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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR
ACTION

1.1 Underlying Need for Action

To maintain the reliability of its electrical system, Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA) needs to expand the range of vegetation management options for about 30
kilometers (19 miles) of a transmission line right-of-way between Bonneville Dam and
Hood River, Oregon. Trees and other tall-growing vegetation threaten system reliability
by growing or falling into transmission lines. Shrubs and similar vegetation also threaten
reliability by growing into access roads and keeping maintenance crews from needed
access to transmission towers and lines. When hot ambient temperatures combine with
large loads of transmitted electricity, conductors may sag into trees under high-voltage
lines, resulting in fires, line outages, equipment shutdowns and disruptions of electrical
power.

The Bonneville-Hood River 115-kV transmission line right-of-way is within the
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area (NSA) (Figure 1). The Gorge NSA's founding
legislation contained an exemption clause that allowed BPA to continue its then-current
maintenance activities (Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act (CRGNSA
~ Act), P.L. 99-66, November 17, 1986). However, BPA was not using herbicides at that
time. Vegetation management methods currently used in this area are inadequate to
prevent long-term regrowth of tall-growing species. For example, hand-cutting with
chainsaws, combined with the characteristics of climate and vegetation in this area, have
led to rapid re-sprouting of certain species and a dense growth that is difficult and
dangerous for clearing personnel to maintain. Frequent and costly treatments are
required.

1.2 Purposes

In meeting the underlying need, BPA wants to achieve the following purposes, or goals:

e Comply with national and regional policies and mandates, including the United States
District Court for the District of Oregon's Mediated Agreement on the use of
herbicides in the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Pacific Northwest Region (Region Six),

the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Managing Competing and
Unwanted Vegetation (USDA Forest Service 1988), and the CRGNSA Act.

e Protect the natural and human environment from adverse impact.

e Maintain electrical reliability of the Federal Columbia River Transmission System
(FCRTS).

e Provide for administrative efficiency and cost effectiveness.

Bonneville-Hood River Vegetation Management Environmental Assessment 1
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1.3 Background: History and Legal Requirements

The Bonneville-Hood River transmission line right-of-way crosses federal, state, city, and
private lands in the Columbia Gorge NSA on the Oregon side of the Columbia River
(Figure 1). Depending on who owns or manages the land, vegetation on BPA's right-of-
way may be managed in different ways.

Vegetation Management on USFS Land. BPA manages its transmission line rights-of-
way in the Columbia Gorge in accordance with Right-of-way Management Plans
developed in cooperation with the USFS. These plans are required by the 1974
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the two agencies. National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents must also evaluate the impacts of
maintenance processes identified in Right-of-way Management Plans. In 1983, initial
Management Plans were affected when herbicide use was eliminated as a result of the
U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon's injunction on the use of herbicides within
USFS Region Six (Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides v. Yeutter, supra.).
This injunction was lifted in 1989 after USFS Region Six completed a final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Managing Competing and Unwanted
Vegetation, issued a Record of Decision (ROD), and negotiated a Mediated Agreement
with the lawsuit plaintiffs and the court. This Mediated Agreement now determines the
procedures to be used when any vegetation management program on USFS lands
proposes use of herbicides. In 1993, the USFS issued guidelines for complying with the
terms of that agreement by requiring site-specific analysis and public involvement for
most vegetative management activities, including those on rights-of-way.

Between 1984 and 1996, BPA did not use herbicides for vegetation management on
federal lands in the NSA, even though the CRGNSA Act specifically exempts BPA
transmission line maintenance from its provisions. (The Act also exempts transmission
maintenance from the standards and guidelines established by the implementing NSA
management plan.) Mechanical and hand-clearing methods have been used to remove or
control undesirable vegetation (defined as tall-growing vegetation threatening to grow or
fall into transmission lines, vegetation bordering access roads, and noxious weeds or
other pest species). During this period, cut deciduous trees have re-sprouted, producing
even more dense vegetation; conifer seedlings have re-invaded cleared areas;
maintenance frequency has increased; and BPA has been unable to establish more
desirable low-growing species, which would reduce the cost and environmental impacts
of vegetation management activities.

