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Department of Defense – Department of the Air ForceF1

 F1a  Comment noted.

F1b

 For both municipal and private air facilities, the FAA requires utility line separation from 
runways and horizontal and conical zones for the safety of the planes and helicopters using 
the airports. To determine if the B2H Project would be a hazard to these operations, the 
Applicant would conduct an obstruction evaluation/airport airspace analysis in coordination 
with the FAA. Refer to Section 3.2.9 for further detail. 

F1c  See response to Comment F1b.

F1a

F1b

F1c

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: EnviroLytical - B2H <info@envirolytical.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 5:07 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: New Communication: Pursuant to 32 CFR 989.3, this office has conducted a review of the 

subject DEIS.  The Air Force Civil Engineering Center (AFCEC) is pleased that the Bureau of 
Land Management, the project proponents,

Gary Munsterman <gary.munsterman@us.af.mil>
https://el2.envirolytical.com/communication/view/103180
Pursuant to 32 CFR 989.3, this office has conducted a review of the subject DEIS. The Air Force Civil Engineering Center
(AFCEC) is pleased that the Bureau of Land Management, the project proponents, and agents have addressed potential
impacts on military training which occurs within the region of influence. As indicated on page 3 390 391, the preferred
and proposed alternatives intersect a number of military training routes which transit the area. Many of the subject
routes are authorized for military use by the Federal Aviation Administration from 100 above grou d level
(AGL). Because of the low visibility provided by transmission lines, the proposed mitigation identified in Section 3.2.6.6
(page 3 424) is appropriate in order to address the safety hazard to both military as well potentially fire management
and wildlife survey aviators transiting the region. The identified mitigation would require towers and/or conductors
and/or shield wires be marked with high visibility devices (marker balls) where required by government agencies with
jurisdiction (i.e. FAA).
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) (14 CFR Part 77) and the Oregon Department of Aviation (OAR 738 070 60)
have jurisdictional authority over any construction or alteration that is more than 200 AGL at the site, requiring
the submission of a notice to the FAA and Oregon Aviation. FAA may also request notification. Section 3.2.6.6 suggests
that all project towers would be less than 200 AGL. FAA Advisory Circular AC 70 7460 2K clarifies that the filing
requirement also applies to transmission lines with a catenary greater than 200 AGL above low water such as
canyon crossings along the project corridor.
AFCEC suggest that the proposed mitigation measure be modified to require the proponent submit transmission line
construction plans for corridor segments which intersect with military training routes to the FAA for an aeronautical
evaluation and determination of appropriate marking requirements. Such a modified mitigation measure would assure
that the FAA makes an appropriate determination, with Air Force participation in the standard FAA obstruction
evaluation process.
This evaluation applies to primarily to MTRs assigned to Air Force units and not to affected routes assigned to the
Department of Navy in the vicinity of NWS Boardman. Thank you for the opportunity to comment
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Department of Defense – Department of the NavyF2

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: MCARDLE, Richard L NAVFAC NW, AM <rick.mcardle@navy.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 12:11 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com; Tamara Gertsch
Cc: Nortier, Michael K CAPT CO NAS Whidbey Is, N00; Tickle, Ronald E CIV OASN (EI&E), 

OPDASN EI&E; Senska, Matthew C CTR OPNAV, N45; Foskey, Karen CIV OPNAV, N45; 
Taplin, Aundrea E CIV OASN (EI&E), OAGC EI&E; Bishop, Laura E LCDR RLSO NW, 
BANGOR; Malik, Joan M CDR COMPACFLT, N465JMM; Burt, Amy E CIV NAVFAC NW, 
OP3E21; Mosher, John G CIV COMPACFLT, N465JM; Bianchi, Michael C NAVFAC NW, 
PRW4; Phillips, John R CIV NAVFAC NW, PRW4; Campbell, Kendall CIV NAVFAC NW, 
PRW4; Stanton, Angela M CIV NAVFAC NW, OP3B; Sodano, Gerald T CTR NAS Whidbey 
Is, N32; Iolavera, Patricia R CIV NAVFAC NW, AM; rick.mcardle@gmail.com; MacDowell, 
Ken CONT COMPACFLT, N77/N465KM; Mathes, Kent R CIV NAS Whidbey Is., N00RM; 
Glazier, Nancy D CIV NAVFAC NW OGC, 09C; Conlow, Judy A CIV NAVFAC NW, O9C; 
Kirby, Tracy D LCDR COMPACFLT, N465TK

Subject: U.S. Navy Comments to B2H Draft EIS
Attachments: Navy Comments B2H DEIS w Attachments 150319.pdf

Tamara:

Attached are the Navy's comments on BLM's Draft EIS for the B2H transmission project. We appreciate the opportunity
to participate in the DEIS process and to provide these comments. Please contact me anytime if you have questions or
would like to discuss Navy related aspects of the B2H proposal.

Respectfully,
Rick

Rick McArdle
Community Planning Liaison Officer
Northwest Training Range Complex
(360) 257 1413
rick.mcardle@navy.mil

NAS Whidbey Island
3730 Charles Porter Ave.
Bldg 385, Room 127
Oak Harbor, WA 98278 5000

300461
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F2a  F2a  Comment noted.
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F2c

F2b

F2d

F2e

F2f

F2b

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2 has been revised to clarify the B2H Project 
description as relates to NWSTF Boardman and to refl ect ongoing coordination with the Navy. 
Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more information about the resources, mitigation 
applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources along each alternative route 
by segment. More specifi cally, Sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.9 have been expanded to include 
discussion of potential effects of the easement on Navy land.

F2c  Comment noted. Refer to the discussion of routing options in Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2 of 
the Final EIS.

