-5 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.
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14859-7
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14859-6 Comment noted.

14859-7 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.
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14859-7

14859-8

14859

ADJUSTMENTS TO TOWERS AND TRANSMISSION LINES AS SUGGESTED BY
WITTER/REVESZ:

28/12—Location to be fine-tuned on the ground. Road access to be changed.

28/13—Placement to be adjusted to be on the west end of top of ridge. This spot
appears to possibly be on the Witter/Revesz side of the property line between
Safranski and Witter/Revesz. This location is suggested because it more adequately
protects the Boody Creek and wetland. This should be on a high point that can be
reached by an access road without cutting into a steep slope or using an awkward
siting or going to a lower elevation. Access road to be changed to avoid swale and
steep slopes.

28/11—This tower and its easement seem subject to change so that neighbor
Safranski has less orphaned land. We request it not be moved onto our property.
The access road has never been illustrated in the BPA materials for 28/11. It does
not need to cross our land.

28/14 and 28/15—These towers are located on Weyerhaeuser land. Siting may
remain where they are located in DEIS. Placement of access roads to these 2 towers
through us needs to be changed since current proposed location is unnecessarily
fragmenting to our property.

Our suggestion for Tower 28/13 would result in taking some of our timberland for
the tower location and easement. This suggestion is based on our field observations
that this would reduce the negative impact of this project on the Boody Creek
watershed and wetlands. Since the impact on the Creek is affected only by towers
28/12 and 28/13, towers 28/14 and 28/15 should remain as placed or at least not
moved eastward to effect any of our tree farm. The height and elevations of towers
28/12 and 28/13 have critical impact on the Boody Creek wetland. We recommend
special attention to these towers.

PROPOSED ACCESS ROAD LOCATIONS NEED CHANGES:
ENHANCED SECURITY ABSOLUTELY REQUIRED

The use and location of roads to this back country Shangri-la presents a complicated
set of difficulties. At this time the BPA DEIS has major access roads proposed on our
tree farm. The roads to towers 28/12,28/13, 28/14 and 28/15 are shown to cross
our property. (Refer to Figure B1.)

On the map the entry to the road up the hill goes from public pavement at NE Healy

Road in Chelatchie Prairie, passes through the Kravas property which is the old
International Paper Mill grounds and from there crosses into the private property of
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14859-8 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2.
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Per Holten-Anderson, goes up the steep slope to the south, then onto the bench of
the Boody Creek watershed, still on Holten-Anderson, and eventually enters our
property. This route is the access proposed by BPA to their transmission line. This
14859-8 | road has been used over the decades for logging and access to various properties on
the bench to the south of Chelatchie Prairie. The Witters used this road at times for
tree farm management including for log hauling. It has not been kept in consistently
good repair nor is it open for free public access. (See Figure B2.)

The lack of easy road access to the Boody Creek watershed and the forested bench
surrounding it has been a major protection to our place, the Holten-Anderson tree
farm and the tree farm that is now owned by Safranski. Improving this road for BPA
access will increase the need for protection from intrusion of this area that is
unusually attractive to those that cruise the back country looking for lovely areas
especially areas that are unsupervised. To be able to control unwelcome trespass
and intrusion to our place and the ruin of Boody Pond, it will be essential that we
have easement and use of this entire road system through our place and any entry
to it which includes the access roads on Weyerhaeuser to the south and within the L
of our property, the road across Holten-Anderson, and the road through the Kravas
mill property so that we can enter and patrol this road system with its increased
BPA-created accessibility by determined public intruders.

14859-9

After studying a number of maps and comparing BPA proposed road access to and
through our place to the proposed tower sites, we find many sections of this road
system that should be placed in revised locations. However, this will require both
additional time on the ground for us and for us accompanied by experts and the
loggers and foresters that have worked with us or our parents in the past so that
excess roads and fragmentation of our property is avoided or at least minimized.
We expect that if this project includes a road system on our property it will provide
functioning logging roads for us and do as little damage to our tree farm as possible.

As mentioned above in our preliminary suggestions for tower locations, the BPA
proposed access roads to towers 28/11, 28/12, 28/13, and the spur to 28/14 and
28/15 are not well-placed. We expect to take the time to analyze and to avail
14859-10 Jourselves of the use of experts to make this a well-planned project before any final
decisions are made. We do have tentative suggestions for some of the access roads
and we also know some of the currently proposed road locations are not acceptable.
(See Figure B3.) For instance, the access road to 28/12 is shown going through our
invasive weed patch. We and our parents before us have battled Giant/Japanese
Knotweed for decades in this area. There are also additional invasive weeds in that
location which is near the old homesite for the original homesteaders. Introducing a
road through knotweed that goes to the clearcut corridor of the transmission line
would establish an open route for the knotweed to get into the Boody Creek.
Knotweed is a known extreme threat to the well-being of creeks and riparian areas
if it gets a start there. Knotweed spreads extremely easily if established in a
waterway and we have tried for years to avoid this happening. There is an already
present old logging drag that goes to the approximate tower 28/12 site, does not
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14859-9 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2.

14859-10 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.
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14859-10

14859-11

14859-12

14859-13
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14859-11 The EIS summarizes distribution of special-status fish species in Section 19.1,
Special-Status Species. Segment 28 would cross Boody Creek at stream crossing
28-5. The EIS identifies this creek as an Unnamed Tributary to Cedar
Creek. Table 19-1 and Map 19-1C indicate that this crossing is used by Lower
Columbia steelhead. Table D-1 in Appendix K indicates production of adult
steelhead is in the 40th percentile among all anadromous fish-bearing streams
crossed by transmission line corridors. Boody Pond described in the comment is
located about 700 feet upstream of the transmission line corridor. Boody Pond
would not be impacted by the project.

14859-12 Please see the response to Comment 14480-3.

14859-13 Please see the response to Comment 14724-30.
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14859-13

14859-14

14859-15
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14859-14 Please see the response to Comment 14724-30.

14859-15 Please see the responses to Comments 14457-2 and 14724-30.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2831



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

2832 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2833



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

2834 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

This page intentionally left blank.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2835



Volume 3H

Comments and Responses

14860

" Brickli“ & Seattle Office: Spokane Office: Contact:

Reply to: Seattle Office
March 29, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
[-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

RE: Comments on the November 2012 Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project — Reasonable Alterantives

Bonneville Power Administration:

On March 24, 2013, on behalf of a Better Way for BPA, I submitted the enclosed comment letter

14860-1 | and attachments via facsimile and e-mail transmission.  Today, BPA representative Miriam
Asgharian called to say that BPA had not received the email but had received the facsimile.
However, Ms. Asgharian stated that some of the attachments were too dark to read and requested
that I resubmit via U.S. Mail. Enclosed is that resubmittal.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Very truly yours,
BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP
avid A. Bricklin
Julie K. Ainsworth-Taylor
Attorneys for A Better Way for BPA
Enclosure
cc: Client
10f30
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14860-1 Thank you for resubmitting the attachments.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2837



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

14860

Seattle Office: Spokane Office: Contact:

Reply to: Seattle Office

March 24, 2013

Bonneville Power Administration
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

VIA Fax:

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

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

Bonneville Power Administration:

Attached please find A Better Way for BPA’s comments in regards to BPA’s failure to consider,
in detail, all reasonable alternatives in the DEIS for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project. A
copy of this submittal has also been sent via e-mail to I-5@bpa.gov.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Very truly yours,

BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP

Javi A. Bricklin
Julie K. Ainsworth-Taylor

Attorneys for A Better Way for BPA

30 pages to follow
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14860-2
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14860-2 Specific comments are addressed below.
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14860-3

14860-4
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14860-3 Please see the response to Comment 14677-6.

14860-4 Please see the response to Comment 14677-6.
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14860-4

14860-5

14860-6
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14860-5 Please see the responses to Comments 14443-1 and 14638-4.

14860-6 Please see the responses to Comments 14443-1 and 14638-4.
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14860-6
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14860-6

14860-7

14860-8

14860-9

14860-10
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14860-7 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 in eliminating the Pearl Routes from
detailed study. Also see the response to Comment 14777-13.

14860-8 Comment noted. Section 4.7.2.1, Alternative Routes from Castle Rock,
Washington to near Wilsonville, Oregon (Pearl Routes), has been updated to
reference the BPA document with analysis of the Pearl Routes that is mentioned
by the commenter, as well as an Issue Brief that BPA issued in August 2010
entitled "Why all the route options go from Castle Rock to Troutdale". Because
of the potential number of homes that would have to be removed for the Pearl
Routes, BPA believes there indeed would be a significant social impact. BPA also
believes it is reasonable to expect significant costs to relocate people from these
removed homes.

14860-9 Please see the response to Comment 14715-15.

14860-10 Comment noted. Consistent with NEPA, the EIS briefly discusses the reasons why
the Pearl Routes were considered but eliminated from detailed study in the EIS.
The reason cited by the commenter is one of many. Given the sensitivity of the
wildlife-managed lands that could be impacted by the Pearl Routes, BPA believes
it was reasonable to consider this impacts as one of these reasons. Please see
also the response to Comment 14860-8.
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14860-10

14860-11

14860-12

14860-13
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14860-11 Please see the response to Comment 14860-10.

14860-12 Please see the response to Comment 14860-10. BPA believes that the extra cost
of the Pearl Routes was a reasonable factor to consider in determining whether
to further evaluate this alternative in the EIS.

14860-13 Please see the responses to Comments 14443-1 and 14860-10.
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14860-13

14860-14
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14860-14 Please see the response to Comment 14460-1.
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14860-15

14860-16
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14860-15 Please see the response to Comment 14460-1.

14860-16 Please see the response to Comment 14702-1.
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14860-17 Please see the response to Comment 14596-4.
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14863-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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14863-2

14863-3
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14863-2 BPA appreciates the Friends of the Columbia Gorge's comments on the Draft EIS.
Specific comments are addressed below.

14863-3 Comment noted. BPA believes the EIS adequately addresses the potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and alternatives on all
relevant resources. For example, potential direct impacts to local communities
are discussed in Chapters 5 through 11 of the EIS, and potential impacts to the
referenced National Historic Trail and National Scenic Area are addressed in
Chapters 6 and 7. Concerning potential generation projects and other
transmission infrastructure projects, for the reasons explained in Section 1.7,
Issues Outside the Scope of the I-5 Project or this EIS, these projects are outside
the scope of the proposed project considered in the EIS. BPA also does not have a
region-wide plan for these facilities. Accordingly, a programmatic analysis is not
required under NEPA.
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Environmental Impacts

BPA must take a hard look at the potential direct. indirect, and cumulative environmental
impacts of the proposal. The DEIS explains that the project is needed to provide capacity lor
energy passing through the Vancouver/Portland metropolitan area and (o provide capacily in
response 1o interconnection requests received through the 2008, 2009, and 2010 Network Open
14863-4 | Scason marketing processes, DEIS at S-1-8-2. As a resull, the project is direetly related to the
development of new energy facilitics in the region. The increased transmission capacity would
allow the interconmection of more wind energy pencrated on the east side ol the Washington and
Oregon Cascades and new thermal energy lacilities that are needed to back-up intermittent wind
SNRrgy SOUrces.

In brief. but for the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project and other new transmission facilities,
additional energy production facilities would not be able to interconnect to the grid. As such, the
environmental impacts analysis of the proposed development must include programmatic review
14863-5 | of the impacts of new energy sources that would be accommodated by all new transmission lines.
This includes wind energy development and any new sources of power that would be required to
mitigate the mtermittent production of energy from wind facilities. The impacts analysis must
include cumulative impacts analvsis of all proposed and likelv foreseeable projects in addition to
14863-6 I exisling projects.

In addition, the BPA must ensure that the Final EIS address the following environmental
nnpacls:
¢ The environmental effects on plants and wildlife, including state and federally listed
sensitive, threatened. and endangered species:
The mpacts 1o National Audubon Society-designated Important Bird Arcas where wind
energy development and (ransmission lines have been or will be developed:
e The impacts to Washington Department of Fish and Wildlile-designated Priority Habitals
from wind ¢nergy and transmission line developments:
I + The likely effects on cultural resources, including Native American cultural sites and
historic sites;
The impacts to migratory birds and compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act:
14863-9 ¢ The impacts to bald and golden eagles and compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act;
& The aesthetic and scenic impacts (o designated national heritage landscapes, scenic areas,
14863-10 and recreation sites such as the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. the Lewis
and Clark National Historic Trail, and Wild and Scenic Rivers.

