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Idaho Governor’s Offi ce of Energy ResourcesS1

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Scott Pugrud <Scott.Pugrud@oer.idaho.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 9:45 AM
To: tgertsch@blm.gov; comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: John Chatburn; Matt Wiggs; Sharon (sharon.kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov)
Subject: State of Idaho Comments
Attachments: Idaho B2H DEIS Comments.pdf

Please find the attached comments from the State of Idaho on the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project.

Thank you,

Scott N. Pugrud | Legal Counsel  
Office of Energy Resources 
Phone (208) 332-1679 | Fax (208) 332-1661| Web: energy.idaho.gov 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from public disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not the 
intended recipient, any review, disclosure, copying or distribution is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  If you have 
received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by reply, then immediately delete and destroy all copies of this e-
mail.  Thank you. 
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Idaho Governor’s Offi ce of Energy Resources (cont.)S1
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Idaho Governor’s Offi ce of Energy Resources (cont.)S1
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Idaho Governor’s Offi ce of Energy Resources (cont.)S1
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Idaho Governor’s Offi ce of Energy Resources (cont.)S1

S1a

S1b

S1c

S1a  The methods section for Wildlife (Section 3.2.4.4) was revised to include IFWIS as a data 
source.

S1b  Recommended change made.

S1c

 The specifi c design features referenced in the comment have been the incorporated into 
overall project Design Features and Selective Mitigation Measures (refer to Tables 2-7 and 
2-13 in C hapter 2). Seasonal stipulations for big game will be included in the Biological 
Resources Protection Plan in the Plan of Development.
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Oregon Department of AgricultureS2

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: James Wallace Johnson <jjohnson@oda.state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 12:28 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: HOFFMANN Margi * GOV; Todd Cornet; Katy Coba; Daniels, Katherine
Subject: B2H DEIS Comments
Attachments: PastedGraphic-4.tiff; Untitled attachment 11398.txt; B2H DEIS letter.pdf

Importance: High

To whom it concerns:

Please accept and enter into the record for consideration the comments of the Oregon Department Agriculture attached
below.

Thank you.

Jim Johnson
Land Use and Water Planning Coordinator
Oregon Department of Agriculture
635 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97301
(503)986 4706
jjohnson@oda.state.or.us
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Oregon Department of Agriculture (cont.)S2

S2a
 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and 
existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7.

 
 
March 19, 2014 
 
Tamara Gertsch 
BLM National Project Coordinator    Via Email 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
P.O. Box 655 
Vale, OR 97918 
 
 
Dear Ms. Gertsch: 
 
The Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) has completed it’s 
review on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
proposed Boardman to Hemmingway 500 KV transmission line 
(B2H).  The proposed line would transverse approximately 300 miles 
of land in Oregon, a great deal of which is agricultural land.  We offer 
the following comments for your consideration. 
 
General Comments 
 
1. The DEIS seems to have given limited, very broad analysis to the 

implications of the proposed routes to agriculture and it’s 
associated infrastructure.  This is evidenced in the table found on 
page 2-76 and 77 of the DEIS .  In this table, the impacts to 
agriculture for all segments/alternatives are shown to be the 
same.1  There is no distinction or variation in the conclusions 
made related to the impacts to agriculture yet agriculture along the 
300 miles of the proposed transmission line is quite distinct and 
diverse in terms of crops grown, agricultural practices used and 
the capability of the lands to support agriculture.   
  

2. Of particular concern to ODA is the limited recognition of the type 

S2a
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Oregon Department of Agriculture (cont.)S2

S2b

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final 
EIS includes a quantitative and/or qualitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, 
irrigated farmland, and existing agriculture (which includes a discussion of water rights). Refer 
to Section 3.2.7.

of agriculture and any developed infrastructure that serves 
agriculture in the DEIS analysis of the value/quality of agricultural 
land.  The DEIS seems to be stuck on an analysis of whether or 
not lands along the route are prime farmland.  While looking at soil 
designation and capability classifications is important, they should 
not be the sole determinant as to the value of any agricultural land.  
It is our opinion and experience in conducting similar analyses, 
that soil capability should only be used as a “sole determinant” 
when other factors that help define what viable agricultural land 
are not present.  Factors that we believe should be considered 
include: 
 
• Soils capability, which is best, measured using USDA NRCS 

agricultural capability class and importance (prime, unique, soils 
of statewide significance) and the Oregon definition of high-
value soils. 
 

• Water availability is very important, especially in the areas 
under consideration.  Lands with existing water rights for 
irrigation and other agricultural applications are especially 
important to protect because of the difficultly to acquire new 
water rights for irrigation and other agricultural uses.   
 
Lands without available water, while potentially prime in some 
cases, should not be “protected” over lands with existing water 
rights and a history of irrigated crop production.  This situation 
is evident in areas along the route of the proposed transmission 
line where irrigation can change poorer (high capability class) 
soils to prime or high-value status. The best example of this can 
be found the western end of the proposed route in Morrow and 
Umatilla Counties.  Here, there are lands located south of the 
existing irrigated cropland and the US Navy Bombing Range 
that contain soils that are considered to be prime farmland only 
when irrigated.  Without irrigation, these lands produce dry land 
wheat or provide livestock forage (rangeland).   Not all lands 
located to the north adjacent to and west of Bombing Range 
Road are considered to be prime when irrigated.  Yet they are 
producing high-value crops and are considered in many 

S2b
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Oregon Department of Agriculture (cont.)S2

instances to be high-value farmland by the State of Oregon.  
 

• Existing agricultural land use.  This factor is important because 
it shows what can and is actually happening based on local 
management decisions.  Existing land use is a very good 
indicator of the agricultural capability of the subject land.  This 
factor is also important in any analysis pertaining to the 
compatibility of the proposed transmission line with agricultural 
operations.  As a general rule, farming operations characterized 
by more intensive practices such as vegetable production and 
dairy operations have more conflict issues with nonfarm 
development than do extensive operations such as rangeland 
grazing and dry land grain production.   
 
As stated earlier, the DEIS does little to take into account the 
differences in agricultural practices occurring along the 
proposed routes.  This is key in any evaluation of the 
compatibility of this proposed nonfarm development with 
agriculture.  The types of crops grown and the ability (or 
inability) of farming operations/practices associated with 
producing these crops to co-exist with the proposed 
transmission line is key.  Conversion of and compatibility with  
agricultural operations is not just the result of the actual 
footprint of the proposed development, but also about the 
shadow the development casts onto area agricultural 
operations. 
 

• Agriculture infrastructure is an important consideration.  Much 
investment has been put into the development of agricultural 
lands in certain areas along the route.  Elements such as 
irrigation delivery and application facilities, transportation, 
agricultural structures and processing and other production 
facilities, processing and other service needs and agriculture 
related special districts (e.g. an irrigation district) are important 
to the long-term viability of a given area’s agricultural viability.  
Of particular concern are implications to irrigation delivery and 
application infrastructure on both ends of the proposed route. 
 

S2b

S2c

S2d

S2c
 The analysis of impacts on existing agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the 
Final EIS has been revised to include a quantitative comparative analysis. Refer to Sections 
3.2.7.4 and 3.2.7.6 for revisions.

S2d

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, irrigation application types 
have been digitized using aerial imagery for the 1-mile-wide study corridor. The analysis of 
impacts on existing agriculture for all alternatives has been revised to include a quantitative 
comparative analysis. Refer to Section 3.2.7.
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Oregon Department of Agriculture (cont.)S2

3. The DEIS should also analyze the cumulative socio-economic 
impacts of B2H transmission facility and others that will potentially 
use B2H line in the future on agricultural operations. 

 
4. Finally, the DEIS should consider the implications of any BLM 

decision on the Oregon siting process.  BLM analysis should be 
cognizant of the EFSC siting regulations and Oregon’s land use 
planning program and the implications of proposed routing on 
public lands on adjacent private lands.  A great deal of the 
intensive, high-value agricultural land found along the proposed 
route is adjacent to public lands characterized by extensive land 
use patterns. 
 