F2d

 Comment noted. Section 3.2.4.6 has been revised to include analysis and discussion of 
the impacts of the West of Bombing Range Road Alternative Route on Washington ground 
squirrel and its habitat and discussion of the USFWS consultation with the Navy regarding 
Washington ground squirrel on NWSTF Boardman.

F2e

 The Final EIS has been revised to expand discussion of ongoing coordination with NWSTF 
Boardman and the design modifi cations being incorporated in to the B2H Project to 
accommodate Navy and FAA regulations. See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.3 (Recommended 
Route-Variation Options) for further detail regarding the proposed alternative routes along 
Bombing Range Road. In addition, Sections 3.2.6, 3.2.9, and 3.3 have been expanded to 
include discussion of potential impact to NWSTF Boardman.

F2f  See response to Comment F2b.
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Department of Defense – Department of the Navy (cont.)F2
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F2f

F2g

F2h

F2i

F2j

F2g  See response to Comment F2b.

F2h  See responses to Comments F2b and F2d.

F2i  See response to Comment F2b.

F2j  These data have been obtained and integrated into the Final EIS.
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Department of Defense – Department of the Navy (cont.)F2

300461
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F2k

F2l

F2k
 This alternative route is being analyzed for the Final EIS. Additional cultural resources 
information from the traditional cultural properties survey has been incorporated to the extent 
the information is made available.

F2l

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties, 
and on further discussion between the Applicant and landowners, a number of recommended 
routing options were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3 and summarized in Tables 2-18 through 2-35. Refer also to the 
response to comment F2b.
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Department of Energy – Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)F3

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Grange,Katey C (BPA) - KEC-4 <kcgrange@bpa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 3:40 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: BPA Comments on Boardman to Hemingway DEIS
Attachments: B2H_DEIS_BPAComments_to_BLM_19March2015.xls

I have attached a comment matrix that contains BPA’s consolidated comments on the Boardman to Hemingway
DEIS. The spreadsheet contains two tabs substantive comments and editorial comments – for consideration. Please
don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions or needed clarifications.

Thank you.

Katey Grange
Environmental Protection Specialist  | KEC-4
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
kcgrange@bpa.gov  |  503.230.4047 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Department of Energy – BPA (cont.)F3

Page 2 of 5

Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line
Comments on December 2014 Draft EIS

Section # Page # Line #
Table
or

Figure #

Reviewer
Name/
Agency/
Program

Comment

General BPA Overall, the B2H EIS presents a good overview discussion of the
affected environment (with a few notable exceptions). That being
said, the environmental consequences analysis was not as robust
as the affected environment and the extensive presentation of
data without accompanying analysis is difficult for the reader. It
would be helpful for the reader to have summary tables that
support a discussion of the key impacts in the EIS itself, with more
of the details (and extensive tables) included in the appendices.

General BPA At this time, there are many information gaps in the DEIS that are
needed to fully analyze the project's environmental impacts. For
example, the DEIS mentions ongoing ethnographic studies (3 197)
and BLM’s efforts to consult with tribes to “better identify the
nature and location” of impacts. Also, on 3 803 (line 24), the EIS
mentions that BLM needs to complete the “evaluation of indirect
impacts to resources identified in the reconnaissance level survey.”
These information gaps and others (as described in the next
comment regarding substations) make issuing a FEIS with the new
information/analysis without allowing a public comment
opportunity on the new information problematic for BPA.

General BPA There is a general lack of information or conflicting information
(where there is information) regarding substation alternatives. For
example, the Abstract refers to a “connection to the Grassland
Substation”. The Summary (page 1 1) refers to the “Grassland
Substation, that is currently under construction by Portland
General Electric” and depicts a Grassland Substation on Figures S 1
and S 2 (and also later in Figure 2.1). The Summary then notes
(page S 1 and S 2) that the northern terminus would connect to
PGE’s Grassland Substation, or one of two alternative substations
near Boardman, Oregon.” These two alternative substation sites
are finally identified as Horn Butte and Longhorn (pages S 6 and
S 7). The DEIS includes a limited description of the “new Horn
Butte Substation” on 2 50 (line 5) and a similar description of
“BPA’s proposed Long Horn Substation” on 2 54 (line 16). Yet, on
page 1 3 and again on page 2 1 (line 30) and page 2 3 (line 5), the
DEIS announces that the line “would begin at the existing
Grassland Substation.” On page 2 18 (line 26), the DEIS refers to
the northern terminus as the Grassland Substation “currently
under construction” and notes that the Proposed Action would
cause no additional ground disturbance and no new access roads.
There is simply not enough information about the Boardman area
substation and the information that is present is inconsistent and
confusing. All substation site alternatives need to be analyzed in
the EIS and the status of each substation needs to be correct and
consistent.
As a Cooperating Agency, BPA needs additional information in the
EIS to support ourdecision. Including the substation alternative
evaluation in a FEIS, without a public input process would be
unacceptable to BPA. BPA would like to work closely with BLM to
make sure the EIS can support a BPA decision.

F3a

F3c

 F3a  Summary tables and discussions between alternatives and segments have been added.

F3b

 The results of the analysis for direct and indirect impacts on cultural resources have been 
clarifi ed in the Final EIS. Reconnaissance level survey is part of the Section 106 process for 
the B2H Project and is documented in the Programmatic Agreement. 

The NEPA process relies on review and analysis of existing data for the comparison of 
alternatives. Completion of Class III cultural resources inventories is not required under 
NEPA in order to prepare an EIS. All cultural resources will be evaluated and analyzed under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act after the Record(s) of Decision and prior 
to any notice to proceed.

F3c

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.
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Department of Energy – BPA (cont.)F3

Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line
Comments on December 2014 Draft EIS

Section # Page # Line #
Table
or

Figure #

Reviewer
Name/
Agency/
Program

Comment

Summary Multiple Multiple BPA The summary often uses future tense (“will”) instead of future
conditional (“would”) to describe the project and project effects.
Please correct the text so that future conditional is consistently
used throughout the summary (and the rest of the document).