14863-7|

14863-8

Indirect Impacts, Cumulative Impacts, and Ticring

Under NEPA, an EIS must consider direct eflects, indirect effects, and cumulative ¢llccls.
“Effects includes ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components,
14863-11 | structures, and functioning ol alTected ecosystems), acsthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social,
or health, whether dircet, indircet, or cumulative,” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. The dircet effccts of an
action are those effects “which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.™
40 C.F.R. § 1508,8(a).

Friends” Comments, Comments on e Dvaft €IS for the I1-5 Corvidor Relnforcement Praject
Page 2
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14863-4

14863-5

14863-6

14863-7

14863-8

14863-9

Please see the response to Comment 14863-3. As explained in that response,
proposed generation projects are outside the scope of the proposed project
considered in the EIS. In addition, there are no wind projects proposed to be
interconnected to the proposed I-5 Project. This line is being proposed to allow
BPA to provide for local load growth, maintain reliable power, and respond to
transmission service requests, not interconnection requests. However, to the
extent that the potential environmental impacts of any reasonably foreseeable
proposed generation projects in the vicinity of the I-5 project are cumulatively
additive to the potential environmental impacts of the project, these impacts are
discussed and considered in Chapter 26.

Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3 and 14863-4.
Comment noted. See Chapter 26, Cumulative Impacts.

The EIS addresses environmental impacts from the proposed project alternatives
on plants in Chapter 17, Vegetation and on wildlife in Chapter 18, Wildlife
including impacts on federally-listed species and WDFW Priority Habitats and
Species. There are no National Audubon Society-designated important bird areas
in the project area. This includes the global-, continental-, and state-designated
levels as identified on their website at http://netapp.audubon.org/iba/state/US-
WA.

BPA has conducted a literature review, pedestrian survey, and additional testing
for cultural resources within the area of potential effect for the Preferred
Alternative. Information has also been gathered from Traditional Cultural
Property studies. BPA will use this information to identify effects the project
would have on cultural resources. This information has been used to update
Chapter 13, Cultural Resources, in the Final EIS.

Chapter 18, Wildlife, discusses impacts to birds, including eagles. Mitigation
measures proposed for impacts on migratory birds and raptors are provided in
Section 18.2.8, Recommended Mitigation Measures. All project activities will
comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act. Appropriate bird flight diverters will be installed on overhead
ground wires or fiber optic line in areas at high risk for bird collisions, such as at
the crossing of the Cowlitz, Coweeman, Kalama, Lewis, East Fork Lewis,
Washougal, and the Columbia rivers; in wetland and riparian areas with high bird
use; in WDFW waterfowl! concentration priority areas; in WDFW bald eagle
priority areas, and where the transmission line traverses steep slopes.
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The indirect effects ol an action are those effects “which are caused by the action and are later in
time or Luther removed in distance. but are still reasonably foreseeable.” 40 CF.R. § 1508.8(b),
For example, “|i|ndirect effeets may include growth inducing cflects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related eflects
on air and water and other natural systems, inchuding ecosystems.” Ja. These types of growth-
inducing impacts must be analyzed. ¢ven when they are charactenized as “secondary.” City of
Dawvis v. Caleman, 521 F.2d 661, 676 (9th Cir. 1975) (requiring EIS to address growth-inducing
14863-11 impacts o.f frecway inlcrchal]gc planned in agricultural arca on thcfdgc of l.ll'hm'l development);
see also Swain v. Brinegar, 342 F.2d 364, at 370 (7th Cir, 1976) (Federal Highway
Administration was required Lo consider the elTects of possible future highway construction that
would be made possible by a proposed highway project. particularly when the proposed segment
would have "no utility™ ahsent related development.) In fact, V'|fJor many projects. these
secondary or induced effects may be more significant than the project's primary eflects . . ..
While the analvsis of secondary effects is otten more difficult than defining the first-order
physical efMects, 1t 1s also mdispensable.™ Fifth Annual Report of the Council on Environmental
Quality, 410-11 {December 1974).

A cumulative impact is the “impact on the enviromment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past. present, and reasonably [oresecable future
actions.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. NEPA requires that an EIS assess cumulative nnpacts in sufficient
detail to be “usetul to a decision maker in deciding whether, or how, to alter the program to
lessen cumulative mpacts.” City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. Llnited Siates Dep't. of Transp.. 123
F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997) The cumulative impacts analysis for a proposed project must
examine past, present. and proposedi/reasonably foresecable actions m the same arca. 40 C.IWR.
§§ 1508.7, 1508.25. 150R.27(b)(7): Tomae v. Norton, 433 F.3d 832, 864 (D.C. Cir. 2006).

14863-12 JCumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time. 40 C.F.R. § 15087, “To consider cumulative eftects, some
quantified or detatled mfonmation is required. Without such information. neither the courts nor
the public, in reviewing [an action agency’s] decisions, can he assured thar the [agenev] provided
the hard look that it is required to provide.™ Neighbors of Cuddy \Mountain v. United States
Forest Servi, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir, 1998), The cumulative effects of the proposed action,
combined with the cumulative effects of other proposed actions, must be described in detail.
Muckieshool Indian Tribe v. United States, Forest Serv.. 177 T.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999).
Broad and general statements “devoid of specitic, reasoned conclusions™ are not sufficient;
neither are one-sided cumulative impact statements. Jo. at 811,

NEPA prohibits the consideration of the environmental consequences of a project or series o
projects in a piccemeal fashion. Tn the seminal NEPA segmentation case, Thamas v. Peferson,
the Ninth Circuit held that the failure to consider several refated actions in a single E18 “would
14863-13 |permit dividing a project into multiple “actions,” each of which individually has an insignificant
environmental impact, but which collectively has a substantial impact.™ 753 F.2d 754. 758
(1985) (citing A ipine Lakes Protection Sociely v. Schlapfer, 518 [.2d 1089, 1090 (9th Cir.
1975)).

Friends’ Comments. Commants on e Oraft EIS for tha I-5 Corridor Sanforcament Projact
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14863-10 The visual assessment detailed in Chapter 7, Visual Resources, acknowledges that
visual resources would be affected with localized areas of high impacts on some
parks and natural areas. Through project design and mitigation measures, BPA
has worked to minimize residual impacts to visual resources for all action
alternatives. Mitigation measures are provided in Chapter 3, Project
Components and Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Activities, Chapter
7, Visual Resources, and Appendix E.

Recreation impacts are in Chapter 6, Recreation. Cultural resource impacts are in
Chapter 13, Cultural Resources.

14863-11 Comment noted.
14863-12 Comment noted.

14863-13 Comment noted. BPA has not tiered the EIS for the proposed I-5 Project to prior
environmental review documents.
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14863-13

14863-14

14863-15

14863-16

14863-17

14863-18

14862

Ti' the BPA tiers its environmental review to prior environmental review documents the BPA
must take into account any signilicant new inlormation. See CFR 40 § 1502.9(¢)Gi).

Cumulative impacts and new information that must be considered include the extraordinarily
rapid ratc that industrial wind energy lacilitics and natural gas facilities have been developed in
the region. The BPA has enabled this development by approving new interconnections to the
grid. By constructing new transmission lines the BPA increases grid capacity, which allows
additional cnergy production facilitics to be constructed and connceted to the grid. Despite this
direct connection, the BPA has not undertaken comprehensive review of the impacts of its
transmission svstem and associated energy developments, The BPA's last comprehensive review
of the transmission svstem was in 1995, BPA Busingss Plan Final Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE/EIS-0183) (hereinafter “BPA B EIS™). 'That review noted that wind energy
could cause adverse impacts to wildlife and scenic resources, but did not undertake any detailed
review of how providing access to the transmission svstem would lead to impacts from the rapid
expansion of wind energy development throughout the region. BPA BP EIS at 4-42, Section
431

In 2007, the BPA undertook a supplemental analysis of the Business Plan TIS. but declined to
undertake a new programmatic environmental review. Supplemental Analysis of the Business
Plan EIS (DOE/EIS-0183) (April 6, 2007). The supplement stated that “contmued consideration
ol a comprehensive policy Tor BPA’s transmission business is not in the hest interests ol the
agency at this ime.” At the time of the supplemental analysis, lour wind projects totuling 750
MW of wind energy had been connected to the grid. /4. at 42. The analysis did not discuss
impacts to wildlife from this development. fd. at 46. The analysis did not include a section on
seenic impacts, much less how wind energy development enabled by the BPA has translormed
scenic landscapes. The supplemental review also failed 1o acknowledge the ongoing impacts to
cultural resources from the development that has been enabled by BPA transmission projects, fd.
at 4849,

Since the BPAs last review of the environmental impacts associated with the transmission
svstem and the energy production that svstem allows, an unprecedented level of new wind
energy development has occurred throughout the region. 'The BPA has signed agreements to
supply transmission services to thousands of MW of new generating capacity. most of it wind.

Wind energy developments have dramatically changed landscapes throughout thousands of acres
of rural Washington and Oregon along with countless scenic vistas. Some of these vistas are
designated as nationally significant. including the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area
and the Lewis and Clark National ITistoric Trail. To a large extent, wind energy development has
been given a free pass based on unguestioned acceptance of the industry talking point that visual
impacts analysis is subjective and that people like the way the wind turbines look. These
unsubstantiated assertions completely ignore that lederal agencies have decades of experience in
evaluating impacts 1o scenic resources based on standardized, objective methodologies. Many
developments have not undergone environmental review using these best available scientific
methodologies for evaluating scenic impacts. When these methodologies are used during
environmental review, they are olten misapplied by individuals without sufficient training or
expertise in using the systems. The BPA must address this failure by perform comprehensive

Friends” Comments, Comments or the Draft £IS for the [-5 Corvidor Relnforcement Profect
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14863-14 Please see the response to Comment 14863-4. The commenter’s views
concerning BPA’s Business Plan EIS and a regional review of BPA’s transmission
system are noted. BPA does not believe that there is any requirement that it
conduct a regional review of its transmission system. BPA also believes it is
reasonable to consider transmission needs on a location-specific basis, given the
transmission path-specific nature of firm transmission service requests. BPA is
committed to ensuring thorough NEPA evaluation of any proposed transmission
projects arising from such considerations.

14863-15 The commenter’s observations concerning BPA’s 2007 Supplement Analysis (SA)
to the Business Plan EIS are noted. However, the commenter appears to
misunderstand the purpose of this SA. As discussed in the SA, the SA was
prepared to determine whether there have been any changes in BPA’s business
practices or in environmental conditions since publication of the Business Plan
EIS that could trigger the need for a supplemental or new EIS. The SA was not
intended to provide for environmental review of wind projects that had been
interconnected to BPA’s transmission system since the Business Plan EIS; such
review was accomplished through NEPA documentation prepared for each
project. In addition, the four wind projects referenced by the commenter were
identified in the SA merely as examples of changes in the affected environment
since publication of the Business Plan EIS. BPA believes it has adequately
evaluated wind projects under NEPA as they have been proposed for
interconnection to BPA’s transmission system.

14863-16 Please see the response to Comment 14863-15.
14863-17 Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14863-15.

14863-18 Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3 and 14863-4.
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14863-18

14863-19

14863-20

14863-21

14553

review of regional energy development and ensure that best available science is used in that
analysis.

The potential for adverse impacts from energy development were also acknowledged in the
BPA's Business Plan EIS. BPA Business Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0183) (hercinafter BPA Business Plan EIS). ‘The Business Plan EIS stated:

In arcas used for reercation, particularly in undeveloped places, studics show that
many users [ind transmission lines o be an unwelcome visual intrusion. Also,
many citizens feel strongly that transmission lines near their homes are visually
intrusive, and that some property values may be reduced. Adverse visual efTects
may be perceived up to several kilometers from the line. Transmission lines may
be more compatible with industrial areas. The effectiveness of potential
mitigation measures depends on the site, and some measures may substantially
increasc the cost of the project. Possible measures include darkened towers in
lorested areas:; dilTerent lower designs more compatible with a particular
environment; non-speeular (nonshiny) conductor; and locations that avoid
visually sensitive areas.

BPA BP EIS at 4-52, Section 4.3.2.6. The Business Plan FIS also explained that one of the main
environmental risks of wind energy development is visual impacts. BPA Business Plan LIS at 4-
42, Section 4.3.1. Despite this cursory analysis, the BPA has not reviewed the cumulative effects
10 scenic resources that have resulted from constructing new transmission capacity to
accommaodate new generation facilities.