Comments Related to Specific Alternatives/Segments   
 

1. On the western end of the proposed route, we suggest that the 
southerly route, known as Horn Butte Alternative, would have the 
least adverse implications to agriculture, especially to intensive, 
high-value operations involving dairy, agricultural tree crops, and 
irrigated vegetables and fruit. This alternative does not adequately 
address the option (new variation) of the route extending to the 
Slatt substation.  This southerly route is also closer to many 
existing and proposed wind power sites that also require 
transmission capabilities.   

 
The DEIS analysis related to agricultural lands compares the soil 
capabilities along this southerly route with the Longhorn Variation 
and the Longhorn Alternative.  It is important to note that many of 
the soils found along this southern route become prime only if 
irrigated.  However, little irrigation is currently available in this 
area.  Yet agricultural land use located adjacent to the Long Horn 
Alternative and Variation routes is characterized by more 
intensive, high-value crops and agricultural practices. These areas 
also contain a great deal of agricultural infrastructure. 

 
2. There is little if any analysis of an alternative that would leave the 

proposed action route south of Hermiston and run in a northerly 
direction to the McNary substation.  

S2e

S2f

S2g

S2h

S2e

 The Final EIS has been revised to provide more detailed analysis related to cumulative effects, 
including socioeconomic effects. Counties and cooperating agencies were contacted and 
asked to provide additional information regarding reasonably foreseeable future actions to be 
included in cumulative analysis for the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 3.3 and 3.2.17 for further 
detail.

S2f

 This EIS does not specifi cally address requirements of the state EFSC process. The B2H 
Project is being permitted concurrently through the Oregon Department of Energy and 
EFSC. The BLM assumes the B2H Project will comply with land use ordinances and state 
preservation goals as dictated by the Oregon Department of Energy.

S2g

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which 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.

The analysis of impacts on agriculture for all alternatives in the Final EIS includes a 
quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, and existing 
agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7 for more information.

S2h

 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.



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 K3-11

Oregon Department of Agriculture (cont.)S2

 
3. As proposed, the Longhorn Variation proposes a route along the 

east side of Bombing Range Road.  This is problematic as it would 
impact about 14 miles of irrigated cropland including 3 miles of 
perennial/permanent crops, 11 miles of circle pivot irrigation units 
and to the north of I-84, an additional 2 miles of irrigated cropland 
and 4 pivots.  Analysis in this area should include a supplemental 
or new alternative that evaluates a route that is located to the west 
of Bombing Range Road. 

 
4. The DEIS has done a good job looking at alternatives in Malheur 

County.  The proposed routing avoids high-value, intensive 
agricultural lands and does not commit decisions yet to come to 
such lands.  Earlier proposed routes would have had dramatic 
implications to irrigated agricultural lands.  Similar considerations 
should be given to other areas of intensive agricultural operations 
along the proposed route. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.  Should you wish 
to further discuss any of these issues, please feel free to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
James W. Johnson 
Land Use and Water Planning Coordinator 
 
CC: Margi Hoffmann, Governor’s Office 
 Todd Cornett, ODOE 
 Katy Coba 
 

S2i

S2j

S2i

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which 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.

S2j  

 Comments noted. Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration 
with the counties and their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended 
routing variations/options, which 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.
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Oregon Department of EnergyS3

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Woods, Maxwell <maxwell.woods@state.or.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 3:20 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Cc: HOFFMANN Margi * GOV; Kaplan, Mike; FRANCE Renee M; Ray Outlaw; Cornett, Todd; 

Gustafson, Virginia
Subject: Oregon Department of Energy Comments regarding BLM B2H DEIS
Attachments: ODOE Comments - B2H BLM DEIS_3-18-2015.pdf

Hello,
Attached please find the Oregon Department of Energy’s comments regarding the BLM’s draft EIS for the proposed
Boardman to Hemingway transmission project.

Thank you,
Max

Maxwell Woods
Energy Facility Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
625 Marion Street NE
Salem, OR 97301
P: Direct: (503) 378 5050
C: (503) 551 8209

Oregon.gov/energy
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3

S3a  Comment noted. Text within the Final EIS has been revised to clarify regulatory requirements 
under both the DSL and USACE for the removal/fi ll permit process.

S3b  Text was edited to address the comment. 

S3a

S3b
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3

S3c

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. 
Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. The Final EIS has been updated to expand the discussion 
of compliance with existing land use plans, local permit requirements, and the EFSC permit 
process and identify any areas where there is a confl ict between the B2H Project and existing 
planning guidance. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail including expanded discussion of the 
EFSC process. 
Revised text in Section 3.2.6.2 to include additional letters sent to the ODOE that included 
Malheur County’s letters.

The B2H Project does not cross through the jurisdictions of La Grande, Island City, Huntington 
or North Powder.

S3d  Text revised as suggested.

S3b

S3c

S3d
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3

S3e  The text in this table (now Table 1-5) has been revised to note that OAR 345-022-0000 (3)(a-f) 
provides limitations to this balancing determination.S3e
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3

S3f

 The statement in this table (now Table 1-5) under Oregon Counties, Land Development 
Services, has been revised to read “In the Exclusive Farm Use zone, which encompasses the 
majority of land on which the B2H Project would be sited, transmission facilities under 200 
feet in height are a permitted use that requires a less signifi cant review than a conditional-
use review, subject only to the standards established in statute. In the EFSC process Path 
B review, the EFSC considers county and city land-use and zoning requirements when 
evaluating a site certifi cate application. When the EFSC issues a site certifi cate, the affected 
counties and cities must issue permits and other approvals addressed in the site certifi cate, 
where required, subject only to the site certifi cate conditions. The EFSC relies on the affected 
local jurisdiction(s) to provide applicable substantive criteria and required permits based on the 
jurisdictions unique land-use ordinance requirem ents.”

S3g  Text removed in the Final EIS as the history of EFSC is unnecessary in this section and 
duplicative with Section 1.9.1 in the Final EIS.

S3h

 Regulations have been edited as requested: Oregon EFSC certifi cate requirements:

• Oregon Administrative Rule 345-021-0010(1)(s), information concerning the location of 
archaeological sites or objects may be exempt from public disclosure under ORS 192.502(4) 
or ORS 192.501(11). 

• Oregon Administrative Rule 345-022-0090, protects the public interest in preserving places 
that have historic, cultural or archeological signifi cance, including sites of historic or religious 
importance to Native American tribes. The standard preserves historic and cultural artifacts 
and prevents permanent loss of the archaeological record unique to particular sites in the 
state.

S3f

S3g

S3h
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3

S3i

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties and 
their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/options, 
which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed for the Final EIS. 
Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. The Final EIS has been updated to expand the discussion 
of compliance with existing land use plans, local permit requirements, and the EFSC permit 
process and identify any areas where there is a confl ict between the B2H Project and existing 
planning guidance. See Section 3.2.6 for further detail including expanded discussion of the 
EFSC process.

S3i
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3
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Oregon Department of Energy (cont.)S3
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1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Nigel E Seidel <nigel.e.seidel@state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 3:59 PM
To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com
Subject: ODFW DEIS Comments
Attachments: ODFW B2H DEIS Comments 3192015.pdf

Here are the Oregon Dept of Fish & Wildlife DEIS comments.

Thank you
Nigel

____________________________________________________ 

Nigel Seidel 
East Region Energy Coordinator 
Oregon Dept of Fish & Wildlife 
107 20th Street 
La Grande, OR 97850 
Office:  541-962-1840 
Cell:  541-786-9512 
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Department of Fish and Wildlife
East Region

107 20th Street
La Grande, OR 97850

(541) 963-2138
FAX (541) 963-6670

March 19, 2015 
 
 
Jerome E. Perez 
State Director – Oregon/Washington 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 655 
Vale, OR  97918 
 
 
RE: ODFW Comments on B2H DEIS 
 
Dear Mr. Perez: 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates this opportunity to review and 
comment on the Boardman to Hemmingway Transmission Line (B2H or Project) Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS).  Our review focused on the DEIS’ consistency with the Department’s goals, objectives, 
and management authorities found in numerous Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) and Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR), including the Department’s Wildlife Policy (ORS 496.012), Endangered 
Species Act (ORS 496.171-182), Fish Passage Laws (ORS 509.580-645), and Habitat Mitigation Policy 
(OAR 635.415). 