Summary S 1 7 BPA The text states "IPC proposes to construct, operate and
maintain…". This project description language is not consistent
throughout the EIS and related project documents (specifically the
Cultural Programmatic Agreement). In the Programmatic
Agreement, project decommissioning is considered as a part of the
project, but decommissioning is not listed in the summary (or in
other parts of the EIS). We suggest that the EIS consistently
describe the project phases being considered in the EIS body and
all appendices.

Summary S 17 2 3 and
6 7

BPA The text states that construction impacts to wetlands would be
short term and therefore “moderate” and the operation impacts
would be long term and therefore “moderate". Additional
information supporting the reasoning behind these same impact
ratings would be helpful.

Summary S 22 36 39 BPA Regarding the text “…introduction of electric fields in areas where
power lines would be constructed could impact the ability of tribal
members to use these areas for traditional cultural and religious
practices...” BPA can provide references that review the effects of
electric fields in transmission rights of ways. We suggest clarifying
the statement to say that the line itself, not the EMF, would impact
tribal member's ability to use the area for traditional uses.

Summary
(and
throughout
document)

S 25 and
multiple
other
locations

34 BPA The text refers to the “environmentally preferred” alternative. We
suggest the use of the term 'environmentally preferable'
alternative throughout as this is the correct term under NEPA.

1.1 1 3 16 BPA Please add that BPA is part of DOE. Suggested change: Federal
cooperating agencies for the B2H Project, in addition to the USFS
Wallowa Whitman National Forest, include the U.S. Navy, Naval
Weapons Systems Training Facility, Boardman; U.S. 13 Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), Region 10; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Region 1; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Portland
District; Reclamation; and U.S Department of Energy, Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA).

1.9.1 1 28 5 BPA Please clarify that EFSEC would site non federal energy project
developers. We suggest changing "energy project developer" to
"non federal energy project developer" in this sentence.

1.10
(throughout
EIS)

1 36 Building
Codes
Division'
row

Table 1 4 BPA The text describes building permits required for construction of a
substation at the Boardman Switching Yard. More information is
needed throughout the EIS about this construction and the potential
environmental impacts of the substation alternatives (please see the
'general' comment in row 6 above).

2.3.6 2 66 7 15 BPA Please include BPA in the discussion of the No Action Alternative.
3.1.2.1 3 6 19 BPA Please clarify how “low intensity impact” is equal to “no identifiable

impact.” If there is no identifiable impact, wouldn't ano impact
determination be warranted?

F3d

F3e

F3f

F3g

F3h

F3i

F3j

F3k

F3l
F3m

F3d  Revised as suggested.

F3e
 Comment noted. Chapter 2 of the document has been updated. Decommissioning 
is discussed as part of the project but separate analysis would be completed for 
decommissioning and thus has not been considered in the impact analysis.

F3f

 Comment noted. Text in the Final EIS has been revised to include a table describing “Criteria 
for Assessing Intensity of Impacts on Water Resources” (Table 3-57). References to specifi c 
design features and selective mitigation measures used to reduce impacts to wetlands have 
also been added to Section 3.2.2.

F3g

 Comment noted. Though the line itself is viewed as an effect, tribal representatives have 
indicated during consultation that the effects of electromagnetic fi elds (EMF) on sites are 
irreversible and unmitigatable. From a tribal perspective, area exposed to EMF may be 
unsuitable for traditional use.

F3h  Edited as suggested.

F3i  Revised as suggested.

F3j  Revised as suggested.

F3k  See response to Comment F3c.

F3l  The BLM requests that BPA please provide the language they would like to be included for 
the No Action Alternative.

F3m

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the 
Draft EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where 
mitigation would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS 
presents an explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, 
Chapter 3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-19

Department of Energy – BPA (cont.)F3

Page 4 of 5

Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line
Comments on December 2014 Draft EIS

Section # Page # Line #
Table
or

Figure #

Reviewer
Name/
Agency/
Program

Comment

3.2.1.5 3 25 3 8 Table 3 3 BPA We suggest including additional information addressing the
instabilities in Idaho as well as Oregon. Although Oregon’s DOGAMI
database does not extend to Owyhee County, ID, is there any
information from Idaho or other sources that would address landform
instabilities in the project area?

3.2.3.5 and
3.2.4.5

3 116 and
3 211

3 35 and
3 54

BPA Please revise the footnote definitions on these 2 tables to use
consistent terminology. For example "N= Not known to occur" in one
table, while "N= Does not occur" in the other.

3.2.4.2 3 197 12 16 BPA If BLM is still engaging in ethnographic studies and consulting with the
tribes to better understand the nature and location of wildlife
impacts, is this impact sufficiently considered in the wildlife analysis?

3.2.4.6 3 273 1 40 BPA The text seems to spend a disproportionate time discussing the
negative edge effects without much detail on the beneficial edge
effects for some species. We suggest inclusion of some additional
description of the potential beneficial effects.

3.2.8.1 3 737 24 BPA "issued" seems like the wrong word in this sentence. We suggest
replacing "issued" with 'used'

3.2.8.1 3 738 2 BPA We suggest that the sentence be corrected to state: ...“products” or
“work” to human beings…

3.2.8.4 3 742 13 BPA Please clarify that the 'site' referenced in the text is pulling/tensioning
and boring sites, not cultural sites.

3.2.8.4 3 742 and
3 745

21 (3 742),
4 (3 745),
and 14 (3
74500

BPA The methodology text states that the intensive level survey (ILS) and
Class III surveys (i.e. Phase II) will be completed and presented in the
FEIS. However, BLM has indicated in cultural consultationmeetings
that the Phase II reports would be complete after the FEIS. We
suggest that the survey timelines discussed in the EIS be consistent
with the schedule discussed during cultural consultation meetings.