Prototype Study. In March 1996, in response to the need to expand the range of
vegetation management options in the NSA, BPA, its consultants, and the USFS (NSA)
completed an evaluation of current vegetation management practices. They then
developed management strategies for the NSA that would not adversely affect sensitive
resources (David Evans and Associates, Inc., 1996). Those strategies, which include
combinations of manual, mechanical, biological and chemical treatments, were designed
to be suitable for BPA's transmission rights-of-way throughout the NSA. They were first
proposed for use on the Hanford-Ostrander and North Bonneville-Midway corridors and
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were evaluated in BPA's Columbia River Gorge Vegetation Management Final
Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA-1162), September 1996.

Based on that site-specific environmental analysis, the vegetation management plan for -
segments of the Hanford-Ostrander corridor and North-Bonneville-Midway corridor was
updated. An Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) approach, including herbicide
application, was used on these corridor segments (approximately 16 km [10 mi]) on the
Washington side of the NSA in the summer of 1997.

Vegetation Management on State, City and Private Land in the NSA. On BPA
rights-of-way crossing state, city and private land in the NSA (as elsewhere in BPA's
service area), any vegetation management methods proposed, including herbicides, are
governed by federal, state and EPA regulations and by BPA’s easements rights.
Generally, BPA notifies private property owners before vegetation management activities
begin on their land. At that time, concerns about the vegetation control methods
proposed for the property, including herbicides, are discussed and resolved.

1.4 Decisions To Be Made

BPA Decision: Whether to change its vegetation management program for
approximately 30 km (19 mi) of the Bonneville-Hood River transmission line between
Bonneville Dam and Hood River, Oregon (within the boundaries of the NSA).

Before making the decision, BPA, as a federal agency, must comply with requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to analyze the environmental effects of
proposed federal actions.

USFS Decision: Whether to allow modification of BPA's existing Right-of-way
Management Plan (1982) for the Bonneville-Hood River transmission line in the NSA.

The USFS decision must be made in compliance with NEPA and with the Mediated
Agreement.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) and its associated pubhc involvement program are
designed to meet requirements for both agencies.

1.5 Public Involvement

On October 27, 1997, a letter was sent to area landowners and others potentially
interested in the project, and a public notice was published in The Oregonian newspaper.
The letter and notice announced the proposal and initiated the scoping period. (Scoping
is the gathering of topics and issues for consideration in an environmental study.)
Comments were accepted through November 26, 1997. Three comments were received
(see Appendix A). Commenters’ concerns are summarized here, followed by a response
or a listing of where in the EA the issue is addressed.

1) One commenter was concerned that herbicides would migrate hydraulically to
adjacent private property which is used for a small organic market garden; she asked
to extend her 5-year-old agreement with BPA that chemicals not be applied in the
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2)

3)

right-of-way that crosses above the property on state and private land. (Response:
Sections 3.4.1 and 3.5.1 discuss the persistence and migration of herbicides in soils
and water. Given the properties of the herbicides proposed for use, the methods of
application, and the soil and water resources in the area, herbicides are not expected
to contaminate the organic garden. However, because of the nature of the commercial -
operation and the request to extend the agreement, BPA will continue to honor the
property owner’s request for no chemical application on the right-of-way adjacent to
the market garden property.

One commenter was concerned that chemicals could wash into a small, intermittent
stream that feeds a lake on non-adjacent private land. (Response: The source of the
intermittent stream is over 30 meters (100 feet) north of the right-of-way, and the
steam, when flowing, does not cross any part of the right-of-way. As stated in the
previous response, sections 3.4.1 and 3.5.1 indicate that, given the properties of the
herbicides proposed for use, the type of specific application methods to be used, and
the soil and water resources in the area, the herbicides would not likely contaminate
the small, intermittent stream that feeds the lake.) ‘

One property owner suggested that crews working on the right-of-way would detract
from the backcountry horseback riding experience for commercial clients and
requested notification of when and where vegetation management activities would
occur on the right-of-way, so riders could avoid the area. (Response: Notification
will be provided.)