The Department has been involved in B2H planning for some time.  We have spent countless hours with 
the project proponent, Idaho Power Company (IPC), and federal, state and local agencies on B2H, its fish 
and wildlife impacts and potential mitigation of those impacts.  Based on this coordination we are 
optimistic this project can be successfully permitted and most if not all of its fish and wildlife impacts 
mitigated. 

Below we summarize our comments which are addressed in more detail in the attached table. 

1. Transmission Line Route Selection 
The Department supports the proposed action, however there are several areas where it impacts sage-
grouse and Washington ground squirrel (WGS) habitats identified by the Department as Category 1 
under our Habitat Mitigation Policy.  Selection of the Tub Mountain South, Flagstaff, and Longhorn 
Variation or Alternative would eliminate nearly all of these impacts.

Oregon
Kate Brown, Governor
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2. Sage-grouse 
The Greater Sage-Grouse Assessment and Conservation Strategy for Oregon (Strategy, OAR 635.140) has 
identified sage-grouse core habitat in greatest need of protection. B2H should avoid impacting (both 
direct and indirect) these core habitats.  The Strategy also identifies low density sage-grouse habitat.  
These habitats should be avoided or minimization measures should be employed where avoidance is not 
possible.   

Any project impacts (either direct or indirect) should be mitigated following guidance in ODFW’s 
Mitigation Framework for Sage-grouse Habitats (March 2012) and the B2H Greater Sage-grouse 
Mitigation Blueprint (DEIS Appendix E).  Additional guidance may be available after SageCon 
deliberations are completed. 

The DEIS does not completely identify project impacts to sage-grouse habitat and nor does it outline 
mitigation measures in accordance with the above documents. 

3. Big Game 
The proposed and alternative B2H routes travel through important mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk 
habitat, causing direct impacts to deer and elk winter range.  Indirect impacts are also expected in areas 
where increased public use of project roads leads to displacement of big game from habitat adjacent to 
roads.  The DEIS does not fully identify project impacts to big game habitat and outline mitigation 
measures to compensate for those impacts. 

4. Washington Ground Squirrel 
Habitats within 785 feet of an active WGS colony are considered Category 1 under the Department’s
Habitat Mitigation Policy.  We recommend avoiding project impact to these habitats.   

As written, it is unclear if the DEIS properly identifies and outlines avoidance of these Category 1 
habitats. 

5. Mitigation of Projects Impacts 
The DEIS proposes that only those resources with high residual impact will require mitigation.  The 
Department recommends that any project impact, regardless of impact type (direct or indirect), may 
require mitigation dependent on the nature, extent, and duration of the impact and the type of habitat 
being impacted not just those characterized by BLM as having high residual impact.   

The Mitigation Planning section of the DEIS is incomplete.  BLM should utilize the guidance provided in 
DEIS Appendix D & E mitigation documents to further outline how mitigation requirements will be met.  
Any land identified as a mitigation area for project impacts, should have protections from development 
or conflicting use for the life of the project impacts.   

6. Motorized Access Management 
If not managed appropriately increased public use of new and improved project roads will impact to fish 
and wildlife and their habitats.  These impacts can largely be avoided with proper access management 
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including physical barriers, regulatory closures, and enforcement of closures.  The DEIS does not 
completely address these impacts and should be revised to address how road impacts will be calculated, 
avoided, and mitigated 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the B2H DEIS.  Please feel free to contact Mr. 
Nigel Seidel at 541 962 1840 if you would like to discuss our comments. 

 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Bruce Eddy 
East Region Manager 
 
C  Margi Hoffmann – Office of Governor Kate Brown 
 Roger Furman – ODFW 
 Ron Anglin – ODFW
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S4a

 Route preference noted. The selection of the agency-preferred alternative route and 
the addition of new route variations for the Final EIS were made in coordination with the 
cooperating agencies, including input from ODFW.

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.

 S4b

 Buffers have been revised to refl ect a more consistent and clear boundary that is specifi c to 
each resource area. The boundary for transportation is 0.5 mile in each direction to capture 
roads with the right-of-way as well as those adjacent to the study area. 

Text in the EIS was edited to indicate that the 0.5 mile buffer for the analysis area was 
chosen because it was considered large enough to capture the extent of potential direct 
effects from the B2H Project. Indirect effects are discussed qualitatively for individual species 
as appropriate. Since exact locations of access roads have not been determined, the effects 
of access roads on wildlife species are also discussed qualitatively as appropriate.

S4c

 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.

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 1 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

General Comments 
Comment 1. Route Specific Recommendations: 
Segment 1 

 The Horn Butte Alternative impacts Category 1 WGS habitat.  The Longhorn Variation or 
Longhorn Alternative should be selected to avoid impacts to WGS. 

Segment 2 
 No route specific recommendations. 

Segment 3 
 The proposed action and associated alternatives all impact Department Habitat Mitigation 

Policy Category 1 sage-grouse habitat. 
 The Flagstaff Alternative would have the least impact to sage-grouse habitat. 
 The Department suggests the development of a new alternative in Baker County that avoids 

sage-grouse Category 1 habitat by following I-84 north from Highway 203 to the boundary of 
segment 2. 

 The Timber Canyon Alternative should not be considered because it significantly increases the 
length of the transmission line, impacts Category 1 sage-grouse habitat, and has impacts to deer 
and elk winter range that can be avoided by selecting other alternatives.   

 The Burnt River Mountain Alternative should not be selected due to its impact to important big 
game winter range that can be avoided by selecting the proposed action. 

Segment 4 
 The proposed action and Willow Creek Alternative should not be considered due to significant 

impact to Category 1 sage-grouse habitat. 
 The Tub Mountain South Alternative should be selected because it has the least impact to 

Category 1 sage-grouse habitat.  
Segment 5 and 6  

 No route specific recommendations 
Comment 2. Analysis Area: 
The DEIS did not adequately explain the rational for buffer distances used.  This rational should be 
included so that reviewers can understand how BLM arrived at its DEIS conclusions. 
 
The current analysis buffers are not broad enough to capture indirect impacts to species such as 
Washington ground squirrel and elk.  They should be expanded to fully acknowledge these impacts.  
 
Analysis of road impacts is a particular concern.  The DEIS should describe how and when Project roads 
are incorporated into each of the analysis areas. 
Comment 3. Impact Analysis:  
It’s unclear how BLM used the high, moderate and low impact categories.  A more complete description 
of the process BLM used to select impact categories for individual Project features is needed.  In some 
cases a more complete description of the impact of individual Project features would be helpful in 
understanding how an impact category was chosen. 
 

S4a

S4b

S4c
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S4d  The criteria for all wildlife species was revised for the Final EIS in coordination with the 
cooperating agencies. Refer to Section 3.2.4.3.

S4e

 The analysis for the Wildlife section (Section 3.2.4) has been revised for the Final EIS to 
include additional information on direct and indirect effects of the B2H Project on wildlife 
species and their habitats. Analysis methods were developed in coordination with ODFW, 
IDFG, FWS, and other cooperating agencies.

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 2 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

General Comments 
It’s difficult to understand the impact of a Project feature when a range (i.e. moderate to high) was 
used.  We suggest BLM use discrete categories and not ranges.  
 
The Department recommends the DEIS include better explanations and detailed information about the 
Project impact assessment process and resulting impact categorizations including:  

 How the analysis was derived. 
 Number of criteria that have to be triggered to select specific impact intensity. 
 How categorization analysis accounted for the potential high variation in number of criteria 

triggered for different project features within the same impact category. 
 How to interpret the results of the impact categorization. 
 How the impact assessment takes into account the duration and magnitude of impact effects on 

fish, wildlife and their habitats through time? 
Comment 4. Project Impacts to Sage-grouse and Sage-grouse habitat: 
The DEIS assumes that there would be a small increase in Project road use in sage-grouse habitat and as 
a result this was considered a Low level impact.   
 
The basis for this determination was unclear.  The DEIS should include: 

 A description of the process and criteria used to analyze potential for increased use of Project 
roads in sage-grouse habitat. 