3.2.8.4 3 742 14 15 BPA It is unclear what the text "...adjusted to include the areas of land
within this corridor from which the project would be visible." is
describing. We suggest that the text be clarified to indicate if the APE
for indirect effects is entirely within the 10 mile wiide corridor, or if
the indirect effects APE may extend beyond the 10 mile wide corridor
in certain places.

3.2.8.6 3 786 19 Table
3 219

BPA We suggest adding a footnote in the table describing what the
'unknown' resources include/mean in the context of the literature
search conducted.

3.2.8.6 3 786 19 Table
3 219

BPA The category of "ineligible sites" and "NRHP listed sites/historic
districts" are very broad and are not a resource type (as suggested by
the heading and the other table entries). We suggest incorporating
the ineligible sites and NRHP listed sites/historic districts into the
listed resources by types. Classifying some of the resources by
eligibility status in this table seems duplicative to the information
contained in the next table (Table 3 220).

3.2.8.7 3 803 24 BPA It would be helpful if the date of anticipated evaluation completion
were disclosed.

F3n

F3o

F3p

F3q

F3r

F3u

F3v

F3x

F3s
F3t

F3w

F3y

F3n  The landslide hazard ranking provided by OPS was used in the effects analysis in the Final 
EIS.

F3o  Tables revised to be consistent.

F3p
 Because of the sensitivity of information and sites derived from the ethnographic studies, 
such information is referred to generally for each alternative route in the cultural resources 
section of Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.13).

F3q  Text has been edited as requested to expand on the potential benefi ts of edge effects.

F3r  This error has been corrected.

F3s  This error has been corrected.

F3t  The text has been clarifi ed.

F3u

 Results of Class III inventories will not be presented in the Final EIS; these inventories will 
not be completed until after the selection of a route and the issuance of the Record(s) of 
Decision for the B2H Project. 

Text has been edited as requested: “Cultural resource inventories for the B2H Project have 
been divided into two phases. Phase I has been completed for the EIS and Phase II will 
be completed for the Selected Route, per Section 106 requirements and the Programmatic 
Agreement (Appendix I) for the B2H Project.”

F3v

 The text has been modifi ed to refl ect the language in the current Programmatic Agreement: 
“The indirect effects APE for cultural resources that may be subject to visual effects will 
extend generally for 5 miles (10-mile-wide study corridor) or to the visual horizon, whichever 
is closer, on either side of the reference centerline. Where the indirect APE includes TCPs, 
NHTs, and other visually sensitive historic properties, additional analyses may be required 
and the indirect APE may need to be modifi ed accordingly. These areas will require analysis 
on a case by case basis.”

F3w

 Comment noted. This table has been revised to refl ect the modifi cations to the methodology 
and additional Class I data (additional alternative routes and route variations). The following 
text has been added: Cultural resources categorized as “unknown” are those for which 
incomplete site records were found, and consequently could not be assigned to a particular 
time period (temporal affi liation). A footnote also has been added to clarify the use of the term 
“unknown.”

F3x

 Comment noted. This table has been revised to refl ect the modifi cations to the methodology 
and additional Class I data (additional alternative routes and route variations). For the 
purpose of the Final EIS, sites have been identifi ed by site theme (e.g., Non-Residential) 
and site type (e.g., Lithic Scatter, Campsite, Artifact Scatter). List of site types by segments, 
alternative routes, and route variations are provided in the Final EIS.

F3y  The anticipated date is after the Record(s) of Decision and prior to any notice to proceed.
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Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line
Comments on December 2014 Draft EIS

Section # Page # Line #
Table
or

Figure #

Reviewer
Name/
Agency/
Program

Comment

Appendix D General BPA Upon review of this public version Draft Framework for Mitigation, it
appears that no comments on previous drafts provided by BPA as a
cooperating agency are included. On 2/26/2015, BLM confirmed to
cooperating agencies an intent to integrate previously submitted
cooperating agency comments as the document continues to be
restructured between the DEIS and FEIS. It was also stated that
previously submitted comments need not be resubmitted through
this DEIS comment process to be considered. Thank you for
continuing to refine the Framework with cooperating agency
assistance as there are factually inaccurate statements which should
be clarified and have been noted in comments you possess.

Appendix D General BPA During this comment period, cooperating agencies heard from BLM
their intention to rectify mitigation methodologies between federal
and state environmental compliance processes. The FEIS should
document the actions BLM takes to align state and federal mitigation
processes with explanations why processes do or do not align.

Appendix D 1 2nd
paragraph

BPA "Accordingly, IPC has submitted applications to the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA ) and the Bureau of Reclamation (hereafter
decision making agencies) to obtain authorization to cross lands
managed by those agencies." This is an inaccurate statement as IPC
did not submit application to BPA to obtain access to cross lands
managed by BPA. Please coordinate with BPA to correct this sentence
so that it reads accurately in the FEIS.

Appendix E General BPA We encourage BLM to revisit this document and include in the FEIS
updated literature, methodologies, evolving state regulations/rule
making, and lessons learned by other implementing projects. Also,
coordinate with state biologists in Idaho and Oregon to align this
project's actions with the state's sage grouse conservation planning
efforts. Document in the FEIS the actions BLM takes to align state and
federal processes for conserving sage grouse with explanations why
processes do or do not align.

Summary BPA The summary uses acronyms without first spelling out the name.
We suggest consistently defining acronyms with first use.

Summary S 22 17 BPA Suggest inserting 'project'. "...used to analyze and compare project
impacts across segments and alternatives…"

3.1.1.2 3 3 3 1 BPA As Umatilla is an important reference site mentioned throughout
the text, it would be helpful to have the city of Umatilla depicted on
Figure 3 1.