Bonneville-Hood River Vegetation Management Environmental Assessment 5



CHAPTER 2 PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Proposed Action: Integrated Vegetation Management (IVM) with
Herbicides ' :

BPA proposes to continue controlling undesirable vegetation on 30 km (19 mi) of its
Bonneville-Hood River transmission line right-of-way using a program of Integrated
Vegetation Management (IVM). This program is based on a method developed by BPA,
consultants and the USFS with the long-term objective of preventing, where possible, the
growth of unwanted vegetation (David Evans & Associates, 1996). It identifies discrete
vegetative management zones in the Columbia Gorge NSA and the combination of
techniques, including manual, biological and chemical methods, that would effectively
control vegetation and meet environmental constraints within those zones.

The cost of manually clearing the right-of-way of tall-growing vegetation in 1997 was
$200 - $300/acre. The proposed program would increase the cost to $300 - $400/acre,
because crews would use both manual cutting and herbicide methods in the first two
years to bring vegetation to manageable levels. Costs would decline significantly from
$400/acre for follow-up treatments because labor costs would be lower--herbicide
application is considered a safer activity than using chainsaws and thus costs less--and
treatments would be needed less often to keep the right-of-way free of tall-growing brush.

The proposed action focuses, with a few exceptions, on the publicly owned portions of
the Bonneville-Hood River right-of-way within the Columbia Gorge NSA (Figure 1).
There are two main reasons for this focus: Over the last few years, vegetation
management standards have changed on USFS administered lands and BPA must meet
those new standards (see section 1.3), whereas BPA's individually negotiated

~ maintenance agreements with private landowners would remain in place unless the
landowner and BPA agree on a need to change them.

The remainder of section 2.1 describes the proposed vegetation management strategies,
methods and treatment zones for the Bonneville-Hood River right-of-way. Chapter 3
describes the process and criteria used to define the zones and their techniques.

2.1.1 Strategieé

The Mediated Agreement defines five alternative strategies that should be considered
when analyzing vegetation management proposals: prevention (the preferred strategy as
documented in the USFS 1988 FEIS Record of Decision), correction, early treatment,
maintenance, and no action. The proposal incorporates four of those strategies.

Prevention. The goal of IVM is to prevent, where possible, the occurrence of tall-
growing vegetation that would interfere with the safe, reliable operation of the
transmission line by encouraging establishment of low-growing species.

Correction. The proposal recognizes that vegetation on some parts of the right-of-way is
at or near the point of threatening the reliability of the transmission system. In those
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areas, corrective action would be taken to eliminate tall trees and shrubs and provide the
environment in which low-growing species can compete and thrive.

Early Treatment. In some parts of the right-of-way, low-growing vegetation already has
been established and needs only limited treatment to maintain that condition. The
proposal recognizes, however, that due to the characteristics of the right-of-way,
prevention may not be an attainable goal. Because the right-of-way is a long, narrow strip
of land where the vegetation is different from that of most of the surrounding land,
conifers and other tall-growing species from the adjacent forest may seed themselves on
the right-of-way, especially where low-growing vegetation has not become established.
Thus regular early treatment would be needed to prevent tall-growing species from taking
hold. BPA may reseed or plant a few areas, as appropriate, to prevent repeat treatments.

No Action. On some portions of the right-of-way, vegetation control is unnecessary
because the line spans steep canyons so high above the trees that there is little danger they
will grow into the conductors and threaten system operations. These areas are defined by
the STC zone (see section 2.1.3). If an individual tree should grow close to a conductor,
the tree would be removed.