 Present any specific criteria, regulatory mechanisms, land ownership considerations, traffic 
data, or other data that were used for this determination. 
 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

3.1.2.1 
And 
3.2.4.6 
 
 

5/29-33 
And  
272/4-5 

Short and long-term effects:  The 
DEIS defines a short-term effect as 
one that persists on the landscape for 
3 years or less while a long-term 
effect is one that persists for more 
than 3 years.  Department policy does 
not differentiate between long and 
short term impacts; rather we 
consider impact by their nature, 
extent, and duration.  Duration of 
impact varies dependent upon the 
type of impact, species life history 
and habitat in which it occurs.  We 
are particularly concerned when 
BLM’s short term/long term strategy 
is applied to short lived species (e.g. 

Short and long-term effects:  Reanalyze 
the potential effects of anticipated 
Project impacts relative to habitat 
recovery times and the functions those 
habitats provide relative to the life cycle 
of the species.   This method could 
provide more realistic assessments of 
habitat impacts on all species (especially 
short lived species) and provide better 
context of the significance of Project 
impacts.   

S4c

S4d

S4e
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S4f

 Appendix E- Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Blueprint is not included in the Final EIS. This 
appendix was intended to be used as a placeholder while the BLM fi nalized its Greater 
Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments (ARMPAs) for Oregon 
and Idaho. The Greater Sage-Grouse Mitigation Framework has been refi ned for the 
Final EIS in Appendix C to provide additional information about BLM’s requirements and 
recommendations for compensatory mitigation.

The EIS has also been revised to include additional discussion of the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures in reducing impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse, including Applicant-
committed design features and site-specifi c conservation measures that are similar to those 
included in the ARMPAs. For Greater Sage-Grouse, the BLM will require a hierarchy for 
mitigation that will achieve a net conservation gain.

As the name suggests, the Mitigation Framework (Appendix C) 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 projects for 
selection and implementation under the review and guidance of the cooperating agencies. 
The fi nal detailed Compensatory Mitigation Plan must be accepted and approved by the 
cooperating agencies prior to the Notice to Proceed. 

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

S4g

 Comment noted. The use of a GIS dataset like GAP provides the most consistent, 
comprehensive approach to classifying vegetation communities across such a large project. 
Impacts on other habitats, i.e. sage grouse or big game, would be assessed using data 
specifi c to the habitat.

S4h
 The analysis of noxious weeds in the Final EIS has been revised to address effects from 
weed invasion in greater detail. For each segment, the analysis includes a discussion of 
existing weeds, potential impacts of weed invasion, and project effects on noxious weeds.
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Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

sage-grouse or WGS) where project 
impacts may be underestimated at a 
population level if considered only 
“short term”.  

3.1.2.2 8/2 Correction in Blueprint:  The 
Mitigation Blueprint for Greater Sage-
Grouse (Blueprint) provides IPC 
cohesive guidance on assessing 
Project impacts to sage-grouse 
habitat.  Guidance in the Blueprint 
diverges from Department policy in 
one area.  Specifically, the Blueprint 
states that only new or improved 
roads outside of the transmission line 
buffer (i.e. 0.6 mile) will be used to 
assess impacts.  The guidance should 
indicate that in locations where 
Project road and transmission line 
impacts overlap, the mitigation 
responsibly would be the impact that 
has that greatest effect on the 
habitat. 

Correction in Blueprint:  Revise this error 
in interpretation of the 2012 Sage-grouse 
Mitigation Framework.   

3.2.3.5 126 Table 3-39:  This table quantifies the 
total impact acreage to native and 
non-native grasslands by the Project.  
This analysis uses a coarse scale, 
remote sensory GIS approach to 
determining vegetative cover and 
habitats.  The Department is 
concerned about the accuracy of 
these acreages. We have similar 
concerns with the accuracy and/or 
precision associated with this analysis 
technique in determining the impact 
to other habitat types as well.   

Table 3-39:  Use a more precise and 
accurate assessment technique to identify 
vegetation types and habitats.  Remotely 
sensed data used for analysis should be 
ground truthed to ensure accuracy.   

3.2.3.5 132/1-
17 

Noxious Weed Section:   This section 
could benefit by including additional 
detail.  The information provided 
includes only the total number of 
noxious weeds for a segment and a 
brief description of one or two 
noxious weed species.  A more 

Noxious Weed Section:  Provide 
information on weed species having the 
greatest impact in the analysis area. 
Describe how weed species impact fish 
and wildlife habitat over time and may be 
influenced by implementation of the 
project. 

S4e

S4f

S4g

S4h
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S4i

 This table (now Table 3-94) which lists criteria used to assess impacts has been revised to 
more clearly describe impacts and their expected intensity on vegetation resources. This 
table lists impacts that can quantitatively addressed as miles crossed or acres of disturbance. 
Impacts resulting from noxious weed invasion are discussed qualitatively by segment. The 
analysis of noxious weeds in the Final EIS has been revised to address effects from weed 
invasion in greater detail. For each segment, the analysis includes a discussion of existing 
weeds, potential impacts of weed invasion, and project effects on noxious weeds.

S4j

 The analysis was revised for the Final EIS to include estimated acres of disturbance due to 
all B2H Project features, including vegetation removal in the right-of-way, access roads, and 
other structures (refer to the subheading Additional Analysis in Section 3.2.3.4).

The specifi c location of access roads have not been identifi ed for all alternative routes; rather, 
the specifi c locations of access routes and whether they will be temporary or permanent 
will be determined for the selected route during fi nal design and engineering. Thus, the 
additional analysis requested is not feasible. Preconstruction surveys of areas of existing 
weed infestations would be conducted for the selected route to identify appropriate weed 
control measures, which could include installation of gates (upon landowner approval) 
as well as other measures to reduce vehicular transmission of invasive weeds. Noxious 
weed populations will be monitored and controlled for three years following B2H Project 
construction, with possible weed control efforts continuing depending on monitoring results. 
All required weed control activities would be documented in the Plan of Development, 
which must be approved by BLM and cooperating agencies prior to issuance of the Record 
of Decision and right-of-way grant. The Plan of Development would be a condition of the 
Record of Decision and a stipulation of the right-of-way grant.

S4k

 The specifi c location of access roads have not been identifi ed for all alternative routes; rather, 
the specifi c locations of access routes and whether they will be temporary or permanent will 
be determined for the selected route during fi nal design and engineering. Refer to Section 
2.5.1.1 of the Final EIS for a description of how the effects associated with access roads are 
included in the analysis.

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 4 
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complete analysis would help 
reviewers better understand habitats 
already affected by noxious weeds 
and how fish and wildlife habitat 
function has been compromised. 
Identifying weed species that are the 
most pervasive and the highest 
priorities for state and federal 
agencies for treatment would be 
helpful. 

3.2.3.6 162 Table 3-42:  This table provides 
criteria for assessing direct and 
indirect Project impacts to vegetative 
communities within the analysis area.  
The last assessment item in the Low 
intensity impact category is the 
spread of noxious weeds to previously 
un-infested areas from Project 
activities.  The potential spread of 
noxious weeds species is a significant 
impact and should be analyzed more 
completely.  There is potential for 
large scale impact considering the 
amount of direct ground disturbance 
by the Project and the prolific nature 
of noxious weeds.   

Table 3-42:  Re-analyze the Project risk 
from noxious weeds.   

3.2.3.6 166/28-
32 

Risk of noxious weed spread:  The 
DEIS suggests the main period of risk 
for the spread of noxious weeds is 
during the Project construction phase 
when most of the ground disturbing 
activities will occur.  Weed 
transmission will occur throughout 
the Project operation phase as well 
from public and IPC use of Project 
roads.   

Risk of noxious weed spread:  Analyze 
future public traffic on project roads as 
dispersal mechanism for noxious weeds.  
The analysis should include long-term 
effects of the continued transmission of 
weeds from all traffic types (i.e. both IPC 
and public) and the potential to eliminate 
those transmission risks. 

3.2.3.6 170 Table 3-44:  This table provides acres 
of native and non-native grassland 
occurring in the Project analysis area.  
The analysis does not identify the 
acres impacted by project roads.   

Table 3-44:  Revise this table to include 
the number of acres for each vegetation 
classification type impacted by Project 
roads.  

S4h

S4i

S4j

S4k
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S4l

 The analysis of impacts to special status plant species in the EIS was revised to include 
potential impacts from B2H Project roads. Because the specifi c location of access roads has 
not been identifi ed for all alternative routes, potential impacts from roads were determined 
using a predictive model which accounts for existing access roads and diffi culty of terrain. 