3.2.1.5 3 33 3 BPA We suggest correcting the text to reflect that squirrels are rodents.
3.2.4.5 3 210 14 BPA It appears that a word is missing between “fiscal year” and “detailed

information.”
3.2.8.5 3 751 1 3 BPA The text is confusing with the current punctuation. We suggest

splitting the sentence and correcting the punctuation to say:
"…refused to enter into this treaty. The band led by Chief Joseph,
the elder, remained in the Wallowa Valley. By 1877, the Nez Perce
had been pushed out of the Wallowa Valley. Displaced and
beleaguered by internal and external conflict, the Wallowa..."

3.2.8.5 3 778 30 31 BPA It appears that a word was incorrectly inserted into the text "which
gave rise to not the area's current name and the Virtue Mine.". We
suggest eliminating 'not' in the sentence.

F3z

F3aa

F3ab

F3ac

F3ad
F3ae

F3af
F3ag
F3ah

F3ai

F3aj

F3z

 Comment noted. Please note that Appendix D, Draft Framework for Development of 
Compensatory Mitigation Plans for Biological Resources, in the Draft EIS was revised for the 
Final EIS as Appendix C to provide additional information about BLM’s requirements and a 
framework for compensatory mitigation for all resources.

Appendix C in the Final EIS is a Mitigation Framework. As the name suggests, the Mitigation 
Framework is intended to be a detailed framework, not a site-specifi c mitigation plan. The 
Mitigation Framework (1) establishes how avoidance and minimization have eliminated and/
or reduced impacts; (2) identifi es residual resource effects that meet criteria for warranting 
compensatory mitigation; and (3) provides a framework for how the appropriate level and 
type of compensatory mitigation will be determined for those resource effects. The BLM has 
established a mitigation standard, through application of the mitigation hierarchy, of a no net 
loss outcome for affected resources and their values, services, and functions, or, as required 
or appropriate, a net benefi t (or gain, if appropriate) in outcomes where it has determined that 
compensatory mitigation is warranted. 

Upon selection of the fi nal route in the Record of Decision and following fi nal engineering and 
design, the Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared using the Mitigation Framework 
as a guide in assessing the direct and indirect impacts based on an engineered and designed 
alignment, and will identify a suite of site-specifi c compensatory mitigation options for 
selection and implementation under the review and guidance of the cooperating agencies. 
The fi nal detailed Compensatory Mitigation Plan must be reviewed by the cooperating 
agencies and a recommendation will be made to the Authorized Offi cer for approval prior to 
any issuance of Notices to Proceed. 

Any necessary modifi cations to the Mitigation Framework will be addressed in the Record of 
Decision.

F3aa  Comment noted. Chapters 1 and 2 of the document have been revised to refl ect this 
comment.

F3ab  The text has been clarifi ed.

F3ac See next page for response to F3 ac.

F3ad  Revised as suggested.

F3ae  This error has been corrected.

F3af  Revised as suggested.

F3ag  This error has been corrected.

F3ah  This error has been corrected.

F3ai  Text has been edited as requested.

F3aj  Text has been edited as requested.
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F3ac

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 
3 has been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing 
effects associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.
In October 2015, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced that the listing the Greater 
Sage-Grouse was not warranted. Potential effects of the B2H Project on Greater Sage-
Grouse are discussed in Section 3.2.4.5.

The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c selective mitigation 
measures designed to minimize anticipated B2H Project effects to Greater Sage-Grouse, 
including preconstruction surveys for sensitive species, seasonal and spatial restrictions, and 
avian-safe design standards that are consistent with BLM’s Greater Sage-Grouse ARMPAs 
for Oregon and Idaho. The B2H Project will be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to 
a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.
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Department of the Interior – National Park ServiceF4

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: karen_washington@nps.gov on behalf of PWR Regional Director, NPS 
<pwr_regional_director@nps.gov>

Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 6:43 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
Attachments: 20150319172651587.pdf; 20150319172601996.pdf

Please see the subject letter and attachment.  If you have any questions please contact Tonnie Cummings at 360-
816-6201.

Christine S. Lehnertz 
Regional Director, Pacific West Region 

Right-click here to 
download pictures.  To  
help protect you r priv acy, 
Outlo ok prevented 
auto matic downlo ad o f 
this pictu re from the  
In ternet.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-23

Department of the Interior – National Park Service (cont.)F4



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-24

Department of the Interior – National Park Service (cont.)F4



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-25

Department of the Interior – National Park Service (cont.)F4

F4a

F4b

F4c

 F4a

 All discussions relating to the assessment of impacts on National Historic Trails are now pre-
sented in one section, National Trails System (Section 3.2.15), in the Final EIS to reduce the 
complexity of review of impacts on these resources. Additionally, more direct route compari-
sons are made to allow for the differences between routes to be highlighted.

F4b

 A map was added into this section (Section 3.2.15) displaying the location of the B2H Project 
in relation to the designated NHTs and those trails under feasibility study. 

Impacts on trails is more clearly described by forming a single impact level, relying upon the 
different criteria, to describe direct and indirect impacts on the trails and associated settings.

F4c

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project, Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach) and to provide more information 
about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts on resources 
along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-scale maps is 
provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on the resources 
along all of the alternative routes.
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F4d

F4e

F4f

F4g

F4d

 The assessment of the B2H Project’s contribution to cumulative effects on NHTs from these 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects is presented in Section 3.3. Part of 
this assessment is the cumulative effect of these projects on the trail setting and their visual 
infl uence.