Energy development facilitated by BPA is also Killing or displacing an unknown number of birds
and bats. During project-specific review of wind energy facility proposals throughout the
Columbia Plateau. the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). and the 11.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
have called for analysis of cumulative impacts to avian and bat species, with emphasis on the
need to evaluate impacts to wildlife vsing migratory bird corridors. No agency has conducted a
programmatic environmental review of extensive industrial-scale energy development
throughout the region. To Friends® knowledge. there have not been uny peer-reviewed studies of
impacts from wind energy development on wildlife, Initial post-construction reports for some
projects have shown a high level of raptor mortality. To fill this void. the BPA must prepare a
programmatic EIS to study the impacts of its actions on wildlite,

Industrial development enabled by the BPA 15 also causmg damage 1o cultural resources from
ground disturbance for turbine construction and road building, Some County permitting agencics
have failed to consult with tribal governments in a timely fashion and BPA intercomection
decisions have failed to respond to this oversight. Native American cultural resources continue to
he destroved by development that could not oceur ubsent a connection Lo BPA’s grid. The BPA
must perform comprehensive review and consult with tribal governments to determine the full
extent of damagpe to cultural resources and identify aveidance and mitigation measures,

Frienas’ Comments, Comments on The Draft €15 for the I-5 Corvidor Relnforcement Project
Page 5
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14863-19 Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3 and 14863-4 concerning
generation projects, which are outside the scope of the proposed I-5 Project. The
visual impacts of the transmission line that would be built for the proposed
project are discussed in Chapter 7; this chapter also identified recommended
mitigation measures to lessen or avoid these impacts. Potential cumulative
impacts related to the proposed project, including cumulative visual impacts, are
discussed in Chapter 26.

14863-20 Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3, 14863-4, and 14863-15. BPA
would be supportive of efforts by the agencies identified by the commenter to
work with wind project developers on a more regional impact analysis suggested
by the commenter.

14863-21 BPA is committed to a comprehensive review and consultation for the I-5
Project. BPA has identified cultural resources within the Area of Potential Effect
for the proposed I-5 Project. BPA has also consulted and will continue to consult
with Indian Tribes and the State Historic Preservation Office for the proposed
project. BPA will avoid and minimize impacts to historic properties where
possible and mitigate for impacts that are unavoidable.
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14862

The BPA’s existing environmental review documents do not appear to address the limited
capacity of the grid to integrate wind energy. Recently, the BPA expressed concem about how it
will reliably integrate over 6,000 MW of wind energy by 2013. Northwest Power and
Conservation Council, Sixth Power Plan, at 12-11. There may be insufficient capacity to
integrate all of the potential wind energy sources that have been promised access to the grid. At
Jsome point the grid will he saturated with imtermittent sources of energy. The BPA must do
comprehensive review ol the grid and energy development 1o determine the long-term capacity
of the grid. The BPA must also evaluate how it can ensure the energy production facilities with
the fewest adverse environmental impacts are given higher priority for transmission space on the
arid.

14863-22

The BPA is the only agency with a central role in permitting all new connections to the grid and
managing and expanding the transmission system. In this role, the BPA must undertake

14863-23 [environmental review ol the impacts of projects using BPA interconnections and must undertake
4 programmatic review of the impacts of the large-scale energy development throughout the
region.

The BPA must analyze impacts to the Tewis and Clark National Historie Trail.

The BPA's Dralt EIS Jor the Central Ferry-Lower Monumental 500-kilovolt Transmission Line
Project concluded that construction of a 200-foot-tall transmission line within viewsheds visible
from the Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail and the Lewis and Clark Scenic Byway would
have “high™ mpacts to scenic resources. Central Ferry-Lower Monumental 500-kilovolt
Transmission Line Project DEIS (July 2010) Seetion 3.7, p 3-91 to 3-104. The malysis explained
that the transmission line would be 1.6 miles (middleground view) from the Lewis and Clark
14863-24 National Historic Trail at its closest point, Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98,

‘The 1-3 Corridor project would cross the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and traverse
within loreground views from the trail. As such the impacts would likely be signilicant and must
Ibe documented using the best available science. The best available methodology for evaluating
scenic impacts are the Forest Serviee and BLM visual resource asscssment methodologics, The
BI'A must ensure these tools are used for evaluating the impacts of the proposed development
and lor developing possible mitigation measures.

Endangered Species

Several endangered plant and animal specics may inhabit the analysis area. Pursuant to Scetion 7
of the I'ndangered Species Act. the BPA must consult with the National Marine Iisheries
Service (“"NMFS™) and the Fish and Wildlife Service (FUSFWS™) 1o ascertain whether the
alternatives would impact any threatened or endangerad species.

14863-25

NEPA requires that BPA request commments [rom federal agencies with special expertise in the
14863-26 [resources that would be allected by the proposed development. 40 C.T.R. § 1503, 1{a)(1). NEPA
requires that the BPA seek comments from state agencies and tribal governments. 40 C.F.R.

Friends' Comments, Commexts an the Oraft EIS for the )-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
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14863-22

14863-23

14863-24

14863-25

14863-26

Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3 and 14863-4.
Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3 and 14863-4.

Chapter 7, Visual Resources, describes the use of BLM's VRM system for the
visual impact analysis. Chapter 6, Recreation, discusses impacts to the scenic
byway. BPA has also coordinated with the National Park Service on the
transmission line crossing of the highway in Camas. While the project does cross
the Lewis and Clark Trail park unit and BPA understands the Lewis and Clark
Expedition travelled though this area in 1806 on their return trip east, the
National Park Service has not identified any concerns regarding potential impacts
on the trail. The area both north and south of the project’s Columbia River
crossing contains a highly altered view and landscape because of the industrial
nature of this particular area of Camas, Washougal, and Troutdale. The project
would use an existing utility crossing of the river that contains six transmission
lines. BPA plans to rebuild two of these lines onto one tower and use the vacated
right-of-way for the new transmission line.

Section 27.2, Endangered Species Act of 1973, describes the consultation process
between BPA, NMFS, and USFWS for threatened and endangered species under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

As described in Section 1.6, Public Involvement and Major Issues and Chapter 27,
Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements, BPA has worked throughout the
NEPA process to inform and involve federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or
special expertise. BPA has also worked with state and local governments and
Tribes to obtain information about resources of concern and potential impacts to
these resources. BPA believes that these involvement efforts fully comport with
applicable NEPA requirements.
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14863-27
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14863-27 Please see the responses to Comments 14863-3, 14863-4, and 14863-26.
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14364
Nancy,

ttached is a cover letter and ceopies of comments provided to EFSEC by state agencies, Faper
copies will go out in teday's mail. Please contact Tammy Talburt it you have any guesticns.

Thanks,

S5tephen Posner
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
Utilities and Transportation Commission

1eord
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14864-1 BPA appreciates EFSEC's comments. Thank you for coordinating and submitting
comments from Washington state agencies on the Draft EIS. Specific comments
are addressed below.

14864-2 Section 3.12, Construction Schedule and Work Crews, includes a general
description of the work crews and equipment needed to build the project and a
general idea of the schedule needed for this project. Chapter 11,
Socioeconomics, describes construction and operation and maintenance effects
on governmental services and lists mitigation measures. Table 3.2, Mitigation
Measures Included as Part of the Project, also includes mitigation
measures. Details on hourly rates, list of trades, number of workers and where
they originate are not available at this time. If BPA decides to build the project
and once a construction contractor is secured, BPA could provide these details to
EFSEC.
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Ms. Nancy Wiltpenn
Page 2 of 3
March 22, 2013
EFSEC requires a site restoration plan. The DEIS addresses site restoration through mitigation measures;
14864-3 EFSEC requests that the FEIS include an initial site restoration plan as required by WAC 463-72-040,
™2 [ with sufficient details for site restoration accurring at the conclusion of the project’s operating life, or in
the event the project is suspended or terminated during construction.
EFSEC Substantive Standards require that lish and wildlife surveys be conducted during all sensons; BPA
has committed to a survey in the spring of 2013, EFSEC requests that the FEIS fish and wildlife surveys
be conducted during all seasons.
The following state agencics provided comments to EFSEC:
14864-4 * Washington State Department of Archacology and Historic Preservation
| o Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
*  Washington State Department of Natural Resources
Agency comments include;
i 14864-5 ¢ Washington State Department of Archaeology and Iistorical Preservation — requests Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act he completed.
¢ Washinglon Department of Fish and Wildlife requests the following details be included in the
14864-6 FEIS:
e Appendix addressing information related to wildlife..
¢ A more thorough assessment of impacts to elk and deer, including all anticipated efTects
14864-7 ;
and not just adverse effects.
14864-8 o Adiscussion of potential imprets 1o the slender-billed white breasted nuthatch.
14864-9 * A discussion of the potential impacts to the wild turkey.
o Clarify the peak seasons for hunting are fall and winter; and more thorough identification
14864-10 of the impacts,
*  Washington Department of Natural Resources requests that the FEIS include the following
details:
14864-11 e A comparison of road standards belween Washington Forest Practices RMAP Standards
and the 1987 BPA access road planning and designs.
* A discussion about building of temporary construction roads and the need to mitigate
14864-12 ; -
impacts from temporary construction roads,
14864-13 * A discussion about the type of road improvements that could be needed, and the potential
impacts for road improvements,
14864-14 * A discussion regarding the impacts from the removal of legacy trees and retention
clumps.
o Further details on the permanent impacts at locations altered by placement of
14864-15 transmission towers, access roads, and rights of way in the planned recreation
oppartunities in the Yacolt Bum State Forest.
Tof4
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14864-3

14864-4

14864-5

14864-6

14864-7

14864-8

14864-9

The I-5 Project would be regulated under EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater program. BPA is required to obtain
coverage under an NPDES permit, which is administered by either the state (if it
has been authorized to operate the NPDES stormwater program) or EPA,
depending on where the construction site is located. For federal projects in
Washington, EPA is the permitting authority, and construction stormwater
discharges are permitted under the Construction General Permit (CGP February
16, 2012). In Oregon, the EPA has delegated NPDES enforcement and permitting
authority to the state. BPA, as a public agency, has obtained and maintains an
agency NPDES General Storm Water 1200-CA Permit (File No.: 111769; EPA No.:
ORR10-4145) from ODEQ. To assure consistency with state law, BPA implements
the terms and conditions of the CGP, which requires the development of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would be included
as a requirement of the construction specifications. Development and
implementation of site restoration plans would be a part of compliance with
SWPPP requirements. The SWPPP would be developed either by BPA or a
contractor (with BPA review). Site-specific restoration plans would be developed,
in most cases, by the construction contractor’s personnel who are certified to
develop and implement the SWPPP. Plans would be reviewed by BPA. Plans and
construction specifications would include any special restoration provisions such
as specific seed mixes. Only general requirements would be included in the
project's Mitigation Action Plan since it would be issued concurrently with the
Record of Decision and prior t

o any detailed analysis of specific sites (also, if the contractor is developing the
SWPPP, they would not have the opportunity to work on plans until after they
are awarded a contract). Table 3-2 identifies a mitigation measure for developing
a SWPPP.

Thank you for providing comments from these agencies.
Please see the response to Comment 14156-1.

The reference to an appendix with more detailed wildlife information (Appendix
N) was an error. The detailed discussions on species were instead included in
Chapter 18, Wildlife.

A discussion of Columbian white-tailed deer is provided in Section 18.1.4.1,
Federally Listed Wildlife Species. Columbian black-tailed deer, Roosevelt elk, and
Rocky Mountain elk presence are discussed in Section 18.1.4.2, Other Special-
Status Wildlife Species. Impacts on all these species and their preferred habitats
are discussed for each alternative in Section 18.2, Environmental

Consequences. Both positive and adverse effects are discussed.