S4m
 The analysis of noxious weeds in the Final EIS has been expanded to address effects from 
weed invasion in greater detail. For each segment, the analysis includes a discussion of 
existing weeds, potential impacts of weed invasion, and project effects on noxious weeds. 

S4n

 See response to Comment S4j. The BLM does not use signifi cance criteria as a tool in 
environmental analysis. However, the EIS text has been revised to include an expanded 
description of the types of potential effects on a resource, and criteria for assessing the level 
of impacts (i.e., low, moderate, high) on each resource. This approach is described in Section 
2.5.1.1; and the criteria for assessing the level of impacts are included in the Methods 
section of each resource section in Chapter 3. In addition, the analysis in the Final EIS has 
been expanded to include a discussion of known existing weed infestations by segment and 
potential B2H Project effects on noxious weed spread. 

S4o  Text was be revised to include a more complete description of the Department’s Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy. 

S4p

 Comment noted. The referenced table (now Table 3-145) is designated for federal 
Endangered Species Act threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species; the 
black-backed woodpecker is not currently listed as a threatened, endangered, proposed, or 
candidate species under the Endangered Species Act.

S4q  Text was revised to refer to the habitat categories analyzed in the EIS. ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 5 
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3.2.3.6 170/6-9 Impacts to special status species:  
There is no information 
acknowledging an analysis of the 
impact of Project roads on special 
status species and their habitats.   

Impacts to special status species:  
Analyze the impact of Project roads on 
special status species and their habitats.   

3.2.3.6 171/5-
11 

Segment description of noxious 
weeds:  The DEIS Environmental 
Consequences section (page 166) 
provides a general description of 
impacts from noxious weeds.  It could 
benefit from additional detail 
including: the current extent of 
noxious weeds infestation; potential 
impacts of specific noxious weed to 
specified habitat types; potential for 
noxious weeds to invade the Project 
area; and the future risk of noxious 
weeds impacts. 

Segment description of noxious weeds:  
Add detail to each segment’s noxious 
weed section about the impact of noxious 
weeds and whether Project features 
(transmission line, roads, other facilities, 
etc.) is expected to increase the spread of 
those weeds.   

3.2.3.6 188/35-
40 

OM-7:  OM-7 indicates IPC will 
rehabilitate significantly disturbed 
areas.  The term “significant” is 
undefined.  

OM-7:  Define the term “significant” and 
reference the definition in sections of the 
DEIS that discuss project impacts.  Also 
provide descriptive language for each 
“significant” Project impact to improve 
clarity and understanding of its effect on 
fish, wildlife and their habitats.   

3.2.4.2 198/20 Oregon Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Policy:  This section 
provides a brief description of the 
Department’s Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Mitigation Policy (OAR 635-
415-0000 through 0025).  It doesn’t 
describe the Policy in enough detail so 
that readers can understand Habitat 
Categories and how they should be 
used.  

Oregon Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Policy:  Provide a more 
complete description of the Department’s 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy 
(OAR 635-415-0025). See 
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/lands/mitigat
ion_policy.asp for more detail. 

3.2..4.5 210/16 Black-backed woodpecker:  The 
black-backed woodpecker is the only 
species identified in this paragraph 
that is not identified in Table 3-54. 

Black-backed woodpecker:  Insert the 
black-backed woodpecker into Table 3-54 
for consistency and documentation of 
occupancies across Project segments. 

3.2.4.5 246/23-
25 

Washington ground squirrels:  This 
sentence introduces the terms, 
“primary” and “secondary”, to 

Washington ground squirrel:  BLM should 
identify WGS habitat consistent with the 
Department’s Habitat Mitigation Policy 

S4l

S4m

S4n

S4o

S4p

S4q
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S4r  The updated Baker population estimate was included in the Draft EIS on page 3-255, lines 36 
and 37, and this information was carried forward into the Final EIS.

S4s  The table (now Table 3-139) was revised and does not include the referenced impact criteria. 
Refer to Section 3.2.4.3 in the Final EIS.

S4t
 Text was edited to include increased use of B2H Project roads as an indirect effect and 
a qualitative analysis of the increased use of roads on federally proposed, candidate, 
endangered, and threatened species as indicated. 

S4u
 Criteria used to assess impacts on vegetation communities have been revised to account for 
regeneration times in determining the intensity of potential B2H Project impacts to vegetation 
communities (refer to Table 3-94 in Section 3.2.3.4). 

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 6 
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describe WGS habitat.  These terms 
are not defined in the DEIS.  The 
Department does not recognize 
primary or secondary as habitat 
categories. 

(OAR 635-415-0025).   

3.2.4.5 255/10 Sage-grouse population estimates:  
Population estimates for the Baker 
sage-grouse population in this 
sentence are outdated. 

Sage-grouse population estimates:  Use 
the most current population data. 

3.2.4.6 271/Tab
le 3-63 

Moderate intensity of Impacts:  One 
of the bulleted items states 
“Permanent modifications to 
viewshed for big game”.  The terms 
“permanent” and “viewshed” are 
undefined.   

Moderate intensity of Impacts:  If the 
impacts to viewsheds for big game are 
considered an important issue, BLM 
should define the terms and more 
completely describe these impacts. 

3.2.4.6 272/9-
13 

Impacts to species in peril:  This 
section provides a list of the direct 
and indirect Project impacts to 
federally proposed, candidate and 
listed endangered, threatened 
species.  However, the indirect impact 
from increased use of Project roads 
was not listed as a source of impact to 
these species and their associated 
habitats.  

Impacts to species in peril:  Present an 
analysis of indirect effects to federally 
proposed, candidate and listed 
endangered, threatened species from the 
increased use of roads.  Specific 
recommendation are to: 
 Provide discussion of the impact of 

roads on species within the project 
analysis area  

 Address the duration and extent of 
those impacts 

 Utilize this information in segment 
descriptions where clarification of 
road impacts should be addressed. 

3.2.4.6 272/31-
33 

Short-term direct impacts:  According 
to the DEIS, short-term construction 
impacts would likely result from 
actions such as the clearing/use of 
staging areas or fly yards for storage 
and assembly of structures.  The 
removal of vegetation in most of the 
impacted habitats (with the potential 
exception of grasslands) will likely 
result in impacts that remain on the 
landscape for decades due to the 
regeneration time.  Even if the 
vegetation was not removed in all 

Short-term direct impacts:  Reanalyze 
impacts that affect a species for more 
than a generation or multiple generations 
as long term or permanent in duration. 
 

S4q

S4r

S4s

S4t

S4u
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cases, the crushing of vegetation will 
degrade the structural components 
important to many species.  The 
structure of the vegetation would 
likely return as new growth matures, 
which could take several decades 
depending on the habitat type 
assuming they are not infested with 
noxious weeds or annual grasses in 
the meantime. Direct impacts to slow 
maturing habitat communities from 
construction should not be classified 
as short-term. 

3.2.4.6 274/14-
26 

Traffic impact on fire and dust:  
Public and IPC vehicle use during 
construction and operation can 
increase fire risk and fugitive dust. A 
more detailed description of these 
risks would help DEIS readers. 

Traffic impact on fire and dust:  The DEIS 
should more completely evaluate the 
impacts of increased use of project roads 
by the public and IPC vehicle on fire risk 
and fugitive dust.  

3.2.4.6 275/20-
22 

Definition of mid-term:  It’s unclear 
what BLM means by the phrase “mid-
term” here. 

Definition of mid-term:  The phrase “mid-
term” should be defined.   

3.2.4.6 280/24-
25 and 
31 

Impacts to grassland:  The DEIS 
indicates construction related impacts 
to grasslands would recover quickly if 
protected from grazing although they 
don’t define what this means.   
 
The DEIS could benefit from a more 
complete evaluation of invasive 
species infestation risk to grasslands. 

Impacts to grassland:  Provide less 
subjective descriptors for quantifying the 
timeframes for each grassland habitat or 
various grassland habitat communities.  
Analysis should consider the anticipated 
recovery time of the different grassland 
communities encountered in segment 1.  
Also address risk of invasive plants 
becoming established during construction 
or as a result of construction.   