F4e

 This statement was removed as it inaccurately states the intactness of the remaining portions 
of the Oregon NHT, reducing the effect of the B2H Project on the trail and trail setting. The Cu-
mulative Effects section (Section 3.3) also has been expanded to include effects from the B2H 
Project in consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects along 
the high potential historic sites and segments to facilitate a more accurate acknowledgment of 
effects on the Oregon NHT.

F4f

 The assessment of the B2H Project’s contribution to cumulative effects on the high potential 
historic sites and segments from these past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects is presented in Section 3.3. Impacts on the entire Oregon NHT would be beyond the 
scope of the B2H Project and the area impacts by the B2H Project.

Impacts associated with the National Historic Trails have been re-analyzed using techniques 
that more effectively disclose potential impacts to the trails. The results of these impacts are 
located within the Section 3.2.15.

F4g

 The distinction between the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15) (BLM Manual 
6280) and the Cultural Resources section (Section 3.2.13) was made more clear and refer-
ences between the sections added. Also, BLM contributing trail trace data was used in the 
assessment of impacts on the Oregon NHT.

BLM contributing trail segment, high potential historic sites, and high potential trail segment 
data were added to the analysis.
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F4g

F4h

F4i

F4j

F4k

F4h
 Impacts on these sites, including effects on interpretive opportunities, were added to allow for 
a consideration of these effects as well as the application of mitigation measures to reduce 
those effects.

F4i  A list of Oregon NHT high potential historic sites and segments was added, by alternative, to 
present this information clearly in the Final EIS.

F4j  Contributing trail segments were given more weight in the updated NHT impact assessment 
including impacts on their setting.

F4k  The references to NHTs (and trails under feasibility study) in the Land Use sections have been 
removed and readers are directed to the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15).
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F4k

F4l

F4m

F4n

F4o

F4p

F4q

F4l

 This table is associated with assessing impacts on roads included in the Scenic Byway 
program and not necessarily associated with NHTs. All discussions related to NHTs have been 
moved to the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15) to reduce duplication of efforts 
and allow this section to focus on the impacts on this road as associated with its designation 
as a scenic byway.

F4m

 This table is associated with assessing impacts on roads included in the Scenic Byway 
program and not necessarily associated with NHTs. All discussions related to NHTs have been 
moved to the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15) to reduce duplication of efforts 
and allow this section to focus on the impacts on this road as associated with its designation 
as a scenic byway. The assessment of impacts on the NPS auto tour route is in the NHT sec-
tion.

F4n

 All discussions associated with impacts on NHTs have been moved to the National Trails Sys-
tem section (Section 3.2.15) except for general cultural resources discussions related to trails 
in the Cultural Resources section of the document (Section 3.2.13). The National Trails System 
section was expanded to consider all components of the Lewis and Clark NHT including the 
auto tour route crossed by the B2H Project.

F4o  Text updated.

F4p
 The other components of the Lewis and Clark NHT including the outbound water route, auto 
tour route, and any recreation/historic sites on the Oregon-side of the river have been added to 
the analysis contained in the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15).

F4q  The auto tour route for the Lewis and Clark NHT has been added to the analysis in the Na-
tional Trails System section (Section 3.2.15).
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F4q

F4r

F4s

F4t

F4u

F4v

F4w

F4x

F4r  The text in this portion of the document has been revised.

F4s
 Impacts on NHTs, including the Lewis and Clark NHT, were simplifi ed and given a single im-
pact level which is also shown graphically on the maps contained in the Final EIS. Additionally, 
the application of mitigation measures to reduce these effects has been expanded.

F4t
 The quantifi cation of adverse impacts on trail nature and purpose has been removed and 
instead, a narrative has been drafted for each alternative describing the effects on this compo-
nent of trail management.

F4u
 The quantifi cation of adverse impacts on trail nature and purpose has been removed and 
instead, a narrative has been drafted for each alternative describing the effects on this compo-
nent of trail management.

F4v
 The quantifi cation of adverse impacts on trail nature and purpose has been removed and 
instead, a narrative has been drafted for each alternative describing the effects on this compo-
nent of trail management.

F4w

 This map is associated with assessing impacts on roads included in the Scenic Byway 
program and not necessarily associated with NHTs. All discussions related to NHTs have been 
moved to the National Trails System section (Section 3.2.15) to reduce duplication of efforts 
and allow this section to focus on the impacts on this road as associated with its designation 
as a scenic byway.

F4x

 The KOP locations have been added to the visual resources large-format maps focused on 
“Viewers.” KOPs that include simulations have also been noted on this map. A location map 
has been added to the visual simulations to show their relative location as well as the route 
they are depicting. In some areas where KOPs or IOPs are associated with particular trail 
viewing locations, such as the Baker City trail center, they have been moved into the National 
Trails System section (Section 3.2.15) as part of the assessment on NHTs and references 
noted in the section.

No IOPs from the BLM Visual Resource Inventories were used as KOPs, if that’s what the 
comment is referring to. The IOPs that had been established for the BLM Manual 6280 Na-
tional Historic Trails Inventory are, however, discussed in the National Trails Section (Section 
3.2.15).
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F4x

F4y

F4z

F4aa

F4ab

F4y  All NHT-related KOPs have been added to the appropriate NHT large-format map.

F4z

 All discussion associated with National Trails have been moved into the National Trails section 
(Section 3.2.15) to avoid confusion and potential inconsistencies between sections. National 
Trails are only considered in the Visual Resources section (Section 3.2.12) if they are associ-
ated with determining compliance with BLM-VRM Class objectives.

This table has been revised within Section 3.2.12, and analysis techniques have been revised 
to provide a more holistic and concise analysis of impacts. For further clarity, all analyses 
regarding National Trails have been moved to Section 3.2.15. KOPs related to National Trails 
are included within the Visual Resources Section for VRM Compliance reasons only.