In general, BPA proposes to use the correction strategy for most of the right-of-way
(except in the STC zones) for about 1 - 3 years. Later, depending on vegetation regrowth,
the program would focus on early treatment, with the ultimate goal of prevention.

2.1.2 Vegetation Management Techniques

BPA proposes to use the following techniques to control vegetation on the Bonneville-
Hood River right-of-way. They would be used in various combinations, depending on the
vegetative management zone (see section 2.1.3).

Manual. Hand-pull target plants or use hand- operated tools, including cham saws, to cut
“herbaceous or woody target species.

Biological. Two techniques may be used:

¢ Encourage low-growing species to dominate the vegetation community, where
- necessary, by eliminating the taller trees or by reseeding cleared areas with grasses
and forbs compatible w1th local vegetation.

e Introduce species-specific parasites such as the cinnabar moth to control tansy
ragwort, a noxious weed. This technique would be used only to control noxious
weeds.

Herbicides. Herbicides to kill target plants would be applied from the ground, using
hand-pumped backpack sprayers. No chemicals would be applied using rubber-tired
-tractors, trucks, truck-mounted sprayers, or tracked vehicles. No aerial spraying would be
done. Herbicides proposed for this project are approved under the Mediated Agreement.
Herbicides could be applied in the following ways, depending on the zone: -

e Cut-stump application: Herbicide is applied to the surface of cut stumps of hardwood
trees and shrubs to prevent re-sprouting.
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e Basal application: Herbicide is applied to the surface of the target tree's main stem,
from ground level to a height of 30 - 45 centimeters (12 - 18 inches).

o Spot foliar: Herbicide is applied directly to the individual target plant's foliage.

Mechanical methods, which use crawler tractors ot low-ground-pressure tractors with
blades or mowing attachments to cut, till, or mow undesirable plants, would not be used
(see section 2.3).

2.1.3 Treatment Zones

The Bonneville-Hood River transmission line right-of-way was divided into five
treatment zones. The zones are distinguished by site characteristics such as slope and the
presence or absence of significant resources such as streams, special visual quality, or
sensitive habitat. The site characteristics determine the type of vegetation management
techniques and herbicides allowed in that zone: treatments are limited by each zone's
most environmentally constraining characteristic. Chapter 3 describes the process used to
determine the zones and allowable techniques in more detail.

Table 1 defines the proposed zones and their treatments. Figure 2 shows the location of
the zones along the right-of-way.

2.2 Status Quo Alternative :

BPA would continue the current practice of controlling undesirable vegetation on the
Bonneville-Hood River right-of-way, using primarily manual and biological methods as
described for the Proposed Action. No chemical methods (herbicides) would be used.
This alternative corresponds most closely to the USFS "Maintenance" strategy, in which
treatment activities are administered in small, frequent doses in order to maintain current
conditions.

Methods used would continue to depend on species' growth characteristics and proximity
" to sensitive resources such as streams. These areas would be defined on a case-by-case
basis; zones of allowable vegetation management techniques would not be defined. As is
current practice, methods frequently would be used in combination with one another.

23 Options Eliminated from Detailed Evaluation

- 2.3.1 Mechanical Techniques

Because of the poor access and steep terrain of most of the right-of-way, mechanical
mowing methods were eliminated from consideration. Such equipment either could not
reach the right-of-way or, if it did, the resulting ground disturbance could cause
unacceptable problems with erosion in the steep terrain.

2.3.2 Prescribed Burning

The USFS recognizes prescribed burning (in addition to manual, mechanical, biological
and chemical methods) as a reasonable vegetation management technique in many
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‘circumstances. Fire near electrical lines, however, poses a major threat to system
operations. Smoke coats the insulators, thus allowing the power to flash past the
insulators and go to ground, interrupting service. For this reason, prescribed burning is
not a reasonable vegetation management technique for transmission line rights-of-way.