3.2.4.6 280/2 Washington ground squirrel habitat:  
The WGS section describes current 
Department guidance on colonies and 
identifies the 785 foot buffer around 
colonies.  It does not however 
indicate that each colony and 
buffered area are classified as 
Category 1 habitat or provide 
rationale (OAR 635-415-0025) as to 
how Project  impacts are to be 

Washington ground squirrel habitat:  
Include clear definitions for Category 1 
and 2 WGS habitats that describe 
mitigation goals and objectives.  Describe 
Project impacts within Category 1 and 2 
WGS habitat. 

S4u

S4v

S4w

S4x

S4v
 Section 3.2.9 has been revised to include discussion of the potential for fugitive dust. 
Section 3.2.6 has been revised to include expanded discussion of potential fi re risks from 
construction, maintenance, and operation activities.

S4w

 Comment noted. Information regarding the exact recovery times for specifi c grassland 
communities are not available for analysis in the Final EIS. The analysis of the risk of weed 
invasion has been expanded in the Final EIS. Discussion of the risk of weed invasion to 
grasslands is included in Section 3.2.3. 

S4x
 Text was edited to include defi nitions of Washington ground squirrel Category 1 and Category 
2 habitat that describe mitigation goals and objectives and to describe impacts to Category 1 
and Category 2 habitat. 



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 K3-113

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (cont.)S4

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 8 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

avoided in the buffered area.  
Additionally, there was no 
acknowledgement of the 
Department’s designation of Category 
2 habitat that may be impacted by the 
Project and the possible implications 
of those impacts.  

3.2.4.6 280/19-
22 

Washington ground squirrel impacts:  
This sentence describes Project 
impacts in to Category 1 WGS habitat.   

Washington ground squirrel impacts:  
The Department recommends avoiding 
impacts to Category 1 WGS habitats (OAR 
635-415-0025).    

3.2.4.6 285/13-
15 

Unauthorized human activity:  The 
DEIS states “Potential impacts to 
raptors could come from non-Project 
related, unauthorized human activity 
along the right-of-way and Project 
roads.”   
 
It suggests that there are regulatory 
or other mechanisms in place that 
prevent public access to the protect 
facilities.   

Unauthorized human activity:  The 
Department recommends the BLM: 
 Better define or describe the term 

“unauthorized”. 
 Describe the regulatory mechanisms 

that are in place to preclude the 
general public from accessing Project 
roads and right-of-way and how those 
will be enforced.   

 Use this discussion to address the 
impact of motorized traffic on Project 
roads to other resources throughout 
the DEIS.   

3.2.4.6 286/21-
28 

Indirect impacts to big game:  This 
section acknowledges Indirect 
impacts to big game from increased 
human presence. 
 
It should also acknowledge impacts 
from the introduction of invasive 
species from human activities.   

Indirect impacts to big game:  Include 
information on how human activity can 
introduce invasive plant species and the 
potential impact that they may have on 
big game and their associated habitats. 

3.2.4.6 286/21-
28 

Indirect impacts to big game - 2:  The 
Department is near completion of a 
Rocky Mountain Elk Mitigation 
Framework document that outlines 
the impact of motorized access within 
elk habitat.  The document provides 
impact assessments to identify the 
magnitude of indirect impact from 

Indirect impacts to big game - 2:  Utilize 
the Department’s guidance for analyzing 
indirect impacts to elk, specifically, 
increased traffic resulting from the 
Project.  

S4x

S4y

S4z

S4aa

S4ab

S4y

 Comment noted. The Applicant has committed to design features and site-specifi c selective 
mitigation measures designed to avoid anticipated B2H Project effects to Washington ground 
squirrel Category 1 habitat, including preconstruction surveys, and avoidance of sensitive 
features through selective tower placement, spanning sensitive features, or realigning the 
B2H Project centerline. 

S4z

 Text was revised to remove “unauthorized” from the indicated sentence, as no regulatory 
mechanism is in place to justify use of the term. The Applicant has committed to a site-
specifi c selective mitigation measure to limit new or improved accessibility to areas 
previously inaccessible. The accessibility of B2H Project roads and rights-of-way to the public 
is addressed in analysis of impacts of motorized traffi c on wildlife resources (refer to Section 
3.2.4 of the Final EIS).

S4aa
 Text was revised to include information on how human activity can introduce invasive plant 
species and the potential impact that they may have on big game and their associated 
habitats. 

S4ab

 The EIS has been revised to implement a model predicting the level of disturbance due to 
road construction since exact locations of roads have not been determined, and the analysis 
of elk has been updated to include additional analysis and discussion of indirect effects from 
the B2H Project on elk. 
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new or improve Project roads 
dependent on the level of traffic or 
the increase in traffic.  The framework 
also provides a method to calculate 
the mitigation responsibility for 
different traffic rates. 

3.2.4.6 289/3-5 
and 
298/1-6 

Indirect effects to sage-grouse:  See 
General Comment #4. 

Indirect effects to sage-grouse:  See 
General Comment #4. 
 

3.2.4.6 303/25-
31 

Impact to Columbia spotted frog:  
There are several impacts to the 
Columbia spotted frog outlined in this 
paragraph, most of which are direct 
impacts.  However, there are other 
impacts that should be address in this 
section including: fugitive dust; 
human interaction; increased traffic 
rates; introduction of invasive weeds 
species; and, potential variations in 
predations rates from altered 
habitats. 

Impact to Columbia spotted frog:  
Analyze the following additional potential 
Project impacts:  
 Fugitive dust: will increased traffic 

produce dust at a rate that may be 
detrimental to the habitat or reduce 
forage resources? 

 Human interactions: will increased 
human access, traffic, and 
interactions degrade habitat or cause 
physical harm to the frogs? 

 Invasive weeds: will the introduction 
of invasive weeds potentially alter 
vegetation composition or habitat 
structure to the point it becomes 
unsuitable? 

 Increased predation rates: will 
changes in habitat structure or 
composition alter potential predation 
rates? 

3.2.4.7 330/2-3 Compensatory mitigation:  This 
statement indicates that only those 
resources with a high residual impact 
will require mitigation.  Any impact 
that results from the implementation 
of the Project, regardless of impact 
type (direct or indirect), may require 
mitigation dependent on the nature, 
extent, and duration of the impact 
and the Category of habitat (OAR 635-
415-0025) being impacted.  The table 
on page 330 provides the level of 
residual effect/impact of the project 

Compensatory mitigation:  All impacts 
should be mitigated consistent with the 
Department’s Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Policy (OAR 635-415-00025).  
 
Department and BLM collaboration is 
highly recommended to: 
 Streamline similarities and reconcile 

differences in interpretation of 
Project impacts 

 Provide clear and concise information 
to IPC where applicable 

S4ab

S4ac

S4ad

S4ac  Text was edited to include analysis of the indicated impacts. 

S4ad
 This section has been removed from Chapter 3. Appendix C was revised to include 
additional details and information on BLM’s compensatory mitigation requirements and 
recommendations. 



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 K3-115

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (cont.)S4

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 10 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

on specific wildlife species or groups 
of species.  Big game, migratory birds, 
and management indicator species all 
are listed as moderately impacted.  
This suggests that few or none of the 
Project impacts to these resources 
would be mitigated.   

 Request mitigation actions that can 
fulfill both the federal and state policy 
requirements whenever possible  
 

The Department recommends BLM also 
provide further discussion in this section 
to address the meaning of high residual 
impacts for various habitats and types of 
project impacts.  Outline the main 
differences between the Department and 
federal policies on mitigation in this 
section. 

3.2.4.7 330/4 Mitigation:  This sentence indicates 
that preservation is one form of 
mitigation.  The Department’s 
Mitigation Policy does not recognize 
preservation alone as mitigation.  
Instead, mitigation should include the 
improvement of habitat (uplift) that 
demonstrates durability through 
proper legal protections (acquisition 
or easement) or similar mechanisms 
(laws and enforcement).  These 
protect the improved area from 
future degradation from 
anthropogenic disturbances for the 
life of the project. 

Mitigation:  Do not consider preservation 
as mitigation.  Also add details on how the 
BLM required Project mitigation would 
satisfy both state and federal 
requirements. 

3.2.4.7 330/1 Mitigation Planning:  This section 
provides reference to the 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan (CMP) 
and goes on to describe mitigation 
guidance for sage-grouse.  In the 
current form, this section of the DEIS 
is very incomplete.  Big game, WGS, 
migratory birds, and other special 
status species should be addressed. 