F4aa

 The reporting of impacts on National Historic Trails was updated in the Final EIS to display 
high, moderate, and low impacts by tenth mile increments to more granularly assess and 
display these impacts. Large format maps in the map volume display these impacts with narra-
tions in the body of the Final EIS describing those effects.

F4ab

 The reporting of impacts on National Historic Trails was updated in the Final EIS to display 
high, moderate, and low impacts by tenth mile increments to more granularly assess and 
display these impacts. Large format maps in the map volume display these impacts with narra-
tions in the body of the Final EIS describing those effects. These tables have been removed to 
reduce the complexity of trail impact conclusions.
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Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife ServiceF5

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Ted Buerger <ted_buerger@fws.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 4:06 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: Doug Young
Subject: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement - 

USFWS Comments
Attachments: B2H DEIS comments 3-19-15_TS15-397 final.pdf

Please see the attached comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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F5a

F5b

 F5a

 The analysis and avoidance and minimization measures are consistent with the BLM’s 
Oregon Sub-regional Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan 
Amendment. The Applicant has committed to design measures and site-specifi c selective 
mitigation measures designed to avoid and minimize anticipated B2H Project effects to 
Greater Sage-Grouse, including preconstruction surveys for sensitive species, seasonal and 
spatial restrictions for B2H Project activities, fl ight diverters and perch deterrents, avian-
safe design standards, and a Plan of Development that includes a Biological Resources 
Conservation Plan. The B2H Project will be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a 
mitigation hierarchy that will result in a net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

F5b  See response to Comment F5a.
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F5c

F5d

F5e

F5c  Comment noted.

F5d
 Section 3.2.4.4 has been updated to include a new methodology for determining direct and 
indirect impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, and references to recent scientifi c literature 
on indirect effects of transmission line projects on Greater Sage-Grouse.

F5e

 Comment noted. The analysis for Greater Sage-Grouse has been revised for the Final 
EIS and addresses direct and indirect impacts to priority habitats, including Priority Habitat 
Management Areas, General Habitat Management Areas, and Priority Areas for Conservation 
(PACs). The analysis and avoidance and minimization measures are consistent with the 
BLM’s ARMPAs for Oregon and Idaho, and have been developed in coordination with ODWF 
and FWS.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-35

Department of the Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service (cont.)F5

F5f

F5g

F5h

F5i

F5f

 Appendix E, Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint is not included in the Final EIS. This 
appendix in the Draft EIS has evolved to include the direction in the Greater Sage-Grouse 
Range-wide Mitigation Framework and the Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource 
Management Plan Amendments (ARMPAs) for Oregon and Idaho. The analysis for Greater 
Sage-Grouse was expanded in the Final EIS for consistency with the direction in the 
ARMPAs and the BLM’s Draft – Regional Mitigation Strategy 1794 (both which refl ect the 
strategy and objectives of the previous Blueprint document). The Applicant has committed to 
Design Features of the B2H Project for environmental protection and site-specifi c Selective 
Mitigation Measures that are similar with those included in the ARMPAs. The B2H Project will 
be designed, sited, and implemented to adhere to a mitigation hierarchy that will result in a 
net conservation gain for Greater Sage-Grouse.

Appendix D, Draft Framework for Development of Compensatory Mitigation Plans for 
Biological Resources was revised for the Final EIS as Appendix C to provide additional 
information about BLM’s requirements and a framework for compensatory mitigation for all 
resources.

Appendix C in the Final EIS is a Mitigation Framework. As the name suggests, the Mitigation 
Framework is intended to be a detailed framework, not a site-specifi c mitigation plan. The 
Mitigation Framework (1) establishes how avoidance and minimization have eliminated and/
or reduced impacts; (2) identifi es residual resource effects that meet criteria for warranting 
compensatory mitigation; and (3) provides a framework for how the appropriate level and 
type of compensatory mitigation will be determined for those resource effects. 

Upon selection of the fi nal route in the Record of Decision and following fi nal engineering and 
design. The Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared using the Mitigation Framework 
as a guide in assessing the direct and indirect impacts based on an engineered and designed 
alignment, and will identify a suite of site-specifi c compensatory mitigation options for 
selection and implementation under the review and guidance of the cooperating agencies. 
The fi nal detailed Compensatory Mitigation Plan must be reviewed by the cooperating 
agencies and a recommendation will be made to the Authorized Offi cer for approval prior to 
any issuance of Notices to Proceed.

Any necessary modifi cations to the Mitigation Framework will be addressed in the Record of 
Decision.

F5g

 Comment noted. The analysis for Greater Sage-Grouse has been revised for the Final 
EIS and addresses direct and indirect impacts to priority habitats, including Priority Habitat 
Management Areas, General Habitat Management Areas, and Priority Areas for Conservation 
(PACs). The analysis and avoidance and minimization measures are consistent with the 
BLM’s ARMPAs for Oregon and Idaho, and have been developed in coordination with ODWF 
and FWS.

F5h See next page for response to F5h.

F5i See next page for response to F5i.
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F5i

F5j

F5k

F5h

The analysis for migratory birds has been revised for the Final EIS to include additional 
analysis and discussion of the direct and indirect effects to migratory birds. In addition, 
the Applicant has committed to project-specifi c design features and mitigation measures, 
including preconstruction surveys, seasonal and spatial restrictions, limited B2H Project 
activities during nesting season, and avian-safe design standards. Compensatory mitigation 
required for Greater Sage-Grouse will provide further mitigation for impacts to shrub-steppe 
obligate migratory bird species, as described in Appendix C.

F5i  See response to Comment F5h.

F5j

 The EIS has been revised to include Washington ground squirrel indirect effects 
quantifi cation and discussion. Additionally, Appendix D - Draft Framework for Development of 
Compensatory Mitigation Plans for Biological Resources has been revised for the Final EIS 
as Appendix C to include details on compensatory mitigation requirements for Washington 
ground squirrel.