Table 1 Treatment Zones

Zones Treatment Method
STC Any areas in the corridor with greater than 38 meters (m) (125 feet [ft]) vertical distance
: between the ground surface and transmission lines:

Methods: Individual trees that could grow or fall into the transmission conductor danger
zone would be removed by manual methods. Any vegetation growing within 5 m (16 ft) of
the conductor would be considered within the danger zone. Noxious weeds would be
removed using biological or spot-foliar herbicide treatments.
Herbicides: Glyphosate, picloram, triclopyr, and dicamba may be prescribed to kill noxious
weeds only.

R Any areas in the corridor within 91 m (300 ft) of surface waters. 4
Methods: All manual and biological treatments; cut-stump herbicide treatments only.
Herbicides: Rodeo " formulation of glyphosate only, with a 3-m (10-ft) buffer around
surface waters.

Vv Lands that have either a significant visual resource or habitat suitable for Forest Sensitive
species.! Steep slopes (>25%) may also be present.
Methods: All manual, biological, and allowable herbicide treatments.
Herbicides: Glyphosate, picloram, triclopyr, and dicamba may be prescribed for cut-stump,
basal-application, or spot-foliar treatments. Herbicide use would be restricted in sensitive
species habitat or in potential habitat areas.

SS Lands with a steep slope (> 25%).
Methods: All manual, biological, and allowable herbicide treatments.
Herbicides: Glyphosate, picloram, triclopyr, and dicamba may be prescribed for cut-stump,
basal-application, or spot-foliar treatments.

Z Land classified by the USFS as Late-Successional Reserve (LSR)?with no other
environmental constraints.
Methods: All manual, biological and allowable herbicide treatments.
Herbicides: Glyphosate, plcloram mclopyr and dicamba may be prescnbed for cut-stump,
basal-application, or spot-foliar treatments.

1 Forest Sensitive species: Those.plant and animal species identified by a Regional Forester for which
population viability is a concern, as evidenced by: a significant current or predicted downward trend in
population numbers or density; or a significant current or predicted downward trend in habitat capability
that would reduce a species’ existing distribution (Forest Service Manual 2670.5(19)). In: Spotted Owl
Management EIS, USFS, Jan. 1992.

2 Late Successional Reserves (LSR) are identified to protect and enhance conditions of mature and old-
growth forest ecosystems which serve as habitat for species adapted to those conditions.
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2.4 Performance of Alternatives
Table 2 summarizes how the alternatives meet the purposes for the project as described in

section 1.2.

Table 2 Predicted Performance Summary

Decision Factor

Proposed Action

Status Quo

Complies with national
and regional policies and
mandates

In compliance.

In compliance.

Protects the natural and
human environment

Protects sensitive resources
by defining resource zones,
within which vegetation
control techniques are
tailored to the sensitivity of
resources within each zone.

Allows treatment method

considered to be low risk to
safety of workers, according
to OSHA.

May protect some sensitive
plant resources by not using
herbicides, but may harm
others due to annual
trampling and disturbance
on steep slopes. Worker
safety continues to be high
risk with higher frequency
of chainsaw use.

Maintains reliability of
the FCRTS

Reduces the potential of
tree-caused outages, and the
need for annual re-
treatments. Increases
opportunity to establish
low-growing vegetation
communities and potential
to achieve long-term goal of
prevention.

Reduces the potential of
tree-caused outages.
Requires frequent re-
cutting. Little opportunity to
achieve long-term goal of
prevention.

Provides administrative
efficiency and cost
effectiveness

Allows for lower long-term
costs because of lower
treatment cost and fewer
repeat treatments. Broader
range of techniques '
maximizes efficiency of
treatments. Zone system
ensures consistent treatment
in similar areas.