Please see the response to Comment 14665-85.
A discussion of wild turkey has been added to the Final EIS in Section 18.1.4.2,

Other Special-Status Wildlife Species. Wild turkey, an introduced species, is
found within the study area of all action alternatives except East Option
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1364
Ms. Nancy Wittpenn
Page 3 of 3
March 22, 2013
e Sociocconomic impacts to recreational use and the potential decrease in revenue from
14864-16 reduced Discover Pass sales,
* A discussion of the effects on DNR licenses, leases, and casements that will be affected
14864-17 by the project and to calenlate the lost revenue to the state,
14864-18 I e A pre-construction survey of the impacts on special status plant species.
14864-19 * A revicw of the GIS data, and update the data and the environmental impact analysis
} where needed, especially that which is related to the hydro layers,
14864-20 I e [Lditing and formaiting changes as identified in Attachment 1, pages 26-29,
® T'he Washington Department of Natural Resources request that further analysis be completed::
* Impacts to listed threatened and endangered species and to the integrity of DNR’s
14864-21 Uplands HCP. BPA consults under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act with US
Fish and Wildlife Serviee and/or National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
/Fisheries addressing construction impacts on listed species,
' e The predicted environmental impacts as a result of the need to control the vegetation
14864-22 abiz ¥ o gy 3
within 200° of the transmission line corridor edge.
14864-23 I *  Harvest restrictions to forest landowners.
* Zoning and allowable uses, impacts on rural residential properties and impacts for the
14864-24 { s
project on residentially developable land.
14864-25 e Specific recreational uses that would be displaced in the Yacalt Burn State Forest,
14864-26 ¢ The tower Ior:uu:d in the Columbia River and impacts on aquatic resources on state-
ovmed aquatic lands.
14864-27 *  On aquatic plant species and protected vegetation.
14864-28 *  The overall impacts of each altemative compared to a no-sction alternative.
Thank you again for the opportunity to review the DEIS. Please contact Tammy Talburt at: (360) 664-
14864-29 1359 if you have any questions concerning this letter,
) q g
Sincerely,
@ |
Steplien Posner
ETFSEC Acting Manager
Enclosures
cel Rob Whitlam, DAHP; Leonard Young, DNR: Michael Ritter, WDFW
24
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14864-9

14864-10

14864-11

14864-12

14864-13

14864-14

14864-15

14864-16

14864-17

14864-18

14864-19

14864-20

14864-21

1. Impacts on wild turkey are discussed in Section 18.2, Environmental
Consequences for each action alternative.

Hunting seasons for specific game are identified in Section 6.1.5, Hunting.
Generally, the peak hunting seasons are fall and winter. Specific impacts on
hunting are provided in the individual action alternative discussions and text
changes to clarify comments on seasonal construction impacts have been made
to Sections 6.2.4.1, 6.2.4.3,6.2.5.1, and 6.2.6.1. Cooperative agreements with
landowners for allowed hunting activities are discussed further under the
responses to Comments 14523-4 and 14865-20. Hunting impacts were not
included under the Operation and Maintenance discussions of the action
alternatives because BPA does not anticipate that the operation of the project
facilities, or occasional required maintenance along the right-of-way, would
impact hunting to any identifiable level.

Please see the response to Comment 14665-3.

Temporary access roads are discussed in Section 3.9, Access Roads. Mitigation
measures that pertain to access roads are included in Table 3-2, Mitigation
Measures Included as Part of the Project, and included in the mitigation sections
of the various resource chapters (5 through 22).

The types of access roads are described in Section 3.9, Access Roads. The
resulting impacts from access roads to various resources are included in Chapters
5 through 22. See also the response to Comment 14665-4.

See the response to Comment 14665-13.
Please see the responses to Comments 14665-28, 14665-29, and 14665-30.
Please see the response to Comment 14665-31.

Section 11.2.2.4, Government Revenue, describes the potential impacts of the
project on revenues from WDNR lands. BPA will be meeting with and discussing
conditions of right-of-way agreements and compensation with applicable
property owners.

See the response to Comment 14665-53. A final assessment of impacts on
special-status species based on field surveys has been added to the Final EIS in
Chapter 17, Vegetation.

BPA has updated data and impact analyses that were applicable to preparing the
Final EIS.

Please see the responses to Comments 14665-55 through 14665-94.

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
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14865-1

14865-2

14865-3

2902 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14864-21

14864-22

14864-23

14664-24

14864-25

14864-26

14864-27

14864-28

14864-29

14865-1

14865-2

14865-3

evaluate these impacts, define mitigation, and make conclusions in their
Biological Opinion for the project.

BPA recognizes that WDNR and other landowners have Section 10 coverage
through the Uplands and Forest Practices HCPs. BPA will continue to coordinate
with the Services and WDNR to identify impacts and appropriate mitigation that
would uphold the commitments made through these HCPs.

Please see the response to Comment 14665-14. Danger trees are discussed in
Section 3.11, Vegetation Clearing. BPA has identified danger trees in the
southern portion of the project along existing right-of-way and has conservatively
modeled the presence of danger trees elsewhere in the project. This information
will be used to assist the BPA forester to identify danger trees in the field.

Chapter 5, Land and Chapter 11, Socioeconomics discuss timber resources and
BPA compensation for affected properties.

Chapter 5, Land and Appendix A, WDNR Lands Analysis, discuss land use and
zoning limitations within the proposed right-of-way for each alternative.

Please see the responses to Comments 14665-28, 14665-29, and 14665-30.
Please see the responses to Comments 14665-33 and 14665-34.

See the response to Comment 14665-36.

Table 4-10, Summary of Impacts by Action Alternative, summarizes and compares
the overall impacts of each action alternative compared to the No Action
Alternative.

Comment noted.

BPA appreciates the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s comments on
the Draft EIS. Specific comments are addressed below.

Comment noted.

Please see the response to Comment 14565-16.
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14865-4

14865-5

14865-6

14865-7

14865-8

14865

Priority Habitats and Species Comments
The proposed project will have unavoidable impacts 1o WDFW PHS: therefore, WDFW

encourages BPA 1o conduct a finer scale assessment ol Priority Wetland Tabitats. their locations,
and potential impacts, While the DEIS appears to acknowledge all of the PIIS types occurring
within the alignment of the preferred alternative, the actual arcas and acreage of habitat types
potentially impacted are not clearly documented and will only be known when on the ground
verification and additional analvsis is completed. For example, the DEIS identifics all wetlands
i the study arca that are considered priority habitats although additional wetlands that may be
present in the study area have not been documented (Chapter 16-3). Additionally, data presented
in the tables are not comparable between chapters. For example, the Right-o~ ey wetland
acreage impacts/clearing for the Central Allemative Option | in Tables 15-2 and 16-1 are not
consistent (76.6 acres vs. 86.3 acres, respectively).

The discussion above regarding wetlands can be extended to streams where the actual level of
impacts will only be known when all streams are identilied and tvped correctly and once the
ground verification and additional analysis is completed.

The preferred alternative includes right-of-way clearing, towers, and new and improved access
roads in an arca known as the North Fork Tacamas Snags that would result in the loss of three
acres of snag-rich habital. For example, one new tower (P/20) is within the mapped snag-rich
ared as is approximately 600 feet of access road. WDI'W encourages BPA to retain some
degree ol [ine-scale Mexibility in design Lo lurther avoid impacts 1o this and other Priority
TTabitats when the opportunity exists. We recommend relocating the tower lurther south and out
of the snag-rich area. We also recommend modifying the layout of the access road to avoid
individual snags. Aerial photography indicates u network ol existing disturhed dirt road and
trails in this area and we encourage new construction o use existing disturbed areas 1o the
preatest extent possible.

The preferred alternative will impact the Washougal Oaks woodland. Aerial photography
indicates an existing transmission line corridor at that location. As with wetlands. snags. and
logs: WDIW encourages BPA to employ line-scale flexibility in design to further avoid impacts
to these and other Priority Habitats where they exist

Potential WDTW PTIS species which may oceur in the study area are not discussed in Chapter
18. Seme PIIS species actually have been documented to occur in the study area. In addition.
some PHS species discussed occur in alternatives not listed in the discussions. For example
hund-tailed pigeon is known Lo oceur in the central altemmative. The DEIS would benelit [rom an
additional appendix providing more information related to wildlite.

General Habitat Comments

‘The actual amounts of habitat types and clearing for such actions as safety backlines. and
temporary and permanent impacts are not known. This is supported throughout the DEIS with
statements like “additional wetlands may be present in the study area although they have not vet

2¢010
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14865-4

14865-5

14865-6

14865-7

14865-8

Chapter 16, Wetlands, describes how wetlands were surveyed using aerial
imagery interpretation, and available databases. Wetland delineations were
done for the Preferred Alternative between the Draft and Final EIS. Potential
impacts on wetland habitats and species were also identified and documented
for the project. These results are summarized in Chapter 16, Wetlands.

The data referred to in Table 15-2 is identified as riparian habitat in acres based
on a 200-foot buffer, some of which could be wetlands. The data in Table 16-1 is
estimated acres cleared in forested (could be both upland and/or riparian) and
scrub-shrub wetland habitat.

In general, more natural resource information has been gathered through on-
the-ground surveys and has been included to update the Final EIS.

Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2. The route in this
area has been moved about 1/2 mile to the east to avoid this area. Most access
roads proposed to be used for construction already exist.

BPA Foresters have identified some trees within the right-of-way that need to be
removed for safe operation of the existing transmission lines. Likely these will be
removed with the next vegetation management cycle that occurs for the existing
lines.

Danger trees outside the existing corridor have been marked for removal and will
be removed if BPA decides to build this project. A few of these trees are oaks.
Danger trees are discussed in Section 3.9, Vegetation Clearing.

Chapter 18, Wildlife discusses the presence of WDFW Priority Habitats and
Species (PHS) and Table 18.2 indicates which action alternatives have
documented occurrences. A number of PHS are reported in the study area. The
impacts on PHS are discussed in Section 18.2, Environmental Consequences.

Between the Draft and Final EIS, wetlands were delineated where BPA had
permission to enter property. This information has been included in the Final EIS.

Only a small portion of the project has been surveyed at this time for danger
trees. Based on the information to date, use of a full safe backline is not
anticipated but all areas have not been surveyed yet. Before the danger tree
survey, high resolution photography and modeling techniques were used to
identify ""fall-into"" vegetation polygons. These are areas where danger trees
could exist and represent a very conservative estimate of potential danger trees.
The DT survey team will use this information to continue their work in the field.

BPA recognizes the importance of retention clumps and legacy trees. BPA has
worked with WDNR and other landowners to balance many important factors in
the siting of the transmission line, including retention clumps and legacy trees.
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14865-8

14865-9

14865-10

14865-11

14865-12

been documented” (Chapter 16-3) and “clearing for danger trees outside the right-of-way is
unknown at this time and not included in these calculations” (Note 4, Table 18-3). Additional
clearing for danger trees could be significant, particularly in high-quality forested areas (old
growth, biodiversity areas/corridors) where existing trees are relatively tall.

While the DEIS is too ambiguous to determine actual impacts, there may be certain legal
requirements for the retention of some habitat features, particularly forestland features through
the Forest Practices Laws and the Department of Natural Resources Habitat Conservation Plan.
Eventhough some of these features would likely need to be removed to maintain a clear and safe
transmission line corridor, WDFW recommends that they be replaced or developed in suitable
locations at an appropriate mitigation ratio.

A concept misrepresented throughout the DEIS pertains to certain wildlife using shrublands and
benefiting from the creation of new habitat due to tree clearing. This concept is misleading since
the loss of native habitat and animal species appears to be minimized. While wildlife that prefer
more open shrubland habitat may become more abundant, there is a loss of existing habitat and
animal species. The DEIS would benefit from a more thorough discussion on the amount and
types of native habitats and animals species that will be replaced by these new habitats.

If this transmission line is constructed, forested areas will be cleared resulting in habitat
fragmentation and increased edge effect where invasive and noxious weeds can become more
readily established. Cleared areas and habitat edges will likely be replaced by shrublands and
invasive species that must be maintained not only to protect the integrity of the transmission line
but also to prevent and minimize undesirable vegetation. Since most shrubland in the study area
is highly disturbed and dominated by weedy species (S-69), long-term maintenance of the
transmission line corridor is vital, as is maintenance of appropriate vegetative communities. The
DEIS would benefit from a more thorough discussion on how cleared areas and new habitat
edges will be maintained to prevent and minimize invasive and noxious weeds.

We agree with the statement in Chapter 18 that shrubs can provide nesting habitat and shrubs and
herbaceous plants that grow in the cleared right-of-way are desirable for deer, elk, and other
species; however, without long-term management/maintenance, the suitability for nesting and
foraging habitat diminishes. The DEIS should provide long-term management actions that will
promote and maintain the suitability of these right-of-way habitats.

Section 17.2.2.2 (p 17-19) of the DEIS states that BPA conducts ongoing vegetation
management under its Vegetation Management Program (VMP). The VMP calls for native
species to provide wildlife forage and shrub cover in some instances (see p 68 and 83). Within
the DEIS, Table 3-2 (p 3-27) suggests including “the dominant native species from the impacted
community” in the seed mix. Although the VMP lacks a specific plant list, Table V-1 on page
124 of the VMP lists some dominant native species which may be appropriate.

WDFW supports the use of native species as mentioned in the VMP. Furthermore, WDFW

recommends that the transmission line right of way be managed to specifically encourage native
early seral plant species beneficial to wildlife (forage with high nutritional value). Site
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14865-8

14865-9

14865-10

14865-11

14865-12

BPA continues to work with WDNR to determine existing and future required
retention trees (as required under the HCP's) that would need to be removed if
BPA were to build this project. When this study is complete, BPA and WDNR
would then work together to determine future mitigation as needed for these
removed trees.

See also the responses to Comments 14306-4 and 14665-13.