F5k

 Comments on the Draft EIS expressed that not enough information was provided in the Draft 
EIS to enable the reviewers to understand where impacts would occur and where mitigation 
would be applied to reduce impacts. Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1 of the Final EIS presents an 
explanation of the study and analysis approach employed for the B2H Project. Chapter 3 has 
been expanded to provide more description of the methods for used for analyzing effects 
associated with each resource (tiered to the overall approach). Chapter 3 also provides more 
information about the resources, mitigation applied to reduce impacts, and residual impacts 
on resources along each alternative route by segment. In addition, a map volume of large-
scale maps is provided to present resource data and to show the level of residual impact on 
the resources along all of the alternative routes.

While federal land-managing agencies do not have authority over nonfederal lands, federal 
agencies do have an obligation to disclose effects of its decisions on lands and resources 
affected by the decision. Therefore, the BLM uses the same systematic, defensible approach 
on all lands, regardless of jurisdiction, to analyze and compare the alternative routes, using 
consistent data and approach. In addition, as the lead federal agency for the EIS, the BLM is 
the federal steward for federally protected resources on all lands such as cultural resources 
(under Section 106 of the NHPA), biological resources (under Section 7 of the ESA), and 
paleontological resources (under the Paleontological Resources Protection Act). The BLM 
is addressing the protection and management of the federally protected resources (i.e., 
regardless of land jurisdiction) rather than management of the land. If, in negotiations with 
private landowners, a landowner’s preference for mitigation measures differs, other than the 
federally protected resources, the BLM will respect that through its compliance inspection 
contractor and the landowner will negotiate its preferences with the Applicant. However, the 
BLM will ask for a signed statement to that effect to document the project record. 
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F5l

F5m

F5l  See response to Comment F5h and F5i.

F5m  See response to Comment F5b. Refer to Appendix C for criteria for determining what residual 
effects require compensatory mitigation.
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F6a F6a  Comment noted.
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F6b

F6c

F6d

F6b  Comment noted.

F6c   Comment noted.

F6d

 Appendix D, Draft Framework for Development of Compensatory Mitigation Plans for 
Biological Resources, in the Draft EIS was revised for the Final EIS to provide additional 
information about BLM’s requirements and a framework for compensatory mitigation for all 
resources.

Appendix C in the Final EIS is a Mitigation Framework; this appendix replaces Appendix D, 
Draft Framework for Development of Compensatory Mitigation Plans for Biological Resources, 
and Appendix E, Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint in the Draft EIS. As the name 
suggests, the Mitigation Framework (Appendix C of the Final EIS) is intended to be a detailed 
framework, not a site-specifi c mitigation plan. The Mitigation Framework (1) establishes how 
avoidance and minimization have eliminated and/or reduced impacts; (2) identifi es residual 
resource effects that meet criteria for warranting compensatory mitigation; and (3) provides 
a framework for how the appropriate level and type of compensatory mitigation will be 
determined for those resource effects. Many of the mitigation actions originated from elements 
in the Draft Framework for Development of Compensatory Mitigation Plans for Biological 
Resources and the Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint included as Appendix D and 
Appendix E, respectively, in the Draft EIS for the B2H Project and have been expanded or 
revised based on recent DOI and BLM policy and guidance and comments on the Draft EIS.

Upon selection of the fi nal route in the Record of Decision and following fi nal engineering and 
design, the Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be prepared using the Mitigation Framework 
as a guide in assessing the direct and indirect impacts based on an engineered and designed 
alignment, and will identify a suite of site-specifi c compensatory mitigation options for selection 
and implementation under the review and guidance of the cooperating agencies. The fi nal 
detailed Compensatory Mitigation Plan must be reviewed by the cooperating agencies and a 
recommendation will be made to the Authorized Offi cer for approval prior to any issuance of 
Notices to Proceed. 

Any necessary modifi cations to the Mitigation Framework will be addressed in the Record of 
Decision.
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F6e

F6f

F6g

F6h

F6i

F6e

 The intent of the requested text edits are inherent in the requirements of mitigation measures 
set in Design Feature 1 (Table 2-7) which establishes the creation of a Noxious Weed 
Management Plan to be included in the Plan of Development. That will provide details of weed 
control thresholds, protocols, and management responsibilities. These mitigation measures 
have been considered as a requirement for construction, operation, and maintenance and will 
be transferred to the Plan of Development which will be a condition of the Record of Decision 
and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

F6f

 Weed control activities related to construction, operation and maintenance of the B2H 
Project would indeed be the responsibility of the Applicant, even if the work is completed by 
their subcontractors. The BLM expects that the weed control requirements specifi ed in the 
POD (POD Appendix B2) will be applied to all lands in the B2H Project area regardless of 
jurisdiction unless requested otherwise by individual landowners.

Weed control activities, Applicant responsibilities, and extent of areas requiring weed control 
will be identifi ed in the in the Noxious Weed Management Plan and included in the Plan of 
Development. The Plan of Development must be approved by the BLM and cooperating 
agencies prior to the issuance of the Record of Decision and right-of-way grant. All cooperating 
agencies will have the opportunity to review the Noxious Weed Management Plan and help 
determine control responsibilities and extent of area requiring weed control.

F6g  See response to Comment F6f.

F6h  See response to Comment F6e.

F6i  See response to Comment F6e.



COMMENT(S) RESPONSE(S)
B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-41

Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)F6



ATTACHMENT

B2H Final EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments Appendix K—Public Comments on the Draft EIS and LUP Amendments and Agency Responses to the Comments

Page K1-42

Environmental Protection Agency (cont.)F6


	Appendix K1 Federal
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