Maintains higher long-term
costs because of annually
increasing treatment costs.
The limited number of
techniques means more
frequent maintenance is
required; consistent
treatments in similar areas
are not guaranteed.
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposal would control vegetation along 30 km (19 mi) of transmission line right-of-
way in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area between Bonneville Dam (west
of Cascade Locks) and Hood River, Oregon. Using Geographic Information System
(GIS) data from the USFS, supplemented with field work performed by USFS and BPA
specialists, BPA mapped the resources likely to be affected by various vegetation
management activities. The right-of-way was then divided into proposed treatment
zones. These zones, developed by BPA, USFS, and a consultant (David Evans and
Associates, 1996), define the vegetation management activities allowed in that zone
based on the presence of the most sensitive resource. Vegetation control techniques are
designated that would not adversely affect the sensitive resources in that zone. Table |
(Chapter 2) defines the zones; Figure 2 (Chapter 2) shows where the zones are along the
transmission line; Table 3 (below) indicates the amount of land in each zone.

Table 3 _Amount of Right-of-way in Treatment Zones

Zone -Length: km (mi) Area: ha (ac)

STC 2.1(1.3) 9.3 (23.2)
R 2.6 (1.6) 11.3 (28.3)
v 15.2 (9.5) 69.0 (172.6)
SS 9.9 (6.2) 45.1 (112.8)
Z 0.5 (0.3) 1.8 (4.5)

The remainder of the chapter describes the existing environment and the effects of
vegetation management alternatives on natural and human resources in the project study
area. Table 4 summarizes that information.

3.1 Study Area '

About 65% of the project area is within the Mt. Hood National Forest and the Columbia
Gorge NSA, although about 12 km (7.5 mi) crosses state, city and private ownerships.
The right-of-way passes through three state parks: Wygant State Park, Vinzenz
Lausmann Memorial State Park and Seneca Fouts Memorial State Park. In this project
area, the eastern boundary of the NSA is at Vinzenz Lausmann State Park, several miles
west of Hood River, Oregon.
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Table 4 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences Summary

Environ-
mental
Resource

Existing Conditions

Proposed Action

Status Quo

Vegetation

Most of ROW in dense thickets
of shrubs and seedlings of
alder, maple, and conifers; in 2
km, conductors are high
enough to leave mature hem-
lock/Douglas fir stands. Poten-
tial habitat for 28 sensitive
plant species but only one
found (long-bearded
hawkweed).

Herbicides allow change from tall-
growing species to low-growing
shrubs. Noxious weeds eliminated.
Low risk of impact to sensitive species
from trampling, felling trees, and
herbicides. P zone protects long-
bearded hawkweed and known
sensitive habitat.

Focus on manual cutting would
leave vegetation unchanged. -
Noxious weeds would continue
to multiply. Sensitive species
could be affected by trampling
or tree-felling.

Wildlife

Large and small mammals;
birds, including raptors; fish
and other species inhabit area.
Sensitive species habitat
includes spotted owl dispersal,
reproductive and foraging
habitat. ’

Wildlife temporarily disturbed a few
days every 2-3 years when workers

‘present. Spotted owl habitat not

affected because fewer than 10 trees
per acre removed. Herbicides
proposed do not bioaccumulate, but
some may be hazardous or slightly
toxic to some species. R zone protects
aquatic species from herbicides.

Wildlife could be disturbed
more often than under proposal
because workers would return
at least annually.

Soils

Soils are primarily volcanic,
often cobbly, on steep slopes.
Rock outcrops and cliffs are
common. Erosion and mass
movement is evident in much
of the area.

Slight run-off and localized erosion
would recur until low-growing
vegetation is established. Herbicides
unlikely to build up in soils due to
herbicide characteristics and neutral to
moderately acidic soils.

Erosion and run-off potential
slightly higher than proposal
due to workers annually
traversing steep slopes.

Water
Resources

ROW crosses 15 perennial and
8 intermittent streamns with
steep gradients, which flow
into the Columbia River a half
mile away.

Low impact on water quality because
new stream surface exposed is
minimal; R zone protects water from
herbicide effects; and erosion and
sedimentation are low.

Slightly greater sedimentation
impacts than proposal due to
annual worker disturbance.