The EIS identifies those species that use shrublands and could benefit from that
habitat. It also identifies those species that use forestland and would be
adversely impacted by its removal. Impacts on habitat and species are discussed
in Section 18.2, Environmental Consequences.

A discussion of edge effects from vegetation clearing including changes in sub-
canopy climate conditions, increased temperature and humidity variation,
increased light levels, and increased risk of windthrow has been added to
Chapter 17, Vegetation.

Chapter 17, Vegetation, Section 17.2.2.2 Operation and Maintenance, discusses
steps BPA would take to assess any noxious weed spread caused by the project
and implement noxious weed controls. Section 18.2.8, Recommended Mitigation
Measures identifies a number of steps BPA will take to prevent and minimize the
spread of noxious weeds related to the project.

Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.

Please see the responses to Comments 14566-12 and 14566-13. As noted, BPA
incorporates native seed mixes and plant species representative of
preconstruction plant communities wherever practicable as part of the BPA
Vegetation Management Program. BPA has discussed suggested native plant
species seed mixes with WDFW and will continue that discussion if the project
moves forward to construction. BPA wants to make sure that these mixes are
used where appropriate and practicable for successful establishment. BPA is also
exploring adding specific pollinator species to seed mixes if possible and where
appropriate.
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Native rose
Red elderberry
[azelnut
Willow
Salmonberry
14865-12 Thimbleberry
Trailing blackberry
Black raspberry
Vine maple
Osoberry
Snowberry
Native grasses
Fireweed
Native forbs

Deer and Elk Comments

14865-13

19385

preparation, planting and resceding as well as watering and maintenance following construction
will be needed to develop this plant community. Suggested native plants that are both useful to
wildlife and won't reach a height that interferes with transmission lines include:

Rosa spp.

Sambiicus racemosa
Corvius cornda

Salix spp.

Rubus spectabilis
Rubuy parvifiorus
Ruebus nursinus

Rubus leucodermis
Acer circinatiiri
Oemleria cerasiformis
Symphoricarpos albus
Various spp.
Epilobium aneustifolium
Various spp.

Adverse ellects 1o elk and deer are described in Chapter 18, A more thorough assessment of
impacts to clk and deer should take into account all anticipated offcets and not just adverse
effects. This should be based on the amount (acres) of habitat directly impacted by construction
or by stating that there would be no permanent adverse impacts from right-of-way clearing.
Federally listed species Columbian white-tailed deer and WDFW priority species, such as elk
and Columbian black-tailed deer, could still use shrubland or prairie habitat as foraging habitat.
A more thorough discussion of how this transmission line project may impact elk populations
north of the North Fork Tewis River and deer south of this area would be useful. The discussion
should include but not be limited to tempoerary and permanent impacts [rom construction,
fragmentation, vegetation management, and human disturbance.

The VMP states (p 180) that. *Animals such as deer, clk. and moose can be affected if clearing
interrupts their wintering or birthing habitats,” Tt also states that “Tor some animals, a trecless
swath through a forest can divide or fragment their habitat.” These animals might be unlikely to
cross through the right-of-way to get to the other side. especially in the winter. Without tree
cover. winter snow depth and exposure to wind can increase (because there is no tree canopy to
catch and hold the snow), lessening protective hiding places.

‘This statement is in contrast to the statement on page 18-22 of the DEIS that states, .. the
shrubs and herbaceous plants that grow in the cleared right-ol=-way are desirable lor deer, eIk,
and other specics...” For an arca to be suitable habitat for deer and ¢lk. it should have useful
plants and provide useable habitat features and structure. ‘The area should provide food that is
desirable (relatively high in digestible dictary energy) and abundant. Also, the arca should be

40010
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14865-13 Both positive and adverse impacts on elk and deer and their preferred habitats
are discussed for each alternative in Section 18.2, Environmental
Consequences. The passages quoted by the commenter from the EIS are
examples of discussions that indicate both positive and adverse effects. Loss of
habitat is discussed for deer and elk for all action alternatives in Section
18.2. The potential for introduction of noxious weeds is discussed in Chapter 17,
Vegetation, and mitigation measures are proposed in Section 17.2.8,
Recommended Mitigation Measures to prevent and limit such
introductions. Measures include conducting a preconstruction weed survey of
areas that would be disturbed by construction activities to document weed
distribution present at that time as well as a post construction weed survey of all
areas disturbed by construction activities to determine if noxious weeds were
introduced or spread.
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14865-13

14865-14

14865-15

14865-16

14865-17

14865-18

14565

arranged in such a way so that these resources are available to them (meaning gentle encugh
topography Lo access, nol oo disturbed by people or predators, not inside of a fenee, not inside
an agricultural arca that they are chased out of, ete. ),

The proposed transmission line project can compromise deer and elk habitat in three main ways,
First, it can outright eliminate some habitat by constructing roads. concrete footings, cable
mounts, etc. Second, it can introduce people, pets, disturbance, ete. into remote areas and disturb
the wildlife. This disturbance goes beyond the tootprint of the road and makes areas near the
roads and transmission lines less useful. These disturbances may also lead to additional
vulnerability to poaching. Since elk are drawn to areas of early successional vegetation. it
becomes more important to limit human access. Finally. the transmission lines and roads open up
the landscape, disturh soil and provide an avenue for the introduction of weeds and other
undesirable plants (such as TTimalayan blackberry and Scotch hroom) further deprading habitat.

Bind Comments

The DEIS lists slender-billed white-breasted nuthatch in Table 18-2, but does not acknowledge
any occurrences within the study area. An occurrence of this State Candidate and Federal
Species of Concern is mapped approximately 65¢ feet east of the transmission line on Lady
Island, south of Camas. Please include a discussion of potential impacts to slender-billed white
breasted nuthatch.

The DEIS does not mention wild turkey, a species which is included in WDFW s PHS list, An
oceurrence of this species is mapped approximately 200 [Cel east of the transmission line, in the
vicinity of Rose Valley Road. Please include a discussion of potential impacts 1o wild turkey,

The preferred alternative crosses {Scgment L) through bald cagle winter habitat along the North
Fork Lewis River just downstream of Lake Merwin, The DIES states (p 18-42) that ™., since
most of the new line would not parallel existing lines. there would be less of a fence effect to
increase the collision risk for birds.” However, the portion of Segment [. that crosses the North
Fork Lewis River through the bald eagle habitat would parallel existing lines, presumably
magnilying any negative eflect. Please melude more discussion ol expected ellects of new
transmission lines through the bald eagle winter area in Segment 1. downstream of Take Merwin,

As a safeguard for bald and golden cagle flight corridors, WDFW recommends acrial marker
(visual) devices be installed on transmission lines that cross the North Fork Lewis, East Fork
Lewis, Kalama and Washougal Rivers. WDFW belicves that these measures will somewhat
reduce the likelihood of direct ijuries or mortalities from strikes.

Recreation and Access Comments

The VMP states a study that “.__showed that the number ol moeose harvested by recreational
hunters m rights-of-way was not statistically different from that in control areas.” Another study
in the VMP showed that poaching was more common within 34 miles of urhan centers and in
arcas where road densities were high, The same study found no cases of ¢lk poaching in road
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14865-14

14865-15

14865-16

14865-17

14865-18

Please see the response to Comment 14665-85.
Please see the response to Comment 14864-9.

All action alternatives have areas of suitable bald eagle habitat (MG&B 2011,
2012). Chapter 18, Wildlife has been updated to reflect this with more specific
information on nest locations and bald eagle priority areas. The Merwin South
Shore Communal Night Roost has been added to that discussion. Each action
alternative crosses within 1 mile of at least two WDFW bald eagle priority areas
(the East Alternative crosses five and the Crossover Alternative crosses six), and
all cross within 1 mile of at least six nests. The West and Crossover alternatives
cross by the most nests. Impacts on bald eagle for each action alternative are
discussed in Section 18.2, Environmental Consequences.

Note that all conductors will be 500-kV transmission lines, which are large
enough in diameter that they are easy for birds to see (APLIC 2012). The smaller
ground wires will have bird diverter devices at river crossings (such as this area)
and other areas identified as important waterfowl or bald eagle areas using PHS
data and WDFW recommendations (pending). Collision risk is low for many
species, including bald eagles. Bird species with the highest risk for collisions are
large birds with poor eyesight and limited ability to maneuver in flight,
particularly waterfowl (ducks, geese, swans), herons, cranes, and pelicans.

Reference:

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2012. Reducing Avian Collisions
with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012. Edison Electric Institute and APLIC.
Washington, D.C.

BPA agrees with WDFW that bird flight diverters can reduce the likelihood of
direct injuries or mortalities from bird strikes. Section 18.2.8, Recommended
Mitigation Measures, includes a mitigation measure for installing bird flight
diverters. The Washougal River has been added to the list of rivers in the
mitigation measure.

Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment 14457-2. In coordination
with landowners, BPA installs gates across entrances to access roads to prevent
public access to private lands and the transmission line right-of-way. See also
Section 3.9, Access Roads.
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14265

closure arcas. WIDEFW supports approved, controlled hunting scasons within the transmission line
corridors, provided the public abides by applicahle access restrictions and game laws. However.,
we also support installation of gates and signs at potential access points in order to limit
unauthorized nceess 1o these arcus.

14865-18

Chapter 6 does not address how hunting will be impacted by construction activities or which
crileria are used to determine that the impact to peak hunting seasens is low. Construction and
other activities during hunting season could influence the success of the hunt as game animals
will likely avoid areas where construction is oceurming. Although temporary, how hunting is
impacted has not been addressed here. Peal seasons for hunting are during the Lall and winter
14865-19 [months which are off-peak use for general recreation. Page 6-19 does allude to a difTerence in
peik season [or general recreation and hunting bul does not include hunting areas in the list of
aress alfected. Page 6-20 and 6-23 states peak use times are summuer for general recreation and
hunting seuson lor hunting uses. then provides a contradictory statement that winter is a non-
peik time. The DEIS should clarily that the peak seasons for hunting are fall and winter and
better identify the impacts

Chapter 6 states that there are no other locations in Cowlitz or Clark counties where private
Tandowners have entered into formal “Hunt by Written Permission™ or “Feel Free to Hunt™
14865-20 [agreements with WDFW to allow public access [or hunting (WDFW 2009). However, WDFW
has entered into a Settlement Agreement with PacifiCorp that allows hunting on Wildlife
Mitigation Lands. Other such agreements may exist in the study area,

Fish Comments

Within the preterred rowre, Segment L crosses the North Fork Lewis River, At its closest point,
the northem edge of the 150-font right-of-way for Segment I is about 33 feet from the poals at
the Merwin Hatchery {operated by WDFW). This arca also containg important natural spawning
grounds for Lewis River Wild Fall Chinook, a listed evolutionarily signiticant unit (ESU).

‘The Merwin Hatchery pools and Fall Chinook redds in proximity to Segment 1. contain yvoung
fish that arc presumably in the process of developing magnetite erystals in their bodies. Potential
cffects of an clectromagnetic field on development of magnetite ervstals are unknown.

As acknowledged in Appendix G (p 60). ~... lish may huve magnetite in certain organs in their
bodics. and use magmelite erystals us an aid in navigation. .. These magnelite erystals are
believed to serve as a compass that orients to the carth's magnetie field.”

14865-21

Appendix G (p 61) discusses *...lhe inability of strong magnetic lelds from permanent magmets
altached 1o sockeye salmon {Ueda et al.. 1998) or other salmon (Yano et al, 1997) 1o alter their
migration behavior.” However these two studies used fish that were already in the ocean. Uesda’s
experiment used adults, and Yano's used “maturmg’” chum from the ocean. Neither exaomined the
formation of the muagnetite crystals, and possible impucts 1o erystals [rom magnetic lelds during
development.
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14865-19 Please see the response to Comment 14523-4.

14865-20 Comment noted. According to WDFW, Region 5, Vancouver, WA Office, there
are no formal “official” agreements between WDFW and private landowners for
locations in Cowlitz and Clark counties to allow public access for hunting. WDFW
does have a cooperative partnership “unofficial agreement” with Weyerhaeuser
and Yacolt Burn Sportsman's Club to facilitate hunting access. Please also see the
response to Comment 14523-4,

14865-21 Alternating magnetic fields at far higher intensities than would be produced by
the proposed transmission line are known to demagnetize ferromagnetic
materials, e.g., used in the demagnetization of audio or data recording tapes.
The magnetic field under a power line would be far too weak to produce such an
effect. No studies have examined the crystals of magnetite that accumulate in
some species of fish with age but based on the physics of these crystals, 60-hertz
magnetic fields would have to exceed 50 mG to have any effect on the
orientation of the crystals (Adair, 1994; Normandeau, 2011). See also Appendix
G and G1 - Research on Extremely Low Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields
and Health. Calculations of the magnetic field under and around the line at
average loading are below this value (Appendices F and F1).
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14865-21

14865-22

14865-23

14865-24

14855

Appendix G (p 61) also states that “'it appears that organisms that use magnetite crystals to orient
to the earth’s geomagnetic field would be affected only when the field levels are very much
greater than the levels expected trom a transmission line.” However, again, this does not address
the formation of the magnetite crystals in the body of the fish.