Mitigation Planning:  Complete the 
Mitigation Planning section by providing 
information on other species impacted by 
the project. 

3.2.5.4 338/30-
39 

Streams considered in analysis:  This 
section describes the data sources 
and stream types that were selected 
to analyze project impacts.  
Ephemeral streams were not included 
in the analysis.  However, ephemeral 

Streams considered in analysis:  Address 
impacts to ephemeral streams to capture 
all potential Project impacts to fish 
habitat.  This would also help identify 
potential impacts to downstream fish 
rearing and seasonal use habitats and will 

S4ad

S4ae

S4af

S4ag

S4ae  See response to Comment S4ad.

S4af  See response to Comment S4ad.

S4ag  The analysis has been revised for the Final EIS to include B2H Project impacts on ephemeral 
streams and associated downstream fi sh habitat within 1,000 feet of B2H Project crossings. 
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streams can play a vital role in certain 
life cycle processes of many native 
migratory fish through adulthood, 
namely as high-water refugia habitats 
during severe discharge periods.  Any 
Project impact to ephemeral stream 
habitats should be analyzed to 
determine potential effects to fish. 

inform better BMP selection and impact 
minimization efforts.  Utilize existing data 
collected by IPC to analyze potential 
Project impacts to ephemeral streams.    

3.2.5.6 338/30-
39 
And 
339/32 
And 
355-356 
And 
362/25-
29 
And  
363/13-
15 

Fish passage issues:  The Department 
has identified several fish passage 
related issues in Section 3.2.5.6.  
 Locations where Project roads 

cross streams (perineal, 
intermittent, or ephemeral) that 
have historic or current 
populations of native migratory 
fish (OARs 635-412-0005(32)) may 
trigger state and federal fish 
passage rules and regulations.  
The two pages (355-356) that 
describe impacts for Project 
proposed Type 2 (fords) and Type 
3 (culverts) stream crossings 
should address Department ORS 
509.586 and ORS 509.645 on 
stream crossing designs.  Insert 
pertinent information from OAR 
635-412-0035(1) and OAR 635-
412-0035(3) to address the main 
passage concerns as IPC will have 
to adhere to state fish passage 
law as well as federal 
requirements including BLM 
standards.   

 The DEIS analysis of Project 
impacts include all anadromous 
species and redband trout.  The 
Departments has fish passage 
authority over all native migratory 
species in Oregon (OARs 635-412-
0005(32)) because of their 
intrinsic value within stream 

Fish passage issues:     
The DEIS should reflect the Departments 
authority to require fish passage for any 
Project road/stream crossing on streams 
with historic or current presence of native 
migratory fish.  The Department 
recommends additional information 
about the Department's fish passage 
authorities be added to the appropriate 
locations throughout the 3.2.5 Fish 
section.  This additional information 
should address: 
 The Department recommendation for 

the BLM to condition the right of way 
application such that fish passage 
related portions of the proposed 
Project meet both state and federal 
crossing design criteria. 

 The Departments authority to assess 
Project impacts to fish passage in 
streams where there is a documented 
historic or current presence of 
redband trout, salmonids, or other 
native migratory fish.  IPC will be 
required to provide fish passage for 
road crossing impacts to streams with 
migratory fish listed in OARs 635-412-
0005(32). 

 The Departments fish passage 
authority includes Project 
road/stream crossing impacts to 
perennial, intermittent, and 
ephemeral streams that historically or 
currently contain native migratory 

S4ag

S4ah S4ah

 Text has been added to Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIS to include discussions on the following: 
(1) ODFW will need to approve all fi sh-bearing stream crossing designs. (2) Type 4 crossings 
(channel-spanning structures) would be used on streams which support native migratory 
fi sh species. (3) State and federal fi sh passage rules and regulations would be addressed 
and fi nal crossing plans would be determined through consultation with federal and state 
agencies where access roads cross streams (perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral) that have 
historic or current populations of native migratory fi sh (OARs 635-412-0005(32)). 4) Based 
on determinations by federal and state agencies regarding presence of migratory fi sh species 
and passage needs at specifi c stream crossings, fi sh passage plans would be developed 
for streams that trigger state or federal fi sh passage laws. B2H Project impacts to perennial, 
intermittent, and ephemeral streams containing native migratory fi sh have been analyzed for 
the Final EIS.
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (cont.)S4

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 12 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

systems and water quality.  These 
fishes inhabit a variety of habitats 
present in perennial, intermittent, 
and ephemeral streams.  
Therefore, project impacts to 
perennial, intermittent, and 
ephemeral streams containing 
any native migratory fish should 
be included in the analysis.   

 The DEIS indicates that at a 
minimum, IPC will have to adhere 
to ODFW fish passage designs at 
new stream crossings of fish 
bearing streams (page 362).  The 
Department disagrees with that 
statement as the Department has 
the authority to require fish 
passage at any new or improved 
Project road/stream crossing 
where Project activities trigger 
state fish passage law.  Therefore, 
The Department will request that 
IPC address fish passage, through 
submittal of fish passage plan 
applications at any component of 
a Project road/stream crossing 
that is constructed or altered in a 
way that triggers state law 
pursuant to OAR 635-412-0005 
through 0040.  

 The DEIS states that there may be 
some short-term or long-term 
effects to fish passage at stream 
ford-type road crossings for any 
intermittent streams occupied by 
seasonally migratory fish species.  
The Department has not 
approved any  short-term to long-
term impacts to fish passage on 
any stream (perennial, 
intermittent, or ephemeral) 
subject to OAR 635-412-0005 

fish. 
 The Department has fish passage 

authority on all new or existing 
stream crossings used for the Project 
where Project activities  impede the 
potential movement of historic or 
current native migratory fish up or 
downstream pursuant to Department 
OAR 635-412-0005 through 0040. 

 The importance of frequent and 
iterative coordination with the 
Department to help identify when 
and where road/stream crossings 
may trigger fish passage pursuant to 
OAR 635-412-0005 through 0040.  
Proper coordination will also help 
streamline the fish passage processes 
between the Department and federal 
policies.  

S4ah

S4ai S4ai  See response to Comment S4ah.
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (cont.)S4

ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 13 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
No. 

Pg. / 
line  Issue Identified Recommended Resolution 

through 0040 and suggests it be 
addressed and remedied through 
appropriate regulatory process; a 
submittal of a fish passage plan 
for review and approval by the 
Department.  The Department 
will require adequate fish passage 
at all road/stream crossing 
locations that will potentially 
impact historic or current native 
migratory fish (OARs 635-412-
0005(32)) populations. 

3.2.5.6 357/11-
12 

Indirect effects to special status 
species:   Two indirect impacts that 
were not covered or  analyzed  in the 
DEIS are:  
 Impacts that would result from 

the introduction of invasive 
weeds species adjacent to stream 
channels. 

 Increase predation of special 
status species (e.g. chinook, etc.) 
by other fish and avian predators. 

Indirect effects to special status species:  
Analyze indirect impacts from the 
introduction of invasive weeds from 
Project construction or use of Project 
roads (IPC and public traffic). Address any 
indirect impacts to fish that may result 
from alterations to the adjacent 
terrestrial habitat that increase potential 
avian predation of fish or reduce foraging 
opportunity.   

3.3.2.1 999 Table 3-313:  The rationale provided 
for impacts to resources described in 
this table are difficult to understand.  

Table 3-313:  See comment 2 
 

3.3.4.4 1064 Table 3-316:  The table indicates that 
the Project has moderate cumulative 
effects on the Columbia spotted frog.  
However, the text throughout the 
wildlife resources section indicates 
high cumulative impacts. 

Table 3-316:  Revisit this analysis and 
rectify inconsistencies in the analysis and 
conclusions. 

3.3.4.5 1068 Segments are missing:  Segments 2 
and 3 are missing from the 
cumulative effects section. 

Segments are missing:  Include 
cumulative effects analysis discussion for 
segments 2 and 3. 

App. D  Compensatory Mitigation Plan:  The 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan (CMP) 
is based on sound mitigation 
principles and standards for Project 
impacts.  However, many of the 
Department’s comments provided 
above will likely result in changes to 

Compensatory Mitigation Plan:  Address 
Department concerns expressed in 
previous comments within the CMP.  
 