Visual and
Recreation
Resources

Project is in CRGNSA, estab-
lished to preserve scenic qual-
ity. ROW visible from many
scenic and recreational sites.

No noticeable change to visual quality
because no broadcast herbicide
spraying allowed. All visually
sensitive sites in V zone.

Visual quality would remain
the same.

Human
Health and
Safety

This ROW has no history of
maintenance worker accidents,
although others do. ROW is
accessible to hikers, mountain
and dirt bikers.

Moderate risk to workers of
reproductive or general health effects
from backpack sprayers using
dicamba, glyphosate, or triclopyr. .
Reduced risk of accidents to workers
using manual methods due to fewer
visits, less dense vegetation.

Current risk of worker acci-
dents from manual methods
continues or increases as vege-
tation from repeated manual
cuttings becomes more dense.

Air Quality

CRGNSA is Class II airshed,
allowing for moderate
degradation of air quality.

Short-term, minimal air quality
reductions from vehicle/ machinery
exhaust, herbicides.

Air quality reductions from
exhaust slightly higher than
proposal due to more visits.

Bonneville-Hood River Vegetation Management Environmental Assessment
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Project area topography varies from moderate to very steep slopes, including some areas
with almost vertical cliffs. Area elevations range from approximately 15 m (50 ft) at the
western boundary to approximately 244 m (800 ft) in several areas. Steep slopes are
common on one or both sides of creeks, which tend to flow in narrow canyons.

3.2 Vegetation

The current vegetation management program has converted approximately 27 km (17 mi)
of mature conifer forest to shrubs and tree seedlings characteristic of disturbed areas. In a
few places, the right-of-way crosses 1.2 km (0.8 mi) of rocky outcrops and extended talus
slopes such as those on the sides of Shellrock Mountain. Approximately 2 km (1.2 mi) of
undisturbed mature conifer forest, primarily western hemlock/Douglas fir types, remain
where the transmission conductors are high enough above the tree canopy that vegetation
management activities are unnecessary, except for occasional single tree removal.

3.2.1 Proposed Action

Because most of the area, if left alone, would produce tall-growing conifers and shrubs,
any vegetation management program to keep tall-growing vegetation from interfering
with transmission lines would adversely affect those species. If successful, the IVM
program would, to a certain degree, also change the character of the vegetation in those
parts of the right-of-way that now contain tall-growing shrubs and tree seedlings.
Currently many of those areas, which have been subject to manual cutting for over a
decade, contain dense thickets of red alder, bigleaf maple, other hardwoods, and young
conifers. In those areas, in all zones except STC, the potential use of herbicides may
prevent the re-growth of the tall-growing vegetation types and promote the establishment
of low-growing native shrubs such as ocean spray (Holodiscus discolor), thimbleberry
(Rubus parviflorus), snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), and vine maple (Acer
circinatum). Current invasions of noxious weeds are more likely to be controlled than
under the existing program because herbicides would destroy the plants, whereas hand
pulling and cutting allows them to re-sprout.

Areas in STC zones are nearly all western hemlock/Douglas fir types, with a few hundred
feet at the eastern end of the project right-of-way in Douglas fir/grand fir or bigleaf
maple. Removal of tall-growing vegetation in these zones is rarely required, so the
vegetation would remain unchanged. ‘

Because broadcast foliar herbicide treatments are not proposed in any zones, non-target
species are unlikely to be adversely affected. -

3.2.2 Status Quo

Continuing the current vegetation management program of primarily manual cutting
would leave vegetation types unchanged. Although efforts to retard growth and halt the
spread of several dense stands of Scot’s broom using biological agents would continue,
noxious weeds along roadways would continue to multiply.
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3.2.3 Endangered, Threatened, and Sensitive Plants