More recent research presents evidence that salmon imprint on the geomagnelic signature of the
area where their natal freshwater habitat transitions to seawater. and then use the carth’s
magnetic field to navigate back to that same area to relocate their natal waters (Putman et.al.
2013). The author of this study followed up with a statement that, “It. for instance. hatchery fish
are incubated in conditions with lots of electrical wires and iron pipes around that distort the
magnetic ficld, then it is conccivable that they might be worse at navigating than their wild
counterparts.”

Since Segment L is adjacent to the Merwm [Hatchery, please include an analysis and discussion
utilizing the best available science of potential impacts from prolonged exposure to
electromagnetic fields during foriation ot magnetite crystals. imprinting. and a fish’s ability to
return 1o the hatchery to spawn.

Returning adults that congregate below Merwin Dam may also experience prolonged cxposure to
an electromagnetic field from Segment L. The DEIS, which discusses such exposure only in
terms of transient fish, would benefit from a discussion of this topic as well.

Clearing of vegetation [or Segment L could potentially lead to increased sediment in the North
Fork Lewis River in the area containing wild Fall Chinook redds. We recommend extra caution
and full use of BMPs particularfy in this location in order to avoid sediment discharge to this
important spawning area.

Similar concemns apply to the East Fork Lewis River. which contains 3 evolutionarily significant
units (steelhead, Chinook, coho) and which the transmission line corridor crosses multiple times,
Again. we recommend cxtra caution and full use of BAMPs in order to avoid sediment discharge
{o this imporlant spawning arca.

itigatio

The DEIS defers specific compensatory mitigation measures to future agency discussions, which
is an approach that WDFW gencrally supports. Additionally, we are supportive of the EFSEC
Substantive Standard of no net loss of fish and wildlife habitat function and value. In
preparation for the development of a comprehensive compensatory mitigation strategy. WDFW
offers the following recommendations.

1. A commiliee should be formed among WDFW, DNR, indusirial forest land owners,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the ULS, Army Corps of Engineers, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board,
and BPA. to address the impacts of the proposed transmission line. The group should
meet and develop a standardized approach to the mitigation requirements and

faf1o
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14865-22 The Final EIS includes mitigation measures to minimize sediment delivery to
these streams that may result from construction and maintenance of the
transmission line.

14865-23 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.

14865-24 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.
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14865-24

14865-25

14865-26

14865-27

14865-28

14865-29

N

14365

regulatory arenas associated with the 1-5 transmission line proposal. WDFW believes
that a pooled approach to a compensatory mitigation strategy will result in a more
comprehensive and ultimately more meaningful method to address the negative
impacts to lish and wildlife habitats associated with this development proposal,

Compenzatory wetland mitigation should be calculated and implemented based on
Wetland Mitigation in Washington State. Part T and Part 2 (WA Department of
Ecology 2046).

Provide compensatory mitigation for WDFW Priority Habitats such as Oregon white
oak woodlands, snag rich arcas, old growth/mature [orests, wetlands, talus and
riparian habitats should be calculated and implemented based on #1 above where
applicable. and in accordance with the WDIFW Wind Power Guidelines {\WIDI'W
2009)

WDEFW requests that BPA work with private industrialized forestland owners and
WDIFW to develop appropriate mitigation measures for these lands, More
specifically, WDFW requests that mitigation fully address impacts to wildlife and fish
habitat on these lands. WDFW requests that the lepal requirements within State
Forest Practices Laws related to riparian and wetland protection as well as the
requirements to retain large structural features on the landscape be addressed while
developing mitigation agreements with these landowners,

WDFW requests that BPA initiate consultation under section 7 of the ESA. During
consultation, WIDFW requests that BPA worl with DNR and include
recommendations from WDFW to develop appropriate mitigation measures for DNR
lands. WDIFW requests that these mitigation measures fully address the requirements
and intent of DNR's HCP. For example, DNR s HCP reqquires riparian stream buflers
and wetland bufTers much larger than those in the standard Forest Practices Taws and
four times the number of retention trees within timber harvest units, The impact of the
transmission line corridor and associated hackline(s) should be addressed in terms of
their relationship to DNR’s inability to manage these lands per the legal requirements
of the THICP.

WDEFW requests that BPA appropriate dedicated mitigation funding for the long-term
maintenance of all proposed mitigation sites.

310
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14865-25 Comment noted.
14865-26 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.
14865-27 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.
14865-28 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.
14865-29 Please see the response to Comment 14306-4.
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14865-30 |

(810l

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. Please contact me at

or at

1f you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Michatl Kt

Michael Ritter

CC

Travis Nelson, Major Projects Manager, WDFW
Doug Robison, Major Projects Team Lead WDFW
George Fornes, PHS Biologist, WDIW

Gy hNorman, Regional Director, Region 5, WDEW
Sundra Jonker, Wildlile Program Muanager, Region 5
Dave Howe, Wildlife Biologist, Region 5

Jim Byine. Brologist, WDFW

Eric Holman, Biologist, WDFW

David Anderson, Wildlife Biologist, WDFW

Pegay Miller, Major Projects. WDFW

David Bergvall, WaDINR

2918
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14865-30 Comment noted.
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14870

TIMOTHY E \WWEIHE

02/16/2013

I strongly urge you to move Towers V,/27P/1, P/Z, Bf3 and P/ To the cast approximately 990 feet to run

due south of tower V/26. This will 1} Cast less. 2] Be shorter. 3) Most importantly, these towers will not

have a devastating effect on the lives of several families. Tower V/27P/1 is 150 feet from one home and

300 feet from anather, AU TS50 feet tall it will destioy the views cureently enjoyved as well as lowering the

14870-2 | house values, if they will even be sellable with the towers there. | live one lot over from these two
hames and it will effect my view and value as well, | see no reason why these towers cannot be moved a

little further to the east. Thank you.

14870-1
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14870-1 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14870-2 Please see the response to Comment 14140-2.
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14871-1

14871-2

14871-3

14871
Dear Mr, Korsness,

T was very disappointed by your announcement that you have selected my route as your preferred altemative. T continue
to believe you have better options available. However, in talking with my sister-in-law Tessie Cherrington it is my
understanding that she is going to try and discuss with you options in regards to the property her and my brother jointly
own with me and my wife(F10 and F1L). I'm suppoertive of her doing this and sincerely hope that these conversations go
well, All ny family wants Is to be treated fally Mr, Korsness, If you do ultimately plck our route I'm still not convinced
that going through our property is the best option available to you. However, I'm hopeful that if you must go through
our property that we would be compensated fairly for the land that is taken as well as compersated fairly for the amount
that the rest of our property is depreciated as a result of your project. This is how [ understand that the process is
supposed to work, and this is the closest thing in my mind to what could approach being fair. I have been through too
much Mr. Korsness to quietly accept anything less.

It is my desire to remain in the shadows at this point in hopes that my family is presented with some solid information
that the BPA intends to be fair. After havirg fought cancer off and on for 10 plus years I would much prefer to have
some resolution and not expend excess energy lowards your project, bul I also know that God has put this latest
challenge In front of me for a reasen. If the reason Is for me to be patient and accepting then I'm on hoard with that to a
point, but I will uldmately turn to God for answers. In reflecting on what God has done for me I realize that if I never
had to fight cancer I would have never met my wife, and if T would have never met my wife I would not be the father to
the beautiful baby girl who doctors call one of their little miracles. I have to trust that God knows what he is doing.
Therefore, at this polnt I'm continuing to focus on my famlly and our latest little miracle child we our vekoming Into the
world In February., However, through this process I do continue to pray for additional support to go along with the
support T already have available from a very large amount of people from all valks of life to include the following:

* support by way of a sea of purple as my wife and I have been asked to light the torch at more than one Relay for
Life this year,

support from Mr. Ryan O'neal whose latest response to me was "now what?"

support by way of an open door policy with elected officials in Olympla as to how I feed things are going,

support from nwy tribe who has a rather unique perspective regarding this situation.

support by way of an open invitation from Portland and Seattie based television media personnel whom I worked
with on a story over the summer.

With all of the support that T do have available though all T really want is to live my life, and to be treated fairly. Tam too
proud to ask for any kind of hand out, but I'm not too proud to ask for help in seeing that faimess is achieved. I remain
hopeful that your intention is Lo treat my family fairly, and I'm asking that you please personzlly see to it that this is
done, 1 realize that you are holding all the cards, I'm merely asking that you will decide not to further complicate the
hand that T have already been dealt, With my perspective every second, every minute, every hour, and every day of my
life is amazing Mr, Korsness, It is amazing now, I believe it will be amazing through this process, and I'm hopeful that it
will be amazing after. God bless.

Sincerely,

David Cherrington

fotl
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14871-1 BPA did meet with the Cherringtons and the transmission line route has been
slightly adjusted in this area. Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14871-2 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.

14871-3 Comment noted.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2923



Volume 3H Comments and Responses
14472

Gooed evening Mr. Kersness,

My name is Keith Matheson and | am a proparty owmer in one of the affected areas of the |.5 Corndor projact.  I'm reaching cut to you
14872-1 Ita request that you reconsider the location of towers VI27P/1, P2, P3and P4, | request that you move them east apgroximately 980
foed 1o ren due scuth of lower V26 Ths will 1) Cost less, 2)8e shorter, 3) Have greater access from Berry Road, a public read. You
14872-2 will not have sasy access through the Kaskilleh neghtorhood. There is a very sharp 90 deqree um sursounded by mature trees that is
very difficult for trader trailer traffic te negotate. Numercus heme construction vehides have been studk far several hours, The roads
in this neighbarheed are privately purchased and very brittle, Any damage will be documented and require repair, 4) Mest impartanthy,
14872-3 [these towers vill not have a devastating effect on the lives of several families, Tower Vi277/1 is 150 feet from one fome anc 300 feet
frem another (both of which are directly on the other skde of the street from my property).

14872-4 I Thank you far your consicieration, Flease call me if you would like ta discuss further,

Kesth Matheson
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14872-1 BPA did meet with the Cherringtons and the transmission line route has been
slightly adjusted in this area. Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14872-2 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.
14872-3 Comment noted.

14872-4 BPA did meet with the Cherringtons and the transmission line route has been
slightly adjusted in this area. Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.
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14873-1
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14873-1 BPA met with the Gardners at their property. The proposed transmission line
right-of-way and access roads have been moved off their property for various
reasons.
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14874

Mark,

Iwould like o officially request an onsite visit with your team of engineers al the intersection of Ling 18 and 28. The visil
with the engineers teday was productive ang | am hopeful that an onsite visit could resolve the issues at hand | will be
available dunng the month of Fetruary il that will work veth your schedule.

14874-1
Thank you,

Lee Levanen

101
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14874-1 BPA and Mr. Levanen have discussed the proposed project several times and Mr.
Levanen understands the current proposal. If new information becomes
available, BPA will contact Mr. Levanen.
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14875-1
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14875-1 Under NEPA, BPA cannot make a final decision concerning a route for the
proposed project until after it completes the Final EIS and allows for a 30-day
"waiting period" from the time the Final EIS is issued. That decision then will be
announced in a Record of Decision for the project. Accordingly although BPA has
identified its Preferred Alternative, all alternatives considered in detail in the EIS
remain under consideration at this time.
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14875-1
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14875
route may nol be the one chosen. Even though that is stressed, nowhere is there any mention of
what property owners' involvement will be pursued or even allowed. before the EIS and ROL are
1ssued. IF on the long and bumpy road to the final EIS, BPA determines thal it is necessary lo
substiturte a 'Plan 13' for the preferred route!! In fact. it really appears (to me!) quite likely 'they’ do
not intend any such sceondary input to be given a chanee to take place! Tt puzzles me how the tcam
could have spent, as I know they did, so much fime on the DEIS and even, probably, on the
wording and phrascology of the Project Upate and Issue Brief without having neticed that
omission. 1110 was in sl an accident.

I'm sorry to keep beating you over the head with this. But what explanation can there be for the
almost obvious pussv-footing around the fact that though it is staled repealedly that another route
could ultimately be chosen, the currently published time-line does NOT allow for any recognition,
even. of that possible change. until after the EIS and ROD?