The Department recommends continual 
utilization of the Biological Resources 
Task Group as a tool for coordinating 

S4aj

S4ai

S4ak

S4al

S4am

S4an

S4aj

 Text addressing impacts resulting from the potential introduction of noxious weeds/herbicides 
and predation has been incorporated to Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIS. The Applicant has 
committed to updated design features and selective mitigation measures designed to 
minimize anticipated potential B2H Project impacts from invasive weeds and removal of 
riparian vegetation on streams. Refer to Section 3.2.5 of the Final EIS. The applicant has 
also committed to the creation of a Noxious Weed Management Plan and a Reclamation, 
Revegetation, and Monitoring Plan, which will be included in the Plan of Development. 
These plans detail the methods used to conduct preconstruction weed surveys, areas 
requiring ongoing weed control activities both before and after B2H Project construction, 
and post-construction weed monitoring. Preconstruction surveys of areas of existing weed 
infestations would be conducted for the selected route to identify appropriate weed control 
measures, which could include installation of gates (upon landowner approval) as well as 
other measures to reduce vehicular transmission of invasive weeds.

S4ak

 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, including cumulative effects. 

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.

S4al  See response to Comment S1ak.

S4am   See response to Comment S1ak.

S4an   The Compensatory Mitigation Plan was revised to include additional detail and information 
regarding BLM’s requirements and recommendations for compensatory mitigation. 
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ODFW B2H DEIS Comments Page 14 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife comments on the DEIS for the B2H Transmission Line Project 

Comments by Section 

Section 
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Pg. / 
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the CMP. agencies to provide valuable input into 
the development of the CMP. 

 

S4an
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Oregon Department of Land Conservation and DevelopmentS5

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: Daniels, Katherine <katherine.daniels@state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 1:14 PM
To: 'comment@boardmantohemingway.com'
Cc: Johnson, Jim; HOFFMANN Margi * GOV
Subject: B2H DEIS comment letter
Attachments: B2H.lettertoBLM.3-19-15.pdf

To whom it may concern,

Attached please find our letter of comment on the DEIS for the Boardman to Hemingway project. Thank you.

Katherine

Katherine Daniels, AICP | Farm and Forest Lands Specialist
Community Services Division
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 | Salem, OR 97301-2540
Direct: (503) 934-0069 | Main: (503) 373-0050 | Fax: (503) 378-5518
katherine.daniels@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD
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Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development (cont.)S5

 S5a

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, 
and existing agriculture. This analysis now takes into account high-value soils, Exclusive 
Farm Use, and Exclusive Range Use as defi ned by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission rules. Refer to Sections 3.2.6.2, 3.2.7.2, and 3.2.7.6 for revisions.

S5b

 Based on comments received by the BLM on the Draft EIS, collaboration with the counties 
and their constituents occurred, resulting in a number of recommended routing variations/
options, which were incorporated into the network of alternative routes analyzed in the 
Final EIS. Refer to Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.5.2. Analysis of the alternative routes is reported 
throughout Chapter 3.

S5c
 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, 
and existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7 for more information.

S5a

S5c

S5d

S5b
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Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development (cont.)S5

S5d

 The analysis of impacts on agriculture for alternative routes analyzed in detail in the Final EIS 
includes a quantitative analysis of important farmland, high-value soils, irrigated farmland, 
and existing agriculture. Refer to Section 3.2.7 for more information.

The economic analysis in Section 3.2.17 includes data on effects to irrigated farmland 
from the construction and operation of the B2H Project. The analyses assess how surface 
disturbances may affect crop yields under the alternatives, and how these changes in crop 
yields may affect local economic conditions.

S5d
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Oregon Department of TransportationS6

1

comment@boardmantohemingway.com

From: DAVIS Steven A * Tech Center Manager <Steven.A.DAVIS@odot.state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 2:19 PM
To: 'comment@boardmantohemingway.com'
Cc: WOODS Maxwell; HOFFMANN Margi * GOV; BUCHANAN Michael R; GROVE Monte; HOLT 

Marilyn M; JONASSON Sheryl; PENNINGER Teresa B; SIPP Craig A; SMITH Donald R; 
WOODWORTH Paul D

Subject: ODOT R5 response to Draft B2H EIS
Attachments: B2H Feb 15 comments.pdf

To whom it may concern, 
Attached are comments from the Oregon Department of Transportation Region 5 office regarding the 
Boardman to Hemmingway Draft EIS.  If you have any questions, please contact me directly. 
Thank you, 
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Oregon Department of Transportation (cont.)S6

 S6a

 The use of and crossing of existing roads would be analyzed during fi nal design of the B2H 
Project. If an action alternative is selected, the Applicant would coordinate with the Department 
of Transportation and document the outcome in the Applicant’s Plan of Development (to 
be fi nalized prior to the Record of Decision) and associated Traffi c and Transportation 
Management Plan. See Section 3.2.9 for further detail.

S6a
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Oregon Department of Transportation (cont.)S6

S6b  See response to Comment S6a.S6b
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Oregon Parks and Recreation Department – SHPOS7

 S7a

 The Intensive Level Survey will be completed following the Record(s) of Decision on any 
agency-selected alternative. This Intensive Level Survey report is referenced in the EIS 
regarding the Oregon National Historic Trail. It is not the purpose of the EIS to provide 
determinations of eligibility of individual segments for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places or to identify contributing and non-contributing segments where no prior identifi cation 
has been made. The EIS will document the current state of the Oregon National Historic 
Trail through review of existing data and existing determinations of eligibility. The Final EIS 
addresses cumulative effects on the Oregon National Historic Trail within the B2H Project area.

S7b

 Comment noted. The defi nition of adverse effect provided in the EIS has been reviewed and 
edited to refl ect the criteria of adverse effect as set forth in 36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1). Under the 
law, an adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of 
the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National 
Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. By defi nition a historic property is an eligible 
property and could therefore be subject to adverse effects. By defi nition sites evaluated as 
not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places are not subject to adverse 
effects. The cumulative impacts of the B2H Project on the Oregon National Historic Trail will 
be analyzed and reported specifi c to each alternative analyzed in the Final EIS. Standard 
approaches to treatment identifi ed in the EIS focus on the avoidance or minimization of 
potential adverse effects resulting from the B2H Project. Once a route has been selected 
for construction, additional opportunities for avoidance or minimization of effects would be 
explored. Specifi c treatment measures for the mitigation of adverse residual effects would then 
be developed in consultation with the applicable state and federal agencies and consulting 
parties as required under the Programmatic Agreement for the B2H Project and BLM Manual 
6280. These treatments would then be incorporated into the Historic Properties Management 
Plan and carried out during the mitigation phase of the B2H Project.

S7a

S7b
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Oregon Parks and Recreation Department – SHPO (cont.)S7

S7c

 Comment noted. Visual impact thresholds have been updated to describe characteristics and 
settings that would be modifi ed but their ability to contribute to NRHP eligibility would not be 
affected. Direct effects on historic properties are not anticipated.

The defi nition of adverse effect provided in the EIS has been reviewed and edited to refl ect the 
criteria of adverse effect as set forth in 36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1). Under the law, an adverse effect 
is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a 
historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that 
would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, or association.

Adverse effects as defi ned in 36CFR 800.5 (A1) have been reviewed in context with the 
standards defi ned in BLM Manual 6280 with regard to trails and clarifi cations have been made 
to the text of the EIS as necessary.

S7d

 This National Register nomination is referenced in the EIS regarding the Oregon National 
Historic Trail. It is not the purpose of the EIS to provide determinations of eligibility of individual 
segments for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or to identify contributing and 
non-contributing segments where no prior identifi cation has been made. The EIS will document 
the current state of the Oregon National Historic Trail through review of existing data and 
existing determinations of eligibility. The Final EIS addresses cumulative effects on the Oregon 
National Historic Trail within the B2H Project area.

S7e

 The Cumulative Effects section (Section 3.3) was 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. Impacts on the entire Oregon NHT would be beyond the scope 
of the B2H Project and the area impacts by the B2H Project. The impacts on trail nature and 
purpose describe these overall trail impacts, which were drafted for each alternative.

S7c

S7d

S7e
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