In summer of 1997, a plant biologist surveyed the right-of-way for Region 6 Sensitive
Plants listed for the Mt. Hood National Forest, for endemic species (those that occur only
within the Columbia River Gorge and vicinity), for state-listed species, and for species on
Oregon Natural Heritage Program (ONHP) Lists 1 through 4 (as described in the
Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, 1992). While
potential habitat for 28 sensitive species occurs along the right-of-way, only one sensitive
species, long-bearded hawkweed (Hieracium longiberbe), actually was found during the
survey. This species is an endemic species; it is not federally or state-listed. ONHP
places long-bearded hawkweed on List 4, which means it merits long-term concern
because it may be rare or declining, but it is still apparently secure or too common to be
threatened or endangered. No federally listed endangered or threatened plant species
have been found in the project area. '

3.2.3.1 Proposed Action and Status Quo

Table 5 summarizes the effects of each vegetation management alternative on sensitive
species. The potential for direct, indirect and cumulative impacts was considered.

Under both alternatives, direct impacts could include trampling by maintenance crew
members. Under the Proposed Action, in zones where spot herbicide spraying is allowed,
the destruction of sensitive species could be a direct impact. Because ground disturbing
activities are not proposed for either alternative, direct impacts would not include
disturbance to the below-ground portions of plants.

The use of biological agents, such as seed weevils, is not expected to directly or indirectly
harm sensitive species because the agents target specific noxious weed species. A few
botanists have expressed concerns that some biological agents are not as specific in their
targets as expected. For example, the biological agent released to kill tansy ragwort
(Senecio jacobaea) was known to attack native members of the genus Senecio in the
1960s and 1970s. Concerns about attacks on native Senecio dictated advancements in the
‘testing of the biological agents; those used today in Oregon undergo extensive testing by
the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) to ensure they target only specific plants.
The proposed project may use ODA-approved biological agents for knapweed species
(Centaurea sp.) and Scot’s broom (Cytisus scoparius), however, there are no members of
these two genera on the sensitive species list, minimizing the possibility that native
species would be harmed by the release of these biological agents.

The impact of project activities on the habitats of sensitive species was also considered.
Removing trees and brush could change the cofnposition of plant communities in shaded
areas by opening the tree canopy. Biological methods which encourage a change in the
plant community could also alter the habitat such that a sensitive species could no longer
survive. An additional potential indirect impact is the effect tree and brush removal
would have on the viability of individuals that normally grow in shady habitats.
However, because the areas that require removal of woody species have been subject to
tree cutting and disturbance in the past, the herbaceous plants in these areas generally are
not native, shade-loving species that would suffer from an increase in light intensity.
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Table 5 Summary of Effects on Sensitive Plant Species

Species Habitat Not Status Quo Proposed
‘ Present Action
Agrostis howellii ' NI NI
Arabis furcata : . NI NI
Bolandra oregana v NI NI
Calamagrostis howellii MIIH MIIH
Carex macrochaeta \ MIIH - MIIH
Castilleja rupicola . NI NI
Cimicufuga elata ‘ MIIH MIIH
Corydalis aquae-gelidae : MIIH MIIH
Cypripedium fasciculatum X --- -
Cypripedium montanum X - -
Delphinium leucophaeum : NI NI
Delphinium nutallii ,, MIIH MIIH
Dodecatheon poeticum MIIH MIIH
Douglasia laevigata var. laevigata NI NI
Erigeron howellii . NI NI
Erigeron oreganus NI NI
Hackelia difusa var. diffusa MIIH MIIH
Hieracium longiberbe . : | MIIH MIIH
Lewisia columbiana var. columbiana NI NI
Montia diffusa MIIH - MIIH
Montia howellii X — ---
Ophioglossum pusillum X - ---
Penstemon barrettiae ’ NI NI
Poa gracillima var. multnomae MIIH MIIH
Poa laxiflora - NI NI
Suksdorfia violacea MIIH MIIH
Sullivantia oregana ' NI NI
Syntheris stellata : MIIH MIIH
NI = No Impact
MIIH = May Impact Individuals or Habitat, but will not likely contfibute to a trend towards
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