The BPA subtly suggests that these of us not on the {current) proposed alternative kind of. well,
butl out and quit bugging the ‘project leam'. which, at this point. is of course all-desirous ©
concentrale on currenl preferred alternative. To see what can be done 1o make it better. lairer, less
of an impact on the subject property owners. | understand and applaud that: but then the BPA has
14875-1 [no nght to keep ‘considering all the reutes' and poking arcund our neighborhoeds and coming up
with reasons why ours really would in fact be the better alternative. | mean, fair is fair. I'ish or cur
bait. If we're still under the microscope. then we shouldn't be told to 'stand down.! And if there isa
chance another route may eventually be chosen, which ol course there 1s, the "What's Nex!' limeline
should include a plan for some concessions te be made to THOSE home- and property owners. We
should not just be told that we'll [ind oul alter the ROD is a done deal! And vou have to admit that
is the way it currently stands!

I understand what vou were saying about how vou see this playing out. That's because vou have
developed the DEIS with that one goal in mind, and think you have it in hand, But it just seems
like there is one big possibility that is not only not addressed, but is being studiously ignored. Do
you see?

Well. yvou are going Lo come Lo hate these long dreary rainy days [or what they spawn, aren'l you?
| guess that's why somebody invented long holiday weekends. Thank vou for vour patience and
considcration over the past two-plus vears. I wish there wasn't almest that much longer to go, like
this, still uncertain of the eventual outcome.

Iappy Thanksgiving, Patti

33
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14876-1
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14876-1 Please see the response to Comment 14455-1.
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14876-1
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14879-1

14879-2
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14879-1 BPA contacted the commenter and provided a map of his property. BPA's
Preferred Alternative would not cross the property.

14879-2 Please see the response to Comment 14879-1.
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14879-3
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14879-3 BPA provided a map of the property to the commenter. The property is not
directly affected by any proposed project components, but it is near BPA's
Preferred Alternative.
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From: don curtis

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 9:29 AM
To: Korsness,Mark A (BPA) - TEP-TPP-3
Subject: Re: BPA

Mark, Thanks so much. It looks like it does not cross his property.
14879-4 | Will you be at the School meeting coming up on the 4th at the CR Elementary School?
Don

From: don curtis

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 12:49 AM
To: Korsness,Mark A (BPA) - TEP-TPP-3
Subject: Re: BPA

14879-5 | Hi Mark. How would compensation work for the tower and land use? Don
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14879-4 The December 4, 2013 meeting at Castle Rock Elementary School was a drop-in
session intended to help people find information in the Draft EIS.

Members of the design team were available to answer questions at an open
house and listening session that BPA hosted on February 4, 2013 at Castle Rock

Elementary School.

14879-5 Please see the response to Comment 14566-9.
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14880

March 20 2013

To Mark Korsness,

Project manager I-5

Corridor project.

Mark,

I am asking again for you to move your proposed powerline away from my property
so I won't lose value to my home, land and my retirement.

We have an existing powerline corridor that could be rebuilt and the gray line
(further north, further east) that would affect the least amount of people and
14880-1
cause less damage overall. These routes would allow for easier expansion in
the future.

So Mark, please move the route. I will never be able to recover the damages

this loss of value will inflict.

Thank You for your time,

9«%\/2@%&@(

John Opsahl

10of1
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14880-1 BPA talked with and met with the commenter. The commenter's property is not
on the proposed right-of-way. Routes farther east and north were
considered. Please see the response to Comment 14341-2.
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14881

Y SEGALE PROPERTIES

A LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

COMMERCIAL * INDUSTRIAL * AGRICULTURAL * NATURAL RESOURCES
February 21, 2013

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

Re: Segale Properties LLC Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Proposed I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project

To Whom it May Concern,

Segale Properties LLC (Segale) is the owner of the property located at

north of Castle Rock, WA, within Cowlitz County (Property) which consists of tax parcels
WJ0301009, WJ0301010 and WJ0211016. The Property is within two routes identified as
alternatives by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) in the I-5 Corridor Reinforcement
Project (Project) draft environmental impact statement (EIS). Segale’s Property was used as a
receiving site for 1.25 million cubic yards of dredge spoil sand and gravel placed pursuant to a
contract with the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers following the eruption of Mt. St. Helens in 1980.
14881-1 | Segale has a special use permit, issued by Cowlitz County, that authorizes the removal of the
sand and gravel (see Attachment A). Segale also has an approved Reclamation Plan from the
Department of Natural Resources (see Attachment B). Following removal of the sand and gravel
pile, Segale’s intended use of the Property will include either residential or commercial
development, or both. The Central Alternative, Option 1, (the Preferred Alternative) and the
Ease Alternative, Option 1, place tower F/17 just to the north of the Property and include a
proposed access road across Segale’s property.BPA’s Project has the potential to negatively
impact both Segale’s current and future use of its Property.

The Property totals 27 acres and the elevation of the sand and gravel piles reaches 126 feet.
Segale has authorization to mine the pile to an elevation of approximately 70 feet (see Grading
14881-2 | Plan attached as Exhibit C). Segale’s permits are valid for twenty years and it is unlikely Segale
will mine to the proposed final grades before BPA’s Project completion year of 2018. Therefore,
there is potential for conflict between BPA'’s proposed road construction and Segale’s mining.
Additionally, the proposed location of tower F/17 appears to be within the vicinity of a wetland.
14881-3 A wetland buffer is located on the northern edge of Property, though the wetland for which the
buffer applies is located on the parcel to the north of the Property (see Critical Area Permit
attached as Exhibit D).

Page 1of 2
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14881-1 Thank you for your comments. Specific comments are addressed below.

14881-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2. BPA contacted the
commenter and discussed the commenter's concerns about potential impacts to
his plans for his property. The proposed access road has been moved. If BPA
decides to build this project, BPA would meet with the commenter to discuss the
schedule of construction activities and determine specific conditions of
transmission line and road easement agreements to minimize impacts to future
mining operations.

14881-3 The commenter is correct. The proposed right-of-way and tower location have
been changed to avoid the wetland.
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14881-4

14881-5

14881-6
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14881-4 Please see the response to Comment 14331-2.

14881-5 The EIS does not rate the scenic quality of any single parcel, landmark or crossing.
The analysis compares four action alternatives, each more than 70 miles long,
and the No Action Alternative.

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

Photographs and simulations are included in the Final EIS for the Castle Rock area
(see Figures 7-11 through 7-13).

14881-6 BPA makes project materials available to the public on the project website:
www.bpa.gov/goto/i5. BPA continually updates the public on project
developments through media outlets in the project area and by distributing
newsletters to the project mailing list. BPA has provided opportunities for the
public to talk to project staff during public meetings held during major milestones
of the NEPA process. BPA held six public meetings throughout the project area
during the Draft EIS comment period. Project staff can be contacted at any time
using the information found on the "Contact Us" page of the project website.
BPA will continue to make project information publicly available throughout the
life of the project.

See also the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.

I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS 2955



Volume 3H Comments and Responses

14881_attachment |

BEFORE THE COWLITZ COUNTY HEARINGS EXAMINER

2 |INRE: ) HEARING NO. 1060.02 - Special Use
)
3 |SEGALE PROPERTIES, LLC, ) SPECIAL USE PERMIT
)
4 Applicant. )
)
]
6 The Hearing Examiner having previously entered his Findings of Fact and Conclusions of

7 |Law, now, therefore, the Applicant's request for a Special Use Permit for surface mining of up to
g |1.25 million cubic yards of sand and gravel from a 27-acre site and to sort, screen and crush

o |materials onsite, on property located at $50 Cowlitz View Drive, just outside the city limits of

10 |Castle Rock, Washington, Tax Parcel Nos. ,1is

11 | approved subject to the following conditions:

12 1. This Special Use approval is for surface mining of approximately 1.25 million

13 |cubic yards of dredge spoil material and associated reclamation activities as indicated by this

14 |application. Work shall substantially conform to plans and specifications submitted with this

15 |special use request except as modified by this approval, or as moaiﬁed by approvals from other
16 |agencies. Substantial change to the submitted site plan may require further special use approval.

17 2; A valid Surface Mining Reclamation permit shall be issued by the DNR to the

18 |Applicant for the additional 17 acres to be mined. A copy of this permit and reclamation plan

19 | shall be provided to the Department of Building and Planning prior to the commencement of any

20 | mining activity.,

21 3. The duration of the Special Use Permit shall be 20 years from the date of the

o Hearing Examiner approval.

- 4, All mining requirements of the Washington State Surface Mining Act (RCW

24 78.44 and WAC 322-18), the Noise Control Act (RCW 60.107), BOCC Resolution 95-167, and
25

Special Use Permit - 1 COWLITZ COUNTY HEARING EXAMINER
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24

25

14881_attachment

the Cowlitz County Noise Nuisance Code (CCC 10.25) along with any other applicable Cowlitz
County Codes and ordinances shall be met.

S The operator of the surface mine shall keep all public roads clean and free of

tracked and/or spilled materials from the operation, Should excessive materials be tracked onto

the County roadway, it shall be the responsibility of the operator of the surface mine operator to

conduct cleanup.

6.. Construction or reconstruction of any driveway approaches connecting to Cowlitz

View Dive and/or any construction work within the County road right-of-way shall require a
permit from the Cowlitz County Public Works Department.

T ‘Warning signs shall be placed on site at intervals such that each sign is visible

from the next. The signs shall be of sufficient size as to be legible, and should wam of active
mining operations and prohibit trespass., The signs shall be maintained in good repair until
mining and reclamation operations have ceased.

8. The Applicant shall identify the edge of the wetland buffer as it impacts the

project site, and the buffer shall be signed according to the requirements of CCC
19.15.170(H)(2). These signs shall be maintained in good repair until the completion of the
mining and reclamation activities..

9. No mining or reclamation activity shall occur within the Shorelines Management

Zone of the Cowlitz River unless such activity is permitted in accordance with the Cowlitz
County Shoreline Master Program.

10.  The Applicant shall provide a Level 1 Hydrogeologic Study meeting the

requirements of CCC 19.15.160(C)(3) prior to the commencement of any mining activity. This
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14881 _attachment

I | report shall be subject to the approval of the Building and Planning Department, and a critical

2 |areas permit obtained upon approval of the study.
? 1. Erosion control facilities should be implemented and maintained throughout the
¢ life of the mining operation. Documentation of the approved NPDES permit indicating
" coverage of the site shall be provided to the Department of Building and Planning prior to the
|
’ commencement of mining activities. |
: 12. Fﬁgitive particulate matter emissions to the atmosphere must be minimized by the
g |Use of approved dust suppression methods in order to prevent a health hazard and/or nuisance
10 situation involving adjoining properties or roadways. Prior to rock crushing activities, the

11 | Applicant shall provide a copy of the approved SWCAA Permit to the Department of Building
12 |and Planning,

13 13.  Noise emanating from the site shall not be allowed to exceed the Maximum

14 | Environmental Noise Levels as identified in WAC 173-60-040.

I 14, The hours of operation for the excavation, processing, and hauling related

activities of the entire mine shall be during daylight hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.,

- provided, that crushing activities shall cease prior to 5:00 p.m.

" 15.  Any lighting implemented at the mine site shall be arranged to minimize light and
: glare onto adjacent property.

51 16.  The Applicant shall inform the Department of Building and Planning in writing if
4y |20V party other than the Applicant operates the surface mine. Such party shall agree in writing to|

23 |comply with all conditions of permit approval. Such agreement shall be signed and notarized,
24 [and a copy filed with the Department of Building and Planning prior to commencement of any

25 |excavation activity.
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p
DATED this {5 day of April, 2011.

A

Vi
» Mark C. Scheibmeir

Cowlitz County Hearing Examiner
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14882-1 Appendix B1 of the EIS details the proposed right-of-way configuration and
anticipated tower heights for every project segment. The lighting of transmission
towers is discussed in Section 3.2.1, Tower Types. Lighting needs for towers
would be determined as part of the final design for the project. At this time, this
particular tower is proposed to be 169 feet tall and is not proposed to be lighted.
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14882-3 |
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14882-2 Please see the response to Comment 14882-1.

14882-3 Please see the response to Comment 14882-1.
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14883
From: Mark Heckert

Sent: Saturday, January 05, 2013 11:27 AM
To: Pansky,Tom (BPA) - KEWB-4
Subject: GIS layers for I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project
Hi Tom,
14883-1 I Can you please tell me if the map layers for the I-5 corridor project are available, and how I may obtain them?
Thanks
Mark Heckert
H&S Consulting

14883-2
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14883-1 BPA referred the commenter to the project website and interactive map.
Please see the response to Comment 14590-1.

14883-2 Please see the response to Comment 14883-1.
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14883-3 Please see the response to Comment 14590-1.
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14884-1 BPA contacted the commenter and explained the information available on the
interactive map near her property.
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From: Suzy S Sivyer
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 9:04 PM
To: Korsness,Mark A (BPA) - TEP-TPP-3
Subject: RE: Suzy Sivyer's Dole Valley Property
Mark - I am not great at real life directions, but I gave it the old college try. I went to map and plugged in Trent's
14884-2 property address, but that just showed me his house & outbuildings. Sorry I do not have lat & longitude coordinates. I
only have tax lot/sec/township/range nos. for both my properties up there, but the interactive map doesn't recognize
those numbers. Wanna try Monday morning?
Suzy
From: Suzy S Sivyer =
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2013 1:10 PM
To: Korsness,Mark A (BPA) - TEP-TPP-3
Subject: Suzy Sivyer's Dole Valley Property
Attachments: 1-7-13 BPA Line at Dole Valley jpg
Mark - I have been doing some homework all morning to try to pin down where the proposed line is in relationship to my
14884-3 properties. Attached is a scan of a very rough sketch cross-referencing the Clark County GIS maps. FYI that bend in
Rock Creek is the waterfall/swimming hole. Please call me this afternoon when you have time. Also I will be at
Headquarters tomorrow in Rm. 155 to hepl with Science Bowl training from 1-3 ;-))
Suzy
2974 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS
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14884-2 Please see the response to Comment 14884-1.

14884-3 Please see the response to Comment 14884-1.
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14884-4
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14884-4 Please see the response to Comment 14884-1.
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Dear Mr. Korsness 14885
You may take this as just another angry note from a home owner in the Kaskillah development but I hope you read it and
take the sentiments to heart. Many of us feel at this time that our government is letting us down. The fiscal cliff looms
14885-1 and we have the least effective Congress in modern history. Many of us also feels that BPA has also let us down and is
just another governmental agency with little regard for the citizens who they should be serving. While we may see the
need for additional power lines we resent being on the hook for years seemingly without any evidence that we are being
listened to. We resent the apparent placement of higher value on DNR (who owns it?)land than on private property. I
agree with my neighbor who wrote the following to you earlier:
14885-2 I "I strongly urge you to move Towers V/27P/1, P/2, P/3 and P/4 To the east approximately 990 feet to run due south of
- tower V/26. This will 1) Cost less. 2)Be shorter. 3) Have greater access from Berry Road, a public road. You will not have
easy access through the Kaskillah neighborhood. There is a very sharp 90 degree turn surrounded by mature trees that is
14885-3 [very difficult for tractor trailer traffic to negotiate. Numerous home construction vehicles have been stuck for several
hours. The roads in this neighborhood are privately purchased and very brittle. Any damage will be documented and
require repair. 4) Most importantly, these towers will not have a devastating effect on the lives of several families.
14885-4 | Tower V/27P/1 is 150 feet from one home and 300 feet from another."
It would be wonderful to hear back from you

14885-5 Sincerely,
Walter J McDonald MD

10f1

14885-6
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14885-1 BPA believes that public engagement results in better information and allows us
to make better-informed decisions. We are reviewing all comments, evaluating
the potential impacts the public has shared with us and will use the information
to help determine how we could reduce those impacts. In the Draft EIS, we refer
to comment summaries that capture themes from all comments received and
include all comments as appendices. These comment summaries are available on
the project website.

BPA has considered multiple options as suggested by the public, although we are
not always able to accept every suggestion. This Final EIS includes our responses
to the comments we received from the public and any changes we have made.
We understand that people would like BPA to make a decision quickly. We
believe it is important to involve the public and complete a thorough review of
the project's potential impacts so that we can make a well-informed decision and
avoid choosing poorly because of haste.

14885-2 Please see the responses to Comments 14097-1 and 14119-2.

14885-3 Please see the response to Comment 14119-2.

14885-4 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14885-5 BPA contacted the commenter.

14885-6 BPA contacted the commenter.
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14889-1
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14889-1 Thank you for providing us with your constituent's comments. Specific comments
are addressed below.
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14889-2

14889-3

14889-4

14889-5

14889-6

14889-7

14889-8
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14889-2 Comment noted.

14889-3 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-9, 14775-2, 14775-11, 14791-21
and 14791-22.

14889-4 Please see the responses to Comments 14683-6, 14683-9, and 14775-2.

14889-5 The commenter is correct that the study area was mapped using a number of
sources including wetland delineations at the Sundial, Casey Road, and Baxter
Road substation sites, aerial imagery interpretation, National Agriculture Imaging
Program (NAIP) imagery, LIDAR imagery, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
National Wetland Inventory, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
hydric soils, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topography, and WDNR hydrography.
Between the Draft and Final EIS, BPA did conduct wetland delineations in all
areas along the Preferred Alternative where impacts could occur.

14889-6 Please see the response to Comment 14596-5.
14889-7 Please see the response to Comment 14596-1.

14889-8 Comment noted.
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14891-1

14891-2
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14891-1 The selection of alternatives for consideration in the EIS, including the Preferred
Alternative, included the need to balance many factors, such as managing costs
for regional ratepayers, BPA's role as responsible environmental stewards, and
meeting the goal of operating a reliable transmission system. BPA considered
many factors when identifying its Preferred Alternative.

Please see BPA's issue brief at: http://www.bpa.gov/Projects/Projects/I-
5/Documents/BPA-I-5-Issue-Brief-Preferred-Alternative-Nov2012.pdf.

Section 4.7.2.1, Alternate Routes from Castle Rock, Washington to near
Wilsonville, Oregon (Pearl Routes) discussed how a new transmission line on the
route the commenter suggested was considered but eliminated from further
study.

14891-2 Comment noted.
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14894-1

14894-2

14894-3

14894-4

14894-5

14894-6

Steven,

14894

I previously submitted concerns regarding the proposed location of the new transmission lines
across my property.

I just received the public notice of January 4th and wanted to restate my concerns regarding
my property.

The property ( y " ) is a large parcel with amazing views to the
south of Portland, Hood and the Columbia. This type of property is extremely rare and it took
me well over a decade to find the perfect piece of land. After purchasing the property, I
spent over two years of county process for a comprehensive plan and zoning change that allows
for four estate quality building sites. I've also spent hundreds of thousands of dollars to
maintain, improve and manage the timber. The value all of these sites is ruined by the
location of the proposed line along with the loss of all future uses of the property. The
financial loss resulting from the location of the proposed lines will be extraordinary.

I previously requested that the location of the towers and transmission lines be relocated
and if this were not possible that an explanation of how my financial losses will be
addressed. No response has ever been provided. The location of the towers and lines are in

4 10f2

14894
just about the worst possible location for this property. I do understand that the lines must
go somewhere but I'm extremely disappointed by the years that project has tied up my
property. It is not right that the BPA can cause such enormous damage to all of the property
owners for years before they even have the project funded. I have carrying costs on the
property and it would be reasonable to expect that BPA should have to pay me and every other
property owner that has been tied up for years over this project.

I would like to discuss my concerns with you and try to understand how I will be compensated
for my losses as it appears the lines will go through my property despite my objections.

Regards,

Daryn Chapman

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

2988
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14894-1 Comment noted.
14894-2 Please see the response to Comment 14104-2.
14894-3 Please see the response to Comment 14097-1.

14894-4 BPA understands the commenter's desire to have updated information and learn
about our project decisions as quickly as possible. We want to ensure that we
provide a complete and comprehensive environmental review for consideration
and comment. That takes time. The additional time allows BPA to consider the
comments it has received about the project and complete environmental analysis
of issues identified by landowners and stakeholders. This will help BPA make a
well-informed decision about whether, and where, to build a new line and
substations.

14894-5 BPA can only pay consideration for land rights acquired.

Under NEPA, BPA cannot make a final decision about the proposed project until
after it completes the Final EIS and allows for a 30-day ""waiting period"" from
the time the Final EIS is issued. That decision then will be announced in the
Record of Decision for the project. The Record of Decision will determine
whether BPA will proceed with this project.

14894-6 BPA contacted the commenter and answered his questions.
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14900

KIRA A SUNDERLAND

03/25/2013

Use the West alternative. It has less damage to the environment, less cost passed on to the public, less

land needing to be stolen from private citizens. That said, use the cost saving to protect the homes of
14900-1 | those who it would impact in that area. Double curcuit the lines and bury them underground, thus

reducing the visual and health impacts and improving the protection and insulation of the lines along

BPA's right of way.

14901
GREEN MEADOWS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, WALTER DAVID SOCOLOFSKY

03/23/2013
We say avoid |-5 corridor which affects too many families financially and psychologically. KEEPROUTE IN

14901-1 1| 5\ POPULATION AREAS.

Thank you

WD Socolofsky
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14900-1 Please see the responses to Comments 14460-1, 14331-3 and 14331-10.

14901-1 Comment noted.
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14919_petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project web site and records.
L3
BPA, choose the West Alternative!
Bonneville Power Administration intends to build a new 500 kV transmission corridor, known as the
1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, through Clark and Cowlitz Counties. BPA's choice of the Central
Alternative as its preferred alternative defies logic and ignores the facts. Our goal is to minimize the
impact this project will have on private land-owners, the environment and scenic beauty by advocating
a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:
1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
14919-1 it passes THROUGH new private land.
2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.
3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.
We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would
be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
Name Address Date
Sign:
B ) parte® ) oA, i3,
it EANEHE DoER) T
s ALl
siew AEFT D ) o /2-3-13
Print: /}ﬂ‘fsmL f‘{OL&‘A/\
Sign: /U % )
/ L/M%. ﬂm /,2/3// 2
Frigs bm/ (s
sign  J[A WWM 19{3(19-
ek o)
5 i ] Mty
e 4/
/ FN}V\/\ i « Lake
Print: ?\r\c else, SENOWITZ
Sign:
Ll NP>
ey ] 18 S
Print: @ W) YoM LT R SH 2,
Sign: R g
; i J 12-5%-] 2~
Print:
ot /{7%/1/\/4 N i
Bieni T3 o
R At | 2/54=
Bighs b ///W \ 2/
; '5/ o
Print:  pouc kg ANeT
Sign: < |
i Cdwend U Ram 4 @ /
- s &
Topdh
2992 I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Final EIS



Comments and Responses Volume 3H

14919-1 Comment noted.
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14919_petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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14919_petition

Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

Bonneville Power Administration intends to build a new 500 kV transmission corridor, known as the
1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, through Clark and Cowlitz Counties. BPA's choice of the Central
Alternative as its preferred alternative defies logic and ignores the facts. Our goal is to minimize the
impact this project will have on private landowners, the environment and scenic beauty by advocating

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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; 0 s ; 14919_petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment. the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the rm\lte that takes the \least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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S 75 A . 14919 _petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project we%m’[t)e am? records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private fand along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Centwal Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.

The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as

it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central

Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: Therc is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and

endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would
be permanently damaged. and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose

the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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14919_petition

Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records,

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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14919_petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

BPA, choose the West Alternative!

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

a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:

1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.

2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.

Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.

(o8]

We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would

be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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14919_petition
Please acknowledge receipt of this petition and publish the same as a general comment on the project website and records.

%
J °
BPA, choose the West Alternative!
Bonneville Power Administration intends to build a new 500 kV transmission corridor, known as the
I-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project, through Clark and Cowlitz Counties. BPA's choice of the Central
Alternative as its preferred alternative defies logic and ignores the facts. Our goal is to minimize the
impact this project will have on private landowners, the environment and scenic beauty by advocating
a route that takes the least amount of land. The West Alternative is the route that accomplishes this goal.
The issues are:
1. Landowner Rights: BPA would need to acquire an estimated 94 acres of private land along the
EDGES of its existing right-of-way, the West Alternative. In contrast, on the Central Alternative,
BPA would need to acquire 69 miles of new easement, INVADING and destroying 1255 acres as
it passes THROUGH new private land.
2. Cost: According to BPA's estimate, it will cost 74 million more dollars to build on the Central
Alternative than on the existing corridor, the West Alternative.
3. Environmental Impact: There is minimal damage to the environment by using the BPA-owned
West Alternative, an existing transmission corridor with a 70-year history. Using the Central Alter-
native would require many new river and stream crossings in areas that are home to threatened and
endangered species.
We ask BPA to recognize these facts concerning the impact a new transmission corridor would have on
rural homeowners, private land and landowner rights, the environment, the scenic areas that would
be permanently damaged, and the productive timberland that would be forever lost. We ask you to choose
the route that takes the least amount of new land. Choose the West Alternative